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1. Background

This study is a national survey research project to monitor and compare the influence of social capital on support for democracy and autocracy among the mass public of Moldova. Empirically, my project did build upon the earlier waves of my New Democracy Barometer surveys conducted in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Conceptually, it draws upon the multi-dimensional and multi-level notions of political support developed especially by David Easton (1995) and others (Klingemann 1999; Dalton 1999; Rose 2001, Shin 1999) on the one hand and the notion of social capital developed by Putnam (2000) and applied within this research area by Christian Haerpfer (2005) on the other. Theoretically, it is predicated on the congruence theory that democratization follows the logic of reducing the incongruence between the citizen demand and institutional supply of democracy (Inglehart and Welzel 2005). 
2. Objectives
Specifically, my project has been designed to monitor the impact of social capital on both normative and practical support for the principles and practices of democracy and its alternatives and to generate a comprehensive, balanced, and dynamic account of political transformations taking place in Moldova from the perspective of the mass citizenry experiencing those changes on a daily basis. 

The main research questions are analyzing the existence of a correlation between levels of social capital and successful democratization, between levels of social capital and support for democracy and finally, between levels of social capital and support for democracy as an ideal form of regime (Dowley and Silver 2002). The working hypothesis is that high levels of social capital at the individual level are associated with high levels of political support for democracy, even if the overall extent of social capital might be comparatively low. The impact of divisions between Russian speakers and Romanian speakers upon political support for democracy or autocracy was also measured.

Conceptually, the previous NDB (New Democracy Barometer) surveys relied on the notion of political support. Pippa Norris (1999) has identified five different objects of political support ranging from political community through principles, performance, and institution of regime to political actors. The surveys were designed to identify those who believe that democracy or its alternatives is the best (or ideal) form of government. Focused on the principles rather than practices of regime, political support at this regime level was normative or idealistic in its nature and thus offered a partial account of mass reactions to political transformations, either democratic or authoritarian.

I employed support for democracy as the core concept of the inquiry and examined its dynamics from multi-dimensional and multi-level perspectives. I also took authentic support for democracy as citizen demand for democracy and examined the ongoing interactions between citizen demand and institutional supply of democracy.

A political system can become institutionally democratic with the installation of competitive elections and multiple political parties. These institutions alone, however, do not make a fully functioning democratic political system. As Rose, Mishler, and Haerpfer (1998, 8) point out, these institutions constitute nothing more than “the hardware” of representative democracy. To operate the institutional hardware, a democratic political system requires the “software” that is congruent with the various hardware components (Almond and Verba 1963; Eckstein 1966). Both the scholarly community and policy circles widely recognize that what ordinary citizens think about democracy and its institutions is a key component of such software. Many experts, therefore, regard the mass citizenry’s unconditional embrace of democracy as “the only game in town” as the hallmark of democratic consolidation (Bratton and Mattes 2001; Diamond 1999; Linz 1990; Rose 2001).

There are several specific reasons why democratization can advance when ordinary citizens embrace democracy as “the only game in town.” Democracy, unlike other forms of government, is government by demos (the people) and thus cannot be foisted upon an unwilling people for any extended period of time; nor can it be installed by military intervention from abroad. As government by the people, democracy depends principally on their support for its survival and effective performance (Mishler and Rose 1999). Only those committed to democracy as the best form of government are likely to reject anti-democratic movements to overthrow the new democratic regime, especially during a serious crisis (Dalton 1999; Inglehart 1990, 1997). Moreover, when citizens confer legitimacy on a newly installed democratic regime, it can make decisions and commit resources without resorting to coercion. Therefore, there is a growing consensus in the literature on third-wave democracies that democratization is incomplete until an overwhelming majority of the mass citizenry offers unqualified and unconditional support for democracy (Fukuyama 1995; Diamond 1999; Linz and Stepan 1996). 

3. Conceptualization and Methods
What constitutes support for democracy? In the literature on democratic political culture there is general agreement that popular support for democracy especially in new democracies is a highly complex and dynamic phenomenon with multiple dimensions and layers (Dalton 1999; Klingemann 1999; Shin 1999). Democratic support is a multi-layered or multi-level phenomenon because citizens simultaneously comprehend democracy as both an ideal political system and a political system-in-practice. It is a multi-dimensional phenomenon because it involves the acceptance of democratic decision-making as well as the rejection of democracy’s alternatives.

To ordinary citizens who lived most of their lives under authoritarian rule, democracy at one level represents the political ideals or values to which they aspire. At another level, democracy refers to a political regime-in-practice and the actual workings of its institutions, which govern their daily lives (Dahl 1971; Mueller 1999; Rose, Mishler & Haerpfer 1998). Popular support for democracy, therefore, needs to be differentiated into two broad categories: normative and practical. The normative or idealist level is concerned with democracy-in-principle as an abstract ideal. The practical or realist level is concerned with the various aspects of democracy-in-practice, including regime structure, political institutions, and political processes.  

At the first level, support for democracy refers largely to a psychologically loose attachment citizens have to the positive symbols of democracy. Democratic support at the second level refers to favourable evaluations of the structure and behaviour of the existing regime (Easton 1965). As empirical research has recently revealed, there is a significant gulf between these two levels of democratic support (Klingemann 1999; Mishler and Rose 2001; Norris 1999). To offer a comprehensive and balanced account of democratic support, therefore, we must consider both levels of support, normative and practical.

Moreover, democratic support especially among citizens of new democracies involves more than favourable orientations to democratic ideals and practices. Citizens with little experience and limited sophistication about democratic politics may be uncertain whether democracy or dictatorship offers satisfying solutions to the many problems facing their societies. Under such uncertainty, citizens who are democratic novices often embrace both democratic and authoritarian political propensities concurrently (Lagos 1997, 2001; Rose and Mishler 1994; Shin 1999). Consequently, the acceptance of democracy does not necessarily cause rejection of authoritarianism or vice versa. 

Citizens of post-Soviet countries had lifelong experience with undemocratic rule prior to the break-up of the Soviet empire. Doubtless many of them remain attached to the age-old Communist authoritarian mindset. In view of the importance of early life socialization (Mishler and Rose 2002), the professed preferences for democracy among these citizens cannot be equated with unconditional or unwavering support for it (Dalton 1994; Finifter and Mickiewicz 1992; Hahn 1991; Inglehart 1997; Mishler and Rose 2001).

The main database of this project is an academic survey with 2,000 personal interviews representing a sample of the adult population of Moldova, 18 years of age and older. An accurate survey requires a sample representative of the population of the country as a whole. This sample has been drawn on a proportionate-to-population basis, stratified by region, town-size and urban-rural differences. The organisation conducting the survey was the Independent Sociological Service ‘Opinia’, which has worked with, and for, the Principal Investigator (PI) before, in the period 2000 until 2006. There was a pre-test of 100 face-to-face interviews in order to assess the quality and semantic clarity of the questionnaire. Not included in the sampling design have been prisoners, patients in hospitals and mental hospitals and persons living in the Trans-Dniester region, which is currently not under the control of the state of Moldova. 

Within each city or rural area, primary sampling units has been drawn. The survey has been conducted within the framework of 64 primary sampling units in order to avoid confining interviewing to a few cities. The method used to select households will be standardised random route procedures. The random method to select individuals in households has been the nearest birthday of a member of the household to a given year. Substitution of respondents during sampling and fieldwork was not permitted. In order to reflect the languages spoken in Moldova, 68% of all questionnaires have been in Romanian language, 32% of all questionnaires have been in Russian language. 

If the respondent was not at home on 3 visits which took place on different days and at different times, the next apartment on the route plan had been selected. There was an internal control by ‘Opinia’ and external control by the PI.  The internal control was to check 5% of all interviews, by contacting the respondents and asking them if they have been visited by an interviewer and about the type of survey. Fieldwork took place between 17th November 2007 and 30th December 2007.
4. Results 

4.1. Moldova in comparison with other post-Communist political systems in Central Europe and post-Soviet political systems in Eurasia:

The main conclusion of my comparative research is that, despite frequent pessimistic assumptions in the literature about the bleak future for democracy in Russia and many countries of the former Soviet Union, the mass public support for democracy as the best form of government at the level of regime principles encompasses an absolute majority of post-Soviet citizens in Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia and Belarus as well as a relative majority of Russian citizens. This political support for democracy has grown over time between 1996 and 2000 in Russia and Ukraine and has remained at a high level in Belarus. However, the endorsement of democracy as best form of government by a majority of the electorate in a given political regime is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for a successful process of democratisation. 

The second important finding is that normative support for democracy is strongly associated with five values and attitudes, such as democracy is good for the macro-economy, democracy produces fast and good decisions, the rejection of political violence and support for a functioning market economy with higher income differentials as well as full privatization of the economy. People in the emerging middle classes tend to favour democracy as a form of government because of this close link with an emerging market economy. These findings suggest a strong link between the emergence of a democratic system and the creation of a successful market economy. Support for a new market economy in these former centrally planned command economies appears to be another strong pre-condition of becoming a democratic citizen in Russia and the Commonwealth of Independent States in general and in Moldova in particular.

The third main finding is that support for the macro-economy is the most important influence with regard to support for the current regime in Moldova. This is followed by trust in institutions of government – or successful institution building in a transforming society – and a successful micro-economy, that is households with good economic living conditions. This shows the crucial importance of the macro-economy as well – albeit to a lesser degree – of the micro-economy for public political support of a given political regime. This finding appears to indicate that the minority of economic ‘winners’ of the first decade of post-Soviet transformation are ready to support the regime of the day, as long as the latter is not reducing these economic benefits for ‘winners’ of political and economic transitions. 

The fourth core finding is that the share of supporters for authoritarian regimes in Russia and the other post-Soviet countries decreased from about one-third of the whole post-Soviet general public in 1996 to one-fifth in 2002. This, again, is an indication of a general erosion of support for autocracy and non-democratic regimes in the territories of the former Soviet Union at the level of the electorate and the post-Soviet citizens. The main predictors of support for authoritarian regimes have been low levels of human capital, support for the Communist political regime, psychosocial transition stress as well as being a loser in micro-economic transition. Post-Soviet citizens with ideological ties with the Soviet Union and its economic and political system are –not surprisingly- strongly in favour of non-democratic regimes in general and to some extent in favour of a restoration of Communist rule in particular. Whereas winners of transformation are in support of the democracy on the one hand or the current political regime on the other, losers of transformation tend to support autocratic and non-democratic regimes as an expression of their political and economic disaffection. 

From a theoretical perspective, this study constitutes a successful attempt to introduce a new concept of political support for democracy and autocracy, which goes well beyond the current scholarly debate on ‘support for democracy’. From an empirical perspective, this project provides clear and cross-national evidence that all eight analysed political regimes in Russia and the Commonwealth of Independent in general and in Moldova in particular have not yet concluded their political transformations and electoral revolutions as far as the micro-level of their citizens and electorates is concerned. The future behaviour of political elites, political actors, political institutions, civil societies and the mass publics will determine the final political structure of these post-Soviet countries along the broad spectrum between democracy and autocracy. 

The optimal path of democratization in post-communist Europe is that from a new democracy towards a ‘consolidated democracy’ (See Table 1). A new democracy can be described as consolidated, when it fulfils the criteria for a complete or liberal democracy. In order to become a member in the exclusive ‘club’ of liberal or full democracies, a new democracy has to have the rule of law, a clear separation of powers, a vibrant civil society independent from the state, a democratic constitution and associated constitutionalism, pluralism of political actors and institutions, full respect of human and political rights and freedom of media and political association. In addition to these criteria, a new democracy has to fulfil the minimum criterion of free, fair, competitive multiparty elections as well as a successful consolidation of its political and legal institutions. Finally, a clear absolute majority of the citizens have to support democratic rules and principles as the ‘only game in town’. 

The process of democratization can be measured by a variety of empirical indicators and indices. In order to analyze the progress of democratization in post-communist Europe and post-Soviet Eurasia, three such indicators of democratization have been selected. The Index of Democracy from the Polity IV Project of the Center for Global Policy at George Mason University on the one hand and the Freedom House Index of Political Rights as well as the Freedom House Index of Civil Liberties on the other (Table 1). In order to have a point of reference regarding the current state of democracy in a variety of post-communist political system, we use the state of democracy in two full and mature democracies, the United States of America and the United Kingdom, as ‘benchmark’ political systems. Both the USA and the UK have the top index value of 1 regarding Political Rights (1), Civil Liberties (2), the overall performance of democracy in 2006(4) as well as a mean value for the period between 1993 and 2006 (3). The most successful examples of democratization are Slovenia and Hungary. Both are post-communist countries, which are located in Central Europe and display the top index value of ‘1’ in all dimensions of measurement of democratic change. 
Table  1: Consolidated Democracies in Post-communist Europe, 1993-2006

	
	Freedom House
	POLITY IV Index

	Country
	Political Rights 2005
	Civil Liberties 2005
	Polity IV Democracy 1993-2006
	Polity IV Democracy Index 2006

	Full democracies:
	
	
	
	

	United States
	1
	1
	1
	1

	United Kingdom
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	
	
	
	

	1. Slovenia
	1
	1
	1
	1

	2. Hungary
	1
	1
	1
	1

	3. Poland
	1
	1
	2.2
	1

	4. Lithuania
	1
	1
	1
	1

	5. Slovakia
	1
	1
	3.4
	1

	6. Czech Republic
	1
	1
	2.9
	3

	7. Bulgaria
	1
	2
	3.4
	2

	8. Romania
	2
	2
	4.6
	2

	9. Moldova
	3
	4
	4.4
	3

	10. Croatia
	2
	2
	7.6
	2

	11. Albania
	3
	3
	5.4
	2

	12. Macedonia
	3
	3
	4.1
	2

	13. Latvia
	1
	1
	3
	3


Other examples of successful transformations of a communist political system into a consolidated democracy are the neighbouring countries Poland and Lithuania, which show also excellent ratings regarding their democratic performance and structures. Poland is lagging within that top group of a successful democratic revolution, because their have been delays of democratic change during the early stages of the period between 1993 and 2006. The same is true for Czech Republic and Slovakia, which are consolidated democracies regarding political rights and civil liberties, but do not fulfil all criteria of the Polity IV Democracy Index yet. The next group of consolidated democracies could be located on the western part of the Black Sea: Bulgaria, Romania and Moldova are consolidated democracies in 2006 according to the Polity IV index, but have joined the top group of post-communist democracies only very recently after difficult processes of political transformations since 1990 in the cases of Bulgaria and Romania and since 1992 in the case of Moldova. 

4.2. Country-specific results for Moldova:

Previous studies of political support by Pippa Norris (Norris, 1999, 10) and Russell Dalton (Dalton, 1999, 58; 2004, 24) developed a theoretical concept deriving from Easton’s model, consisting mainly of five different levels of support (see Figure 1). The conceptual framework of this paper is based on the concept of political support by David Easton (Easton 1975) and its further development by Pippa Norris (Norris 1999) and Russell J. Dalton (Dalton 2004), on the one hand, and the concept of a ‘realist’ form of political support, presented by Richard Rose, William T. Mishler and the author (Rose et al. 1998), on the other. The concept in the tradition of Easton, Norris and Dalton distinguishes between ‘objects of political support’ on the one hand, and ‘levels of support’, on the other. The objects of political support for political regimes across five levels of support are shown in Figure 1.

1. The first and highest level of so-called ‘diffuse support‘ focuses on the closeness and affiliation of the adult population with a given national political community. 

2. The second level within this ‘main-stream’ framework had to do with the idealist support for democratic principles, with democracy as an ideal form of government well beyond a concrete and historical democratic regime.

3. The third level of political support relates to the performance of a specific democratic regime and to the satisfaction of the democratic electorate with the actual activities of a democratic regime and government.

4. The fourth level is support for regime institutions such as parliament, ministries, and the judicial systems.

The lowest and most specific form is support for a variety of political actors such as presidents, prime ministers, ministers and other politicians.
Figure 1: Levels, objects and indicators of political support for democracy

(=‘Easton-Norris-Dalton model’)

	Level of support
	Object of support
	Indicator

	Level 1
	Political community
	National Identity,

National pride, diffuse support

	Level 2
	Regime Principles
	Democracy best form of government

Diffuse support

	Level 3
	Regime Performance
	Satisfaction with democratic process

	Level 4
	Regime Institutions
	Trust in institutions

Specific support

	Level 5
	Political Actors

Authorities
	Party identification, evaluations of political leaders, specific support


Source: 

Norris 1999, p.10 and Dalton 1999, p.58

This research project argued in favour of a revised conceptualization of the phenomenon of political support for democracies. It suggests that the five analytical levels in the current main-stream studies of political support are necessary, but insufficient in themselves to analyse and measure this phenomenon, which is of critical importance for the comparative and empirical study of modern democracies. This revision of the mainstream model of support for democracy proposes replacing the standard five levels of analysis with six such levels of methodological investigation within political science (see Figure 2).

In the new model of political support, the lowest levels- five and six -remain unchanged in comparison with the former mainstream model. The new level 4 deals with the ‘performance of the current government’ in a given democracy. This level of support focuses exclusively on the popular assessment of the performance of an incumbent government, ranging from the current president and/or prime minister to the ensemble of national ministries and their web of political and administrative institutions. The new level 3 of our proposed analytical framework deals with the subjective perception of the overall performance of the current democratic regime by the democratic electorate. The notion of ‘current democratic regime’ encompasses the incumbent government from level 4 plus the national parliament, the national legal system as well as the national media system, and the constitutional framework of a written or unwritten constitution. Level 2 remains unchanged and analyses the support for democratic principles and democratic values. The support for the democratic political community finally is located –as before- at level 1 of this new conceptual framework. 

Figure 2: Proposed new structure of political support; (=‘Haerpfer model’)

	Level of support
	Object of support
	Indicator

	Level 1
	Political community
	National Identity,

National pride, diffuse support

	Level 2
	Regime Principles

Democratic Values
	Support for democratic principles

Diffuse support

	Level 3
	Performance of current regime

(Constitutional framework, national government, 

national parliament, judiciary, national media)
	Satisfaction with Democracy’

Rose-Mishler-Haerpfer indicator of ‘satisfaction with political system’



	Level 4
	Performance of current government 

(incumbent national government)
	Satisfaction with current government

Specific support

	Level 5
	Regime Institutions
	Confidence in institutions

Specific support

	Level 6
	Political Actors

Authorities

Democratic politicians
	Party identification, evaluations of political leaders, specific support


On the basis of congruence theory on the one hand and the modified concept of political support on the other, the following hypotheses have been tested:

H1:  In Moldova, an absolute majority of the adult population will support democratic principles and values (Level 2 of democratic support).

H2: In Moldova, diffuse support for democratic principles and values (Level 2 of democratic support) will be consistently higher than more specific satisfaction with performance of the current democratic regime (Level 3 of democratic support). 

H3: In Moldova, diffuse support for democratic principles and values (Level 2 of democratic support) will be consistently higher than satisfaction with performance of the current national government (Level 4 of democratic support).

*
The first hypothesis that we will find an absolute majority of the population in Moldova, which is supporting democracy as ideal form of government (Level 2) has been confirmed.

*
The second hypothesis that this diffuse support of democratic principles (Level 2) will be higher than support for the current political regime (Level 3) has been verified too. 

*
The third hypothesis that normative support for democracy (Level 2) will be higher than support for the incumbent national government (Level 4) has also been confirmed. 

*
The proposed new heuristic concept and model of political support, using 6 different levels of support, has been tested in a successful way in our case study of political support for democracy in Moldova. 

*
Democracy as ideal form of political regime is supported by an absolute majority of citizens in Moldova, but the big caveat arising from this study is that we found an absolute majority of the population, which are neither supporting the current regime nor the current national government. The same absolute majority of the electorate are also showing distrust in all new political institutions.

5. Activities  (Conferences, networks)
Invited Papers at Academic Conferences:

11 April 2008:

Christian W Haerpfer: ‘Social Capital and Democracy in Moldova’ (=Conference Paper 1)
Panel CE3: ‘Identities, Collective Memory and Ambiguous Nation-Building Processes in Republica Moldova

13th Annual World Convention of the Association for the Study of Nationalities (ASN) at Columbia University

New York, USA 

14 June 2008:

Christian W Haerpfer: ‘Theory and Measurement of Social Capital in post-Communist Societies. Moldova as a test-case of social capital theory’ (=Conference Paper 2)
Vytautas Magnus University Workshop on ‘Squaring the Circle: Civil Society and Social Capital in Central and Eastern Europe’
Kaunas, Lithuania

16 June 2008:

Keynote Address: 

Christian W Haerpfer: ‘Dynamics of post-socialist democratization in Moldova and Eastern Europe’ (=Conference Paper 3)
University of Tartu Conference on ‘Regional development of the Border Region of the European Union’

Tartu, Estonia

18 October 2008:

Christian W Haerpfer : ‘Democratic Transformations in Post-Communist Europe and Post-Soviet Eurasia’ (=Conference Paper 4)
City University of Honk Kong Conference on ‘Constitutionalism in the past 100 years and its future’

Hong Kong, China

3 April 2009:
Christian W Haerpfer: ‘Support for Democracy and Autocracy in post-Communist Europe’ (=Conference Paper 5)

Section 13 Politics of Communist and Former Communist Countries

National Conference of the Midwest Political Science Association (MPSA)

Chicago, USA

24 April 2009:

Christian W Haerpfer: ‘Structure and Dynamics of National Identities in Moldova, 1995-2007’ (=Conference Paper 6)

14th Annual World Convention of Association for the Study of Nationalities (ASN) at Columbia University
New York, USA

6. Outputs (Publications, other dissemination, datasets)
6.1. Publication of peer-reviewed projects and chapters:

1. Christian W Haerpfer, ‘Support for Democracy and Autocracy in Russia and the Commonwealth of Independent States, 1992-2002’. In: International Political Science Review - IPSR (September 2008), Vol.29, No.4, pp.411-432.
2. Christian W Haerpfer, ‘Post-Communist Europe and Post-Soviet Russia’. In: Christian W Haerpfer et al. (eds.), Democratization (Oxford January 2009: Oxford University Press) pp.309 – 320.

6.2. Submission of  journal projects:

1. ‘Theory and measurement of social capital in post-Communist societies. Moldova as a test-case of social capital theory’. Submitted to Europe-Asia-Studies in February 2009
2. ‘Political Support for Democracy in Moldova’. To be submitted in 2009
6.3. Planned book manuscript:
Social Capital and Democracy in Moldova. To be submitted to Routledge Publishers, London & New York
6.4. Survey Dataset:  
SPSS Dataset ‘SURVEY OF SOCIAL CAPITAL AND DEMOCRACY’ 

Number of face-to-face interviews:  2.000

Period of fieldwork:   17th November 2007 – 30th December 2007

Questionnaire: see Technical Annex
7. Impacts (use of project outside the project)
7.1.  Creation of new indicators of academic survey research 

One scientific impact is that this ESRC project has achieved the creation and development of new indicators of social and political capital, which will be used in a new research programme on ‘Health in Times of Transition’. Dr Haerpfer is PI of this new 3-year-research programme of the European Union (FP 7), which will commence in April 2009, and will use these newly developed survey instruments for a 10-nation study in Moldova, Belarus, Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kirgizstan and Tajikistan within that research project with 13 partners from 12 countries and a budget of € 3,000.000. 
7.2.  Capacity Building in Survey Methodology in Moldova

Another impact of the project refers to capacity building in the Republic of Moldova, which is one of the poorest countries in Europe. This ESRC project has enabled the creation and implementation of the ‘Centre for Survey Methodology (=CSM) in Chisinau, the capital city of Moldova. On the basis of the excellent performance of CSM within this ESRC project, the Centre for Survey Methodology in Moldova has been nominated for assistance and support in survey methodology for the forthcoming 6th Wave of the World Values Surveys. The Centre for Survey Methodology has been invited as survey co-ordinator for the EU–project on ‘Health in Times of Transition’ and will be in charge of a 10-nation-survey between 2009 and 2011. 
7.3. Capacity Building for International Survey Research in Moldova

The company, which conducted the fieldwork for this study, ‘Opinia’ in Chisinau, had a variety of training and skills experiences during the duration of this ESRC project. This opinion poll company is now ready to apply to become the official national partner, representing the Republic of Moldova, within the Framework of the ‘European Social Survey’ (=ESS). Within post-Soviet Europe, the European Social Survey is already established in Russia and Ukraine. If Opinia will be accepted by the City University London to represent Moldova in ESS, this could be a positive impact to improve the international reputation of academic survey research in Moldova. 

7.4. Public Dissemination of Migration Patterns to  non-academic stakeholders in Austrian Public Policy.
The main results regarding the impact of economic and social capital upon migration behaviour and migration attitudes have been presented by the PI to the Austrian Ministry of the Interior and informed the public policy debate in Austrian politics regarding migration patterns from Moldova, which is a traditional ‘sending country’ of migrants into the European Union. A letter of acknowledgment of the Austrian Government of this public use of the study results outside the scientific community can be provided upon request. 

8. Future Research Priorities
The following research priorities have been derived as a result of this ESRC Research Project:

8.1. There is NO General Election Study existing at the moment or planned by third parties in the Republic Moldova. The planning of a pilot study for a future General Election Study is the next step in future research of the PI on Moldova. The idea would be to transfer to successful theoretical and conceptual model of the British General Study to the Political System of Moldova, taking into account the specific historical and political conditions of Moldova.

8.2. The second research priority is to plan a ‘Post-Election Study’ after the General Election to the National Parliament in Moldova on 5th April 2009. This post-election study should be combined with the CSES (Comparative Study of Electoral Systems) international survey module 3. 

8.3. The third research priority is the institutional strengthening of the ‘Centre for Survey Methodology’ in Chisinau, the capital city of Moldova. 

9. References 

· Almond, Gabriel and Sidney Verba. 1963. The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes in Five Western Democracies. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

· Bratton, Michael, Robert Mattes, E. Gyimah-Boadi. 2005. Public Opinion, Democracy, and Market Reform in Africa. New York: Cambridge University Press.

· Bunce, Valerie J., and Sharon L.Wolchik. 2006. “Favorable Conditions and Electoral Revolutions.” Journal of Democracy, 17:5-18.
· Camp, Roderic. Ed. 2001. Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin America. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

· Canache, D., Mondak, J.J., Seligson, M.A. 2001. Meaning and Measurement in cross-national Research on Satisfaction with Democracy. Public Opinion Quarterly, 65, 506-528.

· Clarke, H.D., Dutt, N., Kornberg, A. 1993. The Political Economy of Attitudes towards Polity and Society in Western European Democracies. Journal of Politics, 55, 998-1021.

· Dahl, Robert A. 1971. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven: Yale University Press.

· Dalton, Russell J. 1994. “Communists and Democrats: Democratic Attitudes in the Two Germanies,” British Journal of Political Science 24: 469-93.

· Dalton, Russel.J. 1999. Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies. In: Norris, P. (ed.), Critical Citizens. Global Support for Democratic Governance. Oxford University Press, pp. 57-77.
· Dalton, Russell.J. 2004. Democratic Challenges, Democratic Choices. The Erosion of Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies. Oxford ,  Oxford University Press.

· Dalton, Russell.J., Shin, D.C. 2006. Citizens, Democracy, and Markets, In: Dalton, R.J., Shin, D.C. (eds.), Citizens, Democracy, and Markets around the Pacific Rim. Congruence Theory and Political Culture. Oxford Oxford University Press), pp. 1-17.
· Diamond, Larry, and Juan Linz. 1990. Democracy in Developing Countries. Latin America. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner.
· Diamond, Larry. 1999. Developing Democracy: Toward Consolidation. New Haven: Yale University Press.

· Dogan, Mattei. 1997. Erosion on Confidence in Advanced Democracies. Studies in Comparative International Development, 32 (3), 3-29.

· Dowley, Kathleen M. and Brian D. Silver (2002). Social Capital Ethnicity and Support for Democracy in the Post-Communist States, Europe-Asia Studies Vol.54, No.4: 505-527.

· Eckstein, Harry. 1966. A Theory of Stable Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

· Easton, David. 1965. A System Analysis of Political Life. New York: Wiley.

· Easton, David. 1975. A reassessment of the concept of political support. British Journal of Political Science 5, 435-457.

· Evans, Geoffrey and Stephen Whitefield. 1995. “The Politics and Economics of Democratic Commitment,” British Journal of Political Science 28: 485-514.

· Finifter, Ada and Ellen Mickiewicz. 1992. “Redefining the Political System of the USSR: Mass Support for Political Change,” American Political Science Review 86: 857-74.

· Fuchs, Dieter. 1999. The Democratic Culture of Unified Germany. In: Norris, P. (ed.), Critical Citizens. Global Support for Democratic Governance. Oxford University Press, pp. 123-145.

· Fukuyama, Francis. 1995. “The Primacy of Culture,” Journal of Democracy 6 (1): 7-14.

· Gibson, James L., Raymond Duch, and Kent Tedin. 1992. “Democratic Values and the Transformation of the Soviet Union,” Journal of Politics 54 (2): 329-371.

· Gibson, James L. 1996. “A Mile Wide But an Inch Deep (?),” American Journal of Political Science 40 (2): 396-420.

· Gibson, James L. and Amanda Gouws. 2005. Overcoming Intolerance in South Africa. New York: Oxford University Press.

· Hahn, Jeffrey. 1991. “Continuity and Change in Russian Political Culture,” British Journal of Political Science 21: 393-421.

· Haerpfer, Christian W. 2002. Democracy and Enlargement in Post-Communist Europe. The Democratisation of the General Public in fifteen Central and Eastern European Countries. London and New York: Routledge.
· Haerpfer, Christian W., Claire Wallace and Martin Raiser (2005), Social Capital and Economic Performance in Post-Communist Societies, In: S.Koniordos (Ed.), Networks, Trust and Social Capital (Ashgate: Hants), pp.243-278.

· Hale, Henry E. 2006. “Democracy or autocracy on the march? The coloured revolutions as normal dynamics of patronal presidentialism.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 39: 305–329.
· Huntington, Samuel. 1991. The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

· Inglehart, Ronald. 1990. Culture Shifts in Advanced Industrial Society. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

· Inglehart, Ronald. 1997. Modernization and Postmodernization. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

· Inglehart, Ronald. 2003. “How Solid is Mass Support Democracy—And How Can We Measure It?” PS: Political Science and Politics 36 (1): 51-57.

· Inglehart, Ronald and Christian Welzel. 2005. Modernization, Cultural Change, and Democracy. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

· Klingemann, Hans-Dieter. 1999. “Mapping Political Support in the 1990s: A Global Analysis.” In Critical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic Governance, ed., Pippa Norris. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 31-56.

· Krieckhaus, Jonathan. 2004. “The regime debate revisited: A sensitivity analysis of democracy’s economic effect.” British Journal of Political Science, 3: 635–655.
· Lagos, Marta. 1997. “Latin America’s Smiling Mask,” Journal of Democracy 8(3): 125-38.

· Lagos, Marta. 2001. “Between Stability and Crisis in Latin America,” Journal of Democracy 12 (1): 137-145.

· Linde, J., Ekman, J. 2003. Satisfaction with Democracy: A  note on a frequently used indicator in comparative politics. European Journal of Political Research 42, 391-408.

· Linz, J. Juan and Alfred Stepan. 1996. Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

· Mattes, Robert and Michael Bratton. 2003. “Learning about Democracy in Africa: Awareness, Performance, and Experience,” Afrobarometer Working Paper No. 31.

· McDonough, Peter, Samuel Barnes, and Antonio Lopez Pina. 1998. The Cultural Dynamics of Democratization in Spain. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

· Mishler, William and Richard Rose. 1999. “Five Years after the Fall,” in Pippa Norris, ed. Critical Citizens. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 78-99.

· Mishler, William and Richard Rose. 2001. “Political Support for Incomplete Democracies,” International Political Science Review 22 (4): 303-320.

· Mishler, William and Richard Rose. 2002. “Learning and Relearning Democracy,” European Journal of Political Research 41: 5-36.

· Mueller, John. 1999. Capitalism, Democracy, and Ralph’s Pretty Good Grocery. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

· Norris, Pippa, ed. 1999. Critical Citizens. New York: Oxford University Press.

· Norris, Pippa. 1999. “Introduction: The growth of critical citizens.” In Critical Citizens. Global Support for Democratic Governance, ed. Pippa Norris. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1–27.
· Reich, Gary. 2002. “Categorizing political regimes: New data for old problems.” Democratization, 4: 1–24.
· Reisinger, William, Arthur H. Miller, Vickie Hesli, and Kristen Maher, “Political Values in Russia,” British Journal of Political Science 45: 183-223.

· Rose, Richard. 2001. “A Diverging Europe,” Journal of Democracy 12 (1): 93-106.

· Rose, Richard and William Mishler. 1994. “Mass Reaction to Regime Change in Eastern Europe,” British Journal of Political 
Science 24: 159-182.

· Rose, Richard, William Mishler, and Christian Haerpfer. 1998. Democracy and its Alternatives. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

· Rose, Richard, Neil Munro, and William Mishler. 2004. “Resigned Acceptance of an Incomplete Democracy: Russia’s Political Equilibrium,” Post-Soviet Affairs 20 (3): 195-218.

· Rose, Richard and Doh Chull Shin. 2001. “Democratization Backwards: The Problem of Third-Wave Democracies,” British Journal of Political Science 31 (2): 331-375.

· Samuels, Richard. 2003. “Comparing theories of democratic support: Lessons from post-Communist Europe.” Democratization, 2: 105–120.
· Shin, Doh Chull. 1994. “On the Third Wave of Democratization: A Synthesis and Evaluation of Recent Theory and Research,” World Politics 47 (1): 136-170.

· Shin, Doh Chull. 1999. Mass Politics and Culture in Democratizing Korea. New York: Cambridge University Press.

· Shin, Doh Chull and Jason Well. 2005. “Is Democracy the Only Game in Town,” Journal of Democracy 16 (2): 88-101.

· White, Stephen. 2000. Public Opinion in Moldova (Studies in Public Policy, No.342: Glasgow 2000)
5
1

