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MACRO-LEVEL DETERMINANTS OF THE PARTICIPATION IN
ENVIRONMENTAL NGOS IN THE FORMER COMMUNIST
EU MEMBER STATES

LAURA NISTOR?

ABSTRACT - The paper analyzes the role of some societall l&actors which determine citizens’
participation in environmental non-governmentalamigations in the case of ten former communist
European countries, now members of the EuropeamrJased on the data of the 62.2 Special
Eurobarometer. The analysis practically re-verifiea the case of these countries previous
considerations made on the level of very differstdtes of the world regarding the macro-level
determinants of participation, respectively addsthiese previous findings the possible role of
opportunity structures (number of ENGOs) and tifasarietal trust. Results confirm the role of the
classical factors (national wealth, democratisatiod environmental conditions) on participation. No
matter participation have declined compared toltbginning of the transition period, democratisation
still constitutes a helping force for participationthese countries as far as it creates the daliraat
opportunity structures for involvement. It is howewnteresting that ENGO participation is much more
dependent on a country’s democratic climate thathenmnumber of opportunity structures, in spite of
the fact that the latter is correlated with demtisagion.
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INTRODUCTION

It is already a truism that participation in envingental non-governmental organizations
(ENGOs) constitutes a less popular behaviour inpib&t-communist Central and Eastern European
(CEE) region or in the former Soviet Union (FSUarhin the Western European region. In fact,
membership and volunteering in environmental ogions show a similar pattern to participation in
other types of NGOs. The explanations regardingldmeer civic participation rate in the former
communist space accentuate the role of the comiegizcy which undermined the existence of civil
society and consequently civil participation andated an atomised society which in the best case
turned towards informal participation forms, emwards the family, neighbours, et&iflescu et al.,
2004; Pichler & Wallace, 2007 As a result, civil society organizations foundafter the regime
change had to face not only the lack of finanakaburces, but also the lack of a participatoryucalt
the lack of trust, and interest towards their issgendasHoward, 2002.

The role of the agenda setting is particularly amtgnt in the case of those organizations
founded in the early ‘90s, which targeted the dtedapostmaterialist problems, namely issues not
directly linked to citizens’ most pressing probleamsl interests centred on financial sustenances,Thu
NGOs founded around equality, environmental pratecand other quality of life issues had little
chance to mobilize the materialistic public of thgion Botcheva, 1996

It is however equally true that the region has lpeén uniform in terms of environmental
mobilization since the communist period. In sometE2entral European countries and even in the
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former Soviet Union, contrary to the common wisdtirat under authoritarian regimes there is no
possibility for civic organizations to develop egtethose formed ‘from above’, there were
representative environmental organizations formiedni below’ (Fisher et al., 199p during the
communist period. Usually they were founded atehd of the regime, and attracted a considerable
number of formal and informal members and partitipand initiated enviro-political movements and
protests. The well-known case is that of the HuiagaDanube Movement, constituted in the mid-
1980s by three organizations (Danube Circle, Fotimddor Danube and Blues) as an opposition
towards the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Danube dam pré¢gjigas, 1997 that was involved in several
illegal actions and demonstrations, but there wpretest actions initiated by environmental
organizations and centred around environmentahantan rights issues in other countries as well. In
Poland, during the 1980-1981 political change, Rioéish Ecological Club was founded which soon
became the most active non-political ENGO in Polaviith appreciatively 4,000 membersli¢ks,
1996; Gjigas, 199) In the former Czechoslovakia, in the periodlad velvet revolution, there were
founded numerous environmental non-governmentarorgtions involved in several protest actions
(Fagin, 1999. In Bulgaria, the Ecoglasnost ENGO created indlid&iated protest actions against the
environmental pollution in Rus&&umgartl, 19938 In the former Soviet Union, in the Baltic states
respectively (which constitute part of our sampkdotw), there were also environmental protests
before the regime change, strongly associated thighChernobyl disaster and with Gorbachev’'s
Glasnost; these protests show a direct link betveeetogical and cultural-ethnic concerns as fanas
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania “the major environtaicampaigns of this period involved opposition
to new industrial development, which often inclugéains to import more Russian-speaking laborers”
(Ulfelder, 2004, pp. 34 In almost every situation, these environmenttibas represented an indirect
form of protest against the communist regif@etCheva, 1996; Lee and Norris, 2Q@hd thus served
as arenas of participation for citizens as well,omvere much more anti-communist than
environmentalist.

However, the above picture does not fit RomaniaeHeontrary to other countries from the
region, the authoritarian regime was totally inad@inregarding alternative associations (others than
those formed ‘from above’) until its end and enwimental associations founded before the
communist period were dismissed (this is for inctatine case of the Transylvanian Carpathia Society
founded in 1891 and dismissed during the commy@isbd). As a consequence, Romania entered the
1990s with a huge lack in terms of environmentabitimation legacy, and the regime change, albeit
occurred through mass mobilization (revolution),n caot be linked to some concrete civic
organizations, in any case not to some ENGOs. dnfitst years of the 1990s, many environmental
NGOs were registered, leading to the conclusion llyathe mid of the decade the environmental
movement represented the most dynamic and coh@amtof the Romanian non-profit sector.
However, the increase in the number of ENGOs wadinked to an increase in membership rate
since more than a half of them had no more thamé&@bers Gjigas, 1997.

Time has passed over the regime change and itavsdese to look at further evolutions in
terms of environmental mobilizatioRalton (2005, for instance, argues on the basis of the World
Values Survey data that in many CEE countries EN@&hbership rates dropped between 1990-1999
due to the “abnormally high levels of activism tlatrounded the regime change in the early 1990s”
(Dalton, 2005, pp. 445 This situation occurs however in a context wharevery former communist
country, the post-communist period meant the expigalegrowth in the number of ENGO§&j{gas,
1997. In other words, it seems that while democratsathindered participation, it helped the
formation of opportunity structurePickvance, 1999 Has the number of available arenas anything to
do with the participation rate in ENGOs? What hapgened in terms of mobilization beyond the
'90s? Are all former communist countries similartéerms of environmental mobilization and in its
dropping tendency? These are only a few among thasstions which will be investigated in the
present paper.
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DATA AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In the followings, the data set of the Special Barmeter 62.2 on social capit&éuropean

Commission, 2005will be used, which can be accessed and downtb&ée of charge for scientific

purpose from the website of theCentral Archive for Empirical Social Research,

(http://zacat.gesis.org/webview/index)jspbased on which the actual situation of the farme

communist Europe will be assessed. The survey peesentative for each of the 27 already EU

member countries, and the present analysis wiledyolook at the singular as well as aggregated cas
of ten, former communist member states enteredEtbein 2004 and 2007, namely Bulgaria, the

Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuaialand, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia, that is

the countries from the CEE and FSU. ENGO parti@patthe dependent variable of the study is

determined as the factor score of three variabldenation for ENGOs, membership in ENGOs and
volunteering in ENGOs.

| start from the assumption that as there werg-gantry differences during the communist
period, both in terms of the number of ENGOs andrenmental mobilization, there are also inter-
country differences in the post-communist perioHNMGO participation, due to some macro-level
background characteristics which may influenceiggdtion. More exactly, | apply and re-verify in
the case of the post-communist region somBalfon’s (2005 considerations regarding the role of
national wealth, democratisation and environmequality in spreading people towards participation
in ENGOs. Dalton’s study was undertook on the I@feghe World Values Survey’'s 1999-2002 wave
and, accordingly, covered a wide range of countiies different continents, with very different
social, cultural and economic backgrounds. As asequence, it makes sense to test the role of the
above mentioned three factors in a more specifjoral context, that is post-communist EU member
states, and on a more recent data set. Moreowso Iconsider important to include two more factors
that |1 hypothesize to influence participation: tmember of ENGOs and societal trust. All in all, |
hypothesize the followings:

1. People are more environmentally mobilized in weettisountries(Frank et al., 2000; Dalton &
Rohrschneider, 2002; Dalton, 2005; Gillham, 2p08vhere they are more connected to
informational flux and have also more availablevidual resources for participation (money, free
time, etc.);

2. People are more participative in more democratisetions where institutions are transparent
and favourable towards alternative mobilizatioduga and ideas and where civic culture is taken
for granted icAdam et al., 1996; Dalton, 2005

3. Hypothesis 3 is a sub-hypothesis of the previouspmasupposes that more democratic nations
ENGOs are more numerous and thus there are morgarehich favour participatign

4. Hypothesis 4 is also a sub-hypothesis associatéu hyipothesis 2 and assumes thmatmore
democratic societies citizens trust more each o#met thus trust is a factor which spreads them
towards participation

5. Hypothesis 5 assumes theitizens are more participative in countries whereey face the
negative consequences of industrializatitwat is environmental pollutio@lton, 2003.

Before testing these hypotheses, | considered itmporto present some comparative and
longitudinal data concerning the participation M&Os in the investigated countries.

PARTICIPATION IN ENGOs IN POST-COMMUNIST EUROPE. DESCRIPTIVE
STATISTICS

According to the Eurobarometer 62.2, in the redeatden former communist countries of the
European Union, membership, volunteering and donatowards ENGOs were less popular
behaviours compared to the other 17 EU member gesnin both groups of countries, donation is
the most popular behaviour, followed by membersimg volunteering, according to the presupposed
easiness, respectively difficulty of the consideaetions. Table 1 presents the comparative percents
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for membership and volunteering based on the dateedzurobarometer for 2005, respectively that of
the European Values Survey’s 1990 and 1999 rowldar as there are no available comparative
Eurobarometer data for the decade of the '90s. fdum&o an environmental organization was not an
item included in the European Values Surveys, scetare no data for 1990 and 1999.

Table 1. Evolution of participation in ENGOs in Europe beemel 990 and 2005.
Average percents of participant population

M ember ship Volunteering Donation
% % %
1990 | 1999 | 2005| 1990 1999 2005 2005
CEE and FSU, now EU members states 3.5 25 1.3 2.3 16| 1.1 1.8
Other EU member states 53 7.4 6.7 1.6 26| 1.6 9.7

Observation: concerning other EU member states, data for 198ased on 13 EU member states (France,
Great Britain, Germany, Austria, Italy, Spain, Rggl, The Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, SwedemaRd,
Ireland), while the data for 1999 are based on Wentembers states (those as in 1990, plus Greecka,Ma
Luxemburg).

These average longitudinal evolutions show thalembn the level of the post-communist
region both membership and volunteering followedlesscending tendency, already signalled by
Dalton (2005 for the ‘90s, in the case of the other EU-membauntries both behaviours show a
relatively steady state.

Figure 1 and Figure 2 below show both the actuah8on and the longitudinal evolution of
ENGO membership, environmental volunteering forhea¢ the ten post-communist countries,
respectively (data for 1990 and 1999 based agathenorresponding rounds of the European Values
Survey). Data indicate that according to the prpespion, there are indeed inter-country variarafes
both membership and volunteering.
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Figure 1. Evolution of ENGO membership for the ten post-comshiU states.
Percents of population member in ENGOs
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On the one hand, and concerning only the caseec2@5 year, membership varies between
3% (Slovenia) and 0.3% (Romania), with five cowggrhaving above the average membership rates.
Volunteering runs between 2.2% of population inedl\{Slovenia) and 0.2% (Bulgaria and Romania),
with six countries above the average. On the otiard, there are inter-country variations on
longitudinal. In this regard, it is true that inethmajority of the countries both membership and
volunteering declined between 1990 and 2005. Thst siwiking in this regard is the case of those
countries which, in 1990, had above the averagesraf membership and volunteering (and
comparable with some Scandinavian and Western Earopountries), i.e. the Czech Republic, where
from nearly 7% in 1990 and 1999, membership rdtede2% in 2005 (while the rate of volunteering
halved); Slovakia, where from 6% in 1990, membgrdaiecreased to 2% in 2005. In Estonia and
Lithuania, Hungary and Romania, albeit participatttecreased, changes are not so striking as far as
these countries did not have above the average arship rates in 1990. Poland shows a steady state
in the case of membership, but a dropping tendaneglunteering, while Slovenia is the sole country
with a rising tendency with both membership andumtgering, from 1.7% in 1990 to 3% in 2005.
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Figure 2. Evolution of volunteering in ENGOs in the ten poastamunist EU states.
Percents of population volunteering in NGOS

As already mentioned, | did not find comparablegitudinal data for the case of donation
towards environmental NGOs, and the sole availata@stics from the beginning of the ‘90s is that
based on the International Social Survey’s (ISS¥®31round, undertook only in five out of the ten
analysed post-communist countries (Figure 3). Asafa available, comparative findings indicate a
dramatically decrease for Bulgaria, followed by dPal, the Czech Republic and Hungary, while
Slovenia is in a steady state. The 2005 inter-ggurriations are between 0.1% in Bulgaria and 3.8%
in Slovenia, with five countries above the average.
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Figure 3. Partial evolution of donation towards ENGOs in postmmunist EU member states.
Percents of population making donations

Based on the 2005 data, in five of the researcloemhtdes (the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia and Slovenia) donation is the mugpular behaviour, in three countries (Poland,
Romania, Slovakia) it is equally popular (or unplapuas membership, while in two countries
(Bulgaria and Lithuania), membership is somewhatemendorsed than the other two participation

forms (see

Table 2).

Table 2. Participation by forms of engagement.
Percents of population

Table 3. Percentage of participation
by the number of engagements.
Percents of population

Country |Donation| Membership [Volunteering Country Number of activities (%)
(%) (%) (%) 1 2 3

Bulgaria 0.1 0.4 0.2 Bulgaria 0.3 0.2 -
Czech Czech 2.1 0.7 0.7
Republic 2.4 1.7 1.5 Republic

Estonia 3.8 1.4 1.8 Estonia 3.1 1.2 0.5
Hungary 2.5 0.9 1.0 Hungary 2.5 0.5 0.3
Latvia 1.3 1.2 0.6 Latvia 1.5 0.5 0.2
Lithuania 0.2 0.8 0.5 Lithuania 0.6 0.3 0.1
Poland 1.4 1.4 1.0 Poland 1.3 0.5 0.5
Romania 0.3 0.3 0.2 Romania 1.3 0.1 0.1
Slovakia 2.1 2.1 1.5 Slovakia 1.8 0.7 0.8
Slovenia 3.4 2.9 2.2 Slovenia 3.9 1.4 0.6

In any case, on the level of each of the ten casthere are positive, quite strong and
significant correlations between the three formgaiticipation, which means that there are always
people who engage in the same time in more tharpartipation form and the real core of activists
is even less numerous as might seem (Table 3).
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As far as participation forms correlate, it is ablie to use principal component analysis as a
dimension reduction technique on the level of thred behaviour items and thus to create a single
dependent variable of participation (Table 4),tedao which, in the followings, | turn to invesiig
what are those macro-level background charactesistiat may account for the certainly quite low,
albeit different levels of ENGO participation irethegion.

Table 4. Factor analysis of the three participation items

Variables Component
Membership 0.845
Donation 0.666
Volunteering 0.869
Percent of variance explained 64%
KMO=0.613; Bartlett test of sphericity’=7231.041; p<0.001

Method of extractionPrincipal Component Analysis

MACRO-LEVEL DETERMINANTS OF ENGO-PARTICIPATION

The dependent variables (the variable emerged as réult of the factor analysis,
respectively) illustrate specific civic engagemenibst, in the meantime, are environmentally
significant behaviourgStern, 2000).According to Verba et al.(1999, people engage in civic
participation because they are able and motivatedbecause they were asked. To be able to
participate means that citizens possess resowicksas free time, money, or loyaltjefikins, 1981
Motivation in the present case presupposes that e some negative environmental conditions that
motivate people to participate, while the trusttdadecomes important when citizens are asked by
ENGOs to participate in one form or another.

No doubt, some of the resources are part of ppaints’ human or social capital and thus
represent individual level factors, e.g. educatage, income, personal networks. On the other hiand,
is also obvious that their individual level res@g@re in many cases dependent on the resourees of
certain society or societal context: for instaneege usually earn more in wealthier countriesinso
these contexts they might have more available ressuor participationlfglehart, 2003 as much as
the researched behaviour is associated with thétyqoé life, or so called post-materialist agenda.
Authors such ag-rank et al. (2000),Dalton and Rohrschneider (2002), Dalton (2005), Ilgim
(2008),etc. brought evidence regarding the role of nafievealth or socio-economic development on
environmental participation and there are regi@vidlence in this regard on the level of the geheral
taken volunteeringVoicu and Voicu, 2003r civic engagementB@descu et al., 2004hased on
which my first hypothesis assumes that environmepdaticipation is more frequent in wealthier
countries.

Participation in the public space is very much afefent on a society’'s openness, or
participatory culture. In this regard, a lack inmdracy, institutional openness and societal tmasf
hinder participation. In fact, these are those ingu reasons that are evoked when the low civic
participation of the former communist countriesliscussedfoward, 2002. Differently put, it makes
sense to assume that more democratic systems grodoie vigorous civic behavioursiglier and
Seligson, 1994 — quoted by Letki, 2Q04hich means that participation will be highercountries
where citizens trust more each other or those vehkotlzem to participate. As a consequence and in
accordance witDalton (2009, | hypothesize that ENGO participation is higiremore democratic
countries, respectively in countries with greatecial trust and in societies where there are more
opportunity structures for participation. Talkingoait the motivation side, | hypothesize that people
are more willing to participate in these environtadig significant behaviours in nations where there
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are more environmental problems, namely in moreeldg@ed countries where greater energy use
results in greater environmental straalton, 2003.

For the hypothesized determining factors of ENG@igpation were used the following
variables, many of them in accordance with Dalt@pproach.

National wealthis measured as the GDP/capita for each of tentdgesibbased on its value for
the year 2004 as far as this was the year whefiefkdevork of the Eurobarometer 62.2 was undertook.
The indicators were delivered from the Freedom ldduavw.freedomhouse.org).

Societies’ democratic climates measured through the Freedom House's Freedothein
World Index based on political rights and civildities for the year 2004. It should be mentioned th
the Freedom House measures freedom based on tegodas: political rights and civil liberties.
Political rights refer, among others, to electopaibcess, political pluralism and participation,
functioning of the government, etc. Civil libertieomprise freedom of expression and belief,
associational and organizational rights (e.g. foeedf assembly, demonstration, freedom of NGOs,
etc.), rule of law, personal autonomy, etc. Eamiméry is assigned a numerical rating on a scale of
7, concerning both political pluralism and civibdirties. Score 1 indicates the highest degree of
freedom and 7 the least degree of freedom. In tbgept analysis scores were recoded, meaning that
higher the score more democratic the country, arda analysis both the separate scores (for qalliti
rights and civil liberties) and both the averagerscof them are used. The rationale is that |
presupposed that given the specific nature ofésearched behaviours, civil liberties would exercis
greater impact on the dependent variable as pllitights.

Societal trustis measured as the national level score of gemedaltrust based on the
Eurobarometer 62.2.

For the measurement ¢fie number of ENGQd opted for the survey results of the NGO
Support Programme of the Regional Environmentalt€@efor East Central Europe (REC) and the
Department of Urban Studies and Planning at Massatts Institute of Technology (MIT). Released
in 2007, the survey brings an outlook to the acstiaie of the ENGO sphere of the researched region
(Carmin et al., 2008 Here | mention that there are several problentls this variable, while in the
case of every problem, there are mitigative cooditi One of the problems is that the regional
response rate was 60% for the survey, so in rethliise are much more ENGOs, but it is a mitigative
condition that survey preparation and requests werg meticulous and pertinent, so it makes sense
to assume that those organizations that compléedurvey do really exist and are active on local,
regional, or national levels and constitute thdolacore of the ENGOs in the researched counties.
second problem is that we do not have data for @8idgand Romania. The lack was submitted by the
use for Romania of the results of a surv@pgmeanu, 20Q8vhich is very similar in its methodology
with that of the REC and MIT’s, while Bulgaria waensidered a missing case in the case of this
measurement. Finally, there is the time problerfanas data for participation was registered in&200
while data for ENGOs between 2006 and 2007, res@det2008 in the case of Romania. This
shortage could not be improved. Overall, this \‘deand its impact, respectively, should be caheful
analysed.

Countries’ environmental pollutionwas measured through two alternative indicators:
greenhouse gas emissions per capita in the yeat, 26@ieved from the European Environment
Agency, and alternatively through the Ecologicabtpoint of nations which measures each nation’s
pressure on nature for the year 2004, retrieved f8obal Footprint Network. On country-level, this
indicator measures a country’s total resource aopsion. It is expressed in hectares of biologically
productive land and then divided by population namiblore resource dependent a nation, higher its
ecological footprint.

The first table below presents the result of bat&ricorrelation between ENGO patrticipation
and the independent variables. Results indicateatbalth produces the strongest positive, statiijic
significant correlation with ENGO participation Jifawved by democratisation (especially measured in
terms of civil liberties). Environmental quality asured mostly in terms of ecological footprint tesu
also in a positive, significant correlation withrfieipation. Surprisingly, neither trust, nor thember
of NGOs produces significant correlation, albei¢ thvalues are quite strong and in the expected
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direction. However, it should be mentioned that twrelation between trust and donation is
statistically significant (r=0.666, p<0.05), whicheans that although for the other two behaviours
trust seems unimportant, for money donation it ttuies an important factor. On the other hand, as
expected, the number of NGOs correlates strongly).§63, p<0.05) with the civil liberties, meaning
that democratisation is indeed reflected in the Imemof ENGOs, however, participation is associated
much more with democratic climate than with the bemof NGOs, at least when ENGOs are
concerned. Results lead to the confirmation ofttjygothesis 1, 2 and 5, while hypothesis 3 is only
partially confirmed (trust correlates with donajiama bivariate context.

Accordingly, the somewhat higher participation, iftgtance in Slovenia, can be explained on
the basis of the country’s high GDP/capita and dgatesation, while the lowest participation in
Bulgaria and Romania is explainable on the basishefe countries’ lowest GDP in the region.
Meanwhile the lowest participation rate in Bulgaaiad Romania can be explained also by the lower
democratisation of these two countries, and thesto@nvironmental pressure in terms of resource
use/capita and energy intensity.

Table 5. Bivariate correlations between ENGO patrticipatiomdsbackground variables

Background variables ENGO participation
(r values)
Wealth (GDP/capita) 0.914***
Democratisation
- average score of political rights and civil lites 0.769**
- political rights 0.569+
- civil liberties 0.833**
Trust (generalized trust) 0.444
Opportunity structures (number of NGOS) 0.308
Environmental quality
- greenhouse gas emissions/capita; 0.587+
- ecological footprint 0.713*

***correlation significant at p<0.001; **p<0.01; p<0.05; + p<0.1

In the second step, the influence of backgroundhlbbes was investigated in a multivariate
linear regression. The construction of the modealsed some problems as far as some of the
background variables are highly intercorrelated.isTis the case of the GDP/capita and
democratisation (both as average score and as litieitties), NGOs number and civil liberties,
understandably greenhouse gas emissions and exallfgptprint. As a consequence, | decided not to
include the number of NGOs in the model, given finet that civil liberties predict the number of
available opportunity structures in a society, wHibr wealth and democratisation (measured as the
average of civil liberties and political rights)cadlculated an average score measuring socio-egonom
well being, and so did on the level of the two eowimental quality indicators.

Results of the multivariate analysis (Table 6) dieaonfirm the role of the national wealth
and democratisation, and that of environmental itimms. Alternative models, not displayed here, in
which | introduced in turn only the GDP/capita,pestively only the democratisation score, yield to
similar results, with GDP/capita (B=0.800, p<0.0@td democratisation (B=0.614, p<0.01) having
the strongest impact on participation in environtakorganization.
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Table 6. Multivariate linear regression of ENGO patrticipatio

Background variables Model 1
Socio-economic development 0.800***
(average score of GDP/capita and democratisation)
Trust (generalized trust) -0.099
Environmental quality 0.463*
(average score of greenhouse gas emissions/caplitacalogical footprint)
Adjusted R 0.825

Beta coefficients significant at: ***p<0.01; *p<®0

No matter participation has declined compared ® bleginning of the transition period,
democratisation still constitutes a helping forneparticipation as far as it creates the climatd an
opportunity structures for participation. It is hewer interesting that ENGO participation is much
more dependent on a country’s democratic climaa@ n the number of opportunity structures, in
spite of the fact that the latter is correlatedhwdemocratisation. This probably means that ENGOs
visibility, accessibility and their requests forfeipation are not dependent on the number of ENGO
but there are some more active and visible ENG@satiract the majority of participants, while the
other organizations remain empty in terms of cit&envolvement.

Data show also the fact that democratisation ®ilhot enough for ENGO participation
because it is coupled with wealth and environmeptassure. In other words, both democratisation
and wealth create the opportunity for participatiorierms of openness, civil liberties, financialda
time resources, while environmental conditions gateethe motivation for participation. The effe€t o
environmental conditions should be however judge@fally as far as there is the possibility that th
use of other environmental indicators may leadiffergnt results (cfDalton, 2009.

CONCLUSIONS

Compared to other regions of Europe, mostly Scavitnrand Western Europe, CEE countries
and the Baltic States are much more similar th#fieréint, showing lower levels of participation rate
as the older EU 15. Post-communist, now EU meroeopean countries show much lower percents
of ENGO participation than in the first years oé thineties. However, their participation eupho@a h
volatilised palton, 2003, data suggest that this phenomenon occurred different dynamics
throughout the region resulting in visible interotry differences. The previous analysis focused on
macro-level differentiating factors of discrepantual participation rates. Results indicated thatse
well-known factors such as national wealth, demtigadon, and environmental pressure are those
important conditions that, on societal level, diffatiate the analysed ten countries of the CEE and
Former Soviet Union. Nearly twenty years after tiegime change, democratisation is still an
important force, as far as it creates the oppaisfor participation, both in terms of civil litiees
(freedom of participation, assemblage, etc.) andopportunity structures (available arenas for
participation), which means that countries thakrbetter on Freedom of the World Index have more
ENGO participants. Besides democracy, participatemuires economic resources, so participation is
also significantly more frequent in wealthier caoies that are more democratic at the same time. All
in all, socio-economic development is the most it factor of the inter-country variation of
ENGO participation.

Moreover, on the basis of the used environmentalityuindicators (greenhouse gas emission
per capita and Ecological Footprint), environmepiassure of a country is also a significant macro-
level predictor of participation, occurring theargsting fact already signalled Byllham (2008)that
nations who exercise higher environmental presatganore likely to engage in ENGO participation.
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Surprisingly, ENGO participation is not clearly @gplent, neither on societal trust, nor on the numbe
of available ENGOs. In the case of trust, it is ampnt however to notice that several forms of
participation (e.g. donation) are clearly dependentrust, while in the case of the number of ENGOs
the insignificant relations possibly signal theide® role of the ENGOs’ visibility and possibilifgr
mobilization, rather than the role of the numbeEBIGOSs.

Our data re-confirmed the role of societal resagirge participation in the case of a more
recent dataset and in a specific region. Certaip8rticipation occurs with different frequencies
depending on the societal resources of a countdytlams makes sense to link further evolution in
participation not only to citizens’ individual rasges and motivations, but also to macro-level
evolutions as much as individual resources, pd#shsi and motivations clearly depend on those
macro-social conditions such as wealth, economp\@renmental pressure and civil liberties for
associations.
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