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			ABSTRACT	    The aim of this paper is to explore the sources of technocratic attitudes; that is, attitudes that support expert-driven governance. The aim is to focus on the post-communist countries of CEE, as support for technocracy in politics is higher in CEE compared to Western European countries. The analysis shows that people living in CEE countries see expert governance as compatible with democracy and also see it as a way to improve the functioning of democratic institutions. The results show a different pattern compared to Western European countries, where technocracy is perceived among the people as an alternative to democratic governance as such.
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			Introduction

			The aim of this chapter is to address the question of what (in terms of survey variables) can explain the strong public support for expert governance in the post-communist countries of the CEE region. Strong popular attitudes in favour of expert governance emerged in post-communist CEE countries as early as the 1990s. Thus, this special issue chapter will take a general look at the causes (or correlates to be precise) of technocratic attitudes among the public in the period of social and political transformation in the post-communist region of CEE.

			The general motivation for studying the sources of technocratic attitudes is twofold. First, in recent years there have emerged in historical and social science literature analyses related to technocracy in political governance. It has been argued that strong technocratic tendencies on the level of elite governance existed in CEE countries already under communist regimes and became part of the neoliberal governance by political elites in the democratic transition period as well (Kopeček et al. 2019; Sommer, Mrňka, and Spurný 2019). In other words, it is argued that technocracy was not only characteristic of late communist regimes, but on the elite level remained influential also in the newly-established democracies after 1989. Second, technocratic attitudes have also been present among all populations across CEE countries. The fact that technocratic attitudes to governance have been strong in the post-communist CEE region is highlighted, for example, by the European Values Study from the late 1990s to the present: Post-communist countries of the CEE region are in this sense significantly more technocratic, with a much stronger preference for expert governance compared to people living in WE countries (Bertsou and Pastorella 2017).

			The aim of this paper is thus to explore the sources of these technocratic attitudes. The focus of this article is two-fold. First, I will explore what the sources of technocratic attitudes across CEE countries are. Here, I also look at whether the sources of these attitudes differ compared to WE countries. Second, I will consider the extent to which support for technocratic governance can be regarded as a manifestation of a relationship with the previous communist regime. The main analysis regarding the sources of technocratic attitudes will focus on EVS data from 2008 and 2017. However, this data will be complemented with analysis from 1999 EVS data to evaluate whether attitudes towards the former communist regime may explain some of the popular support for technocratic governance. The 1999 EVS data are used for this purpose because they include questions on the assessment of the communist regime, which are no longer included in subsequent (2008 and 2017) waves of EVS research. 

			Technocracy in the Post-communist Region of CEE

			In what follows, I present the research problem and the current state of research about the attitudes to technocratic governance. The EVS data and variables used in the analysis are presented in the methodological section.

			Research Problem

			The fact that technocratic attitudes are strongly present in the post-communist countries of the CEE region was first pointed out during the early social and political transition of these countries to liberal democracy shortly after 1989. Some scholars suggested that the technocratic aspects of the newly-emerging political governance across CEE countries resulted from the democratization process (Centeno 1993; Saxonberg 1999). It seemed, however, that these technocratic tendencies would only be associated with the initial phase of democratisation. It is therefore somewhat surprising when comparative analyses from relatively recent times point to the fact that CEE countries still share a very strong preference for technocratic governance among their populations (Bertsou and Pastorella 2017). There is a very strong division between WE and CEE countries in this regard. Furthermore, these attitudes have tended to be quite stable over a long time period. Figure 1 shows the division using EVS data from 1999 until 2017. The figure shows the share of those showing strong or moderate support for technocracy: Post-communist countries have been systematically and in the long term more in favour of technocracy compared to those of WE. 

			The current debate about the nature of technocratic attitudes provides only limited insight and discussion about why this gap exists and what is driving the CEE population towards these types of attitudes. In what follows, I first examine how technocracy relates to democracy as a system of governance. Next, I focus on what the technocracy debate has been about in post-communist countries and present the current debate among social scientists regarding sources of technocratic attitudes. Finally, hypotheses are derived from this discussion.

			Figure 1: Technocratic attitudes in WE and CEE in the 1999–2017 period (EVS waves 3–5). Chart shows strong and moderate support for expert governance
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			Note: Post-communist countries include Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Belarus, Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Poland, Romania, Kosovo, Russia, Slovenia, Slovakia and Ukraine; Western European countries include Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Switzerland, Spain, Great Britain (GB), GB-Ireland, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Malta, Norway, Portugal and Sweden. 

		

			Technocracy and Its Relation to Democratic Governance

			In the social sciences, technocracy is conceptualized and understood in two rather incompatible ways. First, in the tradition of sociological and political theory, technocracy is understood as an undemocratic and authoritarian form of governance. For example, the Habermasian view tends to regard technocracy in these terms (Habermas 2015). But in contrast, technocracy can also be viewed as a democratic form of governance that includes a strong role for non-elected experts and expertise. In this paper, I use the latter understanding. That is, technocracy is considered as a modification/dimension of democracy and not as a strictly anti-democratic form of governance. In this sense, technocratic governance represents both one dimension of democracy and an opportunity to adjust it. 

			However, it is just one of many ways to modify democratic governance. For example, it has been discussed what the role of the people should be in terms of participatory opportunities to influence governance. Also, the principle of deliberation may be emphasised. Power may shift in a democracy to religious or military actors. What democracy means is not given in advance but depends on how people in a given country or context understand it. And this question of what democracy should mean is a frequently explored empirical question. It addresses what other (participatory, expert, deliberative etc.) dimensions people associate with democracy. And this applies not only to the post-communist countries of the CEE region, but also to the developed countries of Western Europe: Technocratic attitudes emerge systematically in empirical analyses of democracy as a distinctive dimension of democratic government irrespective of country context (Hibbing et al. 2023; Pilet et al. 2024; Del Río 2024). 

			Interestingly, the concept of technocracy is relatively close to the concept of stealth democracy (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002), which also emphasizes the role of expert governance instead of politicians. In the concept of stealth democracy, the element of “non-self-interested decision makers” is also present. Stealth democracy is characterized, like technocracy, by the expectation of non-political solutions. However, stealth democrats also support more direct forms of political participation such as direct democracy, referendums etc. (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002). Stealth democracy is, therefore, not just about non-political governance, but includes also an emphasis on direct political participation. Thus, the concept of stealth democracy is broader than technocracy. The difference also lies in the fact that the concept of stealth democracy can also involve a demand for the increasing role of successful businessmen and economic elites, rather than independent scientists and experts as in technocracy (Hibbing et al. 2023). The following analysis examines the concept of technocracy rather than stealth democracy, which is based on a different operationalisation.

			Why Do People Want Expert-driven Governance? 

			Empirical analyses of why people support technocracy usually look for reasons in evaluations of democracy. If technocracy stands as a modification of, or alternative to democratic governance, then it is logical to look for its sources in dissatisfaction with democracy. The question then is what dimension of democracy such discontent stems from. 

			It is usually thought that it makes sense to distinguish two dimensions of democracy in this context (Easton 1975): (1) the level of support for democracy as a form of governance—that is, democratic legitimacy, and (2) satisfaction with the functioning of specific democratic institutions (e.g., parliaments, political parties). The former has been described as diffuse support, the latter as specific support.

			This logic is generally followed, for example, by Bertsou and Pastorella (2017: 443), who show that both low perceived diffuse support for democracy (low evaluation of a regime as a means of governance) and low specific support (a low level of trust in democratic institutions) are sources of support for technocratic governance. Technocracy in governance is desired by people who are dissatisfied with the democratic regime as an idea as well as by people who are dissatisfied with the functioning of political institutions. Similar results were also confirmed by other analyses (Bertsou and Caramani 2022). These two dimensions of dissatisfaction should also apply in CEE countries. These are countries that have been characterized in past decades precisely by significant dissatisfaction with various aspects of democracy (Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2017). It is logical to expect that this would also manifest itself in technocratic attitudes. This is what Bertsou and Pastorella (2017: 445) argue when they claim that the high incidence of technocratic attitudes in post-communist CEE is linked to the legacy of communist regimes and an inability to establish functional citizen-state relations during the new post-1989 democratic period.

			A second source of technocratic attitudes should be political ideology. Although technocracy is by definition apolitical, research shows a relatively strong statistical correlation with right-wing attitudes (Bertsou and Pastorella 2017; Bertsou and Caramani 2020). The stated reason for this connection is that technocracy is relatively close to neoliberal ideology, which emphasizes an orientation towards market efficiency, personal responsibility, and so on. Here, too, the results can be related to the post-communist countries of the CEE region. Neoliberal reforms introduced after the fall of the communist regimes in 1989 were carried out by technocratic elites, experts previously influential in such communist regimes (Kopeček et al. 2019). In other words, the technocratic tendencies already present during communism (especially its late phase) survived into the transition period and supported the introduction of neoliberal policies that began to be implemented across the CEE countries (Hirt 2005). Therefore, technocratic governance in post-communist countries could also be associated with right-wing (economic) attitudes, especially as a consequence of the strong application of neoliberal policies during the transition periods of these societies (Hirt 2012).

			In addition to these attitudinal sources of technocracy, the influence of socio-demographic factors has also been mentioned, albeit usually attributed a rather minor role. For example, education or socio-economic status has been identified as influential—the higher the economic status and education of citizens, the greater the support for technocracy. This was interpreted by social dominance theories as a desire on the part of the upper and middle classes to maintain the status quo and their own dominance (Chiru and Enyedi 2022). However, other empirical research does not regard these effects as so strong or convincing (Bertsou and Caramani 2022).

			Debate about Technocracy in Post-communist CEE 

			The above sources of support for technocratic governance should or could also logically apply in post-communist CEE countries. However, certain ambiguities and contradictions should be mentioned.

			It is possible to associate technocracy with neoliberalism and right-wing politics because of the emphasis on market economics in the transformation of post-communist economies and societies. However, technocratic tendencies already existed in these societies before the (post) communist revolutions of 1989. In fact, technocracy was relatively widespread in the communist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe and gained momentum particularly in the late phases of these regimes (Sommer et al. 2019). Of course, it cannot be said that these regimes were primarily technocratic, but they did contain strong technocratic tendencies at the level of governance (Hübner 1999). So, if the authoritarian/totalitarian socialist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe applied technocratic elements in governance, it is possible that this connection was carried over into the democratic era. Thus, technocracy may be associated with leftist attitudes in the economic sense and state socialist attitudes in particular. This does not mean that the link between technocratic attitudes and right-wing economic values should not exist either; both options can be present. There may exist heterogeneity here: some social groups will have technocratic attitudes associated with the (economic) left and others with the (economic) right.

			Political ideology is also related to the question of the influence of the legacy of communism. Even after the fall of the communist regimes across CEE in 1989, there remained relatively strong sympathy for the communist regime in many post-communist bloc countries (Gherghina 2011). Various sources (Červenka 2024; Pew Research Center 2019) report relatively stable levels of sympathy for the communist regime over the long term, reaching one-fifth of the population—with the caveat, of course, that these figures vary according to the specific context within CEE. The key reasons for this “nostalgia” for communism have been the perceived advantages of the socialist political system and attitudes favouring the socialist centrally-planned economy (Gherghina and Klymenko 2012). And it is reasonable to hypothesize that this attitudinal package may include technocratic attitudes as well. Thus, although in Western democracies, technocracy is associated with right-wing ideology, for CEE countries it is possible to associate it with left-wing attitudes. Moreover, technocratic attitudes may also be a manifestation of communist nostalgia, because the main reason for this nostalgia is the communist state-socialist mode of political-economic governance, which contained technocratic tendencies.

			Third, analyses of the sources of technocratic attitudes generally point to the influence of negative attitudes towards democracy in general and dissatisfaction with the functioning of democratic institutions (Bertsou and Pastorella 2017). However, it is possible that in postcommunist CEE countries specifically, technocratic governance may be perceived as a way to improve the functioning of the democratic system. In particular, in cases of state dysfunction, bureaucratic-technocratic governance may be posited as a form of governance well-equipped (or viewed that way) to improve the functioning of the state and provide social welfare. This is essentially about regime performance (von Soest and Grauvogel 2017). Indeed, people in transition countries undergoing democratization expect their standard of living to be at least the same as in the previous regime (Neundorf 2010). If the new regime is unable to provide this, technocratic governance may be regarded as an attractive alternative. It was pointed out that in Russia, for example, strong technocratic emphasis in governance began to be applied as a reaction to the failure of the state to ensure a decent standard of living and functioning state and public services during the first phase of the social transformation in the 1990s (Huskey 2012). In other words, for countries undergoing a democratic transition, technocracy in governance may represent an attractive option to improve the outcomes of these regimes; that is, technocracy need not be perceived as being in direct conflict with democracy.

			Finally, in recent years, so-called technocratic populism has also begun to be discussed in post-communist countries. The point here is that technocracy should be associated with illiberal tendencies in the post-communist CEE region. This alleged erosion of democracy should manifest itself specifically in technocratic populism—populist parties that exhibit a technocratic ideology (Aprasidze and Siroky 2020; Domaradzki and Milosavljević 2021; Drápalová and Wegrich 2021; Havlík 2019; Semenova 2020). It is supposed to be political parties that combine populism with technocracy as a “host” ideology. In this sense, however, it is not a manifestation of technocracy in the true sense of the word—for example, according to its use by apolitical experts in government and decision-making. It is rather the use of expert or managerial discourse—for example, in the sense of the promise of the Czech ANO party to run the state like a business company (Havlík 2019). In this context, research has recently focused on how populist politicians have used technocratic expertise to manage the COVID-19 pandemic (Guasti a Baboš 2022).

			In summary, the sources of support for technocratic governance (i.e., governance by experts) are seen primarily in the perception and evaluation of democratic governance and its various dimensions. Right-left political attitudes also have a role to play. It is also possible to consider the influence of nostalgia for communism as a partial source of technocratic attitudes. Finally, some demographic variables may also play a role, although their influence does not seem to be very strong or consistent. 

			Data and Methodology

			Data from the European Values Study (EVS) was used for the analysis. This is a survey that takes place approximately every ten years; i.e., in 1999, 2008 and 2017. In what follows, the key concepts and their measurement are presented. These are followed by the creation of hypotheses. 

			Key Concepts and Their Measurement 

			The concept of technocracy is conceptualised in this analysis as follows. I draw on an approach that measures technocracy in terms of citizen preference for depoliticized decision making. This stated and declared preference is used as a proxy for the underlying technocratic attitudes (Bertsou and Caramani 2020). The preference for technocracy was thus measured by the following survey item: “Having experts, not government, make decisions according to what they think is best for the country”. Here the question concerns the application of expert governance at the national political level. Sometimes technocracy is measured at the level of sub-domains (local politics, European level, specific spheres) or in the context of authoritarian regimes (Xiao 2003). Nonetheless, this operationalization should be appropriate for the comparative analysis of countries that is carried out in this paper. Importantly, this operationalisation also contains important key features for technocracy such as anti-pluralism and elitism. That is, decision-making is derived from the judgement of experts and not of ‘the people’ or politicians, etc. (Bertsou and Caramani 2020). The respective variable from the EVS survey was also used in the past to measure technocratic attitudes (e.g. Bertsou and Pastorella 2017). 

			Second, if a key source of the support for technocracy is dissatisfaction with democracy, the key question is what dimension of dissatisfaction is mostly associated with democracy. In this sense, there has been a long debate in political science, usually tied to the notion of democratic support, about what people are or can be (dis)satisfied with in a democracy. There are indeed many approaches (Linek 2016; Torcal and Montero 2006), and I select one of them here, especially in view of the following theoretical discussion. 

			In general, the debate on democratic support is based on the idea that we can distinguish between diffuse support (democracy as a principle of governance, the so-called legitimacy of democracy) and specific support. The latter refers to how a given regime is experienced and how satisfied people are with particular institutions (Easton 1975). However, as the scholarly debate in recent decades has shown, the problem is more complex and other dimensions of democratic support can be distinguished (Linek 2016). For the purposes of this analysis, three dimensions of the people’s relationship to the democratic regime in which they live will be distinguished. 

			The first dimension is so-called democratic legitimacy. That is, support for the principles of democracy regardless of the reality of its implementation. The second dimension is so-called individual disaffection. This dimension refers to a personal relationship to politics in terms of distance and alienation. It is measured on the basis of feelings of (political) powerlessness or the relevance of politics to one’s life. The third dimension is political discontent. This relates to the evaluation of specific institutions at a given moment— how the government or parliament is performing, what the specific outcomes of governance are, etc. Usually, this dimension is measured in terms of the level of trust and confidence in specific political institutions. These three dimensions (Linek 2016) will be tested empirically. 

			I measured democratic legitimacy by the following item: “Having a democratic political system – Would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country?” Individual dissatisfaction is measured by the level of subjective interest in politics: “How interested would you say you are in politics?“ Finally, political discontent is measured by the level of trust in political parties, government and parliament. These three were combined into one variable (omega-within=0.820; omega-between=0.985) (Geldhof, Preacher, and Zyphur 2014).

			Next, left-right ideological positions are often tested on the basis of subjective positioning. The problem is that this approach combines two dimensions: economic and cultural—and both influence what is perceived as left or right (de Vries, Hakhverdian, and Lancee 2013). For this reason and due to the theoretical discussion where it was pointed out that technocratic attitudes should be related mainly to the economic dimension of left-right attitudes (Hirt 2005), a subjective self-positioning variable was not included. Instead, only the economic dimension of political left-right was included. Thus, two variables entered the analysis. The first measured attitudes towards economic inequalities: “Where would you place your views on this scale? Incomes should be made more equal X We need larger income differences as incentives”. The latter measured attitudes towards the degree of state intervention in society and the economy: “Where would you place your views on this scale? Individuals should take more responsibility for providing for themselves X The state should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for”. These two variables measured the economic dimension of right-left attitudes (Otjes 2018). Finally, these two variables could not be combined into one variable due to lack of reliability tested by multi-level omega (omega-within=0.378; omega-between=0.386).

			The final important concept included is the relation to the previous communist regime. This attitude to communism was measured by the following survey item: “Where on this scale would you put the political system as it was under the communist regime?”. The motivation to include this item stems from studies pointing to the role of nostalgia for communism, ressentiment towards the communist regime, and convictions about the advantages of the communist-style of governance. It also included technocratic elements in the governance of the former regimes, which could also be a source of technocratic attitudes. 

			Hypotheses and Regression Model

			The analytical strategy of this study was as follows. To test the hypotheses formulated below, a multilevel regression model was used. Countries only from the CEE region (and in some analyses also those from the WE region) were included and the dependent variable was the preference for technocratic governance. The following three hypotheses were formulated. 

			First, the three dimensions of democratic support were tested. The assumption here is that support for technocracy is related and stems from the evaluation of democratic regimes. So, dissatisfaction with some dimension of democratic governance should be associated with technocratic attitudes. 

			H1a: The weaker the fundamental support for democracy as a mode of government, the stronger the support for technocracy (democratic legitimacy). 

			H1b: The greater the subjective distance from politics in a democratic regime, the higher the support for technocracy (individual disaffection). 

			H1c: The stronger the distrust in political institutions, the stronger the support for technocratic governance (political discontent). 

			The second hypothesis is focused on the association between technocratic attitudes and left-right ideological positioning. I included attitudes showing position on the (left-right) economic dimension measured via two variables: the assessment of inequalities in the given society and the attitude to state intervention in the society. These are regarded as indicators of two dimensions of the economic cleavage (Otjes 2018). 

			H2a: The stronger the view of inequalities as legitimate, the stronger the support for technocratic governance.

			H2b: The weaker the support for state interventionism, the stronger the support for technocratic governance.

			The third hypothesis is focused on the evaluation of the previous communist regimes. 

			H3: The stronger the positive retrospective view of communism, the stronger the support for technocratic governance (the communist nostalgia hypothesis). 

			I also included the following control variables in the analysis. (i) countries as fixed effects, (ii) gender (1=male, 2=female), (iii) age of the respondent in years, (iv) educational level as measured by the ISCED scale, and (v) income level of household. 

			The countries included in the main analysis (2008 and 2017 EVS waves) are the following: Albania, Bosnia, Bulgaria, Belarus, Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Moldova, Kosovo, Poland, Romania, Sebia, Slovakia, Slovenia and Ukraine. 

			Since the dependent variable was on an ordinal scale, the R package “Ordinal” and the CLMM (Cumulative Link Mixed Models) command were used to fit the model. In the analysis, the attitudinal variables in particular were found to have some missing values. For the purpose of analysis, these missing values were recoded to the mean of the scales. However, the regression results (see below) were identical in terms of statistical significance, no matter whether the missing values were replaced or not.

			Results

			The results of the multilevel regressions for CEE countries are presented in Figures 2 and 5. Figure 2 shows the results of the multilevel regression model testing hypotheses H1 and H2 based on EVS data from 2008 and 2017. 

			None of the socio-demographic control variables were statistically significant. Neither gender, age, education nor income level were found to have any statistically significant effect. 

			Figure 2: Multilevel ordinal regression. Predictors of technocratic attitudes. CEE countries. EVS data 2008 and 2017 
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			Figure 3: The effect of (a) democratic legitimacy, (b) political discontent, (c) state responsibility and (d) evaluation of communism on technocratic attitudes

			 

			With respect to democratic legitimacy and political discontent, these variables were found to be clearly statistically significant. In other words, technocracy is supported by those who believe in democracy as a way of governing but are dissatisfied with particular democratic institutions. Technocracy, in the sense of involving experts in government, is thus seen as a way of improving governance in a democracy. This means that hypothesis H1c was confirmed. Hypothesis H1a was rejected but the mechanism was found to work in the opposite direction to the one expected. The size of these effects is shown in Figures 3a and 3b. The effect of both factors is quite substantial. As for the variables tested by hypothesis 2, attitudes to inequalities were not statistically significant; thus H2a was rejected. However, the effect of attitudes to state intervention was found to be significant, albeit in the opposite direction to the one expected: Those who favour more state intervention are more likely to have stronger technocratic attitudes. However, as seen in Figure 3c, this effect is very small. 

			These results for CEE countries differ quite significantly from what is known about support for technocracy in WE countries. First, in WE countries, technocracy should be supported by those who disagree both with democracy as a form of government as well as those dissatisfied with the functioning of particular institutions (Bertsou and Caramani 2022; Bertsou and Pastorella 2017). Results from CEE show that general support for democracy works in the opposite direction: technocracy is quite strongly associated with general support for the principles of democracy and therefore compatible with it. The second difference is less surprising and less substantial. In CEE, technocracy is slightly more associated with state interventionism (a dimension of the economic left-right scale), while in WE it is associated with neoliberalism and an emphasis on personal responsibility rather than state intervention. 

			It is therefore possible to check whether these differences between WE and CEE derived from the existing literature are also present in EVS data from 2008 and 2017. Countries from the WE region were thus added to the analysis. A cross-level interaction was included between a variable distinguishing between CEE and WE countries (contextual-level) and variables testing hypotheses H1 and H2. The respective analysis is presented in Table 1. The table shows the interaction effects for each variable that was tested in hypotheses H1 and H2. Figure 4 shows the strengths of these effects. In interpreting the results of these interactions, it is important to note that although Table 1 shows that all of these interactions are statistically significant, not all of the differences between the CEE and WE regions are significant in substantive terms. The large size of the total sample leads to even small differences being statistically significant. However, if we look at the differences between WE and CEE countries in terms of substantive differences, the following three results stand out (see Figure 4). 

			First, the results confirm that indeed in Western European countries technocracy is supported by those who oppose democracy as an ideal. The direction of the mechanism (democratic legitimacy) is thus reversed in the case of WE and CEE countries. Second, in terms of the effect of political discontent, the effect of this variables is in the same direction in WE and CEE, albeit stronger in WE. Finally, the effect of the assessment of inequalities is also different in CEE compared to WE. In CEE, those who view existing inequalities as not legitimate are more likely to hold technocratic attitudes compared to those in WE. 

			Finally, using data from 1999 it was tested whether the retrospective evaluation of the communist regime had any effect on the support for technocracy. As shown in Figure 5, this variable was significant but not particularly strong. Those who evaluate the previous regime well are more likely to support technocracy as a form of governance, but only slightly. The effect is substantially quite weak (Figure 3d). 

			Thus, overall, hypotheses H1a (in the opposite direction), H1c, H2b (in the opposite direction) and H3 were confirmed. However, the effect of the two latter variables was only small. Thus, the results can be summarized in the sense that technocratic governance is primarily driven by two factors: dissatisfaction with the functioning of specific democratic institutions and confidence that technocracy is compatible with the principles of democracy. Furthermore, the influence of more economically left-wing attitudes and support for the past communist regime was shown, but this influence was only very tentative. Nevertheless, this combination of technocratic attitudes with leftist values stands out when compared with WE countries.

			Discussion and Conclusions

			The aim of this article was to contribute to the debate on the sources of the high popularity of technocracy and expert governance in post-communist CEE countries. CEE countries are characterized by long-standing support for this type of governance, and there is also a strong dissimilarity in this respect when compared to WE countries, which have been significantly less technocratic (see Figure 1). Therefore, it makes sense to ask what the sources of these attitudes in CEE countries are and how they differ compared to WE countries.

			The main finding is that the source of support for technocratic governance in CEE is not dissatisfaction with democracy as a principle of governance. On the contrary, the more people support democracy as a principle of governance, the more they support technocratic expert-driven governance. Thus, people in CEE countries believe that technocratic and expert governance is fundamentally compatible with democracy. At the same time, support for technocratic governance is associated with dissatisfaction with how democratic institutions function in reality. Thus, it can be argued quite safely that in the CEE region expert governance is perceived as a way to improve democratic governance—not as a non-democratic alternative but as an antidote to failing democratic institutions. One can only speculate on specific ideas of what this combination looks like. Very likely it takes the form of experts in otherwise political governments (Semenova 2020), technocratic interim governments (Buštíková and Guasti 2019), and advisory commissions, etc. This is consistent with findings that describe technocracy as not only intertwined with democratic party politics (e.g., Havlik 2019; Drápalová and Weigrich 2020) but also with policy (Durnová 2021). It has been argued that technocracy is seen in CEE in this context of governance and policymaking as a modernizing element, as a way of improving governance (Durnová 2021: 90).

			Finally, the analysis presented in this paper has its limitations. The dependent variable contains one item and tests technocracy only very generally. However, more detailed measures of technocracy are not generally available for this comparative analysis design. It would also be interesting to see how the sources of technocratic attitudes have changed due to Covid-19. Unfortunately, however, EVS data does not capture this since the most recent wave is only from 2017. Finally, a further limitation is the absence of certain survey items—for example, those measuring communist nostalgia—in the more recent waves of EVS.
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