Hungarian Central Statistical Office

Demographic Research Institute

H-1024 Budapest Buday Laszl6 utca 1-3.
Telefon: (36—-1) 345-6320 « Fax: (36-1) 345-1115
www.demografia.hu

WORKING PAPERS ON POPULATION,
FAMILY AND WELFARE

No 13

MAPPING SOCIETAL DEVELOPMENTAL
HIERARCHIES IN EUROPE: A BULGARIAN
PERSPECTIVE

by
Attila Melegh, Arland Thornton, Dimiter Philipov,
Linda Young-DeMarco

201C






CONTENTS

L1 INErOAUCTION ..o

2 Conceptualization and Theory............cccovvvvviviiiiiicccneeeeeeeiiens
The Idea of Developmental Hierarchies...............cccevvvvvieeen,
In-between CoUNtries. ...

3 Historical Background of Bulgaria and Bulgarian Identity ....
Historical Background..............cccceeeiiieiiiieeieeceeceeeveeeeeeaeaes
Culture and 1dentity..........ueeruveeiiiieeie e eee e

4 Data and MethOdS.........uueeiiiiiiiiiiiieeerreee e
Survey and the Sample ..

Statistical Analysis of Country Ratlng ..................................

5 Countries on the Slope: Results on Country Rating..............
Country Rating and Measures of Development..................
Developmental Slope and the Knowledge of Countries......
OULIIBIS ettt

6 Balkanism and Developmental Rating............ccccoeevveeieeeeieenee,

7 Developmental Ratings and Heterogeneity
Individual Country RatingS..........uuvueeeiiiiiiiees i
Country Rating and Different Groups of Respondents........

8 Conclusion

RETEIENCES. ..o

List of Tables

1 List of Countries in Each of the Three Submodaled the Ordering of Countries
iN Each SUBMOAUIE ........ocuueiiii e,

2 Percentile Distribution of Bivariate CorrelatioBetween Individual
Respondent’s Ratings of Development and GDP Per Capitd8etween
Individual Respondent’s Ratings of Development dr&dWN HDI.....................

3 Regression coefficients and corresponding p-gdlaetwo models: correlations
of respondent’s development ratings with (1) GDP &dJN HDI ..................

List of Figures
1 Average Respondent Country Ratings, Human Developmeex and GDP per
Capita fOr 34 COUNITIES ...ivviiieeieii i e e e e e e e s mmen e eraaaaaeeee s

2 Average Country Rating and Percentage Sayingdrtmey do not Know the
Rating

© © 0~~~

10
11
11
13
14
14
16
17
17
19
19
20
21
25

12

21

22

14

16






1 Introduction

In a comparative framework this paper examines binary citizens in
Bulgaria view the developmental levels of Europeanntries and certain
states outside of Europe. It analyzes how Bulgariatale countries on
development and how that scale is related botlstorical discourses about
a civilizational slope from east to west in Europ&d to contemporary
linear measurements of societal development andoeaiz well-being. The
paper also assesses what internal mechanisms thesardhical
understanding of development may have and how ¥ b related to
national identities. We also consider how the vief/ghe developmental
hierarchy vary across subgroups of Bulgarian reseots:

The empirical data for this paper come from a 2Q@&ionally
representative survey of Bulgarian adults. Eachaedent was asked to rate
European countries and certain countries outsidedeuon their levels of
development. We analyze how ordinary Bulgariange rabuntries on
development and consider whether their assessnfiemts a descending
slope from west to east. We also link the assestsnoérordinary Bulgarians
to assessments of development made by outsideiagesuch as the United
Nations and to GDP per Capita in order to see hbw natings of
international organizations and the evaluation afir@ry Bulgarians are
related.

2 Conceptualization and Theory

Since the 18th century the development — “the igidion” — of different The Idea of
countries and regions of the world have been utmtds as being Developmental
hierarchical with some places far more advancedeweloped than others Hierarchies
In this system not only have differentials beenalgisthed concerning
developmental levels and developmental ideals, ibubhas also been
generally assumed that countries seen as lessopexdkhave been following
the “leading” countries in their course of advaneaimAmin 1989; Bbrocz
2006; Chakrabarty 2000; Frank 1969; Melegh 2006korfiton 2005;

Todorova 1997a; Wallerstein 1991, 1997; Wolff 199)is has been both a
general interpretative framework created for saltypknd political purposes
and a general discourse which has established ws mstitutional
frameworks. Based on these discursive structurdgs been disseminated
widely and has affected the mindset of the genptdidlic, but beyond
sporadic qualitative analysis little actual reskdnas been done on popular
cognitive structures.

This framework appeared as a discourse closeledino colonization
and the expansion of a West-centered world cagitaliwhich more and
more intensively incorporated areas in and outdidgope that were
portrayed as being backward or even as barbariaseon-barbarian. It
created a discourse of a “civilizational slope”vitnich the “West”, with
changing contents, took the upper positions whigst&n and Southern
European, Asian, African and Latin-American areasktthe lower levels

1 We make no judgments about the nature of peopleiss of development; we simply observe
respondent perceptions of development relativertoraber of indicators and historical factors.
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In-between
Countries

(Mignolo 2000; Wolff 1994; BakiHayden 1995; Melegh 2006a). This
slope was gradually applied to the whole world ryaithrough a
North/West — South/East axis.

The idea of developmental hierarchies has been lwidisseminated
among the world’s elites, policy makers, and gowent and
nongovernmental organizations (Latham 2000; Meyeale1997; Nisbet
1980). Today, the United Nations divides countiig® the categories of
developed and developing, with some countries i@ lditer category
labelled as least developed (United Nations Skegiddivision 2009). The
World Bank uses the categories of industrial andeltgping, and the
International Monetary Fund categorizes countreeadvanced or emerging
and developing (World Bank 2010; International Miamg Fund 2009). The
United Nations goes a step further and places degsnbn a continuum of
development from low to high, published as its Hareevelopment Index
(United Nations Development Programme 2007/2008).

Throughout this period Eastern Europe, as LarryfiMmdrtrays, “was
located not as the antidote of civilization, notwtloin the depths of
barbarism, but rather on the developmental scaenteasured the distance
between civilization and barbarism” (Wolff 1994:)13 his “descending
scale of merit” (Glenny 1992: 236) later came toviEwed not only as a
“neutral” way of understanding differential devetognt, but actually
guided “real” decisions in many spheres of socml political life. Among
other significant processes affected was the “Eastenlargement of the
European Union, a process which resulted in théusiman, among other
countries, of Bulgaria and Romania and the acceptdy all interested
parties of the terms and mechanisms of the slagee ([B6rocz 2000; Melegh
2006a).

In this developmental scaling Eastern Europe cbeldh very important
case for understanding how countries “in-betweedghand low levels of
development are seen both by others and by theasseBociologically, in-
between countries may show some of the most impodaaracteristics of
the whole system of thinking, because they areoties which are at the
same time in an intermediary contact with the “upmend the “lower”
categories and thus have the maximum amount oflpegserspectives on
this system (for a similar logic see Wallersteirv3989, 96). Also it has
been claimed that these in-between countries somastitry very hard to
differentiate themselves from “next door neighbom even internal
minorities (Melegh 2006a: Chapters 2 and 3; Bakayden 1995; Todorova
1997a: Chapter 6).

Concerning the slope mechanism it is worth citirekiB-Hayden, who
used this slope idea with regard to the former “slegoa and its recent civil
war. He introduced the concept of “nesting orieatal, meaning a gradual
“looking down” on less developed neighboring graups

The gradation of “Orients” that | call “nesting Oentalisms” is a
pattern of reproduction of the original dichotomypam which
Orientalism is premised. In this pattern, Asia isren“East” or “other”

than Eastern Europe; within Eastern Europe itsdifstgradation is
reproduced with the Balkans perceived as most ‘&ast within the
Balkans there are similarly constructed hierarchiésargue that the
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terms of definition of such a dichotomous modehtaly establish
conditions for its own contradiction (BakHayden 1995: 918).

It has been argued that these hierarchical unalisigs of development
have a huge impact on individual and collectiventdg in shaping
orientations and ways for compensating frustrationseing seen at lower
levels of hierarchies. Therefore, it is rather imigot to study how different
actors perceive this scaling and how they locatm#elves within the
hierarchy. It is also important to understand wdiéfering and conflicting
perspectives they formulate to deal with the h@rar without questioning
the basic elements and mechanisms of the “sloptieoperceived hierarchy
of developmental levels (BakHayden 1995; Melegh 2006a).

Despite the relevance of such developmental hieiesdo individual and
collective life, very little research has been aartdd concerning middling
areas like Eastern Europe. There has been someestitg qualitative
historical analysis conducted and useful ethnogcaphalyses conducted in
various places concerning related cognitive stmestuand processes in
Eastern Europe and the Balkans (B6rocz 2006; Kowaas Kabachnik
2001; Melegh 2006b; Todorova 1997a, 1997b, 200Q)sk2004; see also
Obad 2008). However, there are very little quatititgaanalyses concerned
with ordinary people’s perceptions of the hierarcbye paper has reported
on the evaluation of developmental hierarchiesewesal countries, with all
but one being outside of Europe (Thornton et al.02).

Our research was designed to fill this importarg. g&/e investigate the
ways in which ordinary Bulgarians perceive the degwmental hierarchy
within Europe and the comparison of Europe withesalvcountries outside
of Europe. We do so by asking them to rate a sobatanumber of
countries on development and examining the exnttich their ratings
replicate a slope from west to east. We also exarhiow the views of
ordinary Bulgarians reflect more local considemasi@oncerning history and
political influence.

It is likely that the understanding of internatibndevelopmental
hierarchies will not be distributed evenly in Bulga Our research
investigates how such understandings vary by wea#x, education,
residence, age, and ethnicity. While it is beydmel $cope of this paper to
hypothesize about how wealth, sex, age, and ethnicglate to
understanding of developmental hierarchies, we @xptat such
understanding will be greater among educated peanpleresidents of large
cities than among the less educated and ruralemtsid

3 Historical Background of Bulgaria and Bulgarian Identity

Bulgaria is a country located in southeast Euragpa region generally Historical
referred to as the Balkans. In its national histbe/country has been seen ¢ Background

positioned at the crossroads of the big powersuirojge, with the influence
of Ottoman (Turkish), Russian, and Western powsdtsrrating in the
strength of their control and influence. For fivanturies from the end of the
14" through the late 9 centuries Bulgaria was a part of the Ottoman
Empire; full sovereignty was achieved in 1908. Fhessian-Turkish war of
1877-1878 ended the occupation of Bulgaria witteacp treaty signed in
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San-Stefano, a village near Istanbul. The Russiaki3h war left an
imprint on Bulgarians’ dispositions towards the Bas people, as the
Russians were the liberators from a half millennoif®ttoman rule.

The other great powers of Europe (from Central\Wedtern Europe) did
not accept the San-Stefano treaty because it geaaia large influence of
Russia on the Balkan Peninsula. A revised treaty signed in 1879 in
Berlin, which established an autonomous Bulgaré Was to be headed by
a prince who was not of Russian origin. A Germatexander, House of
Battenberg, who ruled over the period 1879-1886% wkected to the
position, and was followed later by another Gerr(feerdinand, House of
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha) whose family ruled the countoynf 1887 until 1946
when the country was proclaimed to be a republite Tuling dynasty
apparently strengthened Bulgarian ties with Germangl other western
nations, moving the centre of geopolitical maneunggerfrom the east
towards the west.

In 1946, the country was proclaimed a republic uralestate socialist
regime, which established the firm influence of 8aviet Union — and of
Russia in particular — on Bulgarian political, ecomc, cultural, and social
life. The emergence of a democratic society afterfall of the state socialist
regime in 1989 led to an immediate search for gtroes with Western
powers and European international organizations.lgdia joined
successively the European Council, NATO, and in72b@ EU.

Historically, Bulgaria has had more intense cultlirkks to Russia and
other Slavic nations than to other parts of Eurdhdgarians have mostly
been of the Orthodox religion (83% of the populatio 2001; about 12%
are Muslims), while in other, non-Slavic parts afrgpe Catholicism and
Protestantism prevailed. Ethnically, the Bulgarigmgvail: 84% of the
whole population in 2001, while Turks are 9.4% d&nel Roma 4.7%. The
languages of Bulgaria, Russia, and some other pafastern Europe are
Slavic, and the Cyrillic alphabet is in use in Barig, Russia, and partially
in some other Slavic countries. However, afterfdieof state socialism in
1989 cultural orientations changed strongly in faed western culture
whose influence had been restricted during thee statialist times. The
acceptance of Bulgaria in the European organizsatigpened boundaries
across countries and numerous Bulgarians emig(astsnated to be about
a million out of a population of 8 million) movedamly to Western
countries; prevalent norms and institutions in ¢hesuntries became known
and accepted by many Bulgarians.

Bulgaria has historically been among the lowesbine countries in
Europe. Until the 1960s its economy was charaadrizy the dominance of
the agricultural sector, with a low share of indusindustrialization of the
economy and “catching up” with the West as an a#tve modernity, was a
central topic of discussion throughout the twehtiegntury, with particular
emphasis during the socialist period. The countag wed closely to the
COMECON countries (the economic block of the sastiatountries) and
thus had continuous interchange to stable markmdsticularly to the
insatiable Russian markets. Two decades aftertéinecs the transition to a
democratic society the significance of Russian m@rkleclined, and global
markets now operate.
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Bulgaria’s position in the world, whether in patai, economic, or
institutional terms, is characterized as being openthe influence of
external supremacy. During the state socialist gintevas guided by the
“great” Soviet Union; today it is guided by the maiples of democracy
imported from the west and following the EU reguas. The dominant
discourse is that improvement can be achieved hyingi to reach the
achievements attained by others. This competitivege clearly appears in
Krasteva'’s introductory comment on Bulgarian idgmnti

The sense of belonging to the Bulgarian peopleomslined with long-
term discontent with the country's economic andtipal development
(Krasteva 2000: 505).

In the common Bulgarian language, development ViteZ in
Bulgarian) is understood as the tendency towargedwement in societal
life, very much like citizens of English-speakinguatries understand the
concept. Yet how do ordinary people in Bulgaria ensthnd development
and its distribution across Europe and beyond? i&sudsed earlier we
expect that ordinary Bulgarians will see their ovauntry as less developed
than those EU countries whose development manya@algs are aiming to
reach. Furthermore, how do Bulgarians perceivaléwelopment levels of a
recent powerful ally such as Russia? And, whathis tievelopmental
perception of a historical ruler, such as Turkey?

4 Data and Methods

In order to achieve our goal of mapping out thecgptions of ordinary gyryey and the
Bulgarians concerning the distribution of developinacross the countries gample
of Europe and beyond we added a small module oftounes to the regular
monthly omnibus survey of the National Public OpmiCenter at the
National Assembly of the Republic of Bulgaria (NAY This survey was
conducted with a random sample of adult resident8ulgaria in January-
February 2009. The sample was designed to be mede of the
Bulgarian population of men and women aged 18 dahek oThe participants
in the survey were interviewed in face-to-face mvitawvs. A total of 1008
respondents participated in the survey.

The module of questions used in this project agksgondents to rate
fourteen countries on their levels of developmé@riiese questions were
introduced with the following statement:

We would like you to think about development irfiedBht countries
around the world today. We'll be talking about ctries as varied as
Japan and Mongolia. Think of a development scade tates countries
from zeroto ten The_leasteveloped places in the world are rated zero
and the_mostleveloped places in the world are rated. t¥ou can use
both of those numbers for rating countries plus @lithe numbers in
between.

At this point in the interview, the respondent wasded a showcard
with an eleven-point development scale portraydtenThe/she was asked,
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“Using this development scale, where would you @ountry X? “ In a
similar way each respondent was asked to rate ojevent for fourteen
different countries.

The sample of 1008 respondents was divided inteetmoughly equal
subsamples using a random generator, and eack dirde subsamples was
asked to rate different sets of fourteen countiié® questions asked were
the same, except that the list of countries vabietiveen subsamples. This
approach was taken because we wanted to obtaionespt ratings on a
large number of European countries and becauseamted to include a few
non-European countries in the countries rated. thhee lists of countries
rated by the three subsamples are displayed ireTlabAs shown in Table 1,
we designed each of the three lists of countriebgoas comparable as
possible, with similar countries in each list, amnth countries of similar
attributes located in the same position within lises. We also included
some overlap between lists, meaning that four camtincluding Bulgaria
itself, were rated by all respondents. The finautewas a set of ratings for
thirty-four countries by Bulgarians.

Table 1
List of Countries in Each of the Three Submodutestae Ordering of
Countries in Each Submodule

| Submodule 1 | Submodule 2 | Submodule 3 |
England France Germany
Central African Republic  Central African Republic Ceh&fiican Republic
India India India
Russia Belarus Ukraine
Sweden Norway Denmark
Kyrgyzstan Uzbekistan Tajikistan
Italy Spain Portugal
Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria
Croatia Slovakia Slovenia
Georgia Armenia Azerbaijan
Austria The Netherlands Switzerland
Poland The Czech Republic Hungary
Albania Turkey Bosnia/Herzegovina
Bulgaria Bulgaria Bulgaria

Some of our respondents answered questions bygsthan they did not
know the development level of a particular countinyorder to handle these
situations, the questionnaire included a set ofltdui probes to ask
respondents to estimate the rating. The wordinghese probes is as
follows: “Even if you don’t know exactly, about witee would you put
Country X?”

Our confidence in this methodology of rating coiggron development
in a linear way is buttressed by research in AigantEgypt, Nepal, and
Vietnam using in-depth interviews, focus groups] gualitative probes in
surveys (Thornton et al. 2010b). This researchreaealed that ordinary
people in these countries understand the conceptdewelopment and
developmental hierarchies and comfortably use thmmecepts in their
discourse. In addition, Melegh (2006a) has dematedr that these
development concepts regularly appear in a wideetyaof texts and images
of global foundations, newspapers, and multinatiamampanies as they
characterize Europe and other regions of the w@ld.experience suggests
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that the concept of development and developmenitahithies are also
readily understood and used by ordinary peopleulg&ia.

We analyzed the data from these thirty-four coumatyngs in several
ways. For each country rated, we calculated theageerating for all
respondents who rated that country. We did so logyeagting ratings only
for respondents who answered the initial ratingstjoa for each country
without being asked the follow-up probe. Then irother analysis, we
calculated the percentage of respondents who @eclio rate a country’s
development level after our initial rating question

Another step in our analysis involved comparisdnthe average country
ratings with external criteria of “development”. tdewe used the gross
domestic product per capita (PPP-GDP/cap) in atcpamd the country’s
score on the United Nations Human Development Ini#Xl). These data
on GDP per capita and HDI were gathered from theDBNvebsite June
2009 (source: http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/HDI20@}@&s.xIs). The HDI is
a composite index calculated from three indicatdssthe combination of
national adult literacy (% of population over adgeviho are literate) and the
gross school enrollment ratio in primary, secondand tertiary school; 2,
life expectancy at birth; and 3, per capita inc@®P). The GDP measure
is often thought of as a purely economic indicatodevelopment, while the
HDI provides a broader perspective that includescation and health as
well as income.

In addition to visual comparisons of the averaggpoadent ratings of
countries on development with the GDP and HDI ssowee calculated
Pearsonian correlations between the average respbacores and the GDP
and HDI scores. We also calculated correlation faoents between GDP,
the HDI scores, and each individual’s country ggifor every person in the
data set. That is, for each individual in the ds¢#, we calculated the
correlation between the UN HDI scores and thatviddial's own ratings on
development and the correlation between country @bdPthe individual's
country ratings on development. The procedures dalculating these
individual correlations are identical to calculgtithe average correlations
with the UN HDI and the GDP scores.

We also estimated two sets of regression equatmeyaluate how the
individual country rating correlations differed ass subsets of the
Bulgarian population defined by wealth, sex, edocatresidence, age, and
ethnicity. One regression equation predicted theetation between an
individual’'s ratings and GDP, and another predidtegicorrelation between
an individual’s ratings and the UN HDI.

By definition, a correlation coefficient (R) is artinuous variable
bounded in the interval from —1 to +1. To use iaatependent variable in a
regression we transformed it into a continuousade which changes from
minus to plus infinity. We use a complementary log-regression to
transform R as follows:

Rr=In{-In[1-((R+1)/2)]}

The new variable Ris used in a linear regression. The coefficierits o

this regression are displayed in Table 3.
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5 Countries on the Slope: Results on Country Rating

Figure 1 plots the average scores that Bulgarigparedents gave to each
of the countries rated. In addition, we plot theSand HDI scores for the
same countries. HDI scores have been multiplietehyso that they range
from zero to ten on a similar scale as the scolgengby ordinary
Bulgarians. The countries are arranged in Figuse fhat the countries in a
more narrowly defined Europe are arranged in tfieslde of the figure and
countries outside this region are arranged in tbkt rside of the figure.
Within those confines, countries are arranged alegrto their average
ratings in the survey, from high to low.

Figure 1
Average Respondent Country Ratings, Human Develupm#ex and GDP
per Capita for 34 Countries
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We start by looking at the 25 countries within arenoarrowly defined
Europe (beginning with Switzerland and ending wMlbania). The data in
Figure 1 clearly show that ordinary Bulgarians tate 25 European countries
according to developmental levels in a rather syate way that generally
moves from Northwest to Southeast. This can be iseitme fact that the eight
countries with the highest average ratings aroedited in the northwest part
of the continent. Also note that these eight coesytralong with the
Netherlands, have the highest HDI scores and tifreekt GDP of all countries
on the continent. Thus, the ratings of Bulgariagnhese countries correspond
very similarly to the positions of the countriesnocome and the HDI.

The ratings of Bulgarians for the Netherlands areevhat of an anomaly
as Bulgarians rate the Netherlands lower than ottwethwest European
countries. In addition, the Netherlands is the dtdythwest European country
that received average ratings lower than any cpunitside northwest Europe
— in this case ltaly, Spain, and Russia. On theslmdsa bipolar distribution of
values we suspect that this result occurred becBudgarians were not
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familiar with the Netherlands label for this coynind that if we had referred
to it with the more familiar label of Holland, tle®untry would have been
rated higher. This explanation is consistent wité tata in Figure 2 (to be
discussed later) showing that a large percentadgulgfarians said that they
did not know the rating of the Netherlands.

Leaving aside the Netherlands, Russia, and Tutkeynext highest rated
countries are in southwest Europe (ltaly, Spaiwnl Rartugal), followed by
the countries of central Europe (Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic).
As the focus moves further east and south, theageeratings generally
move downward, as do GDP and the scores of the HOhis way, these
data not only create a very clear slope, but olvdral/ present the historical
East/West (or northwest to southeast) civilizati@h@pe as described above
(Wolff 1994; Melegh 2006a). Thus, it is evident ttleadinary Bulgarians
use this developmental and hierarchical model efwibrld and in this way
they follow historic discursive traditions cherishand prescribed by local
and international elites and other social actorsesthe 18th century.

As shown in Figure 1, we observe that, in genéinal,average ratings of
Bulgarians for countries closely follow both the B@And HDI scores for the
same countries. That is, the slope of scores framhwest Europe to
southeast Europe is very similar for the three sétsumbers. In addition,
all three sets of numbers locate the countrieb®iQGaucusus, Central Asia,
South Asia, and Africa at the very lowest levels.

In order to summarize this correspondence, we lzkal Pearsonian
correlations between the three sets of numbershithirty-four countries
included in this analysis. Those correlations asefadlows: between the
average respondent ratings and GDP the correletid®dl; between average
respondent ratings and HDI the correlation is T@e correlations of the
average respondent ratings with the GDP and the (t2land .76) are not
only exceptionally high but in the same range ascitrrelation between the
GDP and the HDI (.80) for these same countriess Thitrue even though
GDP is one of the three components of the HumareDpment Index.

These high correlations between the average respomatings and GDP
and HDI are especially remarkable when one corsitlee fact that the
respondent ratings require that respondents haedirgtion of development
and that their definition of development matchest tf the United Nations
(UNDP). It also requires that respondents havertaioefamiliarity with the
countries they are asked to rate and that theglaeeto rate them in a linear
way on the eleven-point scale that we used in tineey. If any of these four
conditions failed, the correlations of respondeardres with GDP and HDI
would be driven strongly toward zero.

It is also useful to note that the average respuingdings are closer to
the GDP of countries than to the HDI scores — ¢ations of .91 and .76
respectively. This is clearly apparent in Figure/llere we can see that the
slope of the HDI scores across countries is muattefl than the slope of
GDP scores and the slope of average respondergssdeurthermore, the
slope of respondent scores closely tracks the sibtiee GDP figures.

Another way of making this point is to note that H&gores in eastern
and southern Europe are higher (relative to GDRjntlthey are in
northwestern Europe. That is, the rate of convarefcHDI into GDP in the
southeast is less than in other parts of the centinAnd, most importantly
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for us, the slope across countries for Bulgariansiwich closer to the GDP
curve than to the HDI curve.

With regard to the nature of the developmental esl@erceived by
ordinary Bulgarians, it is important to see thatoaintry being highly rated
on the developmental scale is also related to heW evdinary Bulgarians
actually believe they know the score of the relévauntry. This is shown
in Figure 2, where we can see that the only coestardinary Bulgarians
rate high on development are the ones that largeeptages say that they
know about. When a large percentage of peoplehsayhave no clear idea
of the developmental level of the relevant counitrys more probable that
the country will be rated low by those who ratdntother words, knowing
about and rating a country as highly developedh(viiite understandable
exception of the rating of Bulgaria) occur togethEhis finding suggests
that Bulgarians are more certain when looking up tperceived
developmental slope. They are more familiar with developmental levels
of the countries which they see as being above therthe slope and less
familiar with those considered less advanced.

Figure 2
Average Country Rating and Percentage Saying thay T
Do Not Know the Rating
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This actually captures one of the crucial elemeaaftshe Eurocentrist
outlook that is much discussed in the case of €liseourses, where the

2 The close match between perceived levels of dpwedmt and GDP per capita figures seems to
be a specific thing to the two post-socialist coiestin South Eastern Europe if we put that into
comparative perspective. On the basis of a prelimimnalysis, during an introductory talk on June
10, 2010, Georgina Binstock clearly showed that@spared to similarly surveyed countries like
Nepal, Lebanon, Egypt, USA, Iraq, China, Taiwand argentina, the two “Balkanic” countries
Bulgaria and Albania were the ones in which respoitsl had the best correlation between their own
ratings and GDP per capita figures, while in theecaf all other elements of the HDI they scored
much less “precisely” (Presentation at SymposiuniTbe Globalization of Modernization Theory:
Clashes of Modernities and Moralities, Universitfy Michigan, June 9-10, 2010). This can be
interpreted as Albanians and Bulgarians not onkirttaa better focus on income differentials, but
also as a sign of them ignoring their own relativgbod levels of education and life expectancyhwit
regarded to GDP levels), which were mainly duéhtrtsocialist pasts (Borocz 1999).
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most important thing is the fixation on the develgmt of core countries
(among other authors, Borécz 2003; Chakrabarty 2bduction), while

countries seen as less advanced are also seenmadbeless important to
know and understand. In this way we can also atpae visibility and

perceived development levels come together, remindis of the inbuilt
power mechanisms of the slope (Melegh 2006a: Chapte

Despite the slope’s surprising congruence with onisal and Qutliers
contemporary scales, there are some notable emosptir outliers that
distort the overall slope model. The first one igsBla which occupies a
rather high position in respondent ratings, as thaluate it similarly to the
southwestern European countries of Italy, Spaid,Rortugal, well ahead of
the central European countries. Thus, it is peezkito be much further up
on the East/West slope than its location in his@rEast/West discourses
would suggest. Also, note that Russia’s averagegdly Bulgarians is also
much higher than would be predicted by either iBPGr HDI score.

Another outlier is Turkey. Despite its discursivecleision from Europe
and its discursive location further down on thepslahe average respondent
score for Turkey is similar to the central Europeanntries of Poland and
the Czech Republic (Todorova 1997a; Neumann 1998sdd 2000). As
with Russia, the high average ratings of TurkeyBajlgarians are not
explained by its GDP or HDI score.

One commonality between Russia and Turkey is that,discussed
earlier, both countries have played powerful, esertial, roles in Bulgaria's
national history. Bulgaria was occupied by Turkegiore than 500 years,
from the 14 century through the late @entury, and it was liberated from
Turkey with Russia’s help. Following this, Russiashbeen an influential
player in Bulgaria. Both Russia and Turkey werenodal rulers and players
with a sense of being great powers that were alschrmore influential in
the region than Bulgaria. It seems that the ovepeliceived East/West
developmental slope is modified with regard to them

It is useful to note that the modification of geamledevelopmental
hierarchies by local histories and politics hasnbebserved in similar
surveys in other countries (Thornton et al 201Ba).example, a somewhat
similar situation can be found concerning the gathJapan among Chinese
respondents, who “underrate” the country as contpsreespondents from
other countries. Similarly, Taiwanese respondentsdérrate” China
compared to ratings of China by other people. éndase of Bulgaria there
is an “overrating” of local powerful countries, erdless of whether the
historically closely-linked country is a “friend’a$ Russia is perceived in
public discourses) or an “enemy” (like Turkey).thre case of Russia, the
“overrating” is such that even the modal ratin@ isut of a maximum of 10,
and a substantial number of Bulgarians gave Russiags of 9 and even
10. In the case of Turkey the “overrating” is lssstantial and may be a
tribute to the previous “colonizer” as such histafiprocesses can be linked
to setting up hierarchies in which the colonizeksags appear as more
developed.
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6 Balkanism and Developmental Rating

Another particularly interesting country ratingés Bulgaria itself. In the
distribution of ratings it is strikingly clear thatdinary Bulgarians have a
rather low evaluation of their own country in terofsdevelopment. While
it is important to note that in all the relatedvays conducted with similar
guestions respondents tended to underrate their comntries somewhat
below their HDI figures (Thornton et al. 2010a) timodesty” of Bulgarian
respondents is somewhat extraordinary in internatiocomparison.
Ordinary Bulgarians rate their own country as oh¢éhe lowest in Europe,
and see themselves on the level of Uzbekistan,r@efAfrican Republic,
and Nigeria. This is striking, especially when wensider the fact that
Bulgaria has both GDP and HDI that are consideraimfer than in these
similarly-rated countries. It is also notable tliais view is largely shared
regardless of the age, sex, wealth, and educatiorth® Bulgarian
respondents. The only real difference accordingstdgroups is that
respondents of non-Bulgarian ethnicity (includingni&, Turkish etc) view
Bulgaria’'s developmental level as higher than dmietBulgarians.

Interestingly, this line of developmental thinkingxtends to other
countries in the Balkans rated by Bulgarians, saghAlbania and Bosnia
and Herzegovina. Out of all the countries includedr near the European
Union, these three countries receive the loweseldpwmental ratings by the
Bulgarian respondents. Such low ratings for Balkanntries also appear in
a survey of ordinary people in Albania conducte@®6, where Albanians
gave their own country a score of 3.1, exactly eqouidheir rating of the
Central African Republic and only somewhat highleant their average
rating for Nigeria and Pakistan (Thornton et all@4). Development ratings
this low for the Balkan countries are not suppotvgceither their GDP or
HDI scores.

It is interesting to note that this particularlygative image of the
Balkans is just partially shared by respondentsnfrother countries in
previous studies rating the developmental level Baflkan countries.
Bulgaria was rated on its development levels iim@lar survey conducted
in the United States in 2007. In this US surveyppbe rated Bulgaria
relatively low, but higher than Nigeria or the QahtAfrican Republic, two
countries that Bulgarians located developmentadly similarly to Bulgaria.
Thus in this US survey ordinary people do not “urate” Bulgaria as much
as Bulgarians “underrate” themselves.

The especially low ratings of development in thékBas by Albanians
and Bulgarians give the impression that there meag lbow and somewhat
paradoxically negative self-esteem among peoplé¢hen Balkans. Maria
Todorova (1997a), who has worked on the historiscalirses on the
“Balkans”, or on “Balkanism”, has made the follogimemarks on the
related, somewhat special frustrations and negaitiides, which might
also play a role in the minds of ordinary Bulgasian

By being geographically inextricable from Europeegt yculturally
constructed as "the other" within, the Balkans hheen able to absorb
conveniently a number of externalized politicagatbgical, and cultural
frustrations stemming from tensions and contradrwi inherent to the
regions and societies outside the Balkans. Balkarbecame, in time, a
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convenient substitute for the emotional dischargeat torientalism

provided, exempting the West from charges of racisatonialism,

eurocentrism, and Christian intolerance againstaisl After all, the

Balkans are in Europe, they are white; they aredprainantly Christian,

and therefore the externalization of frustrationsthem can circumvent
the usual racial or religious bias allegations. ilvsghe case of the Orient,
the Balkans have served as a repository of negatharacteristics

against which a positive and self-congratulatory aga of the

"European” and the "West" has been constructedh \itié reemergence
of East and orientalism as independent semantigeglthe Balkans are
left in Europe’s thrall, anticivilization, alter &g the dark side within
(Todorova 1997a: 188).

This may mean that Balkanism as a “repository ofgatige
characteristics” creates a kind of frustration tloae’s own country is
perceived as being close to the development ofr atbentries with lower
HDI and GDP values, such as Nigeria and the Ce#tliatan Republic.
Bulgarians may have the view that they as a “Eumnopeountry live at such
a low level as related to high European standardset west of Bulgaria that
their level of development can only be linked tchest places with
considerably lower income levels. In other words fbw rating can be a
sign of the combination of a “border identity” (artreme sense of being in
between different poles and levels of developmesmmyd an overall
frustration concerning economic and social develempiras already noted
above concerning Bulgarian identity. This possitnlechanism of creating
an extremely negative identity when there is amesxé sense of being on
the border region in a hierarchical system is giaaptured by Vesseva
(2008) when writing about East European and Batkatantities:

As Erikson’s identity formation suggests, the asitjion of a negative
identity is one of the possible outcomes of a <rishused by the
impossibility of identifying with any of the avdila positive identities that
have not been fully internalized because they editdt each other. Such a
negative identity can be accepted precisely becasn a negative
identity is better than a partial identity or nceidtity at all (41-42).

7 Developmental Ratings and Heterogeneity

We now shift our attention from the average ratitigg Bulgarians give  Individual
countries on development and the correlations oP@Dd HDI with these  Country
average scores to the correlations of the couatiggs of individuals with  Ratings
the country GDPs and HDIs. The calculation procesllgonducted at the
individual level are the same as the procedureshimaverages, except that
the correlations are calculated for individualsheatthan averages. The
distributions of correlations are summarized inl&gbby decile, along with
the mean correlation.

Columns 1 and 3 of Table 2 summarize the distrdoutf correlations
for all respondents with ratings between all caestthey were asked to rate
and the GDP and HDI respectively. Columns 2 andepgeat these
distributions excluding the following countries: ri@&al African Republic,

India, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Nigeri@eorgia, Armenia,
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Rating and
Different
Groups of
Respondents

Azerbaijan, Austria, Netherlands, and Switzerlahkde exclusion of these
countries in the second set of correlations wasvaid by our desire to
have a set of correlations based exclusively omitms clearly within
Europe. Also, recall that there was considerablssimg data for the
Netherlands, and in an effort to minimize missiaggadssues for this second
set of correlations, we excluded the Netherlands the two countries —
Austria and Switzerland — that were paired with Ktegherlands in the other
two modules.

The data in Table 2 indicate that most of the iitligl correlations
between country rating versus GDP and HDI are pesand large. Across
each set of correlations, the medians range frdnao6.76 and the means
range from .57 to .72. Furthermore, there are ntarge correlations, with
30 percent or more being higher than .68, and ivelst few small
correlations, with 10 percent or fewer being lowsan .29. This suggests
that the high correlations we observed earlier betwcountry ratings and
GDP and HDI at the aggregate level are not justélalt of compensating
errors, but also hold for many individual Bulgasan

More detailed investigation of the distribution agrrelations in Table 2
reveals that the individual correlations tend tasbemewhat higher between
respondents’ development rating and the GDP tham réspondent
development ratings and HDI. When the correlatemescalculated based on
all countries, the median correlation between agumtings and GDP is .76
compared to the median of .61 for the correlatiebwleen country ratings
and HDI. This lower correlation at the individlevel for HDI compared to
GDP is consistent with the results reported eadar the average or
aggregate ratings.

There is no consistent pattern in the distributdrtorrelations between
those with all countries rated and the correlati@xsluding countries
outside of mainstream Europe or with high levelsnugsing data. The
median and mean correlations with GDP decrease with country
exclusions while the median and mean correlationis WDI increase with
the exclusions. We do not have an explanationhiisrfiatterrr.

We now turn to our regression equations estimatiegeffects of wealth,
sex, education, residence, age, and ethnicity enntividual correlations
between country ratings and GDP and HDI. One regesequation
predicted the correlation between an individuabsings and GDP, and
another predicted the correlation between an iddafis ratings and the
HDI. Recall that we transformed the original caatens with a log-log
transformation and predicted these values withalinegression. With a
focus on Europe and a desire to maximize the amuofudéta available, our
dependent variable is the correlations that exchatiags for the countries
of Central African Republic, India, Kyrgyzstan, W#Histan, Tajikistan,
Nigeria, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Austria, Nstands, and
Switzerland. The coefficients for these regressamesdisplayed in Table 3.

3 We would like to note that correlations can be ieficed by the amount of variance in the two
variables (GDP and HDI). HDI has relatively lessiance than does GDP. This difference may lead
to the fact that when all countries are analyzed@DP (column 1) then correlations are higher as
compared to values when some countries are excl{atdainn 2), while in the case of HDI there is a
reverse order.
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We begin by noting that most of the coefficientsTiable 3 are not
statistically significant. This includes the coeitints for wealth, sex, and
ethnic group.

The coefficients for age, residence, and educatom statistically
significant. We note first that the age effectusuvilinear, with the smallest
correlations estimated for people 18-39 and foséh60 and older and
larger correlations for those 40-59. We do not heaveady explanation for
this curvilinear relationship.

For residential location, there is an almost monitdecline in both sets
of correlations associated with decreasing citg,sathough the coefficients
are only statistically significant for the HDI cefations. This result
suggests, as we expected, that compared to tovamep@and villagers,
people in large cities have more knowledge of threcept of development,
have a concept of development closer to that ofuithiéed Nations, have
more knowledge of different countries, or are aftweuse our country
development scale more reliably. With our currerdiyailable data we
cannot decide between these explanations.

For education, there is a monotonic and significkdline in both sets of
correlations associated with lower levels of edocat The difference
between the highest and lowest education grouga/isind .23 on the log-
log scale, depending upon which correlations aesrexed. There is clearly
something about higher education that is associaitdhigher correlations
with the UN HDI, but as with residence, it is ndivaous which of the
possible explanations are the most relevant.

Table 2
Percentile Distribution of Bivariate CorrelationseBveen Individual
Respondent’s Ratings of Development and GDP Peit&€apd Between
Individual Respondent’s Ratings of DevelopmenttaedJN HDf

Correlations| Correlations | Correlations| Correlations
Percentiles with GDP with GDP with HDI with HDI
All Some Country All Some Country
Countries Exclusions Countries Exclusion$

1" A7 .39 29 31
20" 59 52 41 46
30" .66 61 50 55
40" 72 .68 55 62
50" .76 73 61 .66
60" .80 77 65 71
70" .83 81 .68 76
8g" .86 .85 72 .83
og" .89 .90 78 87
Mean Correlation 72 .67 57 .62
Number of Casés 622 804 622 804

4 These correlations are computed at the individesponse level. They represent the Pearson
correlation coefficient between the country scogigen by an individual for development (or
income) with the United Nation scores for the sarnantries on development (or income). The
possible range is from -1 to 1.

° These correlation calculations exclude the coestf Central African Republic, India,
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Nigeria, Gearghrmenia, Azerbaijan, Austria, Netherlands, and
Switzerland.

® The number of cases is larger when some courdrieexcluded than when all countries are
included. That is because in order to calculatereetation for a respondent, he/she has to havd goo
data on every country included in that particukglcalation. So, the fewer countries that are inetud
in the calculation, the greater the number of radpats who will have good data on each of them.
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Although the results are clear in suggesting atiozlahip between the
correlations and education, the transformation h&f tlependent variable
makes the magnitude of the effects hard to intérpfe achieve an
interpretation of the effects based on the origomtelations, we made the
backward transformation fromtRo R. We did this by calculating the
expected values of {Rfor ethnic Bulgarian males aged 40-49 of medium
wealth who lived in a city and had university ogtrer education and then
converting these expected values back into thenadigorrelation metric.
We did a similar thing for people with a primarylower education that had
the same other attributes just mentioned. The eéggeworrelation for the
high education group was .81, compared to the éegemrrelation of .67
for the low education group. Thus, going from tlbevést to the highest
education group increased the raw correlation #y .1

Table 3
Regression coefficients and corresponding p-valolesvo models:
correlations of respondents’ development ratings
with (1) GDP and (2) UN HDI

. Correlations with GDP Correlations with UN HDI
Variables

coef. | p-value coef. |  p-value
Wealth (Most wealthy is the base)
Medium wealth 0.022 0.694 0.029 0.532
Lowest wealth 0.075 0.174 0.064 0.188
Sex ( Males is the base)
Females —0.030 0.338 —0.035 0.255
Education (Univ. or higher is base)
College —0.096 0.101 —-0.051 0.355
Secondary -0.164 0 -0.130 0.001
Primary or lower -0.273 0 -0.229 0
Residence (Capital is the base)
City —-0.034 0.491 —0.049 0.226
Town —-0.026 0.634 —0.066 0.158
Village -0.107 0.138 -0.144 0.043
Age (18-29 is the base)
30-39 0.083 0.220 0.087 0.192
40-49 0.149 0.023 0.164 0.011
50-59 0.143 0.032 0.157 0.017
60+ 0.066 0.312 0.077 0.235
Ethnic group (Bulgarian is the base)
Turks, Roma, and others 0.086 0.178 0.098 0.155
Constant 0.728 0 0.623 0
N 804 804

8 Conclusion

We began this paper with the observation that dgwveént and the
hierarchies of countries are important concepts b@ve permeated the
worldviews and belief systems of policy makers attter elites around the
world for centuries. We also observed that thesmaddhave played an
important role in public affairs. Our paper was ivated by the hypothesis
that these ideas of development and its hierarchéasge permeated the
thinking of ordinary people in everyday life in nygparts of the world.

We have examined this hypothesis for the countrnBolgaria using
survey data collected in 2009 and found strong supfor our overall
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hypothesis. These data present strong evidence Bhlgarians have
conceptual maps of development and its geographisfibution. The

average ratings they give to European countrieisanel a strong gradient of
development that is high in northwest Europe andimes steadily with

movement to the south and east, with the low pwinEurope being the
Balkans of the southeastern part of the contin@hius, the east-west
developmental gradient that has been discussdeilitérature on historical
and political discourses is very apparent in thespectives of ordinary
Bulgarians; the ideas of development and East-\Westlopment gradients
have permeated to the grassroots level in Bulgaria.

This perceived gradient of development in the mirads ordinary
Bulgarians closely parallels the gradients of gmasmestic product and the
United Nations Human Development Index. This sutpydsat the ideas of
development and developmental hierarchies havesia,lb#t only in ideas,
but in the distribution of income and related fastacross the European
continent. Thus we may observe hierarchical imdgna as related to
somewhat hierarchical social and economic strusture

Interestingly, the gradients from the northwesthe southeast of both
gross domestic product and Bulgarian developmenintcy ratings are
steeper than the gradient for the UN HDI, with tlmaintries of southeast
Europe being closer to northwest Europe in termsuzh HDI factors as
literacy, school enroliment, and longevity thariedmrms of income. The East-
West gradient of development in the minds of ordiraulgarians seems to
follow the income gradient more closely than the IHfppadient, with
Bulgarians apparently taking particular note ohdexd of living differences
in their evaluations of development levels.

We have also found that the strong geographicaligma of views of
development not only exists at the aggregate orageelevel, but at the
individual level. Most individual Bulgarians hava alea of developmental
differences across countries, and these ideas emergly in the same
direction as that portrayed by the UN HDI and tHeRG Furthermore, most
of the individual correlations of country ratingse ajuite closely related to
the HDI and GDP, indicating again the extensivenmation of the
development concept to the ordinary people of Bidgand the ways that
Bulgarians relate development to HDI.

The data from ordinary Bulgarians also suggest tihate is a gradient
from northwest to southeast in knowledge aboutiqdsdr countries.
Despite the fact that Bulgaria is itself in the thmast part of the continent,
individual respondents were more likely to say tllay could rate a
northwest European country on development thanwesg to say that they
could rate some southeast European countries orlapement. This
suggests that people residing in countries on theed end of the
development ladder are focused more intently omir@s high above them
on the ladder than on countries close to or belmmton the ladder.

Our data also suggest that ordinary Bulgarians teqtee development
levels of southeast European countries to the dpuetntal levels of
countries in other regions, including those of édriand Central and South
Asia. This is true despite the HDI scores and GDfh@southeast European
countries being considerably higher than thosde$é other regions. In our
research we found strong evidence of special negaelf-perception of
ordinary Bulgarians, which can be linked to reskans national identity on
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the Balkans. This is consistent with the negativewvas described by
Krasteva (2000). According to her:

Discontent with the country’s economic and politiGatuation has
prompted some people to feel ashamed of being Bamgja(Krasteva
2000:507).

We also stress that the overall development gradiem northwest
Europe to southeast Europe existing in the mindsrdinary Bulgarians is
modified by local considerations such as histony @gional influence. This
is most evident in the fact that Bulgarians ratehbBussia and Turkey
higher on development than one would expect froeirtigeographical
locations—also higher than one would expect fromirtlisDP and HDI
ratings. We interpret this as reflecting the enarsmmfluence of Russia and
Turkey in Bulgarian affairs over the past centurd& also note a strong
Balkanism effect, with Bulgarians tending to “undde” countries in that
region relative to GDP and HDI ratings. This “unmaéing” is perhaps most
notable in the case of Bulgaria itself.

Our data, however, suggest the dissemination aliddout development
have not been uniform in the country. Most impadittarthis permeation of
the idea of development appears to be most widadprethe large cities,
among the highly educated, and among the middld-afjeis suggests the
likelihood that urban living and education are bioigtrumental in spreading
these ideas, although many villagers and those legth education have also
assimilated the ideas of development.

This research in Bulgaria joins a growing body widence indicating
that knowledge of developmental ideas and its hebras have been widely
disseminated around the world, including in settiag widely disparate as
China, Nepal, Egypt, Iran, Argentina, and the UWhiBtates. Although these
data do not represent all regions and populatiériseoworld, they provide
strong reasons to believe that such ideas are widislseminated and
available to influence the behavior of ordinary pleachroughout the world.

The Bulgarian data go further than any other retean mental maps of
developmental hierarchies in that they chart oatosk the entirety of the
European continent. They show the ways in whichnary people in one
country perceive the European map of developmestwA have already
mentioned, this mental construction has a cleathm@st to southeast slope
that matches closely the income gradient. AlscBhigarian data reflect the
importance of local circumstances in mental mapshef distribution of
development.

Our data, of course, were collected in only oneoRean country,
Bulgaria, and we do not know how ordinary peopl®tiner countries map
out the developmental map of Europe. Our beliefthe widespread
knowledge of developmental ideas, however, leadtousxpect that they
would have the same general map that the Bulgahame of the overall
northwest to southeast gradient. At the same tilheeBulgarian data lead us
to the hypothesis that people from other countriesld also be affected by
their local histories and relationships with neighbg countries. We look
forward to additional data collection and analygismonstrating these
patterns for other European countries. It would &ls valuable to have such
detailed mental maps of development for other regf the world.
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