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Abstract

The traditional partisan theory of policy outcomes predicts that leftist parties
would promote state control of the economy, while rightist parties would en-
dorse free market economy. In contrast, looking at budget spending, Tavits and
Letki (2009) demonstrated that in the post-communist dual transition to democ-
racy and market economy leftist governments in Central and Eastern European
(CEE) countries pursued traditionally right economic policies, such as decreased
welfare spending. This was explained with the incentives of leftist parties to
dissociate themselves from their Communist predecessors and the opportunities
(strong electoral support and party organisation) they had to promote unpopular,
albeit necessary, austerity measures which rightist parties could not aUord. The
present study expands on Tavits and Letki’s paper and examines more broadly
the links between party ideology and economic liberalisation in new and estab-
lished democracies. For the purpose, it compares the timeliness and speed of in-
corporating in national law the liberal economic policies of the European Union
by leftist and rightist governments in both Western and CEE countries. Applying
two diUerent statistical methods (cross-classiVed logistic regression and Cox re-
gression), we Vnd that indeed in CEE member states leftist governments demon-
strate eagerness to transpose such EU directives on time, which we explain with
their incentives to improve their tarnished international reputation. This Vnd-
ing remains stable after controlling for other preference-based factors, such as
governmental support for the internal market and EU trade-relatedness, as well
as capacity-based factors. It has important implications for the classical party
theory of policy outcomes and raises awareness to the problems of using party
positions to study party behaviour.
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1 Introduction

The traditional partisan theory of policy outcomes leads us to expect that leftist par-
ties would promote state control of the economy while rightist parties would promote
free market economy. In a recent paper, however, Tavits and Letki (2009) showed
that this relationship is not unconditional. SpeciVcally, they demonstrated that in the
context of dual transition to democracy and to a market economy in post-communist
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) the political and economic preconditions have led
leftist parties to pursue traditionally right economic policies, and more speciVcally
tighter budget and decreased welfare spending. They explained this Vnding with the
strong incentives of leftist parties to distance themselves from their communist past
and improve their reputation. While leftist parties had a lot to gain from enacting aus-
terity measures, they did not risk losing from an electoral backlash as they relied on
the support of loyal voters who perceived such policies coming from the left as abso-
lutely necessary. Expected to alleviate economic hardships, right governments could
not aUord such unpopular measures, albeit necessary at the time, because they could
not rely on a similar well-established electorate and strong party organisation. This
lead to a reversal of the left-right economic politics as we know it in CEE countries, at
least so long budget spending is concerned. In their concluding remarks, Tavits and
Letki (2009) suggest that leftist governments in CEE countries might have even gained
an issue ownership over economic liberalisation policies altogether. This paper em-
barks on examining this proposition, the conVrmation of which would have profound
theoretical implications.

To that end, the compliance of the European Union (EU) member states with the liberal
economic policies the EU enacts oUers a unique case for a cross-national comparative
study of the positions leftist and rightist governments assume in new and established
democracies. In particular, we examine how in these two settings ideological party
preferences match up with parties’ speed of transposing EU liberal economic policies
to national legislation.

EU member states are obliged to transpose non-directly applicable European legisla-
tion (directives) to their national legal frameworks with instruments of their choice
but within Vxed deadlines. While full compliance involves much more than timely
transposition of these directives (such as correct transposition and application), timeli-
ness is the most easily observable element of compliance. As such, it presents the best
instrument that national governments can use to signal their compliant behaviour.
Following Tavits and Letki’s proposition, we expect that in CEE countries leftist gov-
ernments will be more eager than rightist governments to transpose EU liberal eco-
nomic policies on time to portray a new and improved image to the international
community. In contrast, faced with no such incentives, leftist governments in West-
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ern member states are expected rather to lag behind rightist governments in the timely
transposition of the EU economic policies. Although previous studies have not found
evidence for an eUect of governmental ideology on compliance (Jensen, 2007; Toshkov,
2007; König and Luetgert, 2009; but see Toshkov, 2008, for an exception) , we hope that
the direct east-west comparison aUorded by the new data and our focus on economic
policies only would bring some new insights into the conditions under which ideology
plays a role. Alongside our main hypothesis, we examine alternative preference-based
explanations and control for capacity-based explanations of transposition timeliness.
Thus, we hope to also contribute to the rich literature on EU transposition in the old
member states (Mastenbroek, 2003; Börzel et al., 2005; Kaeding, 2008) with some new
evidence from the member states that joined the Union in 2004. While the adoption
of the pre-existing EU legislation (acquis) in these countries has been subjected to
extensive analytical research (Toshkov, 2007, 2008), relatively little is known about
post-accession transposition dynamics in the CEE member states of the EU (but see
Sedelmeier, 2008, 2009; Knill and Tosun, 2009).

To examine our hypothesis, we have collected data on all the economic directives
adopted after May 2004 which had their transposition deadline by May 2010 inclusive.
Thus, we cover the six year period following the signiVcant eastern enlargement of the
EU. We rely on a cross-classiVed logistic regression and Cox regression to model, re-
spectively, the likelihood of timely transposition and the duration of the transposition
process.

The results are mixed. While we Vnd strong support for our main hypothesis, namely
that governments with traditionally leftist economic positions are more likely to trans-
pose EU economic directives on time than rightist governments in CEE countries, puz-
zlingly, the opposite does not hold in western EUmember states. Our results are robust
and hold after accounting for the signiVcant positive eUect on transposition timeliness
of support for the EU internal market and governmental eUectiveness, which we also
Vnd evidence for.

The paper proceeds as follows. Firstly, we present the background of our main theo-
retical argument and, in particular, the work of Tavits and Letki (2009) that we build
on. Secondly, we oUer a short overview of the EU transposition process and the main
literature on the topic. We argue that the transposition of liberal economic EU di-
rectives to national law presents an excellent case to study comparatively the link
between governments’ economic left-right ideological positions and their stances on
liberal economic policies in new and established democracies, and, speciVcally, in CEE
and Western EU member states. Thirdly, we develop our hypotheses. The research
design, models and analyses are presented thereafter. We conclude with a discussion
of the broader theoretical and empirical implications of reversed left-right politics in
the CEE countries.
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2 Party ideology and economic policies

In the classical party theory leftist parties are generally associated with state control
of the economy, while right parties are associated with economic liberalisation. The
left-right ideology then principally refers to ‘classic economic policy conWicts – gov-
ernment regulation of the economy [...] as opposed to free enterprise’ (Budge and
Robertson, 1987, 394–95). While overall left-right scales often cover both economic
and social issues, our theoretical arguments pertain to economic policies and, there-
fore, when we refer to left-right party positions in this paper we mean the overall
party positions on economic issues only. ‘To the extent that parties diUer then, one
substantial diUerence should be the greater propensity among parties of the left to
resort to government intervention and among parties of the right to rely on the mar-
ket’ (Blais et al., 1993, p.43; see also Hibbs, 1977, 1992; Schmidt, 1996; Imbeau et al.,
2001).

Policy preferences, however, are not deterministic of political behaviour which is also
aUected by the political context. Thus, although the policy preferences of leftist (as
well as rightist) parties may be quite similar in established and new democracies, the
diUerent historical context and party system in the latter can heavily aUect the incen-
tives of parties and lead them to pursue diUerent (policy) goals.

To demonstrate this argument, while given their past leftist parties in the post-communist
CEE countries might be concerned with proving that they are not communist and
are able to operate in a democratic regime and free market economy, rightist parties
would be rather preoccupied with establishing any reputation at all. Firstly, leftist
parties in these countries could rely on a well-established electorate , which allowed
them to concentrate on improving their image in the international arena. In contrast,
faced with volatile electorate, rightist parties have had to devote to gathering elec-
toral support in the domestic arena. Secondly, the diUerent goals parties pursued have
been mediated by the opportunities and constraints presented by the party systems
in CEE countries. Thus, the strong party organisation (Grzymala-Busse, 2002; Kost-
elecký, 2002; Van Biezen, 2003) of the generally single, unchallenged parties of the Left
(Curry, 2003) has helped them pursue their goals by facilitating strong common party
positions which parties in the fragmented Right (Bakke and Sitte, 2005; Szczerbiak and
Hanley, 2006) have struggled achieving.

These historically driven party incentives and constraints, Tavits and Letki (2009) ar-
gue, have led leftist parties in CEE countries to pursue the necessary, yet unpopular,
austerity measures needed in the transition to market economy, which rightist par-
ties could not aUord. Having supported their argument with empirical data on budget
spending, Tavits and Letki challenged the unconditional character of the classical par-
tisan theory according to which leftist parties are expected to increase governmental
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spending while the rightist parties are expected to decrease it. In this paper we test
whether their arguments hold beyond budget spending for liberal economic policies
more broadly. In particular, we embark on examining whether in their aspiration
to improve their international image leftist parties in CEE countries have been able to
gain an overall issue ownership over liberal economic policies. Also, have rightist par-
ties in these countries been untruthful to their policy preferences as a result of their
weak party organisation, electoral vulnerability, and the overall party fragmentation
on the right of the political spectrum?

Indeed, existing studies have argued that instead of promoting economic liberalisa-
tion, rightist parties in the region have often resorted to populist policies, state in-
tervention in the economy, and protecting citizens from economic reforms (Kitschelt,
1992; Szczerbiak and Hanley, 2006; Vachudova, 2008; Tavits and Letki, 2009). Perhaps
this is not so surprising given that also in other new democracies in Latin Amer-
ica and East Asia of parties’ policies choices have been aUected by the legacies of
the old regime and the introduction of free market economy (Haggard and Kaufman,
2008).

We believe that the transposition of EU directives oUers an excellent case for the com-
parative analysis of the linkage between party ideology and policy in new and estab-
lished democracies. In the following section we brieWy describe the EU transposition
process and present the main existing literature on the topic as well as how this study
is expected to add to it. Thereafter, we proceed with developing our hypotheses.

3 Compliance with EU legislation: Main explanations

The implementation process in the European Union could be deVned as the transmis-
sion of legislation adopted at the EU level into the actions of member states. In other
words, the policy-making process does not end after the adoption of an EU law but na-
tional and sub-national actors are obliged to enforce and apply the adopted decisions
within national settings. (Börzel et al., 2005). A special example of EU legislation
are directives, which stipulate the objectives that must be attained by member states,
but give national authorities some degree of discretion with choosing the appropriate
means to attain these objectives. As a result, directives are not directly enforceable
but need to be formally incorporated into member states’ legislation, a process that
is referred to as transposition. In addition, the transposition process should be com-
pleted before a speciVed deadline. If a member state fails to meet the deadline, the
delay in transposition is interpreted as a deviation from the EU law (Thomson et al.,
2007).
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Most EU scholars focus on delays in transposition as an indicator for member states’
non-compliance with EU policies (Mastenbroek, 2003; Kaeding, 2006; Steunenberg,
2006). Other scholars argue that the successful transposition of EU directives by
member states constitutes only the Vrst stage of the implementation process, as the
transposed directives need to be also properly applied by the relevant sub-national in-
stitutions (Falkner et al., 2004; Börzel et al., 2005). However, scholars generally agree
that member states diUer with regard to their compliance with particular EU direc-
tives.

The existing literature on EU policy implementation oUers two main distinct ap-
proaches to explaining variation in compliance with EU legislation. The Vrst approach
presents non-compliance as the result of states’ capacity limitations and complexity
and ambiguity of EU directives (also known as the ‘management’ approach). Based
on the literature on international relations, capacity limitations arise when a govern-
ment lacks the necessary resources or cannot muster suXcient bureaucratic support
to enforce an international agreement (Chayes and Chayes, 1993; Tallberg, 2002). Ap-
plied to the case of EU implementation, it has been argued that national administrative
constraints prevent or slow down compliance with EU directives (Börzel et al., 2005;
Thomson et al., 2007). Among such constraints, government and bureaucratic inef-
Vciency, poverty and corruption are expected to aUect member states’ capabilities to
process, interpret and adapt European rules into national settings (Haas, 1998; Mbaye,
2001; Jensen, 2007; Perkins and Neumayer, 2007). The link between government and
bureaucratic eUectiveness and compliance with EU policies is also well-established
empirically in both Western and CEE member states (Mbaye, 2001; Hille and Knill,
2006; Toshkov, 2009). In contrast, capacities show no eUect on compliance if opera-
tionalized with some rather general concepts like GDP, GDP per capita (Perkins and
Neumayer, 2007), or available Vscal resources (Mbaye, 2001).

In addition, institutional constraints on decision-making (i.e. veto players) are also
expected to slow down the national legislative process and lead to delayed transposi-
tion (Tsebelis, 1999; Haverland, 2000; Hille and Knill, 2006; Haverland and Romeijn,
2007). At the country level, indicators of institutional constraints include government
composition (number of parties) (Giuliani, 2003) and ideological distance between the
parties in government, which show a positive eUect on transposition delays (Toshkov,
2008; König and Luetgert, 2009; Luetgert and Dannwolf, 2009). Other studies focus on
co-ordination problems between national ministries within a country to explain trans-
position problems (Mastenbroek, 2003) or rely on a directive-speciVc procedural veto
player index that takes into account the type of transposition measure employed by a
member state. National transposition patterns shed some support for the eUect of this
variable on compliance (Kaeding, 2006, 2008; Steunenberg and Rhinard, 2006).

The second approach to explaining member states’ non-compliance, by contrast, sug-
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gests that states voluntarily choose to defect from international agreements if the per-
ceived beneVts exceed the costs of non-compliance (also known as the ‘enforcement’
approach) (Downs et al., 1996; Fearon, 1998). The beneVts of non-compliance could be
either associated with alternative priorities (given that compliance entails committing
scarce resources that could be allocated to alternative uses), or policy preferences that
diUer from the contents of the adopted agreements. The costs of non-compliance refer
to the probability of detection, perceived reputation losses and the threat of sanctions
that could be imposed on violators (Tallberg, 2002). In the context of EU implementa-
tion, scholars generally refer to ‘preference-based explanations’ and focus on societal
and government support for the EU or government policy preferences regarding par-
ticular EU directives (Thomson et al., 2007; Toshkov, 2009). Empirical results, how-
ever, provide inconclusive evidence on the inWuence of preference-related factors on
compliance problems. For example, studies have shown that there is no relationship
between societal attitudes toward the EU and member states’ implementation per-
formance (Lampinen and Uusikyla, 1998; Kaeding, 2006; Börzel et al., 2007). While
government support for the EU is a more direct indicator of a member state’s willing-
ness to adopt the EU rules, studies applied to data on the old 15 member states report
no eUect of this variable on compliance (Jensen, 2007; Linos, 2007; König and Luetgert,
2009). Interestingly, government support for the EU positively inWuences compliance
with the acquis in CEE countries (Toshkov, 2007, 2009). This Vnding holds if either
general and policy-speciVc government EU attitudes are used (Toshkov, 2007).

Another prominent indicator of member states’ general willingness to comply with
EU legislation relates to the economic beneVts that countries gain as a result of their
membership in the European Union (Perkins and Neumayer, 2007). SpeciVcally, mem-
ber states that depend more in their trade on other EU partners are likely to beneVt
more from Europe-wide rules and, hence, these member states are more likely to com-
ply with their EU requirements. Studies report positive eUect of a country’s intra-EU
trade relatedness on compliance both in Western and CEE member states (Perkins
and Neumayer, 2007; Knill and Tosun, 2009) In addition, results also show that appli-
cant countries are more likely to transpose trade-related legislation on time (directives
referring to trade barriers) (Toshkov, 2008).

Some researchers have attempted to study the eUect of government preferences (or
incentives to deviate) in regard to speciVc pieces of legislation on member states’ com-
pliance. For example, Thomson et al. (2007) Vnd that the larger the distance between
member states’ positions during the EU decision-making process and the decision out-
come on the policy scale, the higher the probability that the Commission will send a
‘reasoned opinion’ for this particular case. Other studies test whether a vote against
a directive would result in transposition problems, but Vnd no eUect (Falkner et al.,
2004; Linos, 2007).
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Finally, studies on EU compliance also include general ideological and socio-economic
government positions as preference-based explanations. Interestingly, empirical anal-
yses on the implementation performance of the old 15 member states strongly suggest
that there is no relationship between government positions on the left–right dimen-
sion and compliance with EU directives (Jensen, 2007; König and Luetgert, 2009). Fo-
cusing only on EU social policy, Toshkov (2007) also Vnds no eUect of party ideology
on the transposition of the EU acquis by CEE applicant countries. However, in a study
on an extended list of policy areas, Toshkov (2008) Vnds that CEE governments lean-
ing towards the right on the ideological spectrum are more likely to complete the
transposition of the EU acquis on time. In addition, his Vndings reveal that this eUect
is stronger for internal market policies.

This article develops and tests explanations grounded in the preference-based ap-
proach to compliance problems, while controlling for capacity-related factors. We
argue that the inWuence of countries’ willingness to transpose the EU directives is
conditional on left and right governments’ reputational incentives, which are not nec-
essarily the same in Western and CEE member states. In the next section we develop
this theoretical argument and our hypotheses in light of our discussion of left-right
politics in CEE countries above.

4 Theory and hypotheses

In this section we develop our hypotheses about the factors driving timely transpo-
sition. We Vrst link research on EU directives transposition to our main research
question, namely whether leftist parties in CEE countries have gained an issue own-
ership over liberal economic policies instead of rightist parties. We adapt the argu-
ments of Tavits and Letki (2009) regarding budget spending to economic liberalisation
more generally. SpeciVcally, in contrast to classical theoretical accounts linking party
ideology to economic policy outcomes, we expect that leftist governments in CEE
countries would appear (but would not necessarily be) more eager to transpose on
time EU directives pertaining to liberal economic policies than rightist governments .
This is driven by their desire to present themselves as modernised parties committed
to economic liberalisation as opposed to tight control of the economy, which their
communist predecessors maintained. Backed by a stable electoral support and strong
party organisation, leftist parties are in a good position to promote such policies. In
contrast, faced with no such reputational needs, rightist governments do not have
similar incentives to transpose directives timely. Furthermore, given that the EU is
often criticized as being an elitist neoliberal project, rightist governments would be
more cautious than leftist governments with enthusiastically endorsing top-down im-
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posed EU liberal economic policies with direct or indirect distributive consequences
because, being seen as the instigators of such policies, they are more susceptible to
voters’ criticism.

As Tavits and Letki (2009, p.567) argue ‘[m]ajor policy reforms are likely to be con-
sidered more acceptable when [...] proposed by parties who are not the natural pro-
ponents of such policy decisions [...] because it is considered as harmful for their
constituency and their reelection prospects.’ (see also Walster et al., 1966; Ross, 2000).
Rightist governments in CEE countries cannot aUord supporting unpopular policies
since rightist parties are relatively new as compared to leftist parties and can rely
only on weak internal organisation and cohesion and volatile electoral support.

As a result of the diUerent incentives and constraints leftist and rightist parties in CEE
countries face we expect leftist governments to be more likely to transpose on time
EU directives than rightist governments in these countries. This hypothesis refers to
timely transposition only, which serves as a ‘cheap’ signalling tool, and does not imply
that leftist government would then go on to correctly transpose and apply the liberal
economic directives they adopt.

H1a: In CEE member states of the EU, the more leftist the position of a government on
the economic left-right ideological dimension, the more likely it is that it will trans-
pose EU economic directives on time.

Following the classical partisan theory, the opposite can be expected in Western EU
member states. All of them are old democracies in which the well-established main
rightist and leftist do not face diametrically diUerent incentives and constraints as in
the new CEE democracies and can freely pursue their actual policy preferences.

H1b: In Western member states of the EU, the more rightist the position of a govern-
ment on the economic left-right ideological dimension, the more likely it is that it will
transpose EU economic directives on time.

It could be argued that the inWuence of political ideology on transposition is accounted
for by other factors related to member states’ willingness to implement the EU policies.
More precisely, governments’ reputational incentives to show commitment to the EU
internal market could be the result of their general positive predisposition towards the
EU, as well as dependency on the proper functioning of the internal market. Thus, it is
important to include other preference-based explanations in the theory and analysis
of the transposition of economic directives by member states.

First, governments that are more favourable to EU internal market policies are likely
to put the transposition of EU economic policies higher on the political agenda than
governments that show less support for the EU internal market. Governmental prefer-
ences can largely determine the speed of the transposition process, which requires the
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mobilization of scarce resources (e.g. ministerial involvement, new legislative output)
that could instead be used to address more pressing national problems. Therefore, we
hypothesise that:

H2: The more a government supports the EU internal market, the more likely it is that
it will transpose EU economic directives on time.

Second, government willingness to transpose the EU economic directives could also
depend on the direct rewards that member states obtain from the proper function-
ing of the internal market. The economic gains from EU membership are generally
associated with a country’s trade relations with other members of the EU. More pre-
cisely, EU member states have beneVted from intra-EU trade relations through both
the abolition of tariU barriers and the harmonization of national standards that might
have otherwise acted as barriers to trade. The economic beneVts are associated with
the free movement of goods and services facilitated by market liberalisation policies
and reduced transaction costs as a result of legal harmonization of national standards.
However, member states diUer in the extent to which their economies depend on trade
with their EU counterparts (Perkins and Neumayer, 2007; Knill and Tosun, 2009). For
example, the EU could be economically less relevant for countries with higher rela-
tive importance of trade relations outside the EU. In addition, trade relations could
be downplayed by the existence of sizable domestic economy in a particular country
(Jovanovic, 2005). The economies of other member states, in contrast, could be more
strongly integrated into the Common Market (Knill and Tosun, 2009). Consequently,
it is expected that member states that are more dependent in their trade on other EU
partners are likely to beneVt more from Europe-wide rules (Perkins and Neumayer,
2007).

Applied to the EU implementation process, higher intra-EU trade dependency is ex-
pected to positively inWuence the timely transposition of EU directives related to mar-
ket liberalisation and the harmonization of economic standards. The logic is straight-
forward. If an EU country extensively trades with other member states and, hence,
beneVts from the EU-wide economic directives, the government is more likely to sup-
port the transposition of these directives. Furthermore, the level of intra-EU trade
dependency could also inWuence the reputational incentives of member states’ gov-
ernments. Countries that are economically strongly dependent on their trade linkages
within the Common Market will be more eager to please the EU in order to strengthen
their reputation as reliable trading partners (Knill and Tosun, 2009). In this case, timely
transposition is crucial since delays could signal a government’s lack of commitment
to the Common Market rules.

H3: The more a member state is economically dependent on trade relations within the
EU, the more likely it is that it will transpose EU economic directives on time.
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5 Research Design

5.1 Data

The hypotheses of the present study are tested using data on the transposition perfor-
mance of EU member states with respect to directives related to economic liberalisa-
tion and harmonization of economic standards.

To be included in the sample, directives should not have been adopted before May
2004 when eight CEE countries joined the EU. In addition, we could not include di-
rectives with deadlines later than May 2010, which is the period that allows us to
study transposition delays. Thus, the dataset covers the whole period for which there
is available data on CEE and Western member states. The sampled directives cover
three policy areas: internal market (11 directives), economic and monetary aUairs (16
directives) and energy and industry (4 directives). Also, we excluded directives with
purely technical character, namely codiVcations, directives that simply introduce the
regulatory procedure with scrutiny, and repeals that did not require transposition. Af-
ter close reading we further excluded three directives which did not relate to issues
of economic liberalisation or harmonization of economic standards.1 The Vnal sample
includes 28 substantive economic directives with EU adoption dates and transposition
deadlines within the speciVed time period.

Finally, the present study uses information on 22 EU member states. Malta, Cyprus
and Luxembourg were excluded from the analysis since there is missing information
from expert surveys on one of the key independent variables, namely government
support for the internal market. In addition, Bulgaria and Romania were excluded
because these countries only entered the EU in 2007 and all the directives they adopted
before this date were part of the accession criteria for their membership.

5.2 Dependent variables

The current research employs two dependent variables in accordance with the two dif-
ferent methods of analysis we employ in order to check the robustness of the results.
The data on both dependent variables was collected using the EurLex database, which
reports the transposition measures notiVed by national authorities to the Commission.
It is a common practice that member states report more than one national measure

1The three excluded directives are CNS/2004/0079, COD/2007/0168 and COD/2007/0187. Two of the
three excluded directives required almost no policy adjustments from the member states and merely
repealed existing EU legislation.
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for the transposition of a particular directive. We employ information on the Vrst re-
ported transposition measure to compute the dependent variables.2 There is currently
a debate in the literature on non-compliance about the usefulness of drawing conclu-
sions about the implementation process on the basis of the earliest transposition date
(König and Luetgert, 2009). However, our choice is motivated by theoretical consider-
ations. More precisely, the focus of the present study is on the eagerness of member
states to demonstrate their allegiance to the EU principles to both the Commission and
other member states, rather than actual compliance with the EU standards. Starting
the transposition process on time sends the right signal to the rest of the Community
members that a country is committed to the goals of a directive.

In cases where there was missing information about the date of the notiVed transpo-
sition measure, we consulted national sources to obtain the exact date in which the
relevant legal act was published in the oXcial national journal. On the basis of the
information provided by both EU and national sources, we computed two dependent
variables.

The Vrst dependent variable employed in the main analysis records whether a member
state notiVed the Commission of a transposition measure within 6 weeks of the dead-
line (coded as 1) or not (coded as 0). Thus, we exclude very short delays that would not
have had any consequences on the international reputation of governments. In Fig-
ure 1 we present the distribution of the dependent variable, and, more speciVcally, the
number of timely and non-timely adopted economic directives by leftist and rightist
governments in CEE and West member states of the EU in the examined period.

The second dependent variable in this study is not used to test directly our hypotheses
but rather to cross-validate the Vndings on the Vrst dependent variable. It captures the
duration of the transposition process measured in weeks from the date of adoption of
a directive by the EU until the date of the earliest reported transposition measure
by each member state. In a number of occasions (18 cases), a member state had not
notiVed a transposition measure to the Commission by the end of the study. For these,
censored cases, transposition duration was calculated as the number of weeks between
the EU adoption date and the date at which the EurLex databases were last consulted
(11 October, 2010).

2We further verify our Vndings using a dependent variable considering the Vrst measure after the
adoption of a directive instead. The results of the analyses using the diUerent versions of the dependent
variables are comparable.
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Figure 1: Number of timely and non-timely transposed economic directives by leftist and
rightist governments in CEE and West EU member states (2004-2010). Own calculations based
on EurLex.
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5.3 Independent variables

To measure the variables on government positions and preferences, we Vrst identiVed
the parties in power between May, 2004 and the end of 2010 using the database of
Döring and Manow (2010). Government positions on the economic left–right dimen-
sion are computed on the basis of data on expert ratings provided by the ’Party Policy
in Modern Democracies’ project (Benoit and Laver, 2007). The measure for govern-
ment support for the internal market was obtained from the Chapel Hill expert survey
on party positions (Marks and Steenbergen, 2004). 3

For both variables, the positions for coalition governments were calculated by weight-
ing the score for each party participating in the government by its relative share of
votes, i.e. the proportion of governmental seats in parliament it held, and adding the
weighted scores to form the average government position. The two variables, how-
ever, obtain diUerent scores in the two analyses. For the main analysis on transposi-
tion timeliness (Vrst dependent variable), we included the government positions at the
time of adoption of each directive by the EU. Thus, these variables vary both across
member states and directives, but do not vary over time within the same member
states. In the secondary analysis on the duration of the transposition process (sec-
ond dependent variable), these variables are allowed to vary with time (time-varying
covariates). In other words, we take into account changes in government and gov-
ernment positions in a member states between the adoption of a directive and its
transposition.4

In order to be able to test our main hypothesis, we included a dummy variable indi-
cating whether a member state is a Western country. This variable is interacted with
government position of the left–right dimension in the statistical models.

Following previous research, the data on trade within the EU has been extracted from
the Direction of Trade Statistics of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) (Knill and
Tosun, 2009). Similar to Perkins and Neumayer (2007), we measure a country’s trade

3Using expert ratings of party positions may be criticized on the basis that they capture not only
parties stated or true policy positions but also their behaviour. This, in fact, is what increases the
validity of this measure in our study. If the measure is contaminated with party behaviour then the risk
of having parties wrongly assigned as leftist decreases. This is because experts would have picked on
overtly rightist behaviour on economic policies and rated parties exhibiting such behaviour as rightist.
Further, the impact of the transposition of EU directives on party behaviour is unlikely to be tangible
enough to shape experts’ ratings. We used two expert surveys since the measures for economic left-
right position and support for the internal market were highly correlated in the Chappel Hill dataset.

4Unlike previous operationalizations of government positions, we avoided taking the average of the
positions of all governments for the whole transposition period (Toshkov, 2007). This approach would
have reduced variation and underestimated ideological diUerences between governments. Furthermore,
the measure would be biased towards the mean in countries that sustained a governmental change and
towards the ‘extremes’ in countries that did not sustain a change.
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dependence on other EU member states by using the share of intra-EU trade as a
percentage of the overall world trade of a member state. This variable is also measured
diUerently in the two analyses. For the main analysis, the measure is averaged for the
whole transposition period, while it is time-varying in the survival models.

5.4 Controls

The following analyses also control for characteristics related to member states’ capac-
ities and constraints to transpose the EU directives on time. For example, bureaucratic
eXciency of a country is one factor that is often used to account for the general abil-
ity of member states to comply with EU legislation (Toshkov, 2008; Thomson, 2009).
The measure was developed by World Bank researchers and contains a number of
important government characteristics such as the quality of public and civil services
as well as policy formation and implementation, the degree of independence of civil
servants from political pressure, etc. (Kaufmann et al., 2009). In addition, we used
the number of parties in government to control for constraint mechanisms that could
inWuence the abilities of member states to transpose the EU directives. The data for
this variable was obtained from the Döring and Manow (2010) dataset on parties and
elections. Both control variables are time-varying in the secondary analysis, but are
measured at the time of a directive’s adoption (number of parties) or averaged for the
whole transposition period (bureaucratic eXciency) in the main analysis.

Finally, we also control for directive-level diUerences in the likelihood and the dura-
tion of transposition delay. Thus, the analyses test the eUect of number of recitals in
a directive as an indicator for complexity of EU legislation. Recitals precede the body
of a directive and give the reasons behind the diUerent provisions (Kaeding, 2006). A
large number of recitals indicate that a directive has an extensive scope of require-
ments and addresses a high number of important issues (Toshkov, 2008). In addition,
the statistical models take into account whether a directive is amending (coded as 1)
or new (coded as 0). It is generally expected that amending directives are easier to
transpose and take less time to incorporate in the national legal system (König and
Luetgert, 2009; Luetgert and Dannwolf, 2009).

5.5 Methods of Analysis

To test hypotheses on the timeliness likelihood and duration of member states’ trans-
position of economic directives byWestern and CEE member states, we employed two
diUerent statistical models. First, the present study applies binomial logistic regression
as the main method of analysis of the likelihood of timely transposition of a directive

15



by a member states. In addition, we applied cross-classiVed design to account for
the dependence in the observations at the level of the member state and at the direc-
tive level. Cross-classiVed design is well suited for the analysis in the present study
because (1) diUerent member states are transposing the same EU directives and (2) dif-
ferent directives are being transposed by the same member states. This implies that an
appropriate statistical model should control for the variation in member states’ com-
pliance created by the crossing of two random factors (directives and member states)
(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002).

To check for the robustness of the eUects, we also applied Cox regression analysis
on the duration of the transposition from the adoption of the directives until the Vrst
national measure was notiVed to the Commission. Cox regression is an event-history
modelling technique (also known as survival analysis). It allows us to study the proba-
bility that a particular directive will be transposed in any given week on the condition
that it has not been transposed yet. In survival analysis this probability is referred
as to the ‘hazard rate’. Furthermore, the Cox model is useful since it allows to es-
timate the eUects of independent variables on member states’ transposition without
having to assume a speciVc parametric form for the distribution of time until an event
occurs (Golub, 2007; Cleves, 2008). In addition, this model easily allows for the inclu-
sion of ‘censored’ cases (Mastenbroek, 2003; Thomson et al., 2007). These are cases in
which no transposition measure was reported before the end of the study. Applying
survival analysis to the study on transposition delay is also useful, since it allows us
to incorporate time-varying covariates (TVCs) into the analysis. The Cox model is
particularly well-suited to include TVCs because estimations of the hazard rate are
only made at the time an event occurs (‘failure times’) (Box-SteUensmeier and Jones,
2004) As a result, no additional computations are necessary to arrive at a proper in-
terpretation of the coeXcients of TVCs. In the case of transposition duration, the
coeXcients of all TVCs are estimated at the time of transposition of a particular EU
directive by a member state. In addition, to accommodate the multilevel structure of
the data, we applied a Cox regression model with a shared frailty factor. Frailty mod-
els are the survival data analogy to regression models that account for heterogeneity
and random eUects. As a result, the interpretation of the shared frailty is analogous
to the interpretation of random eUects in the logistic regression model. However, un-
like logistic regression, it is not possible to Vt two random eUects at the same time in
survival analysis. Thus, the event-history analysis in the present study controls for
unobserved directive-level characteristics. While we also Vtted a model controlling for
random eUects at the member-state level, the variance component of the shared frailty
was not signiVcantly diUerent from zero. This implies that the duration of national
transposition is not aUected by unobserved member-state characteristics.

While survival analysis enables us to include time-varying covariates into the analy-
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sis, it is important to note that the models provide estimates on the speed of member
states’ transposition performance in general rather than the likelihood of transposi-
tion delays. Therefore, we consider the logistic model more relevant for the goals of
the present study and report the results from the Cox model only to test the robustness
of our Vndings by using a diUerent dependent variable and time-varying measures of
the independent variables.

6 Results

Table 1 presents the results on the likelihood that member states will notify transpo-
sition of the EU economic directives on time. The coeXcients indicate the average
change in the likelihood of timely transposition of a directive due to changes in the
values of a given independent variable controlling for the eUect of the other variables.
A positive sign of the coeXcients indicates that higher values of the independent vari-
ables increase the probability that member states will not exceed the transposition
deadline by more than 6 weeks, while a negative sign shows that the probability of
timely transposition decreases. The coeXcients, however, do not indicate the precise
size of the eUect for a change in a given variable xi, since the change in the probability
due to an increase in the level of this variable depends on the levels of all factors in
the analysis (Long, 1997). The Vrst model (1) tests our hypotheses on all 22 mem-
ber states. To test whether the results are robust for diUerent groups of countries,
we also report the eUects of the independent variables separately for CEE and West-
ern member states separately, respectively, in Models 2 and 3. It is important to note
that while Model 1 takes into account the cross-classiVed design of transposition data,
the split-sample models report random eUects at the directive level only. The latter
contain information on fewer countries (8 CEE and 14 Western member states respec-
tively), and adding a random eUect at the member state level will reduce the power
of the analysis. In addition, the variance components of the member states are not
signiVcant, as discussed in the methods section.

We test our main hypothesis by including an interaction eUect of government left-
right economic position and the variable indicating whether a member state is West-
ern or a CEE member state. It is important to note that the model reports only the
coeXcient of the variable ‘government position on the economic left-right dimension’
for CEE member states (west= 0), while the eUect of the variable inWestern countries
should be additionally estimated by combining the "main" eUect with the interaction
term (Brambor et al., 2005). The results in Table 1 show that government left-right eco-
nomic position signiVcantly inWuences the likelihood of timely transposition in CEE
member states. More precisely, the signiVcant negative coeXcient of this variable il-
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Table 1: Crossed eUects multi-level logistic regression of timely transposition

(Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3)
VARIABLES Full model CEE West

Economic left-right -0.451* -0.626** -0.112
(0.184) (0.210) (0.110)

West -4.392**
(1.182)

Economic left-right*West 0.238
(0.198)

Internal Market support 0.611** 1.266** -0.0932
(0.210) (0.325) (0.320)

Intra-EU trade -2.029 5.602 -4.170
(2.131) (5.245) (2.203)

Governmental eUectiveness 1.738** -0.242 1.741**
(0.315) (1.189) (0.305)

Number of govt parties -0.0105 -0.269 -0.109
(0.0919) (0.310) (0.101)

Recitals -0.00810 -0.0174 -0.00286
(0.0101) (0.0121) (0.0106)

Amending -1.209* -1.098 -1.235*
(0.475) (0.594) (0.499)

Random eUects
σ2 (directive level) 1.125 0.760 1.077

(0.436) (0.678) (0.239)

σ2 (member state level) 0.039
(0.127)

Wald χ2 66.54 21.44 37.70
Log-likelihood -283.6 -76.63 -207.9
Observations 590 217 373
Number of directives 28 28 28
Number of countries 22 8 14

Standard errors in parentheses

** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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lustrates that more rightist governments in CEE member states are less likely to notify
the European Commission on time of national transposition measures. This Vnding
is in congruence with the prediction in Hypothesis 1a. In addition, the eUect of left-
right economic position of the governments in CEE countries holds after controlling
for governmental support for the internal market. In other words, the relationship be-
tween governments’ timely transposition of liberal economic policies and their overall
political ideology does not occur simply because leftist governments might be more
pro-European and therefore comply with EU legislation. This Vnding diverges from
research on the adoption of the EU acquis in candidate CEE countries (Toshkov, 2008,
2009). Arguably, since the adoption of the acquis was a condition for EU accession it
was a priority for both leftist and rightist governments. After accession, however, we
argue that the reputational incentives of leftist parties have remained while the prior-
ities of rightist parties have shifted to the national arena. Rightist parties do not need
to assert their position as viable partners in the international community by proving
that they are ‘suitable for and committed to a democratic capitalist state’ (Tavits and
Letki, 2009, p.556). To test hypothesis H1b, the eUect of governmental left–right eco-
nomic position on the likelihood of timely transposition in Western member states
was also computed (west = 1) on the basis of the estimates provided in Table 1. We
observe that the eUect of government position on the economic left-right dimension
is also negative for Western member states. However, the coeXcient is not signiVcant
under p < .05. Furthermore, the split-sample analyses conVrm that political ideology
does not explain transposition timeliness in Western member states. This Vnding is
congruence with results from previous studies, which have found non-signiVcant ef-
fect of government positions on the left-right dimension on EU compliance in the old
15 member states (König and Luetgert, 2009).

To evaluate the size of the eUect of governmental ideology, in Figure 2 we present
the marginal eUect of governmental left–right economic position on the probability
of timely transposition while holding the other independent variables at their means.
The Vgure illustrates this eUect separately for CEE and Western member states. The
shaded regions represent the conVdence intervals around the estimates. Although
the observable range of left–right governmental positions in all countries is between
2.8 and 8.2, the model allows for predictions outside this boundary. These predic-
tions may be interesting for theoretical reasons and, therefore, the whole hypothetical
range of ideological positions is explored. While the probability of timely transposi-
tion decreases for both CEE and Western member states as a government’s position
on economic issues moves from left to right, the conVdence intervals for the eUect in
Western countries are much wider in line with the insigniVcant result for this eUect
in Table 1. In contrast, the predicted probability of timely transposition by leftist gov-
ernments in CEE countries on average equals to nearly 1 in the whole hypothetical
and observable left–right range. Overall, this provides strong evidence of Hypothesis
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1a and weak support for Hypothesis 1b.

The results from Table 1 reveal interesting Vndings with regard to the eUects of the
other independent variables included in the analysis. First, both Table 1 and Figure 2
show that Western member states are less likely to start the transposition process
on time than CEE member states, controlling for the other variables in the analy-
sis. This Vnding lends support to recent studies illustrating that new member states
are the leaders, rather than the laggards in the legal incorporation of EU directives
(Sedelmeier, 2008). In addition, we also observe a signiVcant eUect of government
support for the internal market on the likelihood of timely transposition in line with
Hypothesis 2 (see Figure 3). However, the split-sample models show that this eUect
is only present in CEE member states and not in Western member states. In contrast,
the eUect of governmental or bureaucratic eXciency on member states’ timely trans-
position performance is signiVcant only for Western member states and not for CEE
countries. These Vndings point out the possibility of diUerent mechanisms driving the
transposition process in Western and CEE member states. More precisely, preference-
based explanations seem to explain the transposition performance of CEE member
states in the short period after their accession to the EU. In Western member states,
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by contrast, diUerences in the administrative capacity of national governments appear
to be more relevant.

Based on the analyses in Table 1, intra-EU dependency does not signiVcantly inWuence
the likelihood of timely transposition by member states. Thus, we do not Vnd support
for Hypothesis 3 that member states would be more willing to transpose the EU direc-
tives on time if they anticipate beneVts from trade relations with other EU countries.
The number of recitals does not inWuence the likelihood of timely transposition either.
In contrast, we observe signiVcant diUerences between new and amending directives.
Contrary to general expectations, however, the results in Table 1 show that amending
directives are more likely to experience delays in transposition than new directives.
One possible explanation for this Vnding is that national policy-makers might Vnd it
more diXcult to adapt their existing legislation to changes introduced by amending
directives as they have to revisit past discussions on how to implement the respective
directives. New directives, on the other hand, could be transposed laterally by na-
tional authorities if a member state does not have any existing legislation addressing
the goals of the EU directives.

To check for the robustness of the results in Table 1, we also applied Cox regression
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Table 2: Cox regression analysis on the duration of member states’ transposition

VARIABLES Model Hazard ratios

Economic left-right -0.143* 0.867*
(0.0591) (0.0512)

West -1.168** 0.311**
(0.404) (0.126)

Economic left-right*West 0.0483 1.050
(0.0704) (0.0739)

Internal Market support 0.0456 1.047
(0.0876) (0.0917)

Intra-EU trade -0.272 0.762
(0.806) (0.614)

Governmental eUectiveness 0.552** 1.736**
(0.121) (0.210)

Number of govt parties -0.0265 0.974
(0.0412) (0.0401)

Recitals -0.00605 0.994
(0.00830) (0.00825)

Amending -0.961* 0.383*
(0.387) (0.148)

Observations 975
Number of groups 28
Number of subjects 568
Shared frailty directive-level θ 0.768***
Wald χ2 62.98
Log-likelihood -2885

Standard errors in parentheses

** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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analysis on the eUect of the main variables and controls on member states’ speed of
transposing the EU directives. Table 2 presents the results from the Cox model. The
coeXcients estimate the change in the hazard that a directive will be transposed at a
particular week due to one unit change in the independent variables. Thus, a positive
sign in the coeXcient refers to an increase in the hazard ratio of transposition due to
an increase in the relevant independent variable. A negative sign refers to a decrease
in the transposition rate. The exponent of each coeXcient represents the proportional
change in the hazard rate based on a one-unit increase in the value of the relevant
independent variable.5 Additionally, Table 2 shows that the variance component of
the shared frailty factor (theta θ) is signiVcantly larger than zero in the Cox model.
This result implies that the duration of transposition in member states is signiVcantly
correlated when they are implementing the same directive. Thus, the hazard ratios
should be interpreted conditional on the shared frailty (that is, the directive-speciVc
random eUects).

Similar to what we Vnd in the cross-classiVed logistic model, the Cox model in Ta-
ble 2 shows that governments positioned more to the right of the economic left–right
ideological dimension take more time to transpose the EU directives than leftist gov-
ernments in CEE member states. More precisely, one unit shift to the right on the
economic left-right dimension decreases the hazard of transposition by 13.3 per cent
in CEEmember states (100·(1−0.867)). In addition, contrary to the results in the main
analysis, the negative eUect of political ideology is also signiVcant in Western member
states (p = .041). In Western member states, one unit shift to the right on the left-
right ideological scale decreases the hazard of transposition by 9 per cent (hazard ratio
= 0.91). Thus, the results show that while there are no signiVcant diUerences between
leftist and rightist governments in the likelihood of timely transposition in Western
member states, rightist governments take more time to transpose the directives in both
CEE and Western member states. Additional model speciVcations showed, however,
that the eUect of government economic left-right position in Western member states
runs through bureaucratic eXciency, which is not the case in CEE countries.

Table 2 also presents the eUects of the other independent variables on member states’
speed of transposing EU directives. Similar to the previous analysis, we observe that
CEE countries take less time during the transposition process. Western member states

5Another important characteristic of the Cox model is the assumption that the eUects are propor-
tional over the diUerent values of the independent variables. In this study, we apply the Grambsch
and Therneau test for proportionality, which is the most widely accepted test. The results from the
test show that the eUects of all independent variables are proportional with the exception of the two
directive-level variables: number of recitals and the variable indicating whether a directive is amending
previous EU legislation or not. Given that these are only control variables and the coeXcients of the
other factors did not change substantially after excluding directive-level factors from the analysis, this
is not considered to be problematic for the interpretation of the main results.
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have 69 per cent lower risk of transposition at any given week than CEE member
states. In addition, it is interesting to note that government support for the internal
market does not inWuence the transposition speed in member states. The same holds
the eUect a country’s relative trade dependency on the other EU member states.

Similar to the previous analysis, bureaucratic eXciency signiVcantly aUects the haz-
ard of transposition by member states.6 As showed in Table 2, one point increase in
the scale of this variable increases the hazard of transposition by 74 per cent. Again,
we do not observe signiVcant eUect of number of parties in government and num-
ber of recitals in a directive on transposition speed.7 Similar to the Vnding from
the cross-classiVed logistic model, amending directives take on average more time
to transpose.

7 Discussion

In their seminal article on party ideology and policy in Post-Communist Europe Tavits
and Letki (2009, p.567) concluded that:

the ideological adaptation and evolution stemming from the incentives and
opportunities of the Left to gain issue ownership of economic liberalization
may extend beyond budgetary policies and shape the nature of party compe-
tition more generally.

This paper Vnds evidence for their proposition in the comparative study of the trans-
position of EU directives. In particular, it demonstrated how parties in CEE coun-
tries perceived as economically leftist may be promoting rather right economic poli-
cies when that Vts better with their broader political goals and the opportunities and
constraints the political context presents. This is driven by leftist parties’ incentives
to improve their reputation and distance themselves from their communist past in
these countries. Transposing in a timely manner EU directives pertaining to eco-
nomic liberalisation, which are mandatory to transpose anyway, presents a ‘cheap’
opportunity for them to derive reputational beneVts. Moreover, these beneVts come
at a low cost back home since leftist parties appear as simply fulVlling their obli-
gations by implementing EU policies they are normally not linked to and did not
necessarily enact. In contrast, the diUerent priorities of the mostly recently created

6However, it is important to note that based on alternative model speciVcations the eUect of bureau-
cratic eXciency is only signiVcant for Western countries and has no eUect on the speed of transposition
in CEE member states.

7However, the eUect of the number of recitals is time-dependent. Given that the purpose of this
study is not to explain member states’ transposition speed per se, we will not discuss the eUect of
number of recitals at diUerent weeks.
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rightist parties, namely establishing a stronger electoral base back home, appear to
have limited their readiness to swiftly transpose EU economic policies even though
these policies closely match their preferences. So does their increased susceptibility
to voters’ punishment for enforcing top-down neo-liberal EU economic policies with
non–universally beneVcial consequences, with whose enactment rightist parties are
naturally associated.

These Vndings add the problem of using measures of perceived party position to the
issue of using stated party positions to study political behaviour that Tavits and Letki
(2009) identiVed. While arguably expert party positions capture not only parties’
stated positions (e.g. in party manifestos and electoral programmes) but also their
perceived political behaviour, they do not seem to match their observed behaviour, at
least so long the transposition of EU liberal economic policies is concerned.

Having relinquished the issue ownership of economic liberalisation to leftist parties,
rightist parties in CEE counties might instead have focused on sociocultural issues
(Tavits and Letki, 2009), such as nationalism, religiosity, decommunization, and mi-
nority rights (Hanley, 2004; Kitschelt et al., 1999; Marks et al., 2006; Tworzecki, 2003;
Vachudova, 2008). If so, this is likely to be expressed in a diUerent pattern of trans-
position of EU directives related to such sociocultural issues by rightist and leftist
governments in CEE countries. This remains a topic for future research.

The prediction that rightist governments in Western member sates are more likely to
transpose the EU directives on time (relative to leftist governments) is not supported
by the analyses. More precisely, the analysis of transposition duration showed that
rightist governments in Western member states take longer to notify the Commission
of a national transposition measure. While it appears that this relation runs through
bureaucratic eXciency, future research should shed more light on the precise mecha-
nisms driving the eUects of political ideology in Western member states.

The Vndings of the present study also contribute to the literature on compliance with
EU directives. More precisely, we Vnd that CEE member states are mainly driven
by reputational incentives in their transposition behaviour, while Western member
states react to administrative capacity to meet the EU requirements on time. This Vnd-
ing raises the question whether EU transposition means diUerent things in CEE and
Western member states. Timely transposition in the case of CEE countries could mean
simply gaining a better image in the international community. It would be interesting
to see whether the eUect of government preferences will persist in the long run once
the CEE countries have established reputation. In addition, future research should
also make attempts to compare CEE and Western countries with respect to other in-
dicators of government performance. For example, it is uncertain whether CEEs’ rep-
utational incentives are relevant once the focus is shifted to the correct transposition
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and application of EU directives, which the Commission has much fewer resources to
monitor.
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