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Abstract

Inthisthesislcr i ti cally investigate and test the
(2005) theorylaimingthat mass values explain democratle proposition thademocracies

will emerge and survive as a result of liberal aspirations among the general publidonas a
tradition in the political science literatyréut hasoften gone unrecognized ithe recent
academic literature on democratizati@rawing on severakcent insightérom the study of
modernization theoryb ui I d on |1 nglehart ancarryWetlamerd 0 s
refined and critical test of this theoryly contribution includes methodological, theoretical as
well as empirical innovations heoretically,l argue thatthe assumption thatalues will be
convertednto collective action and institutiohahange i<hallengedoy literature pointing to

the inherent difficulties of organizing collective action isogietywheredictators are able to
preventchange through manipulation and coercidviethodologically, | move past the
relationship between values and level of democracgnalyzing the processesadmocratic
transitionsanddemocratic survivaseparatelyrecognizing that they are not necasly driven

by the same causeAt the sameiime | run more sophisticated estimation techniques which
arguably provide more accurate inferences regarding this relation8pjplying these
theoretical and methodological insights kabver several novel findinggointing to a
consistentlack of suppa to the proposition that liberalemocratic values have positive
effect on democracyEirstly, the positive significant relationship between libetamocratic
values and democracievel found in previous studiedisappears for example,when
controlling for countryspecific timeinvariant factors.Second, there are few indices of a
positive effect of liberalemocratic values on neither democratization nor democratic
survival Third, the resultssurprisingly point in favor of a negative effect of liksr
democratic value®n the probability ofdemocratizationn the mostauthoritarian regimes
suggesting thatve need to look beyond the theory eiglehart and Welzel to explaiie

relation between values and institutional chaingeuthoritarian societies.
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1 Introduction

In this thesis | investigate whethtdrere is a relationship between masduesand political
institutions. More specifically, dthe attitudes othe general publiaffect democracy, and if

so, what is the nature ohe relationship between the tad set out to test the central
implications from the theoretical model of Ronald Inglehart and Christian Welzel (2004;
2005; 2006), claiming that certaimass aspirations emphasizing s={pression and
autonomy help attain and sustain democracy. This is probably the mostiewelbped
theoretical framework on this particular relationstapd probably also the most cited in the
recentdemocratizatiorit erature Yet, it has not been exposed to testing based on theoretical
and methodological advances from other areas of the democratization literature. Hence, | am
aiming to provide a more critical amgfined test of this theory than that conducted for

exanple in Inglehart and Welzel (2005

1.1 The puzzle and its relevance

Throughout the month of June 1987 millions of South Koreans poured out into the streets all
over the country, chanting slogans such as
dictato shi po (Shin 1999). The uprisings were ¢
Movement for a Democratic Constitution initiated a rally against incidences of repression by
the regi me, and culminated in the th@hemat Pe.
1.4 million people gathered in 32 cities across the country in opposition to the incumbent
dictator. On June 29th the Chun regime responded to the uprisings by presenting a plan of
eight tems including a constitutional amendment for direct elraif the president, freedom

of the press and the easing of restrictions on human rights. This opened for the democratic
transition of South Korea (see Shin 1999; Kim 2003; Kim 1993). Shin (1999: 3) records that
AAfter seventeen cdemondgrationsand the fidng gf851.800 ygast r e e t
canisters during the early month of June, the government agreed to popular demands for
democratic reformso. Five years later, on F
into a civilian democracy wheKim Young Sam was elected the second presidency of the

Republic.



The backdrop of this popular uprising wasgrowingdiscontent over many years with the
Chun government on issues of political legitimacy and oppression (see Shin Ai@98)the
mid-1960s he country had gone through rapid industrialization and economic g(@viahg
1994: 143, followed by a massive inmmpvement in access to educatiditgracy, urbanization
and the emergence of a viable middle clat® demonstrated a growing discontent vitb
restrictions of the authoritarian political system (Wang 1994jese processes created a
politicized Korean mass publievhich mobilized against what was seen as an ionait and
repressive governmentat a level never before obserged ( K i m Whedt®emerging
group of students and intellectuals allied with the middle class in the early, B&&bal
threat to the regime was establish@hlton and Cotton1996 277).

The democratic transition of South Koress presented abovexemplifies ad illustrates a

widely shared ideal of democratization: As a process enforced through mass uprisings by a
citizen in search for responsive government and-dsdision. This vision of therise of
democracy has been central to modernization theory as papns its theoretical pioneer
Seymour Martin Lipset (1959)According to this view transitions to democracy will take
place when socieeconomic modernization hasrought fourth mass commitment to the
principles of democracgt a scale whethe incumbentrelying on popular legitimacyan no

longer contain a dictatorship. Moreover, democracies can only flourish and sustain in a
society where people have internalizegitain aspiratios tolerance of dissenting opinions,

an appreciation of seéixpression,réedom and autonomy, a minimum of trust, a wilingness

to accept to policy outcomes of a democratic process and channel demands through
democraticchannels.This idea was summarized by former president of Argentina, Raul

Alfonsin, who argued that

A Al | crdcy needs, aside from its basic institutions, are democratic subjects; men
and women who have internalized the values of freedom, solidarity, tolerance, public
commitment and justice, and who wil!/ not
1992: 9.



In a similar manner Diamond (1994: 21) hypot
stability of democracy rarely occurs without some visible involvement of a changang

unchangingipol i ti cAl culturebd.

Despitea focus on popular aspiradins for democratization outside academia and a similar
focus in important early contributions (e.g. Lipset 1958)e role of the masses and their
aspirations has often gone unrecognireanuch ofthe more recentacademic literaturen
democratizationResearchers have in recent decades, for example, been debating the relative
importance of structural factoesndthe choices of rational agent how they interactin
explainng regime changesAn influential strand of literature has held that democracas

emerge and survive in most contexts as long as the elites deliberately set out to initiate a
transition and succeed at establishing a sustainable institutional frakndwmugh strategic
bargaining (se®i Pal ma 1990; OO0 Do n n e9t Huntiagton ¥84; LinA 9 8 6 ;
and Stepar1996 Karl and Schmiter 1997).

It is arguablyproblematic, however, toonsiderthis a sufficient explanation, and s8Il have

to explain why some lelers choose to participate democratic transitions while othed®

not, and for this we need to turn to the structures affecting these chdbeschoices of
autocrats will be made within a certain context, and the ageawtgred perspective needs to
be supplied with theories taking into consideration the impathisfcontext.A citizenry in
search of more openness, freedom andesgifessiorcould be fithe missing factar putting
pressure on authoritarian leadensd forcing them to make concessions on the road towards
democracy. At the same timenitight be thefactor explainingvhy some democratic regimes
are able to sustain, staying clear of coups or transitions towards authoritariemisther
words, variations in political culture may be the factor explaining why South Korea has

experienced democratizatioand consolidatedyhile regionalneighborssuch as Singapore

! Theemphasis on the importancepaflitical culture been strengthened sltaneously with a growing

disillusion with policies of democraggromotion in the nofWestern world and the emergence of partly
dysfunctionaland/orfragile democracies. This has led potigigers and analysts to conclude thatit is utopian

to think thateffective democratic regimes can be nurtured without a demoongicted population (see Zakaria

2003) . iDemocracy cannot flourish in the absence of a
Aculture of democr acyhdi,s awrailtyessi sFaorfe etdh eZ afkuatruirae ionf de m
of Freedom A from 1997.

2t is argued thagven if sustainable democracies require people to be committed to certain norms, these will

emerge when people grow accustomed to a democratituticrtal setup

%It has been argued thatit verges on tautology to argue that a transition to democracy succeeds because the pro
democratic challengers chose a successfulstrategy through whictotidyodng about regime change (see

Inglehart and Wekl (2005).
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remains autocratidn this thesis | examinéhe effect of values on botihe emergence and

survival of democracy

What | refer to ayaluesin this thesis represents what Almond and Veld®261) referred to

as anevaluationalorientation, including values and judgments which captures the worth or
importance a person attaches to something. This should be distinguishedoiyoitive
orientations involving knowledge of and beliefs about thditipal system, andaffective
orientatiors consisting of emotional feelings regarding political affairs (see also Diamond
1994;Rokeach 1973Andersen and De Siva 2009).

There are three reasons why | believe the hypothesized relationship betmieesnand
democracy deserves more attention. First of all, there is a gap between the popularity of this
hypothess and the prominent standing it had in early theoretical contributions to the field on
one handand the extent to which it has been analyzed systealigton the other handrhis

deficit haspartly hadto do with the difficulties of accessing comparative data on mass
attitudes. However, projects such as the World Values Survey (WVS) have improved our
access to data in recent years, although for exathpl@VVS is not measured at an annual
basis. In combination with multiple imputation techniques this enables us to study the effect

of values using crossectional timeseries data.

Second, if this theory holdgp against the dat#, challenges a main ssmption of a recent
influential strand of literature explaining democracy using models drawn from economic
theory (see e.g. Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Boix and Stokes 2003). One of its important
assumptions is that demands for democra®driven by magrial interests. As democracy
leads to redistribution, the poor in unequal societies will always prefer democracy to

autocracy, and under the right seelconomic circumstances the rich will give in. As

*In the literature it has sometimes been distinguished betvadarsandattitudesRokeach (1973) argues that
attitudes represent a set of aspirations that are foc.!
desirableed st ate of existence or a desirable mode of beha\
engrained aspirations which people are conceived to have only a few of. This division is however not always

easily discernible in practice, and in theipcdl science literature these two notions are commonly used

interchangeably (see e.g. Inglehart and Welzel 2005; Almond and Verba 1961). Hence, in this thesis | sometimes

refer to values as attitudes ( and sometimes simply as the more general nosipmatioas). Political culture

meanwhil e, can be defined according to Almond and Verl
peopleds predominant beliefs, attitudes, values, ideal
tsoountry, and the role of the self in that systemd. He
described abovd@he values which is proposed to have a positive effect on democracy | refer to as liberal

democratic values or aspirations, althoulghet | i t erat ure uses many other terms
and esmddssion valuesod or (see Inglehart and Wel zel 2 (

4



opposed to this, theories of political culture argioeg de mocratization happens when people

value the ideals of democracy and demand increased freedom eaahelcssdadfn.

Third, whether the hypotheses is corroborated or disconfirmed has implications for
international policymaking. If there is strong eaacethat the effect of mass attitudes
political regime type is real, it could be argued that pehakers should await direct
democracypromotion until the preconditions of democracy are in place. If anything, the
democratization efforts should foca® longterm projects such as civil society support

social development projects (see Carothers 2002).

1.2 My contribution

My point ofdepartureiRonal d | ngl ehart and Christian Wel
democracy (2004; 2006; 2007), arguingtthoth the emergence and survival of democracies

can be explained by certain mass attitudes, in particular those which are related to a genuine
commitment to freedom and selécision. Their argumenéxpandson one variant of
modernization theory the propositionthat economic development leads to democracy (see

e.g. Lipset 1959) in the sense that they see mass attitudes as an intervening variable
connecting economic development to institutions. As such, they argue that change in mass
values is the caasl mechanism that fills out the f7fibl at
regime changes. In short, their argument is that as individuals in authoritarian regimes
experience material security they develop a desire for moreegaiéssion, autonomy and
partcipation. The authoritarian regime will become increasingly more illegitimate in the eyes

of the general publicwho will eventually force the regime to open piplitically. The very

same mechanism prevents democratic regimes from backsliding into tautharsystems,

according to the authors.

This work representarguablythe most weldeveloped theory on the effect of values on
democracy, antihglehart and Welzehave carried out several tests of this theory using data
from World Values Survey. Thegonclusions have been referred to in the literature as the
best answer as of today to the question of whether values influence dem@e@cheorell
2010; Vanhaneri997. However, their studiebave not takermdvantage of a number of
methodological and #Horetical insights from other parts of the democratization literature

when testing the proposed relationshiheir testsare primarily crossectionalanaly®s

5



rather than timeseries crossectional, and their definition and measurement of democracy

has been questioned in the literaturee¢ Hadenius and TeorelP005 Knutsen 2010).

Il nglehart and Wel zel mai nly | ook adegreaelofe r el a

democracyAs | will elaborate orbelow this is rather imprecise as it does natke it clear
whether the outcome is realtyansitionsto democracyor survival of already democratic

regimes.

The aim of my thesis is to buil darpootamorggl e har

refinedand critical test of this theoryy cortribution includes methodological, theoretical as

well as empirical innovations.

Methodologically | carry out a timeseries crossectional analys in Sata 11.2covering 97

countries and 28 years, using democracy definitions less prone to criticism raised against

Ingl ehart and Welzel 6s definition. I mo v e
democracy byanalyzing the processes démocratic transitionsnd democratic survival
separately recognizing that they are not necessarily driven by the same scgsee
Przeworski and Limongil997. At the same time | run more sophisticated estimation
techniques such as fixed effects modetsch arguably provide more accurate and nuanced

inferences regarding this relationship.

Theoretically, | suggest a ore refined theoretical framework, drawirmgn some recent
insights from the study of modernizgon theory. The relationship between economic
developmenaind democrachias been much more extensively investigated than the effect of
values on democracy, and this literature sffeeveral sophisticated insights regarding the
determinants of democracy and in particular the dynamics of institutional change in
authoritarian settinggseeKennedy 2010; Acemoglu and Robison 2004; 2006; Przeworski
and Limongi 1997; MoraBenito et al P11, Bueno de Mesquitaet al. 2003). More
specifically, | apply two important insights from this field to the study of values and

democracy.

First, Daron Acemoglu andis colleaguegsee Acemoglu et al 2008; Acemoglu and Robinson
2004; 2006) haveargued and shown empirically hat the relationship between maecro

variables such as economic developmenthene handand regime type on the othesnd is

P«



not due to a causal effect from the former to the Iatlrey argue that both income and
democracymay ke a result of specific historical characteristicer examplerelated to each

country s part i c-aecobrmmic dewelbopiment tragettoryn my analysis | apply
Acemoglu and Robinsonbs approach to the the:
evduate the strength and nature of the relationship between mass attitudes and democracy
through taking into account the possible influence of couspigcific factors on both attitudes

and regime type.

Second, it has been argued that even if there iaiarship between economic development
and democracy, this is not due to a relationship between economic developmené and th
emergence of new democracies (see Przeworski and LiMi®8g) This draws on empirical
results indicating that the correlation beam growth and democracy is merely due to the fact
that growth has a sustaining effect on democratic regimes, preventing them from sliding
towards authoritarianism. Literature on the dynamics of authoritarian regimes suggests that
the mechanisms tying ecomic development to democracy are unlikely to appear in an
authoritarian climatelt can be argued thdt ngl ehart and Wel zel s t he
simplistic understanding of the requirements of regime change in authoritarian settings,
assuming thatfiliberatdemocratic values become widespread enough this will somehow
convert into collective change followed by democratization. This is a problematic assumption
when considering the body of literature pointing to the difficulties of organizing cobectiv
action in authoritarian contexts and how dictators are able to prevent institutional change

through manipulation and coercion.

While the firstinsight is relevant to the study of the effect of valueslerel of democragy
the secondis relevant to the teidy of whether values affect democrati@nsitions or

democraticsustainability

Empirically, several novel findings are revealed wheplging these methodological and
theoreticarefinementgo the effect of values on democracyhel'most striking finahg in this
thesis is the lack of suppad the proposition that liberadlemocratic values have a positive
effect on democracyDespite the fact that Inglehart, Welzel agwlleagueshave presented
numerous studies favor of this proposition (see.g. Inglehart and Welze2005; Inglehart
1997 Welzel and Klingemann 2003; Welzel), | find that it does not hold up to the theoretical

® They reach this conclusion when controlling for contextual cousyscific variables, a method which will
also be applied this thesis. Hence, Acemoglu et al also provides relevant methodological insights.



and methodological objections presented in this thddisre specific, thereare three
interestingempiricalpatterns in theasults. First, the positive significant relationship between
liberatdemocratic values and democratywel found in previous studiedisappears for
examplewhen controlling for countrgpecific timeinvariant factors. This can be interpreted
as indicatiig that the significant relationship between the two variables found in linear

regression is due to omitted variable bias.

Second, there are few indices of a positive effect of libdeahocratic values on neither
democratization nor democratic survivafind absolutely nothing that indicates thateliat
democratic values generatestitutional change towards democracy. Regarding democratic
survival, | find that values may promotiee sustainabilityof partially free regimes, or more

specific ember @ mo s écaled hybrid egimes. s o

Third, the results point in favor of a negative effect of libelamocratic valueson
democratizatiorunder certain iccumstances; more specifically mgsultsindicate that these

values have a significant retiye impact onchange from unfree to partly free regimes,
although this result is less robust to alternative model specificatiogaggest that this
surprising result may be due to authoritarian leaders carryingpoaie mptive strikes , i n the
form of increased use of repressidn,response to dimntent and demands for freedom, an

argument which is shown to have empirical support.

1.3 Structure

In chapter 21 clarify what | mean by democracy, that is what | am to explain, the
explanandum. make the casthat a substantial definition of democracy should be preferred

to definitions which equal democracy with certain institutions such as political elections.
More specific, | define democracy along the lines of Beetham (1999) as a political system
which redizes popular control over decisianaking and political equality, and suggest some
empirical requirements which must be present for a regime to qualify as a democracy. | argue

that the Freedom House index most appropriately captures these requirements.

In chapter 3 Idiscuss the literature on magaluesi that iswhat | will attempt to explain
democracy withthe explanans. | situate theories of matiudesin its theoretical context

in between the literature on political culture and structural tesoof modernization. In



addition | show how the role of masaluesis viewed by dew major alternative perspectives
within the democratization literatur@his chapter provides the theoretical backdrop for the

theoretical arguments in chapter 4 as \aslthe interpretation of the results in chapter 6.

In chapter 4 present a theory on the relationship betweessatiitudesand democracyrl he

point of departure is thassumptions and the proposed causal mechanisms of Inglehart and
Welzel (2005).1 discuss potential weaknesses of this theory and show how it can be built on
and challengedising severalrecentinsightsfrom the study of income and democrac¢gtart

by discussing the relationship between values lavdl of democragybeforel move on to
distinguish between themergenceandsurvival of democracy.The aim of this chapter is to

draw a sees of falsifiable hypotheses that wil be tested in subsequent chapters.

In chapter 5 | discuss research design, including the data st&uettimation techniques and
variables. largue thatin particular four methodological allenges may threaten my
inferences omitted variables, heteroskedasticity autocorrelation and the problem of
endogeneity. | seek to mitigate these by choosing apptepestimation techniques
Moreover, | respond to the problem of missidataby carrying out multiple imputation
drawing on King and Honaker (2010)argue that although imputation attackesnedegree

of uncertainty to the results, this uncertainty sslgrave than the uncertainty stemming from
inferences on the relationship between attitudes and democracy solely made on the basis of

crosssectional variation.

In chapter 6 | present my results, starting with the most general proposition that there is a
relationship bet we kveloivdenhooracgrgumattiat this pcoposition r vy 6 s
is challenged by my empirical results. In addition, | dig deeper ithéo nature of the
relationship between the two variables by presenting results from amityrprobit model

where transitions towards democracwpre distinguished from thesurvival of already
democratic regimeg-inally, | present some evidence in favor of an interaction effect between

liberatdemocratic values and the degree of repression themegime.

In chapter 7 | take a second look at the results carryingaatlection of robustness tests
where | vary the model specifications in order to find out whether the results found in chapter
6 are influenced by arbitrary properties of the resteaesign or the data. | start by varying

the observation sample before appdy alternative operationalizations of key variables.



Finally, | investigate the occurrence of dependency between the observations and correlation

between the explanatory variebl

Finally, in chapter 8 | round off the discussion by pointing to the essence of the results
presented in this thesis and their implicatioindiscuss possible interpretation of the most
striking finding in this thesis: The lack of support for the psipon that liberaldemocratic
values have a positive effect on democracy. | suggeetralexplanations for the lack of
relationship and point to the need to turn to historical perspedtiviesure research~inally,

| discuss possible interpretations of the findihgtthere may be aegative effect of liberal

democratic value®n democratizatiorunder certain iccumstances.
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2 Defining democracy

In this chapter | specify the object of study, the explanandum. eTlierwidespread
disagreement regarding what democraeglly is Scholars at only disagree on how to
measure it and what the best indicators are, they also disagree on how to conceptualize it. In
this chapter | present my definition of democracy ahdw whyl find it preferable to other

conceptualizations.

2.1 A substantive definition of democracy

Adcock and Collier (2001) see the process of moving from the ideas we are interested in to
observable indicators in terms of four levels. At the broadest level is the background concept,
which consists of the potentila diverse meaningassociated with a given concept, in this
casethe idea of democracy as it has been conceived in the literature. Next is the systematized
concept, the specific formulation of a concept adopted by a particular researcher after
reflecting upon the background concept. This should be formulated in terms of an explicit
definition as well as the concrete requirements for a country to qualify for this definition. The

third level consists of indicators, while at the fourth level there are aliderscores.

In this section | present my systematized concept. | follow Knutsen (2011) in his emphasis on
the need for a substantial definition of democracy as opposed to a definition in terms of
certain institutional requiremenfseealsoe.g. Bollen 1980; Dahl 1998; Beetham 1999 illy

2007; Grugel 2002).n order to explain what democragy it is insufficient to point to a list

of institutions, as this is merely a description of what is required d@naocracy to functian

We need to be able to pride an answer to the question of why some institutions are
considered democratic and to do this we need a definition of whastasce of democracy

is, and whatcore principlesit aims to realize.
Hence, | define democracy along the lines of Beetha®9t

ADemocracy | t ake t-makitigebouat coleotidedy binding rdles @ands i o n
policies over which the people exercise control, and the most democratic arrangement to be

that where all members of the collectivity enjoy effective equal rightake part in such
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decisioamaking directlyi one, that is to say, which realizes to the greatest conceivable

degree the principles of popular control and

Democracy according to this definition is a poélicsystem which seeks to realize both

popular control over decisiemaking and political equality. Moreover, it conceptualizes
democracy as lying at one end of a spectrum, with a system where people are totally excluded
from decisiormaking lying at the dter end of the spectrum (Beetham 1992). This is in line

with Dahl (1971) who described democranyii t s i deal f lomthewreahveoridi po | y &
regimes will always fall short of this ideal, but a regime can still be considered democratic if

the extento which the public is able to exercise politicahtol reaches a certain leveih

practice the ideal of popular control over decismaking does not require direct democracy

in the Greek sense. In large, complex societies it is sufficient that phdape is indirectly in

control through the election difieir preferred representatives (See Dahl 1971).

Beethand s d e f should tbeé dalistinguished from a minimalist definition equaling
democracy withpolitical elections. Following Schumpeter (1976), pooents of this
definition argue that by defining democracy according to elections we avoid including
elements that are really outcomes of democracy rather than an integral part of the concept. As
Cheibub and Vreeland (2012:2) pu't it A wids yhaves moneepolitical armlc r a ¢
economic freedom than others is certainly an interesting and important question, but our focus
IS on guestions of regime transitidnthe miraculous moments when ballots, paper or
electronic, truly determine the fate of politideadersi and the tragic moments when they

s t o fpurthermore, the electoral definition helps us to sthear of aspects which really
reflect the way thetateis organized and not timolitical regime such as the bureaucracy and

the relationship betvem the military and the state (see Przeworski et al. 2000; Alvarez et al.
1999; Cheibub et al. 2010). Proponent®lettoral definitiorargue that choice of conceptual
definition should be pragmatic, depending on the afmur empirical investigation, anit is

argued that & opposed to broader definitions minimalist definiton is easier to
operationalize and easier to measair¢he same time asatlows us to study the relationship
between democracy and other features related to democracy suadmnamiecperformace

(see Colier and Levitsky 1997).

Not only does this view not strictly qualify as a definition according to Adeockd Co | | i er
framework (2002)n the sense it that does not specify what democracy in esiseiRather,
it specifies tk indicators or attributes of democracy, or the empirical require me hislo
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realize democracy (see Goertz 2005). This corresponds to the next step in Adcock and
Col | i er 6 s Moreovarmmeewibwekare to accept a definition of democracy referring

to certain institutions, the electoralist view falls short of providing a sufficient account of
what is necessary to realize free and fair e
failure to realize how political elections per se do not seciemocracy (Diamond 1999:9).

The literature provides numerous stories of political regimes holding political elections yet
without being close to realize popular control over the decisiaking process (see e.g.

Schedler 2006).

On the other hand, my eken definition should be distinguished from definitions of
democracy which include the outcomes or the explanations of democracy. According to
Schumpeter (1976), t he fAcl assi camakingimbioho o f
would utimately realizéit he common good?o, and fAthe gener a
is rendered problematic due to the observation that it is inherently problematic to aggregate
individual preferences to a collective preference (Arrow 1951). Not only is the outcome of

such an aggregation process sensitive to the preferences of dominating individuals. It will also

fall short of the fact that individuslhave intransitive preferencegnplying that it is
meaningless to rank all preferences from most desirable to less tkesiiad outcome of the
aggregation will be determined by the voting procedure and other preference aggregation
mechanisms (Shepsle and Bonchek 1997). Furtl
be identified, itshould still be distinguished from my und&nding ofdemocracy as the
realization of public control over decisiitma ki ng and pol iti cal equal.i
g o0 o d 0 outcemeof poditical decisiormaking, democracy is about theoceduresgiving

people the opportunityp control politics. Hence,l disagree with proponents of the minimalist

definition claiming that a substantial definition wger sefail to excludeelementswhich

representoutcomes ofather than therocedures.

Following this, | exclude from my definition phenomenadsich are really explanations of
democracy, or phenomenaes which are often associated with-existowith democracy.
Characteristics of the society and economy may fall withim lattercategory. Collier and
Adcock (1999) advice scholars to define aperationalize a concept depending in part what
they are going talo with it: As my aim is to study the effect of values on democracy | thus

want to exclude from the definition aspects of poltical culture or mass attitudes.
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Finally, my chosen democracy d@fion should be distinguished from political liberalism per

se. Zakaria (2003) argues that the western democracies are really built on two distinct ideals:
The ideals of democracy and the ideals of liberalism. These practices have emerged side by
side tiroughout history, often accompanymeach otherA democratic systemannotfunction

in the absence of liberal elements such as freedom of speech and assembly. At the same time,
they are two distinct concepts, resting on different justifications andribestberitageand n

practice there is often a tension between liberal principles and democratic prin(spes
Beettam 1992)°. My point is that even though some liberal elements are crucial to
democracy, in the sense that democreagnotfunction wihout it, the concept of political
liberalism should not be conflated with democracy. Thus, liberal elements which do not serve
the purpose of facilitating for popular rule over collective decisi@aking, such as economic
freedoms and rules designed tmpgrect t he fprivate sphereo fr

distinguished from the concept of democracy.

2.2 Therequirements of democracy

A clear definition of the core principles of democracy makes it possible to account for the
features that are necessary remlize these principles, or what Goertz (2005) calls the
supporting dimensions or attributes of a certain definition, that is the characteristics tying a
definition to the concrete indicators.

Collier and Levitsky (1997) emphasize thhé empirical reatly of modern political regimes

must be taken into account whepecifyingthe requirements of democracghe A hybr i d o
Ainconsistento nature of many n estnetchdsetheo c r a c |
concept of democragyequiring us tesearch for rore appropriate and differentiated criterias

of democracy: AThis mismatch bet ween the <cas
to make explicit one or more criteria that are implicitly understood to be part of the overall
meaningo ( Ctskyl199€:1442)and Levi

A good starting point for identifying such
requires contestation and participati@ontestationrequires that political offices are filled

through competition Elections are therefore aimmportant requirement of a substantial

® While democracy has its roots in tBeeek version of rule by the people, liberalism has its root in the civil
rights movement in Britain in the Y&entury (Zakaria2003; fyll inn flere kilder).
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democracy definition. In order for elections to actually serve as genuine competition they
need be dAfair, honest and periodico (Huntin
political arena must be low andrehiidates must be able to freely campaign and solicit votes.

This requires protections such as freedom of speech and freedom of association in political
life. Levitsky and Way (200219) argue that the contestation requirement is violated in
situatamnsnevMem playing field between govern
such violations are Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, where opposition parties are routinely banned

or disqualified from electoral competition and opposition leaders often jailed. Whide a

same time there are few protections against vote stealing, opposition parties can never become

a threat to incumbents in these countries (Levitsky and Way 2002). But also among countries
lying at the other end of, for example, the Freedom Housee dtel opposition is often
restricted in elections. For instance, through coercion, patronage and media control the
Mexican ruling partyarguablydenies the formally legal opposition parties a real chance of
competing for power (Diamond 2002). Although ¢iens are held regularly and opposition

parties are formally legal, the level of contestation is minimized.

Participation requires that people are guaranteed the right to be included in the political
process. In modern representative democracies an empaaspect of this is the right to
participate in political elections (Dahl 197
in both formal and informal ways. Historically, formal restrictions based on gender, property
or ethnicity have excludedaige groups from participating in political life, such as the
exclusion ofAfro-Americansin the United States during the"18entury and the exclusion of
women in Switzerland up until 1971. Today, such easily identifiable and formal exclusion of
groupsis rarer, although exclusion based on strict citizenship requirements occur in many
countries (Dahl 1998)Neverthelessrestrictions on the right to assembly, the freedom of
association and the freedom speechur regularly (see e.g. Freedom House 20TI6jay,

informal barriers to participation, such as intimidation directed towards supporters of other
elte groups, are more common. Although most people would consider India democratic,
electionrelated Killings have a long history in some states, whera eesult voters are not

able to cast their votes in an atmosphere absent of coercion and pressure (Diamond 2002). Not
only does this directly limit citizen participation, it may also limit the ability to learn about

poltical life.
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In addition, democracrequires a sense effectiveneswhen it comes to the ability of elected
officials of influencing the policy outcomes (Hadenius 1992; Knutsen 2011) This attribute has
been referred -geot taisn gt hpeo weila gdndeal ect desh o f f i
2002: 12). Political offices can be subject to free and fair contestation and participation can be
widespread, but the real decisioraking either takes place beyond the realm of elected
officials or the elected political organs are unable to implerti@it political program. As a

result, the elected officialbecome essentially toothlesBor instance, in Iran both the
parliament and the executive are relatively contested and participation is widespread.
However, neither the presidential office noe tharliament have the final say in a political
system where most important decisions are made behind the scenes within the clergy and in
the office of the Supreme Leader. Another threat to the efficiency of elected officials is
instances where the statdogether becomes an irrelevant arena for peideking as has

been the case in many African countries. Chabal and Daloz (1999), for example, show how
redistribution in several African countries is conducted through informal patiemt
networks.

Finally, democracy requires that the elected officials are actuedigonsivao the desires of

the public throughout their tenure, what is often referred to as vertical accountability. Even in

a system where effective policies are carried out by offices filledugh competitive

elections with broadly based participation, politicians may not be responsive to the needs of
the people (O6Donnel]l 1994) . A viable party
important ways of guaranteeing that the electecciaf§ serve their constituencies. Another

way of ensuring regime responsiveness 1is thi
power balance between different institutions which restricts power abuse from the executive.

The latter has commonly beerfrer red t o as 0 ho (seeKaoutséna20ll)ac c o u

but the aim of such restrictions is to ensure that polticians are truly responsive to the citizens.

| have chosen four main attributes of democracy, but there are many other ways of drawing
up the attributes of democracy (see e.g.; Dahl 1998; Knutsen 2011; Munck and Verkuilen
2002). For instance, Knutsen (2011) mentions the rule of law and political and civil rights as

additional dimensions. Within my concept structure political and civil riginés seen as
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necessary attributes fdroth contestation and participatidrThe rule of law meanwhile, is
necessary at least in order to ensure effectiveAdesez et. al. (1996) argue that an attribute
called nofficeso s ho uledextdnteto whidhdodfices asehfiled by me a s
means of elections instead of some other procedMithin my frameworkthis criteria is

integrated in the contestation attributeeasuring to what extent political offices actually are

open to contestation, and tbdficiency attribute, requiring that the elected officipsssess

the means to implement their political program.

2.3 Democratization and democratic survival

Having provided and specified a subgtaa definition of democracy and its attributes, |
define denocratization simply as the process through whichntmes become more
democraticln the literature it is common to distinguish between the concept of a democratic
transition and democratic consolidation (see e.g. Schmitter 1994; Diamond 1999). This
distinction is meaningful if we operate with a dichotomous concept of democracy. While
transition refers tothe phase in which a regime moves from autocracy to democracy,
consolidation refers to a process in which a regime which already lies on the denmdeatic

of the cutoff experiencesan improvement in democratic quality and effective nesese (
Diamond 1999).

This distinction is less fruitful altogetharhenoperatingwith a gradual concept of democracy

(see Teorell 2010)With a gradual concepdemocraization equalschange towards more
democracy regardless of how democratic the regime is prior to this change. That is, if a
regime with a high democracy score experiences shifts towards even more democracy this is
still democratizationaccording to my defition. 1 will however, distinguish between
transitions towards democracy, or democratization, and the survival of democracy. A
democracy survives simply when it does not experience transitions towards authoritarianism,
or -die mo c r a tln othar wads, whien its democracy score remains at the same level.
Survival of democracy must be distinguished from the concept of consolidation of democracy
in the sense that it does not r e@@aeiSchedlera fde
2001; Gasiorowki 1998)

"Without political rights to vote, to run for office and to form political parties the offices will notreally be
subjectto competition. Moreover, with civil rights such as freedom of expression etc people are notable to
participate.
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2.4 Measuring and operationalizing democracy

In this sectionl justify the choice ofindicators based on theubstantialdefinition and the
attributes described abavestart by describinghe relevant considerationghen choosing
democracy indicars before | assess a selection of relevant indices in light of these
considerations. As | am studying the theories of Inglehart and Welzel, | will start by
discussing the viability of their proposed democraadex the effective democracy index
(EDI). I will then discuss the commonly used indices Freedom House and Polity, and finally
the dichotomous democracy measure of Alvarez €18999) rom the ACLP dataset. A
common conclusion in the discussion on appropriate democracy measures is that afj existin
indicators have problems of reliability or validity (see Munck and Verkuilen 2002; Knutsen
2011; Cheibub et al. 2010; Coppedge et al. 2012; Hadenius and Teorg]l20@his is also

the conclusion drawn here.

241 Issuesrelated to choice of indicator

Munck and Verkuilen (2002) present some useful criteria for assessing alternative indices of
democracy. Firstly, the indicator needs to appropriately reflect the chosen democracy
definition and the relevant attributes. The question is: does the indicatormrecaypie
requirements of popular control and political equality? Does it include aspects that are
irrelevant for realizing this ideal? Secondly, the indicator should be specific and clear enough
to avoid large measurement errors. Important in this regastipitld leave as little room as
possible left for subjective choice. Third, its aggregation procedure should be in accordance
with the theoretical assumptions about the relation between the different components. Finally,
it should offer transparency whetncbmes to the coding rules and coding process and should

provide disaggregated data.

2.4.2 Effectivedemocracyindex

Il nglehart and Wel zel s (2005; 2007; 2002) ef
multiplying the Freedom House Index (FHI) with aasere of corruption; for example, they

have used the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) developed by Transparency International.
The resulting index is thought to be a more realistic indicator of how democracy functions in

practice, as it aims to measure wdhat extent the governing elites practice the civil and
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political rights. This suggests that the index may be a good operationalization of my
substantial democracy definition, which requires attributes describing how democracy

actually functions.

| arguad above that the choice of indicators and attributes partly should be affected by the
relationshp | aim to analyze and| specifically avoided attributes that were thought to be
closely related to my independent variable, liberal values. There are masgnsewhy
corruption is likely to be tightly related to the attitudes of both the general public and the
elites. A general public holding strong liberdeémocratic preferences may restrict the scope

of action of political leaders, while officials with a®ihg ideological commit to the principles

of democracy will have a stronger motivation to refrain from corruption.fact, the
correlation coefficient between an index measuring the values | am interesting in and the CPI
iIs 0.79 This suggests that by add corruption to the democracy index the relasibip

between values and democraisyin danger of becomin¢autological.

Knutsen (2010) provides a thorough discussion of the validity and reliability problems of this
index, from which | will only briefy summarize the major findings. An important criticism
has to do with the fact that EDI multiplies the FHI with and indicator thought to measure
guality, although the FHI index also includes elements tapping quality. This means that the
importance of corqtion as a quality component may be exaggerated as opposed to the
procedural components. As a result, ftonrupt dictatorships can reach a higher score than
corrupt democracies (see also Teorell and Hadenius 2005). Moreover, the fact that EDI and
CPI arelikely to be correlatedmpliesthat the reliability problems due to subjective scoring
are acceleratedt is also problematic that thenly indicator used to measure quality is
corruption, a problem that is especially grave when we are analyzing ¢e¢ effvalues, a
variable which is highly correlated with corruption. Finally, both the CPI and FHI are
variables at the ordinal level and do not provide information about the distance between
different values on the scale. As a result, multiplying thessasores does not give
meaningful results: The EDfils to offer reliable information about the relative distance
between units and the rank of a unit (see gemt201)
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243 Freedom House Index

The Freedom House Index (FHI) is made up two dimensions:igadlitights and civil
liberties which are combined additively. Together these two dimensidreas on 25 main

check questions, Mhich measure poltical rights and 15 which measure civil rights.

The list of political rights includes aspects that ageessary for the conduct of free and fair
elections such as the right of opposition parties to participate, the fairness of electoral process
and the real power attached to elective organs. The civil liberties dimension sagte

such as freedom fanedia and organizations, including political parties, the right of assembly
and political control overhte judiciary (Freedom House 201These two dimensiongre

often combined additively into one index ranging from 1 to 7, with 1 representing least
demcaratic and 7 most dergratic. Based on this overall scdfeeedom House assigns each
country a final status in terms of Free (1.0 to 2.5), Partly Free (3.0 to 5.0), or Not Free (5.5 to
7.0).

FHI aims to capture not only formal institutions but also howy thection in practice. This is

in line with my substantial democracy definition which aims to capture whether public control
of decisioAmaking and political equality are realized effectively. The contestation
requirement is secured through the politicghts dimension, while the civil liberties
dimension covers the participation requirement. Questions of whether elected officials
actually determine the policies of the government ensure the efficiency requirement, while a
guestion of accountability in bseen electionsoversthe responsiveness or theertical
accountability criteriaMoreover, he fact thatFHI ranges from 47 which implies that it

captures the gradual nature of my conceptual definition.

A threat to the validity of FHI is the extent twhich it includes elements which are not
relevant to my requirements of democrgege Munck and Verkuilen 200Zor instance, it
includes liberties such as free enterprise and property rigfgatures central to the liberal
ideal but not necessary tealize the ideals of democracVhe same thing can be said of
components such as sektermination for minority groups and neutrality with regards to
different ethnic groupdt can also be questioned how relevant aspects measuring freedom of
family relaions and freedom of religious faith are the functioning of democracy as a
political system (see Hadenius and Teorel 2005)
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Even more problematic BHI shortcomings when it comes to reliability has been pointed

out that the aggregation procedureltd different components is problemat®cores for each
component in both the civil rights attribute and the political rights attribute are combined
addtively. This however is not justified theoretically, and there are many reasons to assume
that validty concerns should make us weight some components stronger than other (see
Munck and Verkuilen 2002). For instance, Ryan (1994: 10) has pointed out that it seems
unfounded to give the issue of decentralization of power the same weight and significance for
democracy as the power exercised by the elected officials. This becomes even more
problematic as-reedom House does not release dataaitherthe individual indicatorsor

the coding rulesthereby preventing replications and attempts to evaluatergiaipility (see

Munck and Verkuilen 2002 The | evel of transparency is

cannot replicate the processo, writes Hadeni

Another source if potential bias is thasassing quality aspects such as twethere is open

and free private discussion and whether the government is accountable to the electorate
between elections wilbe affected bysubjective considerationd his may create reliability
problems as we cannot ensure that all codalisalways assignthe same score to the same
country’. Meanwhile, the Freedom House team has not utilized multiple coders or conducted
tests of intercoder reliability (Munck and Verkuilen 2002p.metimes the choice afdicator

varies between countries in order tapt the question to the contebxtjt the comparability of

the index remains problematic when no effort has been made to assess the equivalence of

these indicators (see Munck and Verkuilen 2002).

Yet despite these problems, the Freedom House is used ritgque studies of
democratization, and | believe it to lbe least problematic candidate for an indicator
capturingdemocracy understood in the way | described it above: As a political system which
ensures popular control over decisioaking and politial equality through contestation,
participation, effectiveness and responsiveneigsice,in this thesis | rund my models using

the Freedom House index as dependent variable.

® Neverthelesssystematic empirical studies indicate ttts is not as problematic as one could assume: The
Freedom House index performs relatively well when it comes to the threat of measurement errors (see Knutsen
2011; Bollen 1993).
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24.4 Polity

Another commonly used democracy index, Polity, consist of two indgatme measuring

the degree of autocracy and one measuring democracy. Usually these are combined into a
common graded scale, which ranges frelfl to 10 where 10 is most democratic af@

most authoritarian. The indicator performs well at capturing var@actoral issues, but, |
would argue, fails to measure how democracy really funci{se® also Teorell 2010; Munck

and Verkuilen 2002; Knutsen 201Bolity mainly relies on observable formal institutions,

and with the exception of freedom of organiaatit ignores civil liberties altogether and pays

little attention to participation requirements. As an example, the index rates the United States
as fully democratic throughout the twentieth century and much of the nineteenth century. This
is a fair conalsion if one disregards the composition of the electérditem which women

and blacks were generally excluded (Paxton 2000). On the other hand, it can be questioned
whether elements such as the distribution of power between the executive and parliament is

relevant for my defintion.

At the same time Polity is usuallighly regarded for its methodological qualitias opposed

to Freedom House, and especially for its transparencyoltsponents are displayed in a
disaggregated fashion, allowing for replicat using other methods of aggregation. It also
provides details on how the coding is carried out, which allows researchers to critically assess
the reliability of each sulsomponent. As opposed to the Freedom House index, the five
attributes which make uhe index are weighted differently, but no theoretical justification is
provided for the weighting schemenplying that the indicator cannot be seen to represent a
coherent conceptual structuidunck and Verkuilen (2002)et, its methodological quaiks
transparency and reliability strengthskes it a useful supplement to FHI, andlbustness

tests using the Polty index.

245 TheACLP-index

The democracy index from the dataset of Alvarez, Cheibub, Limongi and Prze\{seski
Alvarez et al. 1999 herereferred to as the ACL-fhdex, is perhapghe most commonly used

dichotomous measure of democracyhe index classifies a regime as democracy if it passes

° The dataset was updatand extended in 2084 cover more coutries and a longer time period ( see Cheibub
and Gandhi2004).
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four criterias: The first two criterias examine whether elections are held to the legislature and
the executive organs. Thhird looks at whether elections are competitive in the sense that
there is more than one party, and fharth examines whether these elections actually lead to
alternations in officgsee Przeworski et al 2008Ivarez et al 1996 Above | showed how

both Freedom House and Polity amgticized for their aggregation procedure. In particular,

the Freedom House can be accused of simply combining a long list of components rather than
representing a consistent concept structure. T®ePAINndex meanwhile, has been acclaimed

for its to correspondence between with the concept structure and the composition of the index
(see Munck and Verkuilen 2003).is clearly specified that regimes need to live up to all four
criterias in order to qudy as a democracy, and the index appropriately reflects this by
classifying regimes lacking at least one ofaltiibutes as a nedemocracysee Cheibub and
Gandhi201Q Przeworski 1999).

The biggest problem with the ACLIRdex relevant for this thesiis the validity. | have
defined democracy according to a wide selection of attributes which captures how democracy
really functions. The ACLHndex, howeverexclusively considers elections. Political or civil
rights necessary for the holding of freefaif elections are not inatled, nor any of the other
attributes which | have mentioned above. | consider democracy as a gradual concept, which
means that the dichotomous nature the AGmdRex is simply not in line with what | aim to
measure. The lack ottabutes is balanced, however, by the fourth criteria which ultimately
measures effective turnover of power. It can be argued that to qualify for this criteria a regime
needs to live up to many other components such as a minimum of respect for cigil@ight

the other hand, it has been argued that this criteria can provide amdamo nintuitive scores.

For instance, Botswana, which is usually highly regarded for its relatively democratic
gualities qualifies asdictatorship, as the Botswana Democrd®iaty had yet to lose an
election (see Cheibub and Gandhi 20X0utsen 2011)

Przeworski et al (2000) argue that the dichotomous nature of the index enhances its reliability.
One can also argue that the formal content of the index minimizes the risbesagtirement
errors.However, it has been pointed out that the reliability of this index is far from stainless
(seeEkins 2000). On another note, the methodological aspects of this index is boosted by the
fact that the index ensures transparency and alforeplication througlelearly statedules

for coding and aggregatiowhile the different components are reported in disaggregated
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form. At the same timehe dichotomous nature of this index makes it useful for studying

transitions from authoritarian tbemocratic regimes, as the -@it is clearly justified.

2.5 Summary

In this chapter I have moved from democracy eaggeneral background concef a
systematized concept or definitioof democracy thereafterto the requirements of this

definition and finaly to the concrete indicators.

| operate with a @bstantial democracy definition: Democracy is understood as a political
system which seeks to realize both popular control over deemsaking and political
equality. | argue that in order for these objees to be realizedregimes are required to

inhabit four attributes: Contestation, participation, effectiveness and responsiveness.

When it comes to democracy measures, it can be arguedlitiaticators have problems of
validity or reliability. Ingle ha r t and We demeciady snder ihcfudes ¢lements
which aims to capture the extent to which democracy actually functions in practice, but
suffersfrom severe reliability and validity problem3he commonly used Freedom House
index captures althe attributes listed aboyvdut also suffers from especially reliability
problems and methodological problems although these are not as serious as those attached to
the EDI. The Polity index meanwhile is more feasible when it comes reliability and
replication but does not capture all the attributes listed above. Finally, A@ldX is
methodologically superior to the others mentioned above, but cannot be seen as a valid
operationalization of the substantive democracy definitiolnsum, | conclude that the
Freedom House index is to prefer to other indicators, leemte this will be the dependent

variable in my analysisin addition | wil carry out robustnestests using the Polity index.
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3 The study of mass attitudes iIn
political science

The theoryof Inglehart and Welzel (2005% both a contribution to the literature on political
culture as well as a contribution to the literature on modernization. In this chapter | review
these two related fields. | start withbaef review of the literature orheé demoratic political
culture, discussing the most important theoretical contributiomsgament that democracy
requires a certain political culture and ideological aspiratiSasondy, | briefly reviewthe

main conttbutions to modernization theory, and shbow theories of a democratic political
culture can be seen as specifying the intervening mechanism tying income to democracy. |
round off this chapter bgiscussinghow the role of massaluesis viewed by a number of
alternative andimportant perspectds within the democratization literature: The agency

perspective, the economic perspective and the historical perspéctive.

3.1 The democratic political culture

The idea that democratic regimes emerge in societies where citizens share liberal and
democratic aentations has deep historical roots.Ralitics Aristotle (350 BC) arguethat
democracies emerge in middle clasgieties characterized by egalitaranented citizens,

while Charles de Montesquieu (198&rgued that the laws by which a society is ggoed

reflect dominant mentalitpf the general publicAlexis de Tocqueville(1835) meanwhile
postulated that the flourishing of democracy in the United States reflected the liberal
oriertations of the American people, amdax Weber(1930) argued that therotestant
tradition of decentralized churches and focus on voluntary engagement brought with it certain

attitudes conducive to democratization.

10} follow Teorell (2010) who makes a similar distinction. He argues that there are four main approaches to
explaining demoatization: The structuralapproach (which both modernization theory and theories of mass
attitudes can be seen as a part of), the agency approach, the economic approach and the social forces approach
(what I here refer to as the historical approach). Tlcasegories are of course not completely mutually

exclusive, butserve as a clarification of the most important points of disagreement between theoretical
contributions in the literature. For instance, it can be argued that theories of mass attitudes elexnents of

both the structuralapproach as well as the agency approach.
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The idea that a certain culture is more conducive to democracy has been carried on in modern
years. Adorno (250) introduced theconcept of amia ut hor i tarian per son;
perceptions of threat which nurtured low sedteem, misanthropy and dogmatigidity.

Maslow (1954) speaksf two democratic orientations which made people unlikely to accept
authaity: an emphasis on sedictualization and individual autonomy, and a humanistic
inclination to see others as equiallasswell (1951) meanwhile argues that the following
orientations towards life and people is fundamental predisposition in favor of deimmocr

orders: inclusiveness, versatiity, humanism,-esteem and freedom anxity.

Personality traits such as openndedness and individualityaveoften been associated with
modernity. Inkeles (1969; 1978) argues tbaticeconomic modernization stifates the
emergence of Aindividual moder nityopen char a
mindedness, secularism, positivislief in scientific progress, meritocratism, rationalism,
emphasis on participation and activism, and finally nationalishese valueare similar in

nature tothe values usually seen as conducive to democracy, but modernization has not
always been associated with democratic values. For instance, it has been argued that
totalitarianism is a genuinely modern configuratiorpmurted by modern cultural traits
(Friedrich and Brzezinski 1965). Eistenstadt (2000) argues that the cultural outcomes of
modernization wil/ vary depending on a soci

wor ds t ha mutiglehneodemite a 10 e f

Nevertheless, in the recent literature it is common to see cultural traits conducive to
democracy in association with modernity and modernization. Dahl (1973; 1992) argues that

new forms of social interaction and differentiation promotes civic vinwgish are conducive

to democracy. I n Dahlds theoretical framewo
characterized not only by institutions but also by a climate of participation and competent,
educated citizens. Diamond (1999) also emphasizesirtiportance of cultural traits for
especially the consolidatitosnby @owdceftralrecet afo ni n ¢
empirical demaratic theory that stable democracy also requirbselef in the legitimacy of
democracy Diamond (1999168 arguesl ngl ehart and We dtthudesi® s t he
also a theory of modernization: They argue g@ticeconomic development stimulatdse

emergence of several personality traits which make people prone to revolt against

"see also Rokeach (1960) who distinguishes between fio
Triandis (1995) who describes the closed versus dpdmotomyin termsof fAiconf ormism versus
individualismeo.
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authoritarian regimewhich again willforce democratizatiarHence, rassattitudes areseen

as the intervening variable tying economic development to demdéracy.

Empirically, the hypothesized relationship between attitudes and regimestestes by
GabrielAlmond andSidneyVerba (1963) using survey data from five societigdmond and

Verbai nt roduced the concept of fAcongruenceo, [
complementarity between level of authoritarian chamasticsa n d peopleds autt
aspiratonsThey ar gue that stable democracies requ
as fna pluralistic culture based on communi C:
diversity, a culture that permitted change but moderated f Al mond 9%h @8).Ver ba
Another influential empirical study of the importance of political culturBsb er t Put nan
(1993) study of democratic performancdtaly, claiming a strong relationship betweehat

he calls social capitabnd democratic performanceCompamg the welfunctioning

institutions of North Italy with the less efficient institutions of South Italy he found that much

of this differencecould be explained by a long tradition of trust, norms regarding reciprocity

and social networks in North Italy.

Yet, as Cheibub and Vreeland (2012: 5) note, there areefe@nt systematianalyses on the

effect of mass attitudes and political values, despite the fact that the access to survey data is
enormously improved since Almond and Verba carried out themliet. In this regard

Il ngl ehar't and Wel zeeke also Ingeh@rt02y;; Wel2e) 0nglehart 26d0 9
Klingemann 20038 crosssection studies are relatively rafler exceptions see Muller and
Seligson 1994; Seligsaz002; Hadenius and Teorell 2Q@Baxton 2002; Norris 2002)sing

data from World Values Survey, covering more than 80 countries, they argue that there is a
syndrome ofvhat | from now on refer to as liberdémocratic valués i including tolerance,

trust, a desire for selxpression, atonomy civic action.They provide empirical evidence
indicatingthat these valueare a result of thprocess of modernizatioat the same time as

they areconducive to the emergee and survival of democradyglehart and Welzel (2004)

2I'nglehart and Welzelds theory of mass attitudes and «
showing how changes from piedustrialism to industrialism topostn dust ri alism transfor ms
attitudes. Studying western industrial societies he argues that people have gone through a generational change

from traditional values to and finally to pesiaterialist values-However, posinaterialist values do not

necessarily lead to demands for deraagrhowever, and the aspirations which are relevant for this thesis

liberty aspiration$ should be distringuished from pestterialist values (see Welzel 2007)

13 |nglehart and Welzel (2004; 2005; 2006) also refer to the same set of values as emanciags, self

expression values and sometimes pmaterial values (although the latter term usually refers to a sub

component oflberad e mocratic values). For the dakecoétcctariatlwel
this thesis.
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point out that thir studies can be distinguished from earlier studies of political culture in the
sense that they a@nalyzingthe effects of values at the aggregate level; that is the effect
massattitudeson political institutions. Usually this connection is stud#&dthe individual

|l evel ; t hat is the effects of certain orient

Theories of political culture have often maintained how traditional values shape the potential
for political change. Huntington (1996)rfonstance emphasizes how cultural traditions are
remarkably enduring and how political and economic systems of today are shaped by such
values systems. Some has argued that some cultures are less susceptible-the fiteredcy

than others, and that hapefor democracy across the global is essentially utopian and
ethnocentric (see Parekh 1992). For instance, the prime minister of Singapore Lee Kuan Yew
has repeatedly asserted that the traditional
liberal democracy(see Zakaria 19940ne does not however have to resort to fatalism to
acknowledge the importance of political culture. Adherents of modernization theory argue
that the comprehensive societal changes associated with the rise of the ind usttiabsog

about coherent cultural shifts away from traditional value systems and towards a culture

receptive to liberal democracy (see e.g. Bell 1973; Toffler 1970).

3.2 Modernization theory and mass values

The hypothesis that economic development breeds dawey commonly referred to as
modernization theory, is one of the most studied propositions in the political science literature
(seee.q. Lipset 1959; Dahl 1971; Jackman 1973; Arat 1988; Diamond 1992; Burkhart and
Lewis-Beck1994; Muller 1995; Londregaard Poole, 1996, Przeworski ahgmongi 1997,
Przeworsket al2000; Acemoglu et al 200®rzeworski 2012 The pioneer of modernization

theory, Seymour Martin Lipset, had a much broader explanation in mind than simply an effect

of economic growth when he wt e fASome soci al requiksi tes o
concept of modernization included not only economic development but also the wider social
changes related to economic growth, such as more education, equality, urbanization, and
weakening of traditionaties of loyalty. All these factors were considered conducive to both

the emergence and survival of democracies.

28



Lipset argued that stable, political regimes need to be perceived as legitimate by the people.
This happens when the value system of the redita withthe values of the general pubftc

Lipset noted that modernization, and education in particular, made people more tolerant
towards opposition as well as ethnic or racial minoriieattitudes he thought to be
conducive to democracyt was argued that the increased economic security following from
economic development led the lower classes to developt@ngperspectives on politics and
become prone to extremist views (Lipset 1959: 83hreover, it was pointed out that
economic developmenedds to a growing middle class which plays a mitigating role in

conflict.

As | have already discussedhet idea that masattitudesis the intervening variable tying

income to democracy is shared by many of the proponents of the democratic politiaal cultu
theory (see Diamond 1999; Putnam 1994; Huntington 1991). Yet, in the empirical research on
modernization theory the role of masaluesis rarely elaborated upon. Modern empirical

studies of economic development and democracy have mainly looked alatienship

bet ween the two fAmaind var rsacbohanaslyses aré anphge h ar t
the few exceptions, explicitly investigating how madstudes playa role as an intervening

variable.

More than sixty years after Lipset presentedangument there is extensive agreement that
there is a correlation between income level and democracy (Bunce 2000; Geddes 1999;
Bollen 1979; Burkhart and LewiBeck 1994). Democracy is more likely to exist in richer
countries. Geddes (1999: 199) notes thatprobability of being a democracy is close to 100
percent for countries above a certain level of income, while the probability of being autocratic
Is close to 100 percent below a certain income level. For countries with level of incomes in
between thes two extremities the relationship does not seem to be so clear; countries with a
medium income level may alternate between authoritarian and democratic form of
government (Bunc000. Nevertheless, we are far from knowing why this correlation exists
andwhat the more specific nature of this relationship is (Bunce 2000; Geddes 1999). Is there

a causal relationship between the two, and what is the connection?

Lipsets argument that modernization has a causal effect on democracy has been moderated

by tho® arguing that income rather has an effect on the sustainability of already democratic

M For instance, he claimed thatthe failure of the Weimar Republic was due to the fact that its basic values were
notin line with those of segments of the army civil service and aristocracy.
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regimes (Przeworski and Limongi 1997; Londregan and Poole; F2@&worski et al 2000
Przeworski and Limongi (1997) argue that transitions to desogccan emerge fomany
reasons.Dictators die and emerge as a result of certain conditions and circumstances not
necessary economic development. But when democracies occur, they are more likely to
survive in a rich country. In other words, wealth may hagestabilizing efct on democratic
regimes, suggestinthat thedetectedcorrelation between income and democracy is due to
richer democracies higher probability of surviving. This conclusion has been contested by
Boix and Stokes (2003) who analyses a dataset stretchiinthea way back to 1850,

concluding that income increases the probabiiity of transitions, although the effect for the

Acemoglu et al. (2008) argue that the relationship between income and democracy is not due
to a causal relationship between the two lather a spurious relationship. The authors show
that the relationship between income and democracy disappears when controlling for county
specific factors which independently affect both. They argue that the historical background
of each country such abe institutional structure built at the moment of colonization in
former colonies explain why some countries set out on a path characterized by economic
development and democracy while others did not. The reason why previous studies have
found a significat effect of income on democracy, they argue, is that they have failed to take
into account underlying factors which explain both income and democracy. According to
Cheibub and Vreeland (2012: 27) this proposi
about the relationship between economic development and democracy by social scientists in

the past fifty vyearso. I return to this obj

With regards to the causal mechanisms tying income to democracy, Inglehart and Welzel
(2006) draw on the heritage of Lipset when they argue that the intervening variable is mass
attitudes. At the same time they criticize other tests of modernization theory for failing to pay
adequate attention to the causal mechanism tying economic dewegibpon institutional
change'® Yet, mass attitudes is far from the only proposed mechanism that aims to show how
higher income is conducive to democracy. It has been argueeédbad micdevelopment

affectsa s o c haknrcey 6f powerin favor of democrac movementsby weakening

5 przeworksi og Limongi (1997andPrzeworskiet al (2000) distinguisibetween exogenous explanations of
democracyproposing that democracy arises as a result of exogenous factors, and endogenous explanations, such
as theories claiming that economic development breeds democracy. They argue that the latter is false.

% |nglehart and Welzel (2005) point out that smeconomic factors on its own cannot create collective action

unless it affects attitudes and values which motivate such actions. A complete explanation of democratization
must therefore also include values emergasga result of socioeconomic development, and which are conducive

to democratization.
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authoritarian forces such as the landed upper class and strengthening the subordinate classes.
The middle class and working class gain capacity for@gtinization due to urbanization

and new communication technologies, whiciggers their capacity to check monopolistic
government Koore 19®; Rueschemeyer et al 1992). Others have argued that the causal
medianism is widespread educatigsee Barrol996 Glaeser et al 2004; Acemoglu et al

2004). The proposed effect of educationalosely related to that of mass attitudes, and was
emphasized by Lipset hi msel f: AEducation pr
them to understand the need for norms of tolerance, restrains them from adhering to extremist
and monistic doctrineg nd i ncreases their capacity to mal
1959: 79).0Others again argue that the intervening variable is income equality and capital
mobility, both reducing the costs of democracy for the elites (Boix 2003; Acemoglu and
Robirson 2006).

Both theories of modernization and theories of political culture are structural theories.
According to Teorell (2010:18) such theorie
social or economic structure, that is, beyond the immed@&t@ ¢ h o f human agen
though theories of political culture argue thae general public ighe driving force of
institutional change, the explanatory factor lies in changes in agsigations outside the

scope of human intentionStructural explaations of democracy have been challenged by
explanations emphasizing the role infentionalhuman agents. | will nhow show how these

perspectives view the role of magsues.

3.3 Alternative theories

3.3.1 Theagency perspective

Theories of modernization and palal cultureas well as structural theories in gendnale

been challenged by the agent perspective, which abandons the search for prerequisites of
democratization. Inthe political science literature, a dichotomy between structural and agency
approacheshas been widely acceptede€ Teorell 2010; Shin 1994; Bunc200Q Berman

2007 Diamond1999 Acemoglu and Robinson 2006). Not only do these approaches differ in
their view on what factors we should use to explain democracy, they also offer differesit view

on the future prospects of democracy. Sheri Berman (2007) refers to this distinction as a
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debate between fApreconditionalistso and Aun
those who see the rise of democracy as a product of certain precordlitibegperiences, the

other category represerthose with a belief that democracy can ansenost contextsin line

with the A un Buemrds Mésquad20i0: 447)argues thatithe structural
conditions often identified as root causes of fetlon occur far more often than do
revol ut i o n.sHericeh benssiggdsts that we dhde look to the role of agents to

explain the variations in democracy.

Agency explanations can be traced backémkwart Rustow (1970) who argued that scholars
shawl d abandon their search for Afunctional r
| evel of i ncome i S necessary. I n ot her word
(Huntington 1984)As opposed to theories of maaitudes agency approaels are mostly
elite-centered rather than concerned with ordinary peopie essence is that a transition

from dictatorship to democracy depends on the interests and actions of political elites. After a
split bet we e n softlineasd d loif naimbent @gnwke, thé outcome of the
bargaining process between these groups determine the institutional outcome (DiPalma 1990;
OobDonnell et al. 1986; Rivera 1999; Huntingt
Schmitter 1991). Democratization thers i A a product of strategi
arrangements among political elites, conscious choices among various types of democratic
constitutions, and electoral and party syste¢

play at most am ftehpihse menr aed alx986)) (e@6 Donnel |

ARThe agency perspective is often called fit he
to this phase. As Teor el l (2010: 20) puts i
out comeo. Tthge of damacmatization iocharasterized by uncertainty and risk of

reversion, and this is the reason why it is so crucial. This stands in contrast to theories of mass
attitudes which are not so concerned with the transition process itself because tliegssee
heavily influenced by the ature of the structural factors such as the strength of mass

aspirations.

Although the transition paradigm does not acknowledge the role of mass values in transitions,

it may acknowledge the role of political culturetinhe consol i dation proce

waves, it appears that democracy can still be created without the demand of the masses, yet

cannot be consolidated without their commitr

the causes ofoft hdee nibtchriartd zwdave no (see Hunt i
32



theories of massgalues, transition theories assume that such mass commit@eraproduct

of democratic institutions, rather than a cause. Institutional learning theory argues that people
learn tovalue democratic and liberal ideals only by experiencing democratic institutions for
manyyears an ar gument directly challenging | ngl
to in the next chaptefsee Rustow 1970; Muller and Seligson 1994; Haderausl Teorell

2005 Lindberg 2004

From the point of view of structural theories, it can be argued that the transition paradigm is
insufficient at explaining why some countries democratize while others do not. The choices of
leaders are not made in a vacuunherent in a program of political liberalization there is a
minimum of politicalrisk for the incumbent regime, and a charnbat it may lead to a
Asnowballing of democratic demandso (Robins
commit political s c i d e 0, as Brumberg and Diamond (200
within a certain context, and the agefmntered perspective needs to be supplied with
theories taking into consideration the impact of this context. For instance, several studies have
shown that the actions of political leaders were heavily influenced by the behavior of the
masses (Bunce 2000; Fishman 1990). Some have argued that it verges on tautology to argue
that a transition to democracy succeeds because thdemmocratic challergys chose a
successful strategy through which they could bring about regime change (Inglehart and
Welzel 2005).

3.3.2 Theeconomic perspective

Second, classical structural perspectives have been challenged by the latest approach to
democratization using toolnd assumptions from economics. Scholars within this approach
share an assumption that redistributive conflict lies at the heart of political change (Boix
2003; Acemoglu and Robinson 2006: Rosendorff 2001). They share many similarities with
the agententeed literature in so far as their emphasis is on transitions and theadffade
facing different actors with different interests. As opposed to theories ofvahgs, agents

are merely motivated by material interests rather than value priorities. CBaile$2003),

for instance, assumes that agents are only motivated by the desire to maximize income. The
poor will generally prefer democracy as this is likely to lead to redistribution, while the rich
prefer right wing autocracy. In other wordthe genea | p uwheferercedfer democracy is

constantacrosssocietiesand therefore cannot explain variations in political institutidrise
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fundamental struggle over democracy occurs between the rich and the poor. The balance of
power between these two groups well as the desirability of different regime types will

determine the institutional outcome.

At the same time his perspective shasevith structural theories an attention to the economic

and social factors which shape actors interest and decisimn. model of Boix (2003)
assumes that income equality and capital mobility affect the power struggle over resources, by
reducing the cost of democracy to the rich. They also share with theories odsparasios

an assumption that the preferences of thiree population mattefor regime outcomes, not

only those of the elites. Yet again, these preferences are only m&teralorski, Cheibub

and Limongi(2003: 181)explicitly denyt he i mportance of cul tur al
think that economic ra institutional factors are sufficient to generate a convincing

explanation of the dynamic of democracies wi

The model of Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) share many of the same assumptions regarding
the preferences of the ri@nd the poor, and argue that the@ession by the rich to agree to
democratizeshould be seen as a credible commitment to a moderate redistribution in order to
avoid revoluibn and radical redistributionConflicts regarding political institutions are
instrumental, meaning that when people try to change institutions they are aiming to influence
the resource distribution. If the population is not content with the way the regime allocates
resources, they will demand more democrady. the same time, when igeality is
sufficiently high the costs in terms of future redistribution is too high for the elite, making
democracy notviable. If the social unrest reaches a sufficient level and the costs of
democracy are still acceptable to the elites, democratizat@ynhapperisee Acemoglu and
Robinson 2006) This framework leaves no room for ideological mass preferences in
explaining democracyThe concept of a democratic culture may as well be a product of

democratic institutions as a cause.

3.3.3 Thehistorical perspective

Finally, structural theories have been challenged by those arguing that in order to understand
how stable, weifunctioning democracies emerge, we need to analyze their historical
trajectories (Berman 2007; Zakaria 200Buebbert 1987. This perspecte criticizes

structural theories for failing to take into account the complexity and the configurations of
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causes which explains regime outcomes. At the same time, it challenges the transition
paradigmbés belief i n g Y Btodieswithim dhis epmrsagh hdve mo c r a
pointed outhow the liberal democracies in Western Europe emerged through a gradual,
complex andonglasting trajectory. For instance, from the signing of Magna Carta in 1215
enshrining a few individual rights as protection agaimppression from the King, it would

take centuries and many struggles unti women got the right to vote in the UK (Zakaria 2003).

This belongs to the theoretical heritage of Barrington Moore (1966) and Stein Rai&i)

among others, using the toolslu$torical sociology to detect the configurations of events that
have led to democratic regimes. It shares with structural perspectives the idea that there is a
link between initial socioeconomic conditions and subsequent levels of democracy. At the
sametime, it is closer tmgencyand economic theories in its understanding of regime change

as driven by clasbased collective actors, motivated by material interests rather than value
priorities. Democracy is reached through a power struggle among secds fwith
competing economic interests (Moore 1966; Rueschemeyer 1992). According to Moore, for
instance, democracy emerged when the agriculture was no longer characterized by feudal

labor relations and where the bourgeoisie was strong.

3.4 Summary

The theries of democratization discussed in this chapter make up the theoretical backdrop of

this thesis.

I n this <chapter I have placed |l ngl ehar't ar
theoretical context, showing how it rests on a strong historicaitiocadof theories of the

cultural traits of democracy. Drawing on the heritage of Weber and uéedlg among

others, it has been argued that certain personality traits such asmomdnessand
toleranceare conducive to democracyt the same time it an be seen as a part of

modernization theory, in the sense that libenaénted citizens can be seen as the causal

" Berman (2007: 381) adheres hi s perspective when she argues that f
fact, are ones that do not mesh easily with either the simpigersalist or simple preconditionalist perspective:

All sort of countries can indeed undergo successfuldemocratic development, it turns out, but the process is
usually long and painful for even the most fortunatel)

35



mechanism tying socieconomic modernization to democrady.the next chapter | discuss
Il ngl ehar't and Wel zel 6sdude& aumbeyof hypothevasrfrem ad e t a i
refined version of it, drawing on elements from other perspectives within the democratization

terature.

| have presented some alternative theoretical contributiondemocratization and the role
they assign to mass atdes. The historicaperspective will be built upoas a theoretical
objection to the hypothesis that libed@mocratic values explain level of democratie
agency perspective | return to as an objectiod theoretical correctiveo the proposition

that liberaldemocratic values will convert into democratic changeth perspectivewill
reappear in the concluding discussion, as possible explanations for why | mainly do not find a
relationship between liberalemocratic values and democrachhe ecoamic perspective
meanwhileis returnedio whendiscussingchoice of control variablesand in the concluding
discussion asan approach which may be able to bring together important insights from

agency theories and historical theories.
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4 Theory and hypotheses

The theoretical framework whichihvestigatein this thesis has Inglehartand Welz&@ s t heor vy
(2005) as departur€. As | have shown in seioh 3 this theory draws on both the political

culture literature as well as the literature on modernization. Yet, it has been less subject to
theoretical and methodological revisions than modernization theotfis chapter | discuss

the major assumptienof Inglehart andVelzel in more detail.

At the same time | apply arguments from other areas of the democratization literature to the
study of the role of mass attitudes in democratization. Some of these are mainly
methodological insights, in so far dsely suggest potential sources of bias which may affect

the inferences we make regarding the relationship between {ibemadcratic values and
democracy. Others are mainly theoretical, in so farthey suggest several theoretical
weaknesses of Ingeharhal Wel zel 6s ar gument . | nsnmaryr t i c ul
possible reasons for why there is no easy and stréogivard link between mass attitudes and

poltical institutions in authoritarian settings.

Il ngl ehart and Wel zenltésd tihne off Mo daesr niizat o mp,r e
democracyo (2005) <can be und &hedirstdink donnects t er m
economic development to the emergencébefaldemocratic valuesrhe seconghows how

these values are linked to desracy. In this thesis | do nattempt to test the first link which

Is outside the scope of my research queshaonpecause it provides thieeoretical backdrop

of therelationship betwen values and democratiriefly discuss it below’. The seond link

is the primary concern of my analysis, and | return to it in the next section.

4.1 Modernization and liberal-democratic values

A central premise in the work ofinglehart and Welzels the idea thathe variation in
peopl eds foafepdonredecs sociveconomic configurations, an assumption which
has been extensively tested (see e.g. Inglehart 1977; Inglehart 199@®. theoretical

8 Their argumet has been presented and elaborated upon in Inglehart 1997, Inglehart and Welzel (2003),
Inglehart (2003), Welzel and Klingemann (2003), Welzel (2006), Welzel and Inglehart (2006). The causal
mechanisms tying values to democracy have been elaboratedhuyeizel (2007) and Welzel and Klingemann
(2008)

¥ This thesis is primarily a contribution to the study democratization rather than the study of mass attitudes.
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frameworkist r ue t o Lipsetds conception of moderni
terms of a geof broad societal changes following from and associated with the emergence of

a modern economy. The idea is that these de
and therefore their world views. In particular, it leads to increased emphasis oonfreed
individualityandseideci si on. Changes in peopleds mater
development stimulates aspirations for other forms of satisfaction than material security.
These changes do not happen overnight however, as an indivahugdbe socialized into a

material secure environment to develop a liberal rsinel t . Phasi pdluesoreflect the
conditions that prevailed during the formative years, impyingftiese values change mainly

through intergenerational population replacamh (see Inglehart 1990).

This argument borrows insight from psychological research showing that people adapt their
aspirations to the physical limitations they are faced with. The more resources a person owns,
the more freedom he will need take use othese resources (Rmw 1961). An individual

living in a scarce economic situation will first of all aspire to satisfydasic economic

needs, while amdividual whose economic needs are satisfied will strive for incresskd
realization and autonomy(Schwartz 1992; Maslow 1988). Likewise, people will face
cognitive limitations. If these limitations are reduced as a result of educatiandiaidual

will strengthen his liberadlemocratica s pi rat i ons and de nednodmss of or
(Inglehart 2003; 1999).

Moreover, modernization includes not only economic development and education, but also

At he occupational diversificat timensity tlmoc i al
characterize the creative @qgledantamiWelzel2004) post i
As a result, people are increasingly exposedbtons of work and human interaction which

enhanes a feeling of individuality. Without this structural change libeleihocratic values

will fail to materialize. A number of societies V& experienced economic development and
increased access to education without substantial changes in working conditions, such as
societiesrelying on natural resources.The access to vast natural resources have made it
unnecessary to invest in human capiinstead the government feath the revenues from oil

exports (Inglehart and Welzel 2005; Barro 1997; Ross 200igoretically, these societies

wil not experience a flourishing of liberdemocratic values.

Inglehart and Welzel (200%)istinguish betreen the cultural consequences of the rise of the

industrial society and the consequences of-posistrialism. The former leads to the
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emergence of soaled secularational values which deviate from traditional, religious
mentalities but which do notimulate aspirations for democracy and freedom. The
emergence of pogtdustrialism, meanwhileeads toan emphasis on autonomy, freedom and
diversty . The values emerging from pestlustrialism as desgbed in Inglehart and Welzel
(2005) are close to the syndrome of posaterial values which Inglehart has elaborated upon
In numerous studieésee e.g. Inglehart 197 Hut the authors make it clear thatelia

democratic values (or what they refer to as selpression valuesgncompass a number of

issues that go well beyond the items tapped by masgtrialist value$?

In sum, modernization makes people more existentially secure, mereao autonomous
intellectually, and more independent socially. The outcome igcatogical syndrome of
values which can be grouped under the headimgraldemocratic valuesinglehart and
Welzel assumethat a number of orientations such as human autyn participation,
tolerance, trust and sedixpression tap the same underlying value dimension ranging from
survival to liberatdemocraticorientations. Individuals emphasizing survival values tend to
give top priority to economic and physical security,opposed to those emphasizibgrat
democraticvalues including freedom of expression, participation in decisiaking, political
activism, environmental protection, gender equality and growing tolerance of ethnic
minorities, foreigners, gays and léshs (Inglehart and Welzel 2005; 2008; 2009). other

words, they inhabit fa sense of autonomy th
and hierarchies, whet her religious or secul a
This set of values rese mbiehat the |iterature on attitudes

Aopenodo @amd uBsekfngo or i e hasawellil®Bb AdorhdVEs0). ow 1 9

Moreover, they resembldD i a mo n d 6:s28 ¢ohce@ ®f a democratic culturef

Afl exi bil idyypenness tosnew, ideas farfd iexperiences, tolerance of differences
and ambiguities, acceptance of ot hers, and
submissiveo nor fAhostilely rejectingodo but ra

201 g | e h a-matefasismplimengion has been critized in the literature, for instanttebg arguing that it
really combinestwo distinct valuedimensiongsee e.gFlanagarl982 Knutsen 1990 Others again have found
that many of thesalimensionssuggested in the literatuseeem to tap the same underlying cultural space of

different valueorientation (see e.g. Hellevik 1993).
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In other words, aenuine commitments to the intrinsic values of democracy, rather than a lip

support for democracy.

Using data from World Values SurvéyVS), Inglehart and Welzel (200%rguethat there

are enduring crossational differences when it cosi¢o this value dimensio®ome societies

have populationsvith liberatdemocratic values, while in other societies survival values
dominate.This argument implies that theajority of ordinary people do not always prefer
democracy to autocraciy contras to Acemoglu and Robins@gns ( 2 00 6 ) thadthes u mp t |
poor will always prefer democra@s thisleads to redistributiarin other words, autocracies

do not necessary need to be illegitimate as far as the general public is concerned, and
democracies are natlways legitimate. Moreover, it is assumed that this value syndrome
varies consistently between populations. This means that a population which scores high on of
these attitudes scoring correspondingly high on the others as well (Welzel and Inglehart
2007).

Liberaltdemocratic oriented citizens living in an authoritarian system will demand democracy
and increased freedom, which brings me over
theory.l start by looking at the general proposition that mass vailfiestlevel of democracy

I will then look at whether this connection is due to a relationship between values and
transitionsfromauthoritarian to democratic regimes, or a relationship between values and the

survivalof democratic regimes.

4.2 Mass attitudes and level of democracy

I start off by considering the most gener al
theory, the claim thah countr yoés | evel of aspiratorsafitsacy de
citizens Their arguments in line with a common assnption that political institutions are a

product of the balace of power between differefdrces in society (Moore 1966; Acemoglu

and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003). However, their theanyst be distinguished frommost
otherperspectivesn two important wag. First, it assumes that masspport iscrucial to this

power balance (Inglehart and Welzel 2))0&s opposed to theories whitdnd to disregard

the role of the massesde e.gO 6 D o nehad1Pd86) Second, it assumes that mass support is

driven by icological preferences, as opposedtheories which see mass suppdat
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democracy agyiven and in instrumentalterms as a wapf influencing the distribution of

resourcesgee e.gBoix 2003 Acemoglu and Robinson 2006

Value-centered theories assume that thaasing emphasis on freedom and-seffression

which people develop as a result of modernization has a causal effect on the institutional set

up. When people learn to appreciate freedoms anggpiession they will increasingly be at

odds with a systerthat does not accommodate for these desires. Drawing on the legitimacy
framework formulated by Eckstein alrr (1975) this leads to a situation where the regime

loses legitimacy. As the regime rests on mass support, this will chasngewer balance in

society, making the regime unlikely to function effectivellg. other words, regimes must

offer democracy at a level which satisfies peoples demand for democracy. The basic idea is

t hat i f peoplebdbs aspirations f otherabiemenoceds acy ¢
to adapt (Welzel and Klingemann 2008).

The I ink between values and i-denand telationwtms i s
regard to democratic fr eedaoe9%)sThe ifstituiondlizmtoar t an
constitutesthe supply of democratic freedoms while the demand is to be found in mass
preferences for freedoms and sgdficision. Inherent in this supplgdemand relations a

tendency towards congruenaes the institutional supply of freedoms will be endonstant

pressures to satisfy the mass demand for freedoms.

For |l ngl ehar't and Wel zel 6 emanctipative tvdluessrieed tot 0 b ¢
emerge prior to the emergence of democracy, rather than the other way around. Institutional
learning thery meanwhileargues that people learn to value freedom andesglfession by

living under democratic institutions for many yeased e.g.Rostow 196; Muller and

Seligson 199% Basically, when people gatcustomedo channeling demands and opinions

through the democratic channels they become more tolerant, trusting and (besal

Lindberg 2006) Thesevalues are seen as result of democratic institutions, rather than a

cause. Hence, according to institutional learning theorymamcipative values are
Aendogenouso t o d(sgemalw Padworski andnignongitlOmglebant s

and Wetheorg challenges institutional learning theory, claiming that emancipative

values are fexogenousodo to democratic institu

It follow from Ingleharta nd We | z e | & s egmne lggitimeeyndependd rmare om the

populationdés value priorities t hAternaovelyat he ec
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regime will remain legitimate in the eyes of ordinary people as long as it provides economic
security, social benefits and employment. That is, high economic performance combined with
resource distribution will sustain any regimn
people experience material security they will develop emancipatives/aand as a result

they will value civic freedoms increasingly above material neledsther words, a cateh2

situation for an autocratic regime hoping to quell social unrest with economic bribes.

This logic suggests that in a society where the masskkaspirations for freedom the regime

is likely to be democratic. This gives us the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1Liberal-democratic values increase the probability of a high level of democracy

Among reent literature this hypothesis can ledallengd based on theapproach of

Acemoglu et al. (2008), who deny that democratization requires economic development nor a
Acul ture of democracyo. I n a thorough stu
development and democracy, they argue that the cornelagtween the two is not due to a

causal effect from the former to the latter, but rather that both are independently affected by

one or more variables not included in the model (Acemoglu et al 2008). In order words, the
relationship is spurious. They rdathis conclusion by controlling for any of a possibly large
number of countryés attributes that are fi xe
be attributes such as date of independence, population characteristics, geographic features,
borders ad power relationstahe time of state formation (see Acemoglu and Robinson 2000;
Acemoglu et al 2001 When controlling for such contextual factors the relationship between
economic development and democracy disappddns. implies that eonomic develoment

causes netther the emergence nor the survival of democracy.

Acemoglu et al (2008prgue that this result is consistent with the hypothesis that both
variables are a result of complex historical trajectories specific to each country. The
implicatonso f events that took pla&ad liend dccoumtcrayd
are still shaping economic and political life. As postulated in the critical juncture theory
crucial events can create a divergence when it comes to political and ecar@mge, and

these differences may persist over time (see Collier and Collier, B}@tpol 1978 Some

societies may embark on a path where by democratic institutions and economic success
emerged side by side. Conversely, tendencies such as authoritetitutions and failure

may develop as part of another path. There is a natural complementarity between political and
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economic institutions, as the long run political and economic development paths of societies

are intimately linked.

Studying former Ewpean coloniedcemoglu et alrgue that the institutional structures built

at the moment of colonization, the Acritica
development paths. More specific, factors such as settler mortality rates at theftime
colonization, the indigenous population density in 1500 and the date of independence
determined the strength of civil society and the early institutionabpet Strong civil

societies and early constraints on the executive branch of government wedtrib both

economic prosperity and democratization (Acemoglu and Robinson 2@@inoglu et al
2001;Acemoglu and Robinson 2006).

The same hypothesis can be applied to the relationship between mass values and democracy.
It is possible to hypothesize thboth values and political institutions can be explained by
undelying countryspecific factors:Some societies embarked on a path where people
gradually acquired liberademocratic values and the political institutions became transparent
and accountabléther societies embarked on a path of repressive forms of government and
citizens valuing authority and traditiolt.is not implausible to assume that historical country
specific variables such as religious tradition have had a crucial impact on bgihl ped s
intrinsic ideals and the accountability and transparency of governthéin is the case, the
relationship between liberglemocratic values and democracy disappears when controlling

for countryspecific timeinvariant effects. Perhaps we needdok to history to explain the

present level of both.

Testing Acemoglu and Robinsonds (2006) rigo
outcome falls outside the scope of my research question. Rather, | will apply their objections

to modernization heory to the study of mass attitudes and democfa&pontrolling for
countryspecific factors gives a more critical test of the theory. Thus, if the theory of mass

aspiratios passes this test its plausibility is strengthefied.

Hypothesis 2 The relationfip between mass attitudes and democracy still exists when

controlling for variables which vary between countries but not over time.

21 Acemoglu og Robinson (2007) indicates thatthere is no causal effect of values on dembeitey

have not carried out a systematic analysis to support this.
22 ps will be discussed in my methodological sectiibris easier to fail this testthan pass it, as fixed effects
removes a lot of varation. However, its plausibility is strengthened if it passes the test.
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The general proposition that there is a connection between mass attitudes and democracy says
very little about the naturef this relationship and what the causal mechanisms are. Again
drawing on the literature on modernization theory, it could be that this relationship is not due
to a causal link between attitudes and transitions to democracy, but merely a causal link
between attitudes and survival of already democratic regimes. These two processes are
different in nature, and may be a result of different explanatory factors (see Przeworski and

Limongi 1997). | wil look at these two outcomes separately.

4.3 Democratic transitions and survival

4.3.1 Democratic transitions

Il ngl ehart argudhentWhaplliestbat thes relationship they find between mass
attitudes and democracy is not only due to the effect of attitudes on democratic survival: They
argue that attitudes also affect demagic transitions through the causal mechanism of
collective action motivated by liberty aspirations (see Inglehart and Wa€1@&l; Inglehart et

al 2003; Inglehart and Welzel 2008; Welzel 2007; Welzel and Klingemann).2008

Implicit in Inglehartand Wele | 6 s ar gument i s the assumption
an authoritarian society: The political elite and the general public. When {ibenad cratic

values emerge and become widespread this will motivate the masses to act collectively to
push fo democratization. At the same time, the political elite may also aquire diberal
democratic values as a result of modernization, making it more likely to allow and initiate
democratic change. Yet, Il nglehart and We | z
aspirations at the mass level: It assumes that in the presence of mass pressure for
democratization, institutional change will take place even if the elite is not fibenalked.

Individuals who value freedom and sdlécision will participate in social nmements and
campaigns which put pressure on elites to respond to these demands (Inglehart and Welzel
2005).

Moreover,this theory of transitions implicitly assumes thatlective action motivated by a
desire for more freedom will have higher probabilitysuccess at bringing about regime
change towards democracy than other types of collective astedVelzel 2007; Welzeand

Klingemann 2008 Inglehart and Deutsch 2005). The reason is that both participants and
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leaders of democratic movements who argivated by genuine preferences for freedom will

be more dedicated than those motivated by instrumental reasons. This builds on studies
showing that people who have deeply internalized ideals such as freedom will gain
Aexpressive wut i | baseg @n thisidedhiredpective of the smess of this

action (Kuran 1991 Their demands will not be quelled by economic bribes and benefits
granted by authoritarian leaders, nor can it be held down inlothg run by repression
(Inglehart and Welze2008: 134).It is argued that under pressure from forces seeking to
institutionalize autonomy and sedikpression an authoritarian regime is unlikely to function
effectively in the long run As people increasingly place emphasis on libdeahocratic

values |, the regime faces growing -Blgedemgonseands i 0 n
the growth of dissident groups aadtiregimemovements (see Welzel 1999: 108). When

the regime can no |l onger bear t h ematérdizZep pr e s s

according to this theoryThis gives the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 Liberal-democratic values increase the probability of transitions from

authoritarian to democratic regimes

However, drawing on the literature on the relationshipvbeh economic development and
democracy, there are many reasons why can imagine that this relgtiensbt so straight
forward. Inglehart and Welzel can be accused of presenting a rather simplistic understanding
of regime change where liberdémocratic preferences are conved into institutional
change.These mechanisms may be prevented from happening in autocratic regimes: Liberal
democratic values may not translate so easily into collective action which again brings about
democratization. The literate on mass opposition and regime chaaffen assumes that
institutional change requires both motivation and opportunity (see e.g. Bueno de Mesquita
2003. Motivation is secured by the emergence of lib@inocratic values but people also

need the oppauhity to raise their demandand organize collective action

This draws on Przeworski and Limongi (1997)
merely brings about survival of already democracy regimes, rather than transitions to
democracy from authdarian regimes. The same objection may be relevant to the study of

mass attitudes and institutions. This requires that there is something about authoritarian or
semiauthoritarian regimes which blocks tipgoposedmechanismgying mass values to

democratzation. Either the selxpression values of the masseprisvented from translating
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into collective action, or this collective actiasprevented from bringing about institutional

change.

An extensive body of literature on the dynamic of authoritaréegimes suggests that thss

the case(seee.g. Bueno de Mesqta 2003 Schedler2002; Kuran1991; Francisco 2005;
Brownlee 2009 Brooker 2007J. Studiesshow howauthoritarian regimes are growing in
sophistication, becoming increasingly better at undeingipotential sources of oppositi.

Buero de Mesquita and Smith (2010) argue thazens look at two factors when calculating

the risk of participating in collective action agaitis¢ incumbent: The chances of success at
bringing about change, and tHi&ely benefits of such change relative to their present
situation. The authorsaargue that leaders have two mechanisms with which they can dissuade
the citizenry from joining mass political movements and rebelling. Firstly they can increase
the provisionof public goods, thereby improving the welfare of the citizens and diminishing
their desire for revolutionary change. This has been done-nichicountries such as Qatar

and economically development countries such as Singapore.

However, eonomic patroageis a strategy which requires extensive resources to an extent
which it is not a viable strategy for most countries. Alternatively, leaders can suppress the
provision of public goodsparticularly such goods as a free press, transparency, and
communicaibn technology which helps people coordinate and organize. These latter forms of
public goodsareo ft en referred to as Acoordination
Downs 2006) . Restricting these good dieslofi mi t s
oppositioni socal l ed fAsimatéeégno ¢ BoedddFodiestamde apnui t a
has gone as far as periodically closing down internet access and the phone network during

times of poltical unrest.

This restricts the practical ability foregime opponents to organize activities such
demonstrations, petitions and strikes. Moreover, it limitsothe p o s ialtility aorbrdadcast
their message and recruit new potential members to the movement. In addlitian(1991)
argues thatvhen themass media is monopolized by the government it becomes difficult for
potential oppositiormembergo evaluate the strength of the movement. The regime will aim
to block the production and dissemination of information potentially harmful to their own
survival, portrayng the sizeof the opposition as minimal.his will distort the informational
basis of the masses. Potential members of the opposition will view the risk of participating in
activitiesas higher than it is in adity (see Kuran 1991). Throughdse mechanismsggimes
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may endure even though there is a gap betwee
demand (Kuran 1991)Bueno de Mesquita (2005: 80) argues that many adherents to
moder nization theory t e naicstates arfe oot massiveoobskrvetsh e f

of political change; in fact, they setthe rules ofthe game atdhige m t o sui t their

Leaving the actions of dictators asidenother challenge to the viability od liberal
democratic oppositiormovemen is suggestedby the literaturepointing to the inherent
difficulty of organizingcollective actionin authoritarian societiesee Kuran 198). Insights

from rationalchoice suggests that an individual opposed to in the incumbent regime is
unlikely to paticipate in mass opposition if the personal risk of joining in collective action

could outweigh the personal benefit of a successful regime chébgan 1991: 14writes

thatii | t i's gener al-intgrestito let athers enake the gacrificagaired to
secure the regimeb6s downfall, f dmagoadheeam ol ut i
enjoy whether or not he has contributed tadmlizatom. As a result, an up

materialize even if the number of people holditbg tatde mocratic aspirations and desiring
more freedom conigute a substantial majorityffthe pot ent i al paradyzedbbyut i o n:
the realizationof hisppe r | es s ne s s 0 This impliesnthatlre®Ddiscontehdddes

not necessarily generatepopular uprising against the political status quo.

These arguments challenge the democratic political culture thesis, which seems to assume that
if intrinsic democratic preferences become widespreadugh they will translate into
political action eve in the presence of the discouraging effect of repression (Weldel an
Klingemann 2008: 663). The essences that the success of attpts at repression or
discouragng collective action depends on the size of the mass opposition itself, which
determines th costs of any repression. Although Kuran (1991) emphasizes how individuals
due to communication problems very often overestimate the cost of repression, there is some
common ground between his theory and that of Inglehart and Welzel. Kuran argues that
degite the problems of collectiveowerlessnessa mobilization process may be sparkdti

due toindividuak need to be true to themselves. A person who is opposed to the regime but
chooses to accept it quietly faces an internal cost. If the discontemthe&tregimes becomes
intense, the cost of dissent may be outweighed by the satisfaction from being true to himself.
This explains why a person may choose to voice a demand for change even when the price of

dissent is very high and the chances ofa sutcess upr i sing very | ow. f
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value they attach to sedf x pr es s i on, they are relatively
writes Kuran (1991: 19).

| deduce two hypothesis from these objections.
Hypothesis &: Repression reduces the effettass attitudes on democratization

Hypothesis 4b Lack of freedom of expression reduces the efficmass attitudes on

democatization

Alternatively, it could be that mass values have an effectnbatmore complex manner than
suggested by Inglehart and Wdlzén a study of modernization theory Kennedy (2010)
proposes that the effect of income on democratization works in two contradictory ways. It has
a stabilizing effect on all regimés in rich societies the state has sufficient resources to
support an extasive repression apparatus. Moreover, in rich societies the governing coalition
is often large which means that a large portion of the population is invested in the current
institutions (Kennedy 2010; Fearon and Laitin 2003). This means that the absohiderrof
transitions to democracy is not necessarily going to be much higher in rich countries than in

poor.

At the same time, when a transition actually occurs at higher level of development, it is likely

to result in democracy. Kennedy suggests thatittis due to t he populatio
for reedom and sekxpression, but he does not go onto test this. As the democratizing effect

of economic development is conditioned on a regime change taking place, Kennedy calls this

the conditional probaliiy model. Applying thismodelio the effect of mass attitudéscan be

argued thatbecause spirationsfor freedom and sellecisionare associated with income

level, the countries with widespread liberal values are likely to be high insmeeties and

therefoe less prone to regime change. Yet, when a transition actually occurs this is likely to

be democratic in countries where the masses demand freedom.
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4.3.2 Democratic survival

It is less controversial to show that there is a relationship betweernvalassam democratic

survival than showing a relationship betwestitudes and transitions. Even if mass attitudes

do not bring about transitions from authoritarian to democratic regimes, it is possible that
mass attitudes sustain existing democratic regimestHer words, it seems plausible that

even if I nglehart and Wel zel 6s proposed caus
collective action does not take place in authoritarian regimes, it will take place in
democraci es. A1 n detyeigdprobably nwie lessemtiak for conselidating anol ¢ i

maintaining democracy than for initiating it

As argued above, income level may have a stabilizing effect on all regimes by preventing
collective action and social unrest. Vakentered theories meanwhile, assume that mass
attitudes have a stabilizing effect on democracy independently of the effect of income. This
builds on the literature emphasizing the importance of a vivid civil society to the survival and
consolidation of dmocracy (e.g. Diamond 1994; Diamond 1999). It has been suggested that a
liberator i ented ci vil society is Ilikely to serve
of democratic governments, checking their potential abuses and violations of thendaw,
subjecting them to publ And cosverselytthandgrocrdcyis a mo n

fragile when it is a Ademocracy without d e mo

The argument is that an emancipatorgented public will discipline the governing elite. Not
only will the aspirations of the masses put pressure on the elected officials to obey by the
democratic rules of the game, it will also affect the culture of the elites. The mentality of the
elites is not isolated from the rest of society. Elected officilsabstain from exploiting

their power on the expense of the opposition and its electorate. This reduces the risk that the
opposition and its mass constituencies, those who lose political elections, will turn-to non
democratic means in order to promoteit interests. Having less to fear from handing over
power to the winners of the election, the incentives to carry out a political coup or violent
opposttion vanish. This prevents politics rom becoming a-gera game in which the
loosing part in an eléon can accept exclusion from state power without fearing for their
basic interestgsee Inglehart and Welzel 2005; Dahl 1998; Diamond 1994; Diamond .1999)

Moreover, if the threat of a coup or a political entrenchment arises, the masses are likely to

turn to collective action to prevent this. Conversely, if the system remains open and
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democratic ordinary people will channel their demands through democratic chéseels
Welzel and Klingemann 2008; Welzel 200%).sum, both the winners and the losers of a
election will be disciplined by an emancipatiggented public at the same time as they will
be more likely to act out of a genuine commitment to democratic ideals. This will prevent

potential threats to democratic sustainability. From this | deducieldwing hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5L iberal-democratic mass values increases the chance that a democratic regime

will survive, controlling for income level

Against this, it can be argued that maybe it is the other way around: The persistence of
democraticinstitutions create and sustain libed®mocratic valuesl have already touched

upon the argumenthat liberal values are in fact a result of prexsoexperience with
democracy (Rostow 196 Muller and Seligson 1994; Hadenius and Teorell 2Q06dberg

2006. This is a version of the problem of endogeneity, which arises when we cannot exclude
that an independent variable such as values is not determined by other variables in our model,
such as democracy. Institutional learning theory argues that pesptetd value democracy

only by experiencing democratic institutions for many years. The values we are interested in
must then be seen as result of many years of democracy, rather than an explanation. | will

return to this problem in the methodological teec

This is related to theargument thattransitions to democracy and survival of already
democratic regimeare different processes with different explanatidnstitutional learning
theory is not necessarily incompatible with the proposition thatralibealues make
democracies endure. However, it is incompatible with the claim that values can bring about
transitions from authoritarian to democratic regimes. The theory implies that liberal values
and freedom aspirations cannot emerge in an autocrgstiens, and it looks for other factors

to explain democratization.

4.4 Summary

In this chapter | have presented my theoretical contribution which entails a more sophisticated
understanding dahe relationship between lbemdémocratic values and democracyeT

starting point has been I nglehart and Wel zel
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which consistsof two links: One tying soci@conomic modernization to the emergence of
liberatdemocratic values and another tying libetamocratic values tdemocracy. The

second link, which is the concern of this thesis, can be understood in three ways.

First, it implies that liberatlemocratic values have an effect d@mocracy level. It prompts
us to expect that a people are liberal oriented should belik@yeto be democratic

according. This propostion is challenged theoretically by the argument that underlying
historical factors specific to each country may explain both level of lidemrabcratic values
and democracy. Hence, if there is a correlatimtween the two it is perhaps not due to a

causal effect from values to democracy.

Second, it implies that liberdlemocratic values have an effect on transitions from
authaitarian to democratic regimes, through promoting collective action which wih pus
authoritarian leaders to democratize. This is challenged by the literature on authoritarian
regimes pointing to the inherent difficulty of carrying out change in an authoritarian context
where dictators are able to neutralite® consequences of valueange and popular

discontent.

Third, it implies that liberalemocratic values helps to sustain already democratic regimes.
Proponents of institutional learning theory however, argue that even if there is a relationship
between the two this due an effeabnfr democracy on attitudes rather than the other way

around.

The hypotheses drawn frothis discussionwil be tested in chapter Gable 1 summarizes
the hypothesesthe key theoretical contributions as well as the theoretical perspediegs t
are associated with. For each of the three different outcomes | am looking at | confront the

proposition of Inglehart and Welzel with a theoretical objection.
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Table 1.

Three sets of hypotheses

Outcome Hypothesegproposition Key contributions Related
approaches
Democracy lewel | 1. Liberal-democratic values increase| Inglehart and Welzel (2005)| Theories of mass
the probabilty ofa high level of values and
democracy modernization
theory
2. The relationship between mass Acemoglu et al (2008) Historical
attitudes and democracy still exists | Acemoglu and Robinson perspective

when controlling for variables which
vary between countries but not over
time.

(2006).

Democratic 3. Liberaldemocratic valuesincreasq Inglehart and Welzel (2005){ Theories of mass
transitions the probability oftransitions from Welzel (2007). Welzel and | values and
authoritarian to democratic regies Klingemann (2008) modernization
theory
4a: Repression reduces the effect of | Przeworski and Limongi Agency
mass attitudes on democratization (1997). Kuran (1991). perspective
4b: Lack of freedom of expression Bueno de Mesquita (2003). | Economic
reduces the effect ofass attitudeson perspective.
democracy
Democratic 5: Liberal-democratic mass values Inglehart and Welzel (2005)] Theories of mass
survival increases the chance that a democra| Diamond (1999). values and

regime will survivegontrolling for
income level

modernization
theory.

Institutional learning theory

Rostow (1960). Muller and
Seligson (1994). Lindberg
(2006).

Agency
perspective
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5 Research Design

5.1 Overview of the chapter

The aim of this thesis is to investigate whether certain mass attitudes can explain the
emergence and survival of democratic regimes. The very nature of democratization,
happening due to a combination of factors and during the¢se of many years and in
conjuncture with numerous other factorscomplicates the job of detecting its determinants.

In this chapter | present a research desigriuding choserestimators, variables and data,
which arguably can take into account nyaof the theoretical characteristics of the

relationship between mass attitudes and democracy.

In the first section | briefly makeéhe case that the statistical method can produce fruitful
insights regarding the relationship betwemass attitudes and mhecracy, and in the second
section Idiscussthe relevant methodological challenges to my stutdghow that there are
particularly four major challenges: Problems of endogeneity, omitted variable bias and related

to the latter, problems of heterogenedynd autocorrelation.

An important characteristic of my research design is the s@stgonal timeseries structure

of my data which | discuss in the third sectioAs opposed to studies based on cross
sectional data | am able to utilize variation botlerotime and between countries to make
more accurate inferences regarding the relationship between mass attitudes and democracy.
This data structure allows me to mitigate some relevant threatuusalcmferences in this

thesis, at the same ascieates pblems which affects my choice of estimation techniques:
While ordinary least square (OLS) regression is rendered insufficient, | céstsetors and

models which build on, but refine, various aspects of the OLS estim&tese estimation

techniques Wi be discussed in detail in the fourth section.

In the fifth section show how | deal with the challenge of missing values in the survey data
by carrying out multiple imputationAn important premise in this thesis is that although
imputation to deal wit a high number of missing values leaves us with some uncertainty
when it comes to the results, the uncertainty stemming from the alternatimaking

inferences only based on cresactional variatiori is even moreproblematic As such, |
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argue that my@proach provides the best qualified guess based on the availablEidatiy,

in the sixth section present my choice of independent variable and control variables.

5.2 The case for a statistical analysis

In this thesis| set out to test a theorgroposinga causal effect of mass attitudes on
democracy. As | touched upon in chapter 3, institutional change is the outcamenplex
causal configurations, themporal structueof events which may intersect with one another,
and the relative timing of thahtersection.As a result, it is difficult to detect the causal
determinants of democratic outomces,fmariables may have different causal effects across

heterogeneous contextso (Mahoney and Ruesche

| follow King, Keohane and Verba (1994) amguing that the aim of social science is causal
inferences, in the sense of drawimgpre generalconclusions on the basis of specific
observationsT he A f unda méin taashl infereree ith soaial science ading to

King, Keohane, Verbas the geeralunfeasibilityof controlled experiments. The advantage

of an experimental setting is that it allows us to exclude all rival explanatory variables other
than the controlled stimuli, an opportunity we do not have irexperimental studietsee
Chalmes 1999; King Keohane and Verba 1995; McDern&ft02. Wooldridge (2009: I7)
argues thatmost hypotheses in the social sciences are ceterisysam natre: all other
relevant factorsnust be fixed when studying the relationship between two variablesise
Shepsle 2006). The hypothesis that libelamocratic valuebBavean effect on the emergence
and sustainability of democracy requires that this relationship is not due to other factors. As

we operate in a neexperimental setting, it is challengirtg exclude such sources of bias.

This has led some to argue that explanations of democratization can best be understood
through historical case studies of the different complex paths that led to democracy in
different contexts (see Mahoney and Rueschem@@®3; Brady, Collier and Seawright

2004) It has been argued thaemhocratization is unique for each context and in order to

detect causal relationships we need a disaggregated appdsch. f ace a situatio
sometimes leads to y and other timred (George and Bennet 2005), andhals been argued

that the best e can do when it comes to determinant of democracy is to make «conditional
generalizations»that is generalizations which are valid under certain empificalc o p e
condition® (see Georgeand Bennett 2005 Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2003:.1BYy
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limiting the analysis to certain contexts we are able to control for variables which are

particular to a certain country, region or tiperiod, hence eliminating rivaling explanations.

However, staistical analysis should be seen as precisely a way of mitigd#nghallenge of

nonlinear contingent relationshigsy controlling for heterogeneity between observafidns
((Lieberson 1991 Shepsle 2006; King, Keohane and Verba 1994). Both interactiectef

between variables and timing of events are theoretically possible to incorporate as terms in
our statistical model. Ideally we would be ali¢eincorporate in our model the variables
accountingor the heterogeneity between countriésve have notdentified these a second

best solution is controlling for unknown countsgecific factors. The complexity and
heterogeneity which characterizes processes of democratization is certainly a challenge to the
project of drawing general inferences, but & should be to incorporate this complexity

Il nto our statistical model . AComplexity is |

noomake them any |l ess scientifico (King, Keoh:

5.3 Some important methodological challenges

| focus on four methodological challenges which may produce false inferences regarding the
relationship between mass attitudes and political institutions. Rirst likely that there are
variables not included in my explanatory model which affect bboth level of liberal
democratic valueandthe level of democracy in a certain country. The problenomitted
variables was discussed in detail in the theoretical chapter, related to the argument of
Acemoglu et al (2008) that underlying historical faceers p |l ai n bot h a countr
and its level of democracylhat is, the major source of bias when studying this proposed
relationship is variables which vary between countries but not over time. There are many
potential candidates to variables whiotay affect both mass attitudes and democracy, for
instance religious traditions and early experience with accountable government. If these
variables are not accounted for, the relationship between values and democracy may be
exaggerated (see Stock and ¥¢at 2007 ; Kennedy 2009; Hsiao 2003). Or we might conclude

#King, Keohane and Verba argue that the biggest challenge in studies with few number of caspmisiém
Aindeterminate research desi gn 0 which makdslisungbleto rdave m of f e\
causal inferences. We lack the necessary empirical basis for excluding rival explanétiansd et er mi nat e
research designis the sine quard causal inference (King, Keohane og Verba 1994: 116).
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falsely that the correlation between the two is due to a causal relationship (see Acemoglu et al
2008).0ne of the aims of this thesis is to respond to the problem of omitted variables, and
evaluatewhether this bias accounts for the proposed relationship betwee n-tleenatratic

values and democracy.

The second and third challenge are related to the problem of omitted variabledail to
identify and include all countrgpecific contextual v@ables in our modelthe error terms

will be correlated within countriegieteroskedasticitgccurs if the variation of the dependent
variable around the regression surfadde error varianei is not the same everywhere. The
differences in the error ten may be correlated with some of the explanatory variables in the
model (see Kennedy 2009: 115). It is not implausible to think that the level of Hiberal
democratic values is a better predictor of democracy level in some countries than in other. For
instance, it could be that the liberdémocratic values have stronger effect in rich countries
than in poor countries. For instance, Ghana may hdasgear error term than Germany due to
unmodeled factorsleading to inconsistent or meaningless coefficiebimeges (see Hsiao
2003)

Furthermore,the problem ofautocorrelation occurs 1 the error terms are systematically
correlated in one way or another. For instanbe,disturbance term Bingapore in 1997 may
be correlated with the disturbance term ingapore in 1996 and in 1995. Historical factors in
Singapore may influence both the probability of democracy and a {@erabcratic culture
at any time and as a result the error terms for this country may correlate oveD fierethe
problem of heterogeeity and autocorrelation go together. If there is betwsmmtry
heterogeneitys result of omitted variables and these variables correlate ovethigrleads

to withinrcountry correlation (Rabklesketh and Skrondal 2008).

We have a situation of exogeity when the explanatory variables are not affected by other
variables in the model. Conversetye problem oendogeneitypccurs when an explanatory
variable is affected by other variables in the model. In praat&care mainly concerned with
the probdem occurring whenheexplanatoryariable is affeddby the dependent variable. In
real life there is often a reciprocal relationship between an explanatory factor and the outcome
where the two variables reinforeach otherThis may lead tobiased OLSestimatesit is
problematic to assume that my independent variable, koenalbcraticvalues, is exogenous.
As noted in the previous chapter there are many theoretical reasons why we can imagine that
experience with democratic institutions affedche dtitudes of the masses. Institutional
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learning theory argues that people internalize an appreciation of freedom aedpse$fsion
after living under democratic institutiorisee Muller and Seligson 1994f this is the case
the variable representing weds may correlate with the past or the present error terms,

creating biased results.

These challenges can all be seen as symptoms of the problems faciegpeoimental
studies (see Hsiao 2003). If our data was generated by controlled experiments adve coul
normally exclude omitted variable bias. Moreover, we cold normally exclude the possibility
that different observation units were influenced by different factors, thereby omitting the
problem of heteroskedasticity. Finally, as we are in control of tineustithe explanatory

variable, we would be able exclude endogeneity.

5.4 Analyzing cross-sectional time-series data

One of the main contributions of this thesis is the use of-tenes crossectional data
(TSCSdata) in the study of mass attitudes on demaoy, also called panel data. A major
advantage of crossection timeseries data is that it allows us to make inferences based on
both variation over time and between countr
regarding the relationship betwesmass attitudes and democracy is mainly based on variation
between countries, but thisasguablean insufficient source of information if we aim to make
causal inferences (see Kennedy 20893l that a positive significant coefficient tells us in

this instance is that liberademocratic values tend to appear in countries with a democratic
political system, while survival values are more common in countries where autocrats are in
charge. In lack of other pieces of evidence this systematic pattern isieatiowl in favor of

an effect of values on institutions, but it is a vulnerable source of inference. The thbizty

| am interested inassumes explicitly that democratic values bring about the emergence and
survival of democracy. That is, it is a thgoof co-variation over time and not only €o
variation across units. If the theory is to hold up to scrutiny, we should be able to identify
covariance along the time dimensiaithin countriesand not onlybetweercountries That is,

changes in mass attiiesl should be followed by the proposed changes in poltical institutions.

241n Inglehart and Welzel (2005) studies of cressection data is supplied by pooled creestional data with
observations at two different tinsections. This does not, however, allow for thetiaries techniques which

are carried outin my thesis. Inglehart and Welzel (2005) also presents one model which looks at the change in
values and democracy which took place between two years, but with only two observations overtime this is a
very limited time-series.
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Another advantage of timgeries crossectional data is that it increases the number of units
available for inferences. As compared to cresstioml data, the number of units inases
from N (number of cross sections) to NT (number of csesstions times number of time
points). My data consists &6 countries and 2&ears, which leads to more th&800
observations. This means théie problem of indeterminate research desigtikedy to be
reduced, as the number of observations to independent variables will in¢seaséng,
Keohane and Verba 1994).In other words, it raises the leverage for excluding rival
hypothesesWith this more informative data, more efficient estimatis possible(see
Kennedy 2009)

Furthermore, an important advantage of tisegies crossectional data is that it allows for
estimation techniques which can mitigate the methodological challenges relevant for this
thesis. First of all, by utilizing thathere is variation both over time and between countries
panel data techniquesan control for omitted variables which vary eithexclusivelyover

time or exclusively between countries. That is, it can control for omitted variables which are
specifictoeach country but do not vary over timeaving us with only variation over time
Conversely, it can help us to control for omitted variables which do not vary between
countries but not over time. Sonadaim that the ability to deal with this omitted vaidab
problem is the main attribute of panel dg&ee Kennedy 20099° Second, panel data
techniques can take into account the problem of endogeneity, by taking advantage of
instrument variables which are uncorrelated with the error term but correlated heith t

endogenous independent variable (see Kennedy 2009

Ordinary least square regression (OLS) has been a popular method in comparative political
science, (see e.g. Inglehart and Welzel 2005) but it is an estimation technique which fails to
deal with the mar methodological problems related to my research program. OLS assumes

that the model is correctly specified meaning that there are no relevant omitted variables. It
assumes that the error terms ammoscedastiand independent acdach otherMoreover, it

assumes that the independent variables fallg exogenoug®. As | have showed these

25 \ve cannot, however, control for variables which vary both over time and between countries which means that
the threat of omitted variables cannot be excluded completely.

26 For a thorough presentation of these assumptions see e.g. Kg@neet 4142).
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assumptions are unlikely to hold in thisthe3ishi s gi ves a situation
374) words, thefimethodology is not aligned with the ontolady

In sum tken, |1 consider the most important methodological challenges in thestigation to
be endogengy, heterogeneity between observations units,-aependent observations, and
related to the two latter, omitted variable bias. As a resufiventionalOLS regression is
rendered inappropriate, and more sophisticated methods should be appligtie next

section | deal with the relevant estimation techniques in more detail.

5.5 Choosing estimators

55.1 OLSFixed effects

It has commonly been argued that the most gmpate method for cross sectional thseries
data iSOLS with panel corrected standard erraseBeck and Katz 19952001]). This is an
estimator which akes into account the fact that the disturbance terms are likely to be

correlaed, both over time whtin the same countrgnd betweermountriesat the same time

point t. It takes into account the fact that the model may be better at explaining democracy in

some countries than others, in other words that there is heterosked&sticity.

Yet, OLS with panekorrected standard errclaims will identify arelationship between
liberatdemocratic values and democra®gardless of whether this is due to variance over
time or variance betweetountries.| have already argued thatferring acausalrelationship
from the fact thatmass attitudesand political institutions cevary across countries is
problematic. Ideally, ifvalues explairdemocracythere should be covariance along the time

dimension and not only across countries.

2"Hall points out that the fundamental assumptions scholars make about the nature of the social and political
world are gradually becoming more intricate including distant events, complex interaction effects and
endogeneity. He emphasizdse need to adapt methods which can account for this reality, rather than assuming

A

to simple causal, consistent, and independent effects

in a field must be congruent with its prevailing ontologies( Ha | | 2003: 374) .

8| run my models using panel corrected standard errors as part of the robustness testsin chapter 7.
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Fixed effects modelsontrol forall variance between crosections in order to infer from the
variance over time. In this model each cfesstion is assigned a specific intercept which is
treated as a fixed unknown parameter (Relesketh and Skrondal 2008). This means that
factors wlich vary between countries but not over time are kept constant. In other words, the
part of the error term which is specific for each country is moved to the intercept, thereby
reducing the problems of autocelation and heteroskedasticity.is also a vay of removing

the effect of omitted vaables specific to each country, a@ch subject serves as their own
control in this model (Rabelesketh and Skrondal 2008{.should be noted that fixed effects
regression is not a npasmaceEAcémogbwmi etedl|l vao
control for timespecific omitted variables. However, it is a technique well suited for the
relationship between attitudes and democracy, as the major source of bias regarding this

relationship are likely to be oatry-specific.

Acemoglu et al (2008) emphasize the advantage of controlling for cegpeiific factors in
studies of relationships of the kind invest
objects of study such as institutions and semionanic factors are systematically affected by
historical contextual factors specific for each country. For instance, geographical or cultural
factors may influence both economic development and democracy, creating the impression

that there is a strong relatehip between the two.

However, fixed effects models are not unproblematic. Critics argue that the model waste a lot

of valuable information(see e.g. Beck and Katz2001, Plumper and Troege2011).2°.

Controlling for all factors which vary between countiieg not over time, the estimator is not

using all the relevant information from our data set. The model will fail to estimate
theoretically timeinvariant variables, such as geography, colonial heritage or a climate prone

to tropical diseases. Followirfigom this, it has been pointed out that the model is inefficient
when i1t comes to estimating the effect of va
is, very little variance over time within the cressction units. As a result, fixed effect

models may generate higher standard errors and unreliable estimates than alternative models,

which increases the risk of committing type Il errors

2% plumperand Troeger (20Q7also emphasise thatit may be misleading to view methods controlling for unit
fixed effects as ways obpturing systematic influence from omitted variablEsne-variant omitted variables
may still bias the estimates.
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Plimper and Troeger (2006) point out that many variables are close tmvam@nt for the

period underanal ysi s simply because of researcher
lengthening the time period under observation could be a way of making the variable vary

over time. If this is not feasible in practice, the effect of our variables in question will
disappear when controlling for countspecific timeinvariant effects. Meanwhile, these time

invariant variables may be theoretically interesting. It has been argued that such models risk

At hrowing out the baby wit hssdctloeal variatbrhwhighat e r o
political scientists are mainly interested in is left out (Beck andz R@01; Plumper and

Troeger 200Y>°

As | am mainly interested in the effect of particular values on democracy, it is less
problematic that the fixed effectsiodel fails to produce a coefficient for tinmevariant
variables such as geography and colonial heritage. It is problematic, however, if the estimator
also fails to produce an efficient estimate of the effect of mass values index because this

variable ha very lttle withirvariance.

55.2 GMM (Arellano-Bond)

Although OLS fixed effects deals with the problem of autocorrelation and heteroskedasticity,
the problem of endogeneity slkthreatening the parameters and our ability to assign causal
interpretationdo our resultsThus, trying to account for endogeneity is an important step in
clarifying the relationship between the twbdhe fixed effects OLS model assumes strict
exogeneity. If a variable is not strictly exogenous it mayelatewith the past ortie present

error terms, creating biased results.

The generalized methenl-moments (GMM) estimator advanced by Arellano and Bond
(1991) seeks to solve the problems of autocorrelation and heteroskedasticity at the same time
as itseeks to mitigate the pri@m of endogeneityThis estimator measures the effect of a
change in the independent variables on the change in the level of democracyfirssing

differences to transform the equation

%0BeckandKatzl 2001: 285) argues that A(é) although we can e
variables, the fixed effect wikoak up most of the explanatory power of these slowly chaning variables. Thus, if
a variable (é) changes over ti me, but slowly, the fixe
either substantively or statistically significanto
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Democracy= (Democracyi 1 +Valuesb # u
into
gDemocracy;= UDpmocracyi 1  +Valepgh +; ou

This means that the parameters should be interpreted as the effects of changes in the
explaratory variables on changes in y, and this has two important advankiggs.by
differing the data the countispecific timeinvariant effects are removed. All we are left is the
variation over time, while all factors which do not vary over time including the ones that vary
between countries are removdileva 2007).We can see that that the courspecific error

term, e, is remved from the full error term, u (v represents the error term common to all

countries):

Pu= @V pe

which means that

UtT Ut-1= (VT Vi) + (& €-1) = &l &1

Second, this may help to mitigate the problem of endogeneity: If democracy has an effect on
liberaldemocratic values this is unlikely to be due to changes in democracyferyear to

the next, but rather the level of democracy in a country (Mileva 2003addition to allowing

for exogenous instruments the model will also include lagged levels of the endogenous
regressors. This makes the endogenous variabledgbeemine and, therefore, not correlated

with the error term in equation. The fidifferenced lagged dependent variable is also
instrumented with its past levels (Mieva 2007).

The fact that the estimator allows for a feedback effect from democracy to-tileenakratic
valuesmakes it more plausible to interpret our results in terms of causality than for instance

when using the OLS estimator.

5.5.3 Dynamic Probitmodel

All the models | have looked at so far, OLS regression, fixed effects OLS and GMM
Arellano-Bond, orate with level of democracy as dependent variable, or to be more specific,

changes in level of democracy in the latter instance. The theoretical chapter made it clear that
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| am also interested in distinguishing between transitions to democracy andaku¥iv
already democratic regimes. This can be achievethéans of a dynamic probit model (see
e.g. Przeworski et al. 2000), which uses a dichotomous dependent variable where autocracy is

coded 0 and democracy coded 1.

This type of model is sometimes @l transition model (see Beck et al 2002), and has been
utilized by for example Przeworskiand Limongi (1997), Przeworski et al (2000), Boix (2003)
and Gleditsch and Ward (2006). The logic behind this model is that the probability of
democracy at t geendson the value on y atl. The model analyses the transitions from a
lagged y oD or 1 to a current y of 0 or, &llowing for daerent processes based on the lagged

value ofy. The probabiities of y = 1 at t becomes

P(Democracy= 1|Democragy; £ 0) =Probit(Valuegh,)

P(Democracy= 1|Democragy; £ 1) = Probit(ValuesU)

When using thesamevariables to explain both this can be written more compactly as
P(Democracy= 1) = Probit(Valuegh; + y: ;Values U)

where

b= U; 1 B

as the effect ovalues at;.; vanishes whe®emocracy ; £ 0. Thus,thep a r a mandieates b
the effect ofliberaldemocratic values on the probability of democracy at time t given
autocracy att-1. That is, the effect ovalueson the probability of democratizatio.he
parameteb, = U ; ifidicaftes the effecdf valueson the probability oflemocracyat time t
given that there is democracy at timeltin other words, the effect of values on the

probability of democracy surviving from one year to the next.

In practice | estimate these parameters by including the lagged dependent variable
Democracy; as well as interaction terms betwe®@mocracy; and all other lagged
explanatory variables. The interaction terms will model the probability of a democracy
surviving om t1 to t. Ifdemocracy is O atl the interaction term will equal 0. If we want to
look at transitions from nedemocracy to democracy we look at the lagged explanatory

variables.
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5.6 Missing values and multiple imputation

i | archaeologisteshrew away egry piece of evidence, every tablet, every piece of pottery
that was incomplete, we would have entire cultures that disappeared from the historical
recordo (King and Honaker 2010: 563).

A fundamental challenge to my analysis is the lack of temporal iariain the data from

World Values Survey. As of today, the World Values Survey contains only five waves, the
first one carried out in 1981 and the most recent one in 2009. The European Values Study
contains four waves, carried out in the same time inteMahy countries have participated

in less than fie waves, meaning that thereaisignificant amount of gaps in the survey time
series. In this section | justify using multiple imputation to cope with this missingness
problem, and in particular the im@tion algorithm Amelia Il developedy King and
Honaker (2010).

A conventional response to the problem of missing variables has been listwise deletion, a
procedure where all the units with at least one missing values are excluded from the analysis.
Reviewing recent studies of survey data King et al (2001) claim that around 94 % of all
studies employ I|istwise deletion. At the san
of valwuable i nformation at bestal200ll Tosstarv er e s
with the first, even if data is missing completely at random, listwise deletion leads to
inefficient inferences. It has been shown that the point estimate in the average political
science article is about one standard error farther dveay the truth because of listwise

deletion as compared to omitting the entire variable with missing values (King et al 2001).
This is half the distance from no effect to
(ie., two standard errors from z@x Moreover, Hoeyland and Nygaard (2011) in their

replication of Collier andHoeffler (2004) show that listwise deletion create massive bias.

Second, in reality the missing values are very often systematic and this may lead to serious
selection bias. Aong the 97 participants in the World Values Survey there is an overweight

of rich, democratic countries among those who have participated in all survey waves. The
same things goes for the democracy indicators from both Freedom House and Polity and

socioeconomic indicators such as GDP per capita, school enrolment and income inequality.
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That is, societies with a democratic political system and where the masses usually hold liberal
selfexpression values are likely to have fewer gaps in the $anies. f we were to delete all
countries which failed to participate in one or more survey wave, we would gethset

prone to exaggerate tldfect of values on democracMoreover, what if specific types of
dictatorship are selected out of the sample atqadati points in time. It is likely that those
autocratic regimes which expect that they have less to fear from carrying out a survey will be
likely to allow it. For instance, regimes which expect that there are suppressed desires for
democracy and liberalemocratic values in the population will have incentives to contain this
information. This may lead to systematic biases. There may of course be other explanations
than regime tactics for why some autocratic regimes are not in the sample, but it is not
implausible to believe that there are systematic differences between those dictatorships where
surveys have been carried out regularly and dictatorships which have not participated in

several waves.

Multiple imputation techniques seek to increase the efijeas well as minimize the
selection bias following from listwise deletitn Each missing value is filled in with several
imputations, built on information extracted from the noissing observations via a statistical
model. The idea behind this is thaither than excluding all incomplete information, we
should use the partial sources and combine together to reconstruct much of the complete

picture (King and Honaker 2010).

Although multiple imputation has several advantages over listwise deletion ihenitably
produceimputed valuesharacterized bg minimum ofuncertainty especially when we deal

with datasets with a large number of missing values. Yet, a central premise in this thesis is
that accepting this uncertainty is a price that | am wiltmgpay to avoid other more serious
sources of bias. First of all, there are many reasons to assume that the inferences regarding the
effect of values on democracy will be more uncertain using the original dataset. | have already
discussed Kingand Honakes cl aim t hat l i stwise deletion
than multiple imputation. In addition, | have showed that making inferences regarding the
effect of values on democracy solely based in esassional variation is very problematic,

and mg leave us the impression that values has an effect on democracy although ieere is
co-variation between the two ovente

31 Anothe commonly used tool for handling missing values in political science s linear interpolation, but this
method becomes increasingly more problematic when each gap in the time series is larger than one year (see
Hgyland and Nygard 2011).
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The advantage of King and Honaker 6s proposed
to other imputation techniques, is thate wget an estimate of the uncertainty of the
imputations, represented by the variation between the different imputations for each missing
value (see Little and Rubin 2002) will incorporate this uncertainty into my results and
interpretation by applying ynmost important models to each of the five imputed datasets. If

my results vary between the datasets | may be left with several rivaling explanations, but all |

can do is accept this uncertainty as part of my conclugibat is, |1 avoid drawing false
corclusions which ignore the uncertainty of the estimatesather, | accept that the

conclusions are not buligtroof.

Anot her advantage with King and Honaker 6s i
the reality of crossection timeseries data. @mpared to other imputation techniques
recognizes the tendency of variables to move smoothly over time, to jump sharply between
some crossectional units, and for tirngeries patterns to differ across many doies (King

and Honaker 2010Jsing Amelia I | impute for all the missing values between 1981 and

2009. | add a second order time polynomial in order to allow for the time series to move
smoothly, but with trends. | interact the time polynomials with each-®esson in order to

allow the patters over time to vary between the cresgctions. In other words, | allow for
countryspecific time trends. For each imputed values survey variable | add logical bounds

corresponding to its maximum and minimum values in order to prevent duifieiations>?

In sum, | impute both in order @nalyzethose countries who have not participated in all of
the World Values Survey waves and in order to fill in the gaps between the survey
observations in order obtain complete tisexies. The variation between timepiuted values

for each missing value reflects the uncertainty due to the high missingness. Amelia is
commonly used in recent studies (s=¢. Ross 2008; Hegre et al 2012; Stasavage 2005;
Kely and Kelly 2005; Gay 2002), and has been reported to prodiatslereestimates?

My imputation procedure solves the problem ofgyapmy timeseries. What | camot solve,
however, is potential bias due to the fact that several countries are excluded from analysis

altogether and the relatively short length of my tiseeies. The countries that have never

%2 |deally, | wouldhave addedigical bounds to each variable but when I tried to do so the imputation would not
run. | solved this by adding logical bounds to the imputed values, setting all values above the maximum values
to be equal to the maximum values, and all vahedsw the minimum value equal to the minimum vales.

331t should also be noted that Amelia does not technicallyremyd information to the dataset. Rather, it aims to

fill in the missing values without adding to the likelihood (see King and Honaker 2010).
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participated in WVS or EVS will be excluded altogetffer As of today, the WVS in
collaboration with EVS have carried out representative national surveys in 97 societies
containing almost 90 percent of the waslgpopuation. This means that a solid share of the
world is covered, but the countries whigle left out are likely to be correlated with both my

independent and my dependent variable.

The fact that the WVS carried out its first round in 1981 means that lotlincorporate
information from the years prior to this. All relevant information regarding the relationship
between values and regimes up until 1981 is left out. We fail to take into account the first and
second wave of democratizatibnro us e H (@a%)itenngas well &ssthe beginning of

the third wave of democratization taking place in the-t8d@0s. Boix and Stokes (2003) have
argued that studies of democratization limited to the 19®Operiod gives distorted
conclusions regarding the effectefonomic development on democracy. They argue that the
analysis should be extended back to-migeteenth centuryAt the same time, this problem is
mitigated by the fact that | use a gradual measure of democracy (the exact indicators are
described below)This means that | am able to capture all minor to significant changes in
level of democracy which took place during these years, in addition to all minor changes
towards autocracy. Hence, the variation on my dependent variable captures more than simply
the most prominent transitions from autocracy to democracy that took place during the third

wave of democratization.

5.7 Variables

| have already discussed the choice of indicator for my dependent variable, arguing that the
Freedom house index is the most ampite operationalization of myonception of
democracyIn this section | present my independent variables as well as a selection of control

variables.

5.7.1 Independentvariable: Liberal-democratic values

It foll ows from | ngl e haewdrk (20060 thatmehat 2 eferGosas t he o

liberaldemocratic valuesonsists of a selection of related aspirations lying at one end of a

34 Technically it would be possible to include these countries, but the
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dimension, where soalled survival values lie at the other end. Individuals emphasizing
survival values tend to give top iprity to economic and physical security. They often
perceive foreignerand cultural diversity as threatening, cling to traditional gender roles and

sexual norms, and emphasize absolute rules and old familiar norms. At the other end of the
dimension liesindividuals valuing human autonomy, participation, tolerance, trust and self
expression (Inglehart and Welzel 2005; 2008; 2009). They resemble what the literature on
attitudes has referred t-actsalidzimgdosown cent d
1988; Lasswell 1951; Adorno 1950). I rely on studies from psychology showing that
inclinations towards freedom, openness, tolerance and participation tapdeatogether in
asoecallediopen belief systemo ( R®Hkssmedthatthi@wlOoe; Sc h
syndrome varies consistently between populations. This means that a population which scores
high on of these attitudes scoring correspondingly high on the others as well (Welzel and
Inglehart 2007).

| have already showed that the maatues we are interested in are genuine commitments to
the intrinsic values of democracy, rather than asipport for democracy. This needs be
reflected in my operationalization. It is crucial to choose indicators which measure to what
extent aspirationfor freedom and selfiecision aractuallyinternalized by citizas. Schedler

and Sarsfield (2007 for example, show that to state support to democracy or label democracy
as a good thing does not necessary mean that people value the ideals which izeaeacter
democratic system. Different studies show that a very high share of respondents answer yes
when asked whether democracy is a good thing, but many of these same respondents lack an
understanding or appreciation of the content of the democracy cqiseepSeligson 2004).
Indicators which directly tap where respondents position when it comes to for instance
authorities, tolerance towards diversity and trust tend to coincide much better with the value

dimension which | am interested in.

At the same timeljberaldemocratic values should be distinguished frorcalied communal
attitudes, reflecting peopl e 6NewtdnR0O1; Punane ac h @
1993). People holding strong communal attitudes tenenmphasizesolidarity and trustn

fellow citizens. They are often members ofs@ | | ed fisociotropico as
charity, environmental and cultural associations and place great trust in state institutions such

as the army, the police and the civil service (see Welzel 206@p & with such attitudes are

unlikely to push for institutional change due to an (uncritical) confidence in the present
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system combined, at the same time as they do not have strong preferences for ideals such as
freedom and autonomy.

The World Values Swey contains a wide selection of indicators which can be seen as
tapping the liberalemocratic value dimension. In order to allow for a fair replication of

|l ngl ehart and Welzel s study I wi-deimocratit art o
values This is an additive index made up of fo
own feeling of happinessonafeproi nt scal e from AVery happyo
second measures respondents trust in other people, based on a questiethef thdr’she

thinks that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful. The third indicator
measur es a respondent s propensity to enga
respondent already has or would consider participating inngiga petition. Finally, the
autonomy index from the World Values Surve
independence, imagination, obedience or religious faith in the upbringing of children. I
combine the four indicators into an additive index raggrom O to 1, where 1 signifies very

liberal values.The histogram below ilustratethe distribution of this index:

Figure 1. | ngl ehart and Wel zel 6s values index

Values index

Index ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 equals most liberal values.

Inglehart and Welzel (2005) argueatht would have been preferable with an index made up
of a larger number of survey question, but that the problem of missing values put restrictions

on the number of feasible indicators. Having carried out a multiple imputation I am no longer
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limited by this restriction. In order to maximize reliability and validity, | also create an index
made up of 15 indicator s, chosen on the ba
theoretical propositions. In a discussion of the libeerhocratic value dimensiorhd

literature points to several sidomponents of this dimension (see Welzel 2006; Welzel 2007;

Welzel andKlingemann 2008), from which | select four.

Firstly, the dimension comprises tolerance towards diversity and people with different
backgrounds (se@/elzel 2007). To operationalize tolerance, | use four statements from the

World Values Survey which survey participant

or Al di sagreeo. Al agreeo is coded as 1 and
A. I would not like to have saneighbors People with a criminal record

B. | would not like to have aseighbors Peoplewith a different race

C. | would not like to have aseighbors Heavy drinkers

D. | would not lke to have aseighbors People with AIDS

Second, | include an egalitarianiemtation that supports the equality of women to men. To

operationalize attitude to gender equalty | use the following three statements:

A. A woman needs children to be fulffilled
B. University is more important for boys than for girls
C. Men make better politicaleaders than women

Respondents are asked to respond to the firs
as 1 and dl disagreeo (coded as 0). To t he
asked to choose between four options: Agree styo(igl agree (2), disagree (3) and disagree

strongly (4)

Third, I include liberabrientationsassigning priority on sexual freedom over restriction (see
Welzel and Klingemann 2008). Sexual liberty is operationalized with four indicators

measured byrecordng participantsdé6 response to the fo

To what extent can the following be justified?
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1. Homosexuality

2. Prostitution
3. Abortion
4. Divorce

Respondents are asked to rank their attitude to each statement on a scale from 1 to 10, where

1 equals nevejustifiable and 10 equals always justifiable.

Finally, 1 include an autonomous orientation question that emphasizes autonomy and
imagination against faith and obedience. | choose indicators based on participants response to

the following question:

Which, if any, do you consider to be especialy important? Please choose up to five.
A. Independence

B. Imagination

C. Obedience

D. Religious faith

If the respondent mentions a quality, this is coded as 1, and if it is not mentioned, this is coded
as 0. The four indicatomre then combined in such a way that a respondent gets one point for

each mentioned A and B and one minus point for each mentioned C and D.

All indicators are converted into dichotomous variables where 0 represent survival values and
1 represents liberadlemocratic values. They are then dmed into the four additive sub
compornts as described above, which again are additively combined intoextynded
liberatdemocratic values index. Below are the results from an atedtprincipal factors
analysis. he fact the Eigenvalue for Factor 1 is so strong compared to the Eigenvalues for
factors 24 confirmsthe theoretical assumption the four selectedsub-components tap one

common dimensiomvhich | refer to as liberademocratic values.The four dimengins also
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load relatively strongly on this one dimension, although autonomy has a lower ldesxtorg
than the other tle dimensiond>

Table 2. Factor analysis of the liberaldemocratic values index

Eigenvalues from factor analysis of four dimensions of liberal

democratic values

Factor Eigenvalue
Factor 1 1.60198
Factor 2 0.34967
Factor 3 -0.08925
Factor 4 -0.27992

Factor loadings for factor 1

Component Factor loading
Tolerance 0.7248
Sexual liberty 0.6890
Gender equality 0.7035
Autonomy 0.3271

The hisogram below describes the distribution of countries on the extended values index. We

can see that this index is closer to the normal distribution than the more narrow index.

Figure 2. Values index with 15 subcomponents

2 3 4 5 .6 7
Liberal-democratic values

% Theoretically however, the autonomy indicator is a very central componentazflied liberaidemocratic
values, as it directly taps respondents attitudes to authorities andpttwtaince of selfiecision. This explains
why | choosetoinclude it in the final index of libeddmocratic values despite its weak factor loading.
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Index ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 equalshiiberal values.

5.7.2 Controlvariables

As | am investigating the effect of values on political institutions, | want to filter out variables
which affect both values and political institutions, and hence may generate omitted variable
bias if not entered inggression modeln this section, | present the control variables which |
include in my modedl | have selected variables which in the literature have been shown to

affect both mass attitudes and democracy.

| carry out my analysis in several main steps argpecify the choice of control variables for

each of these steps. The f det(2005) a5 & stgptinglpajit | n gl
andas | want to replicate their analysis | select similar control variables. When adding fixed
effects and applpg the ArellaneBond estimator in the second step | keep the choice of
control variables constant in order to assure that any changes in the coefficient estimates are

due to the change in estimation techniques rather than other specification changes.

When carrying out the dynamic probit model in the third step | keep the variables which were
found to be significant in the models in step one and two. In addition | add a few variables
which the literature suggest are particularly relevant for the relatprsdtween liberal
democratic values and democracy. There are many more variables which | could have added
to this model in order to mitigate the problem of omitted variables as much as possible. This
however may stimulate problems of multicollinearity elniarises when two or several of the
explanatory variables correlate and indirect effects (see Kennedy 2008),12& as a result

| choose to leave these out of the original model. As part of the robustness checks in the last
chapter | estimate an extled model using additional control variables suggested from the

[terature.
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Control variables for replication model

Income

As level of liberald e mocratic values probably is stron

level (see Inglehart and Welzel 200%)isi necessary to investigate whether libelaiocratic

values have an effect on democracy independently of income. | operationalize income using
GDP per capita measured in 2000 US dollars, collected from the World Development
Indicators (WDI). In additia | carry out a robustnegsst using Purchasing Power Parity
adjusted (PPRadjusted) GDP per capita. This version of GDP per capita is calculated using
local prices, and may therefore be a better indicator of material security, the factor explaining
why income enhances liberdémocratic values according to the theory. | operate with log
transformed GDP per capita, as this transformation creates a distribution much closer to the

normal distribubbn than the original variable.
Education

Inglehart and Wezel 6s (2005) argue that education
liberatdemocratic values. Education creates an indepesmdewted public with a feeling of

more freedom and choice. At the same time education has been as an essential part of
modenization as described by Lipset (1959) who thought that this broad syndrome eventually
would enhance democratic development. | operationalize education using the net enroliment
ratio of children of official school age who are enrolled in primary schoolssawndary

school to the population of the corresponding official school age. The indicators are collected

from the World Development Indicators.
Ethnic fractionalization

It is commonly presumed that social heterogeneity limits the prospects for de nairatin
ethnically divided societies licity often becomes the most salient dimension of
competition, leadindgo the emergence of ethnic parties, divisive elections and an opposition
prone to violence and coupseg Alesina et al 2008orowitz 1985).It has been argued that
ethnic heterogeneity may impact on the design of political institutions and regime type (see
Lijphart 1999).At the same timesthnicallydivided societies may prevent the emergence of
trust and tolerance, thereby affecting both lehes| of liberaldemocratic values as well as the

level ofdemocracyTo measure this | include the Ethnic Fractionalization Index from Alesina
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et al (2003, capturingboth ethnic andlinguistic heterogeneity. It ranges from 0 to 1,
reflecting the pobability that two randomly selected individuals from a population belongs to

different groups.
Religion

Another variable which may impact both democracy and libdgatocratic values is
religious tradition. It is claimed that Protestantism has a poditipact on both democracy

and mass attitudes. Lipset (1959) argued that the flourishing of democracy in Western Europe
has had to do with the protestant tradition and its greater emphasis on individualism than
other religions. At the same time various dam® have argued that Catholicism, Orthodox
Christianity, Islam and Confucianism have a negative impact on the prospects of democracy.
Especially Islam is often identified as an obstacle to democracy (see Teorell 2010), although
many dispute that it is rég Islam in itself or really other factors associated with it such as
female subordination (see Fish 2002) or the fact that Islamic populations are often found
within the political context of the Arab World (Ro2601; Stepan and Robertson 203

include in my statistical model variables which capture protestantMumslim tradition.

These are dummy variables created from a variable in the Pippa Norris dataséfirmps
countries according to the religion which is practiced by the largest group plEpiecthis

society.
Export

It has been argued that so&oonomic development will be conducive to democracy only if a
country has a favorable position in the world economy, being able to trade with the
capitalistic centers (see Wallerstein 1974). Moegpfreetrade theory suggests that countries
which rely on international trade will develop liberal tendencies because their constantly
exposed to diverse new ideas from the outside (see Bollen and Jackman 1958). Hence, | want
to include a variable caping the extent to which a country relies on international trading
partners through exporthis is operationalized using an indicator measuring the value of
total exports of goods and services in constant 2000 US dollars, collected from the World

Bank natbnal accounts data.

Military expenditure
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Il ngl ehart and Wel zel (2005) also include
capacity in terms of military expenditure. They argue that extreme imbalances in the
distribution of wealth makes regimes edislb strong coerciveeapacities as the privileged
classes need power to protect the system against redistributional claims of the lowetclasses
Moreover, the literature suggests that regimes with large military expenditure, controlled for
income, are me likely to be unequal, as resources are allocated to the military on behalf of
welfare spending on for instance health or education (see Ali 2007). | operationéitizey m
expenditure with an indicator from the Bank®011) crosssection timeseries daaset
measuring the national defense expenditure per cdpitaan be argued perhaps that this

variable should be measured

Control variables for the dynamic probit model

Natural resources

The argument that natural resource abundance hademtcraticeffects has gained foothold

in the literature. Ross (2001) found that both the abundance of oil and oth&rehomnerals

had a clear negative effect on the prospectsidonocratizationgee also Teorell 2010). This

i's due to the deyvelstadantitrichooh natural iesoeiroet wiealth
which is able to both buy off a potential opposition through tax cuts and bribes and keep an
extensive repression apparatus alive. The access to vast natural resources have made it
unnecessary for theogernment to invest in human capital, instead it feeds on the revenues
from oil exports (Inglehart and Welzel 2005; Barro 1997; Ross 2001). Thus, although people
in these societies face material security they have not been exposed to the diversification in
occupation and human interactidhat stimulates individuality and which according to
Inglehart and Welzel (2005) is necessary to develop IHukyaiocratic values. To
operationalize natural resource abundance | use two variables collected from thatRest d

fuels and minerals. The first measures the export value of mibasall fuels (petroleum,
natural gas and coal) and the other measures the export value-tafehamnes and motels.

Both are expressed as fractions of GDP.

3¢ Inglehart and Welzel (2005) do notsuggesta clear reason for why military expenditure shouldefect li
tendencies, and this choice of control variable does not have a clear theoretical fundament. Nevertheless, in order
to allow for comparison with their results | choose to include in the first stage of my analysis.
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Economic inequality

An influential strand of literature argudbat income disparity reduces the prospects of
democratization (see Boix 2003; Acemoglu and Robinson 2006). When economic inequality
is high the autocratic elites fear the outcomes of democratization in terms of economi
redistribution. They will have incentives to prevent democratization by means of repression.
Moreover, in a democracy the rich elites will have incentives to stage a coup in order to avoid
future redistribution. At the same time, if a society is suffidie economic equal this may
again reduce the probability of democratizationcas t i iacentivessto revolt are lowered
(Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Burkhart 1997). The effect of economic equality is particular
relevant when studying the effect of vaduon institutions, as the diffusion of liberal
democratic values in a society is likely to be stimulated by increased equality and
opportunities for the average citizen. | operationalize inequality usingsthecoefficient

from the World Development Inchtors, measured on a percentage scale wheepresent
perfect inequality and 100 represents perfequality The Gini coefficient hasbeen
criticizedby for instance Houle (2009), who points out that it is calculated on national surveys
and theredre is insufficient when it comes to comparability. Yet it remains one of the most

commonly used indicators for income inequality.
Population

Population size is another variable that may immgatboth levels of democracy amdass
attitudes.An old schoobf thought argues that democracy is more likely to prosper in smaller
countries (see Dahl and Tufte 1973), an argument that has been shown to have empirical
support (Knutsen 2006). This is linked to the argument that taking government closer to the
peopleincreases participation, loyalty and triisin other words, it may strengthen liberal
democratic values. Population size is here operationalized by the log of population size.
Population level is initially measured with @minit equaling 1000 citizenslowever, as for
income, an increase in population of 1 millimmabitants is likely to have larger impacts on
economic and political matters farcountry the size of Norway than for a country the size of

China. Thus, also population level i®g-transfomed.
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Additional control variables

In order to test the argument that repressive authoritarian regimes may be able to quell
collective change and opposition, | include an indicator measuring the degree of political
repression, Cl R 6hss Inek (Cmganeli &nd Richards 4999).tThis isRain g

additive index is constructed from indicators measuring the degree of torture, extrajudicial
killing, political imprisonment and disappearance. It ranges from 0 (no respect from these
rights) to 8 (fullgovernment respects for these rights). The Physical Integrity rights index

correlates 0.55 (update) with the Freedom House index and 0.33 (update) with the revised

combined Polity schore.

In the theoretical chapter | argued that the extent to which nthisgl@s have an effect on
democracy is conditioned on the extent to which potential opposition groups are able to
coordinate their activities. Means of communication between members of the opposition as
well as access to mass media are necessary requoisefoe being able to organize collective
action, reach out with their message and recruit new potential opposition mentieextent

to which the masses are able to coordinate collective action is operationalized using the Banks
media scaleThis is anadditive index combining the number of TVs per capita, Radios per

capita, newspaper circulation per capita and percent of internet users, ranging from 0 to 100.

In order to replicate Inglehart and Welzel (2005) and evaluate the impact of introducing fixed
effects on the results, | need to include control variables similar to those in Inglehart and
Wel zel 6s model. Many of those mentioned abo\
they add a variable measuring military expenditure and In accordamhelngiehart and

Welzel, 1 also add dummy variables for different geographical regions collected from the

Pippa Norris dataset.

Furthermore, in my robustness tests, | add a selection of additional variables relevant for
explaining democracy according tdet literature (see Teorell 2010). Urbanization is
operationalized as the midyear population of areas defined as urban in each country, in
percent of total population and collected from the World Development Indicators. From the
same dataset | include a i&rle measuring unemployment, referring to the share of the labor
force that is without work but available for and seeking employment. | indudemmy
variable from the PippaNorris dataset capturing former British colonies. Conflict is

operationalizedn terms of and indicator measuring the number of the incidence of internal
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armed conflict rom UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset. Finally, in order to evaluate the
endogenous impact of mass attitudes | will attempt to use demography as an instrumental
varigh | e . |t has been shown t hat a societyos
democratic values (see InglehdfA97. As far as | am aware of there are no theoretical or
empirical arguments linking age composition, as such, to level of democmrationalize

this variable using an indicator representing share of population which is older than 65 years

old, colected from World Development Indicators.

Below is a summary of the different models and their specifications when it comes to

included control variables.

Table 3. Important models and their aim.
Model Estimation Variables Aim Hypothes
technique is
1. Baseline| OLS DV: Freedom Hous{ To replicate Inglehar| 1
model index and Welzel (2005)
IV: Values index
CvV:

Lagged Democracy
GDP (logged)
Education

Ethnic Fractionalization
Military spendng
Export

Protestant majority
Muslim majority

Regions
2. Baseline| OLS fixed | Same as baseline modg Controlling for country | 2
with fixed | effectd specific timeinvariant
effects and | GMM variables Take into
GMM (ArellaneBond) account endogenetty.
3. Survival of| Dynamic probit| DV: Dichotomized| Distinguish between 3
democracies model Freedom House i transitionsto democracy 4ab
and IV: Values index and democratic survivall 5
authoritarian CV: Investigate possiblg
regimes Values index interaction effects

GDP (log)

School enrolment
Muslim majority
Economic inequality
Oil depemlency
Export

DV = Dependent variable. IV = Independent variable. CV = Control variables.

Finally, I round off this chapter by presemii the descriptive statistics for the selected
variables which bescribed above. | present the statistics for both the original datas&tea

imputed datasets. Tabdeand5 show that according to the descriptive statistics the difference
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between the aginal dataset and the imputed data set seems to be minor. We see that the
average value of the Freedom House index which ranges from 1 to 7 is 4.84 in the imputed
dataset and 4.72 in the nimputed dataset. The liberdémocratic values index which has

been set to range from 0 to 1 has a mean value of 0.42 in the imputed dataset and 0.44 in the
nonimputed dataset. When it comes to number of observations all variables in the imputed
dataset will have 2812 observations, with the exception of the demandicator of Alvarez

et al(2007)which was added to the dataset after the imputation procedure.

Table 4. Summary statistics of relevant variables.

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Freedom House 2812 4.836347 1.934825 1 7
Democracy (Alvarez 2430 .6485597 4775184 0 1
Cheibub)

Values index 2812 4192937 .0968223 .2218029 .752681
GDP per cap (log) 2812 8.08108 1.517799 4.62691 10.9400
School enrollment (%) 2812 77.1856 18.05823 7.419665 100
Ethnic fractionalization 2812 .5526764 .3454701 .002 1
Export 2812 208090.9 245793.6 -439574.7 1630389
Military spending 2812 19028.57 20459.07 -39778.64 215559
Protestant majority 2812 .1938834 .35562 0 1
Muslim majority 2812 1679232 .3580386 0 1

British colony 2813 271216 4005946 0 1

Gini 2813 38.37033 8.064486 19.4 70

Qil export (log) 2813 4913537 1.764887 -9.72226 4.60517
Population (log) 2812 9.409971 1.757427 3.66934 14.10173
Demography 2812 28.31985 10.08081 7.807635 49.1257
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Physical integrity 2812 5.172681 2.102703 1641762 8

Banks media scale 2812 18.26297 15.45541 0 87.4895

Data from 19812008, covering 98 countries.
Source: Freedom House, Alvarez et al.,, World Values Survey, World Dewetdpndicators, Banks dataset,

Ross dataset.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics. NoAmputed dataset.

Variable N Mean Std. Dew. Min Max
Freedom House 2446 4.724039 1.999256 1 7
Values index 270 4366882 .1139819 2431059 752681
GDP per cap (log) 2560 8.104326 1.559699 4.62691 10.94003
Vanhanenos 68 17.25 16.85809 0 52.2

resource index

School enroliment (%) 647 84.0445 15.02537 17.1426 99.95692
Ethnic fractionalization =~ 2021 .3785937 .2413843 .002 .9302
Export 1161 163556.4 260749.4 314 1630389
Military spending 74 17101.14 30479.36 232 215559
Protestant majority 2035 .1980344 .3986162 0 1

Muslim majority 2035 .2088452 4065835 0 1

British colony 2178 .2644628 441148 0 1

Gini 340 40.42647 10.57561 194 63

Oil export (log) 977 3.146299 7.188558 .0000599 76.73557
Population (log) 2745 5.32e+07 1.57e+08 39226 1.33e+09
Demography 2687 28.4794 10.24435 134359 49.12571
Physical integrity 1833 5.32024 2.19828 1 8
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Banks media scale 2192 17.7943 16.3179 0 87.4895

Data from 19822008, covering98 countries.
Source: Freedom House, Alvarez et al.,, World Values Survey, World Dewetdpndicators, Banks datd,
Ross dataset, Vanhanen (2007).

5.8 Summary

My research design is characterized by the fact that | utlize -sexdi®nal timeseries data.
This data structure has several advantagas | argue that alows me to make more accurate
inferences regarding the effect walues on democracy through utiizing variation over .time
At the same time crossectional timeseries data may create problems when using standard

linear regression, rendering conventional OLS regression insufficient.

| haveargua that in particular dur methodological challenges may threaten my results:
omitted variables, heteroskedasticity, autocorrelation and the problem of endogeneity. | seek
to mitigate these by choosing appropriate estimation techniques drawing on King and
Honaker (2010). Moreovel respond to the problem of missing data by carrying out multiple
imputation. | argue that although imputation attaches some degree of uncertainty to the
results, this uncertainty is less grave than the uncertainty stemming from inferences on the
relatonship between attitudes and democracy solely made on the basis e$entissal

variation.
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6 Results

6.1 Thelogic of the empirical analysis

My empirical analysiproceedsn several stages. | start out with a baseline model which aims

to replicate Inp e hart and Wel zel 6s model (2005), <choc
variables which are similar to or close to their choiddss model is applied to the original

dataset before | run it using the imputed dataset, in order to be able to sakisgrabout

possible difference created by the imputation procedigeond, | use a fixed effects model

and ArellaneBond estimationin order to control for countrgpecific omitted variables. In

order to assess how the fixed effects model alters thetsessilcompared to the baseline

model, | keep the choice of variables constant. Third, | present the results rom a dynamic
probit model, aiming to provide more accurate and nuanced insights regarding the nature of

the effect of values, and how these maifedibetween democratization and democratic

stability.

The logic behind this procedure is that | start out with the most general proposition and the
least critical empirical test: The hypothesis that libeleiocratic values affects democracy
levelanalyzedusing linear regression on cressctional data. Subsequently, | gradually apply
more critical tests, moving from cressectional analysis to crosectional timeseries,
thereafter taking into account potential problems of omitted variables and eedygat the

same time, | probe deeper into the nature of the relationship between values and democracy,
moving from analyzing level of democracy to distinguishing between democratic transitions
and democratic survival and investigating whether the efiéctalues on democracy is

conditioned upon regime coercion.

The multiple imputation process, which | described in the previous chapter, has provided me
with five different data sets, and the variation across these data sets represents the uncertainty
stemming from the imputation procesAs discussed in chapter bpperatein the following
analysiswith a data set which equals taeerage of all five imputed data setk addition, |

have run my most importanmodels on each imputed data semd | will on the variation
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between the five as | go alorig this way | am able to incorporate the uncertastg/mming

from the imputationinto my final esults.

In brief, | present empirical results which arguably are inconsistent with Inglehart and
Wel zel 6s c | ademocratich\alues Ielp btee create and sustain democracies.
Utilizing variation over time the data indicates that the relationship is insignificant or maybe
even negative when looking at the most authoritarian regimes, indicating -éineamn

relationship.

As the aim of this thesis is to assess the magnitude and nature of the relationship between
liberatdemocratic values and democracy, my main concern when evaluating the results is the
coefficient estimates for the values index. In addition to being concewntdd their
significance and magnitude, | am interested in evaluating if and how and they change between
different estimation techniques and model specifications, and under what circumstances. This
is, for the purpose of this study, more important thaessieg the predictive performance of

the full model and the effects of the other explanatory variables which only serve as control

variables,

Before | present the results from the multivariate models | summarize patterns in the data

based on descriptivstatistics.

6.2 Descriptive statistics

| first consider statistics describing the pattern of covariance between the value index
employed by Inglehart and Welzel and regime status as assigned by Freedom House. The
value index is presented as quartiles, ragdiom the lowest quartile where survival values

dominate to the highest quartie where lbefamocratic values dominate.
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Table 6. Freedom House status (%) of each quartile of values

Freedom House status
Values Unfree Partly free Free N
Survival values | 352 41.5 23.3 100
(333) (393) (220) (946)
2 317 26.0 42.3 100
(298) (245) (398) (941)
3 24.7 23.2 52.2 100
(233) (219) (493) (945)
Liberalt 6.2 8.4 85.5 100
democratic (58) (79) (808) (945)
values
Total 922 936 1919 2777

Absolute vales in parenthesis. Freedom Hogsa&tuss lagged with 5 yearsreedom House status is
assigned by following Freedom House score: Unfree:1 to 3.0, partly free 3.0 to 5.0 and free 5.0 to 7.0.
Statistics are based on imputed dataset.

Table 6 reveals a pattern whicseemscompatible with the claim thatétre is a relationship
between liberatlemocratic values and level of democracy. 85.5 % of all countries where
liberatdemocratic values dominate are classified as free while only 6.2 % are classified as
unfree. The probability of a regime being classifésl free increases steadily as we move
from societies where the majority of citizens emphasize survival values to societies where
majority of citizens emphasize se&lkpression values. Meanwhile, the probability of being
classified as unfree decreases dtgaals we move from societies with survival values to

societies with liberatlemocratic values, from 35.2 % to 6.2 %.

At the same time, this table suggests that the relationship between values and democracy is
strongest for the, relatively speaking, mdstocratic countries. When moving from societies

with survival values to societies with libemdé¢mocratic values the probability of being
classified as free increases with 52 percentage points, but the probability of being classified as
unfree decreasesith only 29 percent. In a similar manner, tidle suggestthat the effect

of values is stronger for the highest value quartiles. For instance, moving from the third

values quartile to the fourth (the highest), the probability of a regime being freases with
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33.3 percentage points. Meanwhile, when moving from the second to the third quartile, the

probability of being free increases with only 10 percentage points.

Next, | consider what the descriptive statistics revealuabostitutional change. able 7
describes how the probability of experiencing institutional change varies between societies
with different value priorities. Institutional change is defined as a change of 1 point or more

on the 7point Freedom House scale, from the previous year.

Table 7. Regime change and values

Number of

institutional % change N
Values index changes
Survival values | 105 15.0 701
2 116 16.5 701
3 81 11.5 702
Liberat 51 7.3 703
democratic
values
Total 353 12.6 2807

Absolute values in parenthesis. Freedoouble status is lagged by 5 years. Institutional change is defined as a
change of 1 point or more from the previous year on {peifit Freedom House scale. Statistics is based on
imputed dataset.

The statistics suggest that the probability of experienaisgtutional change is higher for
societies with seléxpression values than for societies with survival values, although the
tendency is weak. 15 % of all societies where the majority of citizemshasizesurvival

values experience institutional changehile for societies with liberadlemocratic values
change took place among 7.3 %. That is, the societies in the top value quartile are also the
most stable. | bear in mind that previous studies have demonstrated a positive connection
between income levelnd political stability (see Kennedy 2010). At the same | have already
showed that sekexpression values are affected by income level (see e.g. Inglehart and Welzel
2005; 2007). This means that | cannot exclude that the slight tendency towards maitg stabil

is due to higher income levels rather than more libéeahocratic values. | will address this

in my multivariate analysis.
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When institutional change takes place, it has been shown that income increases the probability
of this change being towards desmacy (see Kennedy 2010)l have hypothesized that
liberali democratic values rgahave a similar effect. Tabl shows how the direction of an

institutional change varies between different levels of libéeahocratic values.

Table 8. Direction of institutional change (%), of each quartile of values

Values Change toward Change toward{ Total institutionall N
democracy (%) autocracy (%) change

Survival values | 75.2 24.8 100 701
(79) (26) (105)

2 75.9 224 100 701
(88) (28) (116)

3 76.5 23.2 100 702
(62) (19) (81)

Liberat 82.4 14.5 100 703

democratic (42) 9) (51)

values

Total 76.8 23.2 100
(271) (82) (353)

Absolute values in parenthesis. Freedom Hatatuss lagged with 5 years.

The table provides little support to the hypotheses that [lHokenadocratic values have a
similar effect. Moving from the first to the second values quartile, and from the secthad to
third, the probability that an institutional change is towards democracy hardly changes at all.
The same goes for institutional change towards autoctdemce, table8 fails to provide
support to the hypothesized effect of values on democracy. #hagland Welzel are right in
assuming a relationship between libestaimocratic valugsve would except to see a much
stronger pattern of covariance. There is, however, signs of an increase in the probability of
democratization when moving from the thwdlues quartile to the highest quartile, that is to
societies where liberalemocratic values dominat&his increase is minor both in relative

and absolute terms and may not even be significant, but seems to suggkgtoaship
between the two varialdeonly at higher levels of liberalemocratic values, a teadcy also
suggested from tablé. Altogether the probability of change towards democracy is 7
percentage points higher in societies dominated by l#akralocratic values than in societies

with suvival values. The difference between the lowest and the highest quartile of values
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when it comes to the probability of experiencing change towards autocracy is 10.4 percentage
points.

In sum, the statistics suggest that there is a connection betweess wald democracy. It
slightly points in the direction of a stabilizing effect of libed®lmocratic institutions on
regimes butthere are few indications of a relationship between libgeahocratic values and
institutional change towards democracy. Ire thext section | consider evidence from

multivariate analysis in order to test the potential effects more properly.

The advantage of multivariate analyssthatit allows us to control for variables which may
affect both the indegndent and the dependent varightkereby improvinghe extent to which

we can draw causal inferenc@%at is, it may bring us closer to the ideal of a cetenitopa
condition where other factors which may affect the relationship we are studying are held
constant.(Wooldridge 2009).

6.3 Mass attitudes and democracy level

In this section | deal with my first and most general hypothesis (H1), which claims a positive
relationship between liberal values and democracy level. This hypothesis assumes that the
relationship holds even when controlling for coustpecific timeinvariant factors (H2).

Before | present the findingsvhich make up themain contribution of this thsis | briefly
comment on the results from OLS regression on the imputed dataset. In line with
Inglehart and Welzel (2005) here utilize crosssectional data where the independent
variables are drawn from early 1990s and democracy is measuredeaidtbé¢ the 1990s or

early 2000s’ In models 13 | use the same values index and similar control variables to
Inglehart and Welzel (2005), implying that these models can be understood as replications of

their models.

3"What Inglehart and Welzel (2005 f er s t o as values in the fiearly 1990s
wave of the World Values Survey, or for those countries which did not participate in the third wave, values

measured at the beginning of the fourth wave of the survey. Thissnteanin practice they draw values from

the years 1990998. In order to allow for replication of their results | use the exact same sample. When it comes

to Freedom House they do not report exactly at what years the observations are drawn from vihep réfet

to democracy in the late 1990s or early 2000s. | choose to operate with Freedom House lagged with 8 years
compared to the values observations, which means that observations for Freedom House are drawn from the

years between 1998 and 2006.
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Table 9. Freedom Housein late 90s/ early 00sUnimputed dataset.

1: OLS 2:0LS 3:0LS 4: 0LS 5:0LS
Values index 8.223 5.120 5.090 -0.453 1.113
(early 90s) (1.263) (1.922) (2.178) (1.935) (2.301)
Freedom House 0.652" 0.633" 0.386 0.413
(early 90s) (0.115) (0.121) (0.128) (0.126)
Resource index -0.0236 -0.0144
(late 80s) (0.0124) (0.0132)
GDP (log) 0.470 0.471
(early 90s) (0.193) (0.194)
School 0.00118 -0.00124
enrollment (0.00249) (0.00252)
(early 90s)
Military 0.000®97 0.00000416
spending (late (0.000011y (0.0000102)
80s)
Export  (early -1.30e08 -1.77e08
90s) (4.73e08) (4.45e08)
Africa 1.533 Ref.cat.
(0.822)
Asia-Pacific 0.0891 -1.223
(0.542) (0.618)
C & E Europe 0.931 -0.406
(0.596) (0.567)
Midde East -0.358 -2.079
(0.989) (0.913)
North America Ref cat. -1.648
(0.773)
South America 0.183 -1.265
(0.569) (0.648)
Scandinavia 0.100 -1.468
(0.611) (0.716)
Western Europe 0.0606 -1.478
(0.500 (0.689)
Protestant -0.177 -0.0637
majority (0.429) (0.404)
Muslim -0.895 -0.842
majority (0.406) (0.382)
Constant 2.1487 0.359 -0.113 -0.109 0.222
(0.565) (0.758) (1.117) (0.803) (1.041)
Observations 60 60 54 60 54
r2 0.422 0.632 0.800 0.646 0.822

Standard errors iparentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,”" p<0.001 Based on unimputed crosectional data wherdlaxplanatory vaables are
measured in the eqfl980s and the dependent variablenderacy is measad in the late 1990s or early 2000s.
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Model 1 shows that the bivariate effect of libesl@imocratic values on democracy is posit
and significant at the 0.00&vel. Moving from societies where citizens emphas
authoritarian values to societies whgreople are liberadriented, the model predicts ¢
increase in th&reedom House index of 8.223 pointshi s r e s-a1é h s ii ca Ifi
as we cannot speak of an increase of 8.223 ompairt scale and should be ascribed to t
fact that a lineamodel may be problematic when the dependent variable is liffitedmodel
2 | control for lagged Freedom House as well as the poesryurce index of Vanhane
(2000, as this was done by Inglehart and Welzel (2005). The coefficient estimate of
shrinks clearly when controlling for these variables, but is still significant although only i
0.05 level. This does not change substantially when adding more control variables. Inr
and 5 | have used GDP per capita as control variable rather thania n e n 6 fdex’®
When controlling for GDP per capita and lagged Freedom House the coefficient estim
values is negative and no longer significant in model 4, and when adding more «
variables in model 5 the effect of values on demogiia insignificant and positive. What th
suggests is that relatively strong relationship between values and democracy found ir
1-3 may be due to the fact that rich societies are likely to be both democratic and have
oriented citizensln any case, these preliminary tests indicetat| ngl e har t

results andconclusios are less robust than we would expeBut, as these results are bas
solely on crossectional variation thedaferences are only prelimingrand ale because this
data leaves me with a very low number of observatiomnly 54 in the most extensiv
models. This implies thahe coefficient estimates may not pick up an effect whichealy

there - anotherconsiderationaddng to the list of reasons for why imputation is fuestl.

Figure 3 illustrates the covariation between liberalemocratic values and democracy which
Inglehart and Welzel base their conclusions on. Again this is-sexd®nal data where the
observations for values are drawn from the early 1990s and demag@aserved in the late
1990s or early 2000s. The plot indicates a clear positive relationship between liberal

democratic values in the early 1990s and democradfjei late 1990s or early 2000s

38 Further research should involve analysing this model using for instance ordinal logit estimation, to mitigate the
potential problems arising from the fact that Freedom House technically is at ordinal level.

39 Although Inglehart and Welzel (2005) usesVanha@nen power resource index, | argit
per capita should be controlled for when assessing the effect of values on demdtriadyas benproposed by

Inglehart and WelzefX), who also have showed empirically that the effect of valuedeomcracy remains

when controlling for GDP.
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Figure 3. Replicating Inglehart and Welzel (2005)

Cross-sectional variation: Values on democracy
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Using the same daset | plot the changen Freedom House for each countbgtween
1991and 2008 against the change in libedamocratic valuesAs | only utilize two
observations over timehis figure does of course not capture the full variation in these
variables withinthe time period but it says something about the direction of chéssge
Acemoglu et al 2008), and is the best way of saying something about variation over time
without relying on imputed dat&’ Another advantage dfigure4 is that as it only utilizes

two data points over time it does not rely so heavily on imputed values.

Figure4 shows that the relationship between libedamocratic values and democracy seems
very weak or close to neaexistent when looking at change from early 1990s to the lates2000

The countries in Figurel seem to be relatively randomly distributed alongtfexis, and we

see examples of countries which experienced larger or smaller changes towards democracy
without experiencing changes in values (such as Slovakia and Pergpuntries who
experienced changes towards more libdexrhocratic values without experiencing regime
change (such as Jordan). Moreover, it seems unlikely that this lack of pattern is due to the fact
a large portion of countries experienced no changeaineg or no change in democracy

throughout these years. As | discussed in chapter 5, making inferences regarding the

4% The fact that it illustrates the lortgrm change makes it sound to the objection that theories of mass values are
interested in the effects of robust loteym changes rather than shtetm fluctuations whie can take place in
both directions (see Inglehart and Welzel 2005: 42)
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relationship between values and democracy solely on the basis oferilsal inferences is
a rather negligent enterprise. Hence, onghef contributions of this thesis is to utilize the
variation over time in order to draw more appropriate conclusions.

Figure 4. Change indemocracy and change in liberaldemocratic values.

Change from early 1990s to late 2000s.
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I now move on to discuss the findings from crgsstional timeseriesdata (the imputed
data) In Table10 | present the results from five modeldsth Freedom House as dependent
variable All independent and control viables are lagged by five years in accordance with
the model of Inglehart and Welzel (2005) and in line with the theoretisahaesd relationship

between values and democréty.

The first three moels are versions of my baselimodel, using theconventionalOLS

estimatorand similar model specification tmglehart and Welzel (2005% The first model

“!inglehart and Welzel (2005: 18B3) operates with observations from two different points in time: They look
at the effect of values in the early 1990s on democracy in the late.1806rder to allow for comparison with

their results | operate with independent variables which are lagged with five years, and in chapter 8 I run my
models with 16/ear lags as a robustnesstest. This is line with the theoretical assumption thatat lekst a

few years for values to be converted into collective action and subsequently institutional change.

*2The Fpoint Freedom Hosue index is at ordinal measurement level (it gives information aboutrank but not
about distance), which means thatterally it would be suitable with ordinal logistic regression. However, in

line with Inglehart and Welzel | run linear regression as approximate, assuming thatthe Freedom House index
has interval characteristics by virtue of representing and underlyimndion, degree of democracy.
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explains Freedom House in terms of theugal index only, the second control for lagged

Results: OLS regression of Freedom House index.

1:0Ls 2:0LS 3:0LS 4: Fixed effects 5: Arellano-Bond
OLS GMM
Values index..s 0.573 1.301" -1.514 -1.031**
(0.289)  (0.377) (0.594) (-3.25)
Freedom House.s 0.703"  0.681" 0.384"
(0.0133)  (0.0145) (0.0199)
GDP(109) 1.5 0.167"  0.0750 0.0390 0.191”
(0.0216)  (0.0305) (0.0742) (0.0514)
School enrollment 0.00870 0.0222 -0.00427*
” (0.00167) (0.00305) (-2.32)
Ethnic 0.0396 -0.236 -0.00959
Fractionalization
w (0.0665) (0.136) (0.0418)
Military spending - 0.0000857 "~ -0.00000540 -0.00000197
” (0.00000114) (0.00000195) (0.00000110)
Export s 0.000000306 0.000000945" 0.000000514"
(0.000000121) (0.00000019 (0.000000109)
Protestant -0.0326 0.630" 0.104
majority s
(0.0558) (0.177) (0.0626)
Muslim majority .. 0.258™ 0.0929 -0.453"
i (0.0571) (0.189) (0.0616)
Demography .5 -0.0203***
(-4.22)
Freedom House; 0.826***
(71.89)
Constant 0.129 0.138 1.729" -0.138
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(0.142)  (0.106)  (0.162) (0.511) (0.359)

Observations 2326 2326 2326 2326 2614

r2 0.304 0.767 0.780 0.287

Standard errors in parentheses

p<0.05" " p<0.01," p<0.001

All independat and control variables are lagged with 5 years.

Values, GDP per capita, school enrollment, military spending and export are entered as endogentassiwvariab
the ArellaneBond model, while ethnic fractionalization, religion and demography are enteedgenous.

democracy level and logged GpRer capitathe two variables which both theoretically and

empirically are most important for present democracy level. The third model isdunidar

control variables to Inglehr t and Wel zel 6%. Alfhaughl Inglehartd and
Wel zel (2005) uses Vanhanenbés power reso
the following I use GDP as an indicator

(20
ur cC ¢

of

above that it isheoretically plausible to assume that the effect of values on democracy should

hold when controlling for GDPMoreover, GDP per capita is definitely the most common

indicator used as control variable in the democratization literatulej | e Vaindék&sne n 6 s

used by few others than Inglehart and Welz&hother reason for choosing this indicator

rather than the Vanhanen power resource index is the small number of observations over time

on Vanhanends index (it i S 0 n Imeasurssl armualye d
Thus, less uncertainty is added to the tgeeies crossectional angkis when using GDP per

capita.

e Ve

In the fourth model | include the same variables as in model 3, but now | control for eountry

specific timeinvariant variables. Asliscussed in the chapter on estimation techniques, each

crosssection is assigned a specific intercept which is treated as a fixed unknown parameter.

This means that the resultalyp utilize variation over time, and this should be reflected in the
interpreation of these resultsin model 5 the results are estimatedngsthe ArellaneBond

estimator which aims to mitigate the possibility of endogeneity.

However, in order for this estimator to actually deal witldogeneityhe exclusion restriction
on tre instruments needto hold. In other words, the lagged levels of the independent

variables that are used as instruments should not have an independent direct effect on

“3Inglehart and Welzel (2005) also include dummy variables for region, butin order to keep the model more
simple | leave out these variables from the models presented in table x, as they do not affect the results
substantilly. The full model with region dummies is listed in the appendix (see table x).
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dependent variable when all the independent variables in the model are controllétis

can be tested using the Sargan test, which null hypothesis is that the exclusion restriction is
valid. Low p-values on this test may thus indicate that the exclusion restriction is problematic.
However, a low pvalue on the Sargan test may alsoneofrom heteroskedasticity in the data,

and rejection on the Sargan test does thus not necessarily indicate that endogeneity is a
problem. The coefficients from this model should be interpreted as the effect of change in

values on change in democracy.

The results from model-3 support the results of Inglehart and Welzel (2005). In line with
their conclusions | findn model 1that liberaldemocratic values have a positive effect on
democracy significant at the 0.00ével in the bivamate model: When moving from
traditionatoriented societies to societies where citizens hold libdgalocratic aspirations

the Freedom House index increases with 10.58 points. This is similar to the result from the
crosssectional norimputed dataset altlmh the size of the coefficient is now evarger As
opposed to the crosectional data however, thedfect remains positive and significant when
controlling for logged GDP and previous democracy level in model 2, and controlling for a
number of relevat control variables in model &lthoudn the size of the coefficient shrinks
sizably Looking at the five imputed datasets this coefficient estimate is positive significant in
three out of five datasets and positive insignificant in to out of five (fde2a in appendix).

This means that the imputation procedure actually works in favor of the theory of Inglehart
and Welzel (2005)and that inferences based on the sample they have used may be prone to a
selection bias that pushes the estimated effelbefal values on democracy downwardée

third model shows that the expected level of the Freedom House index increases with 1.3
when we move from survival values to libed®mocratic values (that is, from the lowest
level of the values index to the higst). Bearing in mind that the Freedom House index is a
seveRnpoint scale the effect is not striking, but it is certainly noticeable. In line with Inglehart
and Welzel models 2 to 3 show that in particular logged GDP, lagged levels of democracy
and educabn have significant effects on democracy level. Also gseded from previous

literature both military spending and Musliim majority have negative significant effects.

In other wordswhen looking athe variation both between countries and over timedhe a
significantpositive relationship between values and democracy. However, we do not know
whether this result is due to the variation between countries or the variation over time. If it is
due to the variation between countries, all we claim, when putting stringent requirements

on inference,is that some countries have high levels of democracy and citizens holding
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liberaldemocratic values, while other countries are more authoritarian and citizens less
democratieoriented. High levels of democraeynd liberaldemocratic aspirations tend to go
together, but we do not know if they vary together over titkin countries If democracy is
indeed caused by liberaaluesin the population, one should also expect thayywould co

vary over timein given countries

Model 4 shows that when controlling for counspecific timeinvariant variables the positive

effect of liberaldemocratic values disappear. In fact, the coefficient of the values index
surprisingly becomes negative and significaliite modé 6 s e showisthaa theee xpected

level of the Freedom House index decreases with 1.5 points when we move from survival
values to liberatlemocratic values, controlling for countspecific timeinvariant factors

which are a not result of liberdemocatic valuesHowever, vhenapplying this model to all

five imputed dataset, the coefficient varies between positive insignificant and negative
significant(see Table 23 in appendix]his implies that | cannot conclude on whether the
effect of liberal values on level of democraeglly is negative orwhetherthere is no effect.

What these results do, however, is to cast serious doubt on the hypothesis that the relationship
Is postitive and significant, that liberalemocratic values increase the probability of high
levels of democrac This result suggests that the positive correlation between liberal values
may be due to omitted variables. In particulaguntryspecific factorsthat correlate
systematically with both values and regime typence, this result supports the argument
based on the analogous argumentAremoglu et al (2008)depicting that underlying
contextual variabler a v e had a <crucial i mpact on both
accountability of governmenPerhaps some societies embarked on a path whereepeopl
gradually acquired liberalemocratic values and political institutions became transparent and
accountald while others embarked on a path of repressive forms of government and citizens
valuing authority and traditignfor example because of deeper uhdeg cultural traits, or

because of more structural economic and social factors and processes

In line with Acemoglu et al (2008) the effect of logged GDP also disappears in a fixed effects
model explaining democracy, but in contrast to Acemoglu etGdI5Rthe effect of education

on democracyemains highly significarft!

44 This difference may have to do with choice of indicators for educatitiile Acemoglu t al (2005) use
average years of schooling in the total population of age 25 an@almgwhosen indicator measures enroliment
in primary and secondary school, as share of total number of citizens in scjeol
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Even though countrfixed effects are controlled for, the resulisTable 8 may be biased if

there is an effect of regime type on values, as indicated for example by the hypothiesis th
citizens in democracies learn democratic values while living under demo(saeyMuller

and Seligson 1994Rustow 1970) The ArellaneBond estimator in model 5 aim to take
endogeneity into account, and the extent to which it succeeds is measuredShygde test.

The pvalue from the Sargan test in this case is lower than 0.05 whdiitatesthat the
exclusion restriction is not satisfied, although this could also be due to heteroskedasticity (see
e.g. Arellano and Bond, 1991n this case the ArelhoBond estimator cannot guarantee that
endogeneity problems are solved, but at least | have made an effort to cope with this
problem?® When using the Arellan@ond estimator in model 5 the effect of values remains
significant (now at the 0.001 level) atmbcomes even morgizably negative.The fact the
coefficient estimate changes suggests that there may be endogeneity in this relationship.
Across my five imputed datasets this relationship is either insignificant or negative significant
(seetable 24 in theappendix). Tis means that when | am taking into account the uncertainty

of my data | can infer that the effect of values on democracy is either insignificant or negative

significant.

The fact that models 4 and 5 produce significeo#fficients for the values index @hid
mitigate the concerraised in chapter fhat the fixed effects model removes variation in the
right-hand side equationwhich is necessary to obtain precise estimations. In fact, the
standard errors of the values coefficient rom model 5 (0.337)oarer than the standard
errors from OLS estimation in model 3 (0.377). The standard errors from the values
coefficient from the OLS fixed effects estimator in model 4 are slightly higher (0.594), but as

| have shown the coefficient becomes significanthatQ.05 level.

In sum, theresuls challengethe conclusions of Inglehart and Welzel claiming a positive
significant relationship between s@kpression values and democradfe results indicate

that countryspecific omitted variable bias may be onec@ufactor driving their results, and
although this is far from certain based on the model specifications above, it could be

speculated that the endogeneity of values to democratic institutions may also bias their results.

4°This could be further investigated by running even more complex dynamic panel data models, for example a
two-step ArellaneBond model, and | hope to do so, or that other will, in future research.
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6.4 Mass attitudes and democratic transitions and

survival

In order toprobe deeper into the relationship between cultural traits and demadcuseya
dynamic probit model. This model can distinguish between transitions to democracy and the
stability of already democratic regimes. In th@&nse it is a model that can tell us more about
the nature of the relationship between values and democracy. If the relationship between self

expression values and democracy really is negative, what is the corthection

To estimate a dynamic probit modedperate with a dichotomous version of Freedom House
where the value 0 equals rRdemocracy and 1 equals democré®s has beemrguedin the
literature the cutoff point in a dichotomous measure is arbitrary and therefore possibly
critique-worthy (seeCheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland 2010; Bogaards 26fEQre et ak012).

| therefore present the results for three different democracy thresholds. The lowest is set at
Freedom House score 2.5, meaning that all regimes which Freedom House classify as partly
freeor free are seen as democratic. The second is set at 4, and the highest is set at Freedom
House score 5.5 meaning that only regimes classified as free by Freedom House are

considered democraticThesethresholdsare illustrated below:

Figure 5. Three different thresholds on the Freedom House scale.
Threshold 2.5 4.0 5.5

1 | | | 7
Freedom \ Y J I \'/ '\ e J
House Unfree Partly free Free regimes
category

46 These models are estimated using standard errors clustered on country, aiming to mitigate problems of
heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation (see Beck and Katz 2001:Healleth andIi8onset 2008). | have

already discussed why these problems may arise in my analysis, and the fact that the fixed effects models altered
the results so dramatically when analyzing democracy level suggeststhatitis more suitable to take these
potential theats into account.
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For each democracy threshold | present a simple model with logged GDP and previous
democracy status as the onlyntol variables and a more complemodel with school
enrollment, Mislim majority, theGini coefficient and oil dependen@as additional control
variables. The coefficient estimates are presented in 1dblall explanatory variables are
lagged with one yea As discussed in chapter 5,remind thateach lagged independent
variable can be interpreted as the effect of this variable on the probability of trarisim
autocracy to democracYhe interaction terms, meanwhile, daminterpreted as the effect of
each vaable (interacted with lagged Freedom Hous®) the probability of a democracy
surviving from one year to the nextience, the coefficient of the values indexhe second

row in Table 9should be interpreted as the effect of libetaimocratic values omansition

from nordemocracyto democracythe coefficient gives us the probability of democracy, 1,

at t given autocracy, 0, atl). Table11 shows how this coefficient variedepending on
where we set the threshold for democratlye coefficient of theinteraction term between
Freedom Housend valuesin the third rowshould be interpreteds the effect of liberal
democratic values on democracy surviving from one year to the next (this coefficient

represents the probabiity démocracy 1, at t gven @mocracy, 1, atl).
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Table 10. Results: Dynamic probit regression of dichotomized Freedom HousdFH). Three
different democracy thresholds.

1: 2: 3: 4. 5: 6:
Freedom Freedom Freedom Freedom Freedom  Freedom
House (low) House House House House House
(low) (medium) (medium) (high) (high)
Freedom House.; 0.775 0.983 1.687 1.851" 2.759" 2.686
(0.553) (0.616) (0.676) (0.692) (0.769) (0.841)
Values index:., -4.827° -5.562" -1.476 -1.737 1.616 1.253
(when Y attl1 = 0) (1.821) (2.120) (1.294) (1.287) (1.1207) (1.081)
FH*values .1 4.600 4.190 3.088 3.293 -0.367 0.725
(when Y atl = 1) (2.429) (2.941) (1.483) (1.502) (1.535) (1.590)
GDP (l0g)t.1 0.0510 0.262 0.171 0.163 0.216 0.203
(0.0945) (0.166) (0.0579) (0.113) (0.0769) (0.114)
School enrollment;.; -0.00740 0.00267 0.00186
(0.00787) (0.00529) (0.00704)
Muslim 4 0.00998 -0.207 -0.511
(0.200) (0.148) (0.240)
Gini -0.00391 0.00460 0.00244
(0.00841) (0.00577) (0.00430)
Oil ¢4 -0.0250" -0.0187 -0.0218
(0.00474) (0.00750) (0.00749)
FH*GDP 4 0.0806 -0.0342 -0.0288 -0.0235 -0.000424  -0.0959
(0.134) (0.214) (0.0867) (0.136) (0.111) (0.165)
FH*school .1 -0.00®44 -0.00487 0.00391
(0.00843) (0.00686) (0.00989)
FH*Muslim -0.233 -0.0582 0.283
(0.307) (0.215) (0.381)
Constant 0.334 -0.0238 -1.894" -1.918" -3.7167 -3.500"
(0.455) (0.703) (0.581) (0.617) (0.646) (0.700)
Observations 2809 2808 2809 2808 2809 2808
Pseudo R2 0.665 0.676 0.622 0.629 0.679 0.688
Il -364.9 -352.3 -664.5 -651.0 -624.8 -607.3
I_0 -1088.8 -1086.8 -1757.2 -1756.0 -1946.8 -1946.1

Standard errors in parentheses< 0.05, p< 0.01,” p<0.00.

All independent and control variables are laggediby year. Freedom House (FH) is dichotomized using three
different thresholds:Low: 1 equals FH > 2.5, medium: lequals FH > 4, high: lequals FH < 5.5.

All models are estimated using standard errors clustered on country.
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Looking at the lowest democracyéishold,Modell shows that a change fromnsurvival
values to liberalemocratic values decreases the probability of a regimgingndrom
autocracy to democracy, astimate which is significant at the 0.01 leveThe estimate
remains negativand signficant at the 0.001 levewhen adding the control variables in
Model2, and remains clearly negative significant acrossyewaputed dataset (see tablg 2

in the appendix)This democracy threshold implies that we are looking at transitions from
FHI scoe below 2.5 to FHI score of 2.5 or above, that is from unfree reginpestly free or

free regimes. In practicéhardly anyregimes go through regime change all ey from
unfree to free regimes, implying that this coefficient can be interpreted asfgbe of values

on unfree to partly free regim&s Among the other explanatory variables the only one which
has a significant effect on democratization is Muslim majority. Moving from countries
without Muslim majority to countries with Muslim majority, the probability of
democratization decreases significan#y the same time, there is no significant effedt
values on survival of democracy. This can berpteted to mean that values do sastain

partly free regimes.

Putting the threshold fodlemaracyslightly higher, the effect of liberadlemocratic valuesn

change towards democraegnishes irModel3 and 4.The medium threshold implies that we

are looking atransitions from FHI score below 4 to a score of 4 or higher. In pratigean

be interpredd asthe f f ect of values on change from t he
Amost democr at i c(seeRgare 3) The coéffidgenteestimadegisi negatve but

no longer sigificant, implying that when looking at regime change towards the upper ldével o

the partly free regimediberaldemocratic valuesalnot seem to have an effemh transition.

Looking at the five imputed datasets tlueefficient estimate is insignificant ifour out of

five datasetsand negativesignificant in one of the dataseiseeTable 26 in the appendix).

At the same timeliberaldemocratic values have a positive effattthe 0.05 levebn the
sustainability ofdemocracies defined as regimes with FHI score 4 or higlleving from
survival values to liberademocratic valas, the probability of such a regime surviving
increases significantly. Muslim majority still has a positive significant effect on regime
change towards democracy. Logged GDP has a positive significant effect in model 3, but this

effect vanishes when addircontrol variables such as education and Muslim majority.

4" The interpretation of this estimate could be further investigated using multinomial logistic regression. This
however may create problems when it comes to degree of freedoms, and is considered to be a topic for future
research.
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Finally, when putting the threshold of democrayb.5, equalo being classified as free by
Freedom House, the effect of libeddmocratic value®n democratic transitions changes
direction fran negative to positive as opposed to the previous mduéal remains
insignificantboth inModel5 and when adding additional control variabledviadel6. This
indicates that the emergence of fully democratic countries cannot be explained by change in
liberatldemocratic values. Looking at the five imputed datadéts coefficient estimate for
liberatdemocratic valueson democratizationvaries betweenpositive insignificant and
positive significant (see table 2 in the appendj¢®. Moreover, liberaHemocatic values do

not have a significant efféeon democratic survival when democracy requires an FHI score of
at least 5.5As in the previous models Muslim majority has a negative significant effect on
the probability of change towards democracy. Surpglginlogged GDP has a positive
significant effect on the probability of change towards full democracy, but no significant
effect on the probability of democratic survival (as opposethdéaresults ire.g. Przeworski

and Limongi 1997).

As coefficient estirates from probit regression are difficult to interpret (see King, Tomz and
Wittenber 2000), | calculate the change in probability of democracy when my independent
variable liberaldemocratic values increase from its mean value to its maximum value, using
the CLARIFY softwarg(King, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000Y he results are summarizeh

table 12 which shows the change in probability of democracy using the three different

democracy thresholdBelow | comment briefly on the significant results.

“8 Two out of five datasets gives positive and significant coefficient estimates for the effect of values on
democracy. Hence, we can not exclude that libgeatocratic values have a posiive effect of regime
democratization at the highestlevels of democradgtys is one of very few indications that there may
be some conditional support in favor of Inglehart
give insignificant coefficient estimates (in addition to the average data set) it seems morthikely
there is no such effect.
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Table 11. Change in pobability when values index increases from its mean to
maximum value

Democracy threshold Change in Change in
probability of probability of
democratization democratic survival

Freedom House(low) -.4599547 *** .0291647

Freedom House -.2279442 .1835523*

(medium)

Freedom House (high) .1078819 .0998497

Probabilities were computed using CLARIFY (King, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000). Change in probability of
democratization and democratic survival when the independent variable, values, is increased fram tits itve

maximum value while all other independent variables are kept at their means.

When it comes to change in the probability imtitutional change from autocracy to
democracy when the threshold for democracy is set at FHI score 2.5 or, ledptet2 shows
that an increase in liberdemocratic values from its mean value to its maximum value
decreases the probability rfgime changéy 46 %, when all other variables are held at their
means. This is a considerable magnitude given that the coefffesémate was found to be
significantat the 0.001 level, androvides a challenge to the conclusions of Inglehart and
Welzel. At the same time, an increase in libedeimocratic values from its mean value to its
maximum value increases the probability sdrvival from one year to the nexor a
democracy defined as a regime with at least FHI score of 4, thatektively democratic
semidemocracy, when all other variables aeddhat their means. This one of the veryew

piecesof evidence which is ifine with the theoretical framework of Inglehart and Welzel.

Not only do my results show that the claimed positive relationship betwe en-lilarmicratic

values and democraayainly disappears when controlling for countsgecific timeinvariant

factors.l found no support of a positive significant effect of values on democratization, and
only weak support in favor of a sustainable effect on some partial democracies. Moreover, the
effect of wvalues opatelhaegé ©6 nolhobsé cdsdifieatoth 0 mt o

Is negative significant and seems to have a substantial impact.
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The finding that values may have a negative impact on democratization is surprising, and
there is tomy knowledgeno explicit argument made in the literature proposinghsa
relationship. Liberaldemocratic values araisually seen as an explanatory factor of
democratization, an explanation of why democracies survive or consolidate or as a
consequence of or a phenomenon associated with democratic institutions. | hadg alrea
mentioned institutional learning theory, arguing that people living under democratic
institutions will increasingly appreciate and internalize ideals such as freedom, tolerance and
selfdecision. Moreover, it follows from the arguments of proponentsstdrical approaches

to democratization such as Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) that both -tileenalcratic
values and democracy are likely to be a result of underlying contextual legacies such as
colonial experience or religion. Thus, there are plenty @uments for why liberal
democratic values do not have a causal effect on democracy, but few argunfewnts ah a

negative effect of values.

At the same time, when considering the theoretical arguments | touched upon in chapter 3
there are many reasomshy changes in mass attitudes andlemilve action can lead to
unexpected and unforeseen outcomes in authoritarian settings. | argued that authoritarian
leaders are able to mitigate potential uprisings and demands for freedom through restricting
so-called strategic coordination goodsmeans which allow people to take part in activities
aiming to destabilize the regime. More specific, in hypothéaiard 4b | proposed that the
presence of repression and lack of free media reduces the effects ofdiexadratic values

on democracy. Perhaps this argument can be expanded: It may be that the emergence of
citizens demanding freedom and political change leads the dictator to carry -eubhjiee
measures. Fearing the consequence of a more critical poptllaceegime increases
repression in order to keep liberal leading figures and its potential supporters under control
and restricts the freedom of the media in order to exclude critical voices and prevent the
diffusion of such aspirations. Both increasegression and media restrictions will be
reflected in a decline in the Freedom House index. As a result, if this argument holds liberal

democratic values may ironically lead to reduced democracy.

In order to get a clearer idea of what is really going @dd indicators of repression and
freedom of the media to the dynamic probit moebgdlaining transitions to and survival of
democracyaccording to he lowest threshold (see tabl8)1 This is a way of testing

hypothesis 3b and 3proposing an interacticeffect between repression and values as well as
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between freedom of the media and valuesModel2 | include the Physical Integrity Rights
index asa lagged control variable explaining transitions to democracy to see if this affects the
coefficient estimée of the values index, as well as an interaction term between the same index
and Freedom House which explains the survival of democrAsya high value on the
Physical Integrity Rights index equatsspect for human rights (aatbsence of repression), |
expect thiscoefficientto have a positive effect on democratic transitisrModel3 | add the

Banks media scale adaggedcontrol variableexplaining transitions to democracy, and as an
interaction term to gdain the survival of democrackinally, in Model 41 add an interaction
termbetween the values index and the Phydiotgrity Rights indexThis variable aptures

a potential conditional effect of repression on the effect of libdgatocratic values on

democracy.
Table 12. Results. Dynamic probit with repression and freedom of the media.
1 2 3 )
Freedom House 1.083 1.123 1.265 1.439
(0.654) (0.673) (0.725) (0.686)
PHYSINT -0.0198
(0.0359)
PHYSINT*FHouse 0.140
(0.0520)
Banks media scale -0.00321
(0.00967)
Banks*FHouse 0.00677
(0.0110)
PHYSINT*values 0.192°
(0.0706)
Values -5.194 -5.106 -5.108 -6.199"
(2.161) (2.138) (2.192) (2.173)
GDP (log) 0.125 0.129 0.127 0.108
(0.18) (0.179) (0.180) (0.188)
School -0.00439 -0.00462 -0.00416 -0.00327
(0.00793) (0.00781) (0.00792) (0.00857)
Muslim -0.155 -0.168 -0.146 -0.111
(0.218) (0.216) (0.219) (0.224)
Population -3.26e10 -3.51e10 -3.12e10 -2.34e10
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(5.64e10) (5.65€10) (5.71e10) (5.64€10)

FreedomHouse*values  4.028 3.155 3.761 3.430
(2.856) (2.853) (2.906) (2.926)
FreedomHouse*GDP 0.117 0.0890 0.104 0.116
(0.230) (0.230) (0.228) (0.233)
FreedomHouse*school  -0.00542 -0.00728 -0.00608 -0.00790
(0.00913) (0.0022) (0.00921) (0.00949)
FreedomHouse*Muslim  -0.196 -0.197 -0.200 -0.262
(0.328) (0.324) (0.327) (0.317)
FreedomHouse*populatiol 4.67e10 9.58e10 4.38e10 6.19e10
(7.69e10) (8.24e10) (7.77e10) (7.86e10)
Constant 0.352 0.388 0.307 0.491
(0.515) (0.523) (0.574) (0.519)
Observations 2809 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd®®’ 0.671 0.676 0.672 0.674
Il -357.2 -352.0 -357.0 -354.1
II_0 -1086.9 -1086.9 -1086.9 -1086.9

Standard errors in parentheses

p<0.05 " p<001,"" p<0.001

Dependent varidb is democracy, defined according the low threshold where democracy is a regime classified as
either partly free or free by Freedom House.

Table B provides several interesting insights. First of all, it shows that when controlling for
respect for human rightsnd press freedom (see model 2 and 3) the negative effect of values
on democratizationshrinks although notsizably Neither respect for human rightsor
freedom of the media ham independent significant effect damocratizatiorhowever, but

the Physical Integrity Rights indekas a positive sighcant effecton the survival of
democracyReminding that we are looking at the lowest democracy thresiglday imply

that whera partly free regimemproves its compliance withuman rightsthe probability of
surviving from one year to the next ieasesEven more relevant for my investigation is the
coefficient estimate for the intefgmn effect between \Jaes andhe Physical Integrity Rights

index which is positive and significant at the 0.01 level. This means that the effect of liberal
democratic values on transitiofi®m unfree to(at leas) partly free regimes is conditioned

upon the degree of repression. Specifically, the higher a regime respects human rights, the
higher is the effect of liberadlemocratic values on democratic changais can be interpreted

in favor of theoretical contributionss hi ch ar gue t hat a fndpolitica

necessary for auccessful opposition movement, and that lisdexrhocratic values are not
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simply converted into democracy in authoritarian settings. It adds emstppbrt to the
argument discussed in chapter 4 that authoritarian leaders through coercion may be able to
circumvent the consequences of legitimacy deficit and popular discontent, at least in the short

term.

In sum, theresults from these modelgonfirm the findings from the previous section
indicating that the relationship between mass values and democracy is not as straightforward

as claimed by Inglehart and Welzel (2005).

6.5 Summary

| started out this section wioddl (2005 nelpchli cat i o
reached similar results as they did: When using OLS models, | found a positive significant
relationship between liberale mocratic values and democraajthough these results showed

to be sensitive to minor changes in model speatific also when using OLSlevertheless,

the imputed data strengthened the positive association between liberal values and democracy,
indicating a possible selection bias in théadased by Inglehart and Welzglorking against

their hypothesis.

Howeva, further analysis showed that there are at least three interesting patterns that are not
accounted for by running l nglehart and Wel
relationship between liberalemocratic values and democracy disappearsnvadoatrolling

for countryspecific timeinvariant factors. This can be interpreted as indicating that the
significant relationship between the two variables found in linear regression is due to omitted

variable bias.

Second, there are few indices of aspiwe effect of liberademocratic values on neither
democratization nor democratic survival. | find absolutely nothing that indicates that-liberal
democratic valuegienerateinstitutional change towards democracy. Regarding democratic
survival | find evidence indicatinghat values may promotthe survival of regimes with
Freedom House score 4 or higher, which can be interpreted as the survival ofregimiys

which are ranked asehii mo s t d e mthe paréiat fiee régimes.f
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Third, the results point in favor of a negative effect of libel@iocratic valuesn regime
transitionsfrom unfree toat leastpartly free My estimates indicate that these values have a
significant negative impact on democratization. Further analysis sadbasthis surprising

result may be due to authoritarian leaders carryingfprgemptive strike6 i n t he for |
increased repression response to discontent and demands for freedom.
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7 Robustness tests

It is possible that the results that | presented in chapter 6 are influenced by arbitrary and
theoretical irrelevant properties of the data and arese design. If this is the case, the
inferences | made regarding the relationship between lidembcatic values and
democracy camot be trusted. If | am to consider the results robust they need to remain stable
when exposed to small adjustments to medel specification, on idiosyncratic parts of the
dataset or on influential cases or outliers. In this chapter | investigate characteristics of my

models which may have influenced the results in a way which leads to false inferences.

| start by considang alternative observation samples. In the original analysis | have included
observations fromevery year between 1981 and 2009dwery countrywhich participated in

the World Values Survey. In this chapter | consider a sanmgleding all countriesthat

existed throughout the entire timseries, and subsequently a sample where outliers and
influential observations are excluded. Next, | consider alternative operationalizations of my
key variables, both democracy and libetamocratic values, before dosider alternative lag
structures for the explanatory variables. Finally | address the issue of dependency: | consider
whether the explanatory variables are dependent onagaeh in other wordswhether there

is a problem of multicollinearity, and filglwhether there is dependency between the error

terms.

7.1 Non-existent countries

The data set created by the multiple imputation process has observations for every country
from 1981 to 2009thus generating a balanced panel, which has certain be neficizta $p

terms of estimation and inferenda reality, however, not all countries of today have existed

as independent countries throughout the entire pefite postcommunist countries in
Eastern and Central Europe did not exist until the disintegrafidhe Soviet Union, which
means that the observations for these countries up until 1991 will represent countries which
technicallydid not exist Inor der to make sure that t hese
driving my results | run the models ewding all countryyears which technically never

existed. In practice | do this by running my model using aiimguted variable for Freedom
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House, which means that | remove cowyeprs which never existed and all coungears
with missing valueodn the Freedom House vible.*® The countryyears which are now
excluded are primarily the pesbmmunist countries before 1991 but also Germany before

1989 and Ethiopia up until 1993 when the country formally spliit into Ethiopia and Eritrea.

Excluding these ddervations does not alter the results considerably. The replication model
using OLS regression still produces a positive and significant coefficient estimate for values
on democracy (se€able a3 in the appendix), and the positive effect disappears wheg us
fixed effects regression and theeMancBond estimator. The coefficient estimates for
liberaldemocratic values in the latter models are still negative, but no longer significant. This
means that the results cast doubt regarding the robustness nddgaigve effect of values
found in the original analysisRunning the dynamic probit model this impression is
strengthened (see talde in the appendix). The negative effect of values when looking at the

lowest democracy threshold is no longer significa

In sum, these tests show that the finding point to a lack of positive effect of values on

democracy stil holds, but the findings which indicated a negative effect is less robust.

7.2 Outliers and influential cases

Outliers are observations which haa® unexpectedly high or low value of Y given its
predicted value based on the regression mode
by looking at the standardized residuals, and | categorize outliers as observations with
residualsgreater than ®r smaller than3 (reference$° Influential observations on the other

hand, are observations which greatly impact the results of a regression, for instance because
they have extreme values on the independent varidblee y can be detect ed
OLS regression, or by computing the dbeta statistics in probit regression. | categorize
influential observations as observations wit
Menard 2010: 137).

% This means that | will also remove some countears which technically did exist, but which there are no

Freedom House data on. For instance, my dataset does not have data for Freedom House in 2009, which means
these obseations will be excluded from the analysis altogether. The number of missing values in Freedom
House s relatively low however, implying that! avoid the worst forms of bias.

°0 Menard 2010: 135uggests to categorizutliers as observations with residsigteater than 2 or smalle2,

butthis is a liberal criteria in the sense thatit would make me exclude a large number of observations. | therefore
choose the stricter criteria mentioned above.
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Looking at the moels explaining democracy leveghe number of influential observations
according to this definition i, while thenumber of outliers ar&0, primarily from the years
20052009. The fact that the outliesgem to beorrelated with timesuggestéhat my model
does a poorgb at explaining democracy in the final years of my tgeeies. | return to this
problem when discussing namdependent observations as a robustness chafféhgerder

to make sure that my results are not driven by these irregular observations | rodels
without all observations which are categorized as outliers or influential observations

according the definition above.

Table 24 (see appendix) shows that my main findings when it comes to level of democracy
remain after having removed outliersdainfluential observations. The coefficient estimate of
liberatdemocratic values from OLS regression is still positive significant (see model 1).
However, as opposed to the model which included outlieescoefficient estimate for values
when controllig for fixed effects in model 2 becomes insignificant negative and the same
thing happens when running the ArellaBond estimation without outliers in model 3.
Hence, there is no longer any sign of a negative effect of lidemabcratic values on

demaracy level.

When it comes to the dynamic probit models which explain transitions to and survival of
democracy, the effect of liberdemocratic values on institutional change from unfree to
partly free regimes remains negative significasiien removinghe outliers(see table 25 in

the appendix) The results are also relatively similar to tlesults fromoriginal modelwhen
looking at both transition and survival of democracy according to the medndnhigh
threshold. The effectof values on transitio to democracy is still negative and insignificant
when looking at the medium thresholthd positiveand insignificant when looking at the
highest threshold. Meanwhileha effect of values omhe survival of democracy at the

medium threshold is stil pése and significant.

When it comes to the dynamic probit models which explain transitions to and survival of
denocracy, theare the effect of liberademocratic values on institutional change from unfree

to partly free regimes remains negative sigaifit (see table 25 in the appendix), and the

51
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results are also relatively similar to the results from original model when looking at both
transition and survival of democracy according to the medium and high threshold. The effect
of values on transition tdemocracy is still negative and insignificant when looking at the

medium threshold, and positive and insignificant when looking at the highest threshold.
Meanwhile, the effect of values on the survival of democracy at the medium threshold is still

positve and significant.

In sum, the main findings from the originalynamic probitmodel are very robust to

excluding outliers and influential observatians

7.3 Alternative operationalizations of democracy

A robust result should not disappear if one changesogerationalization of the variables it
depends on in subtle but theoretically irrelevant ways. Throughout the analysis | operated
with the Freedom House index as the indicator of democracy. Although this indicator offers
the most valid operationalizatiomf my preferred understanding of democracy, | want to
exclude the possibility that some curious characteristic of the Freedom House index explains
my results(see Munck and Verkuilen 2002For instanceas argued in Chapter 2he
Freedom Housendex is a broad indicator capturing many aspects of democracy including
freedom of the press and the protection of private property. It could be that the reported
insignificant or sometimes negative effect could be due to only some of these components. |
thereforerun the models using the Polity Combiredmocracy score which is a manarrow
indicator concentrating on the presence or absence of formal democratic institutions. The

results are listed in TabRl (see appendix).

Running OLS regression with Politg alependent variable to replicate Inglehart and Welzel
(2005) gives similar estimates as when using Freedom House, although coefficient estimate of
values becomes insignificant, although still positively signedjadlel2 where the only other
control varables are logged GDP and lagged democracy. Yet, when adding several control
variables inModel 3 the effect of values oRolity is clearly positive and significant (see
Model 3). However, when adding fixed effects the coefficient estimate turns negatve an
insignificant (seeModel 4). In the Freedom House analysis this coefficient was often

significant with the same direction (negative), although this result varied between different
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imputed datasets. In the ArellaBond model the coefficient estimate oélwes is still

negative significant (see model 5), as in the models using the Freedom House index.

Overalll t hen, using Politydéds democracy score
results substantially. The conclusion is still that the eflettliberaldemocratic values

becomes insignificant or negative when controlling for couspgcific timeinvariant
variables(and for some models taking into account that values may be endogenous to regime
type) In other words, my dependent variabldagly robust to alternative operationalizations

of democracy.

7.4 Alternative  operationalization of liberal-

democratic values

Throughout my analysis | have operationalized liseexrhocratic values using the values
index utilized by Inglehart and Welzel (200 This has allowed me to make meaningful
comparisons with the results of Inglehart and Welzel, but, as | notdthpter 5Sthis index is

only made up of four indicater For the sake of the validity and reliability of this index it
would have been prefable with an index containing more indicajcaad this is also pointed

out by Inglehart and Welzel (2003 the methodological chapter | presented an alternative
index made up of 15 indicators representing four theoretically justified dimensions which
according to factor analysis tap one underlying concept. | run my models using this
alternative index in order to exclude the possibility that my results are driven by validity or

reliability problems in the simpler index. The results are presentédbia 19 (see appendix).

When explaining level of democracthe results from the replication models using OLS
regression remain similar to the results from the more narrow values hiasaver, when
adding fixed effects and Arellar®ond GMM the coefficienestimates for liberademocratic
are no longer negative significant. This suggests that the negative effect ofdibe@dratic
which | found in my original modeimay have been influenced Ipotentialbias in the more

narrow index of values used byglehart and Welzel (e.g. 2005

When looking at institutional change from unfree regimes to partly free regigieg the

dynamic probit modelthe effect of the extended values index is similar to the coefficient
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estimatefor the more simple index: Itds a significant negative effect on regime change. The
coefficient estimate of the extended values
d e mo c rdd tthe cpartial free regies remains negative insignificartee Table.
Interestingly, the coefficient estate of the values index changes and becomes postive
significant when looking at change towards the most democratic regimes (see model 5 in table

8), although this estimate becomes positive insignificant when adding more control variables.

Even more integsting, | find a positive significant effect of the extended values index on the
survival of both partial free regimes and regimes above the medium democracy thiésiold
Is, the i mo st democratico partial f r e ent effecgaf me s .

liberatdemocratic values on the survival of fuly democratic regimes, however.

Thus, a more extensive indicator of libedeimocratic values does not alter the negative
significant effect of values on regime change from unfree regimes andgeherally
insignificant effect of values on regime change, but it does suggest that there may be a

relationship between lberdemocratic values and the survival of selemocracies.

7.5 Alternative lag structures

In order to allow for a meaning comparisasith Inglehart and Welzel (2005) | lagged all
independent variables with 5 years in the first part of my analysis. | want to investigate
whether my results are robust to alternative lag specifications. There is no clearly developed
theoretical expectatioof the correct lag in effect of values on regime type, and any choice of
lag structure is thus somewhat arbitrary. Therefore, | run out all my models in table 5 with 1

year lags and 1Qear lags of all independent variables.

Using Lyear lagsthe positve significant effect of liberadlemocratic valuebased orOLS
regression inModels 2-3, that is the replication models, disappeésse Table 17 in
appendix) In fact, the effect of liberatlemocratic values becomes negative insignificant. In
defense of | ngl e hand conclasionbsit cavibelargued thas a-Yewar ldgeis

not a fair test of their theoretical assumptions. It takes several years for a change in values to
stimulate collective action and finally create institutional change. Thus, this result, in #tself, i
not necessarily a blow to the replication model, although it does raise some concern on the

robustness of the proposed effect (in addition to those concerns stemming from the other
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analyses | have conducted). The coefficient estimates of values ixeébeeffects model and

the ArelaneBond remain negative significant.

Using 10year lagsthe resultdrom talde 5 are only enhanced (s€able 18 in the appendix).

All the coefficient estimates for values from OLS regression (mod&ls dre now positive

and significant at the 0.001viel. However, the values coefficient from the fixed effects
model is still negative, now at a higher significance level, while the values coefficient from

Arellano-Bond GMM modelremains the same, that is negative and significant.

In sum, thelack of apositive effect of liberalvalues on democracy persistsen when

estimating the effect using otyear or teryear lags on the independent variables.

7.6 Highly correlated independent variables

The problem of multicollinearity arises when themee approximad linear relationships
between two or more independent variables. Reminding that the emergence of democratic
institutions may happen as a result of complex interactions between different factors which
evolve jointly, it may be that many of the factors whexplain democracy correlate highly.

This might make it difficult to disentangle individual effects of certain variables and lead to
inflated standard errors and hencmderestimatedeffects (see Kennedy 2009193).
Multicollinearity can be detected bgalculatingthe Variance Inflation Factor(VIF), which
measures to what extent a variable is determined by a combination of the other independent
variables (see Maddala and Lahiri 2009: 282). To check for this problem | have calculated the
VIF for the most heoretically interesting variables from the models, and the results are
presented in table A18 (see appendix). The literature suggests that multicollinearity should be
considered a problem if VIF exceeds a threshold of 10, and | operate with this is an

appoximate criterion

Table A18 shows that multicollinearity is not problematic for the OLS nor the dynamic probit
model. Logged GDP per capita has the highest VIF value in both models, but this is only 6.65
in the OLS model and 8.93 in the dynamic prabddel, which is well within the accepted

interval. Hence, | include that my estimates are not driven by multicollinearity.

115



7.7 Dependent observations

| have already dealt with the problem of dependent observations due to omitted country
specific timeinvarian variables. Using a fixed effects model and Arellddand model |
controlled for underlying contextual factors thereby mitigating the problem of autocorrelation
which arises when an observation in year t is correlated with the observation Toamd
panetspecific heteroskedasticity, which arises whémre variance is dependent on what
country we are looking at. Anothebut somewhat different problem, is that temporal
dependence of the observations may be related gotentialbias More specifically the

results above may be driven bine-specific(andcountryinvarian) omitted variablesthat is

factors which vary over time but affect all countries in the sample. For instaheg,if there

has been a general trend towards increased democraafliyglabthe same time as the level

of liberatdemocratic values has increased globally. This may create the impression that there
is a causal relationship between the two as they both increase over time, although this increase
is really due to global trerelof democratization and more libetalinded citizensThis gives

a situation where observations for values and democracy level in Suriname in 2007 is not
independent of values and democracy level in South Korea in 2007. Morétige mot
implausible tothink that world events such as the fall of communism stimulated both a jump

in liberatdemocratic values as well as the emergence of democracies. If this is the case the
mo d e | may do better predicting the outcome
occurred.Moreover, it may lead to correlated error terms for observations in the same year,

known as thgroblem of autocorrelation.

| investigate whether this source omitted variablebias affects my result, running my
models with dummy variables for &@a year in my timeseries. This change in model
specification does not alter the coefficient estimates significantly in the OLS regression, nor
in the models using fixed effects or ArellaBond estimation (see table 27 in the appendix).
Furthermore, the aefficient estimates for values from the dynamic probit models rarely
change as opposed to the original model. The coefficient estimate of-teenaktratic
values on democratic change is still negative significant for institutional change at lower
leveb of democracy, and insignificant at medium and high levels of democracy. This means

that my result igprobably not driven bytime trends creating omitted variable bias.
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In addition, I run the models explaining democracy laxshg robust standard erspmwhich

is another way of correcting for possible riadependencé? This method takes into account

the possible threat of autocorrelation as well as the possibility of heteroskedasticity (see Beck
and Katz 1995)although they do not deal with the abaliscussed problem of potential
omitted variable bias due to time tremfsRunning the OLS model with robust standard
errors | find that the positive effect of liberd¢mocratic values on democracy found in
chapter 6 disappears. When adding relevant cbvdirgables in model 2 and 3 (see table 28 in
the appendix) the effect of liberdémocratic values on democracy is no longer significant.
As | have already discussed when interpreting and justifying the use of fixed effects models,
the error terms are kly to vary between countriaa my analysis. As OLS with robust
standard errors captures this problem, this result is a serious blow to the validity of the initial
models. Running the fixed effects model with standard errors clustered on country the effec
of liberatdemocratic values on democracy is level is still negative and significant. In the

Arellano-Bond model the coefficient d@shte is stil negative buto longer significant.

Hence, the resultsmply that the initial result from the OLS modelhewing a postive
relationship between liberattemocratic values and democragyobably suffers from
problems of heteroskedasticity or autocorrelatbnthe presence of heteroskedasticity and
autocorrelation, OLS may systematically over underestimatehe sizes of the standard
errors, and in this instance it seems to have underestimated thente, correcting foris
only strengthens th@émpression thatit is problemati¢c at best,to conclude that there is
relationship between liberalle mocratic vales and democradgvel. In additionthe estimates
from the models with robust standard errals® questiothe robustness of the negative effect
of values on democracy when controlling for cowspgcific effects, although this result

becomes significat when using the Arellan@ond estimator.

®2The dynamic probit model explainin democratic transii@nd survival has already been run with with robust
standard errors in chapter®6.

SBtis argued that this is the best method for many esessional units and relatively short time series (see
Beck and Katz 1995).
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7.8 Summary: A second look at the results

The main finding in my analysis, namely the lack of support in favor of a positive effect of
liberatdemocratic values on democracy turns out quite robust to alternatbaelm
specifications. In the original analysis | found absolutely no indication of a positive
significant coefficient estimate for liberdemocratic values when controlling for country
specific factors and taking into account the problem of endogeneiyevan across the
imputed datasetd his chapter strengthened this finding showing that no such effémntng
whenusing an alternative democracy indicatoranalternative operationalization of liberal
democratic valuesMoreover, | found no supporbrf this hypothesis with different lag
structures of the independent variables nor when excluding outliers and influential
observations. | showed that this result is unlikely to be due tedepandency due to time
specific omited variables, nor is it ligeto affect by bias following from multicollinearity.

In a similar manner, when looking at the effect of liberamocratic values on transitions to
democracy and survival of democracy, the robustness checks do not alter the main conclusion
from the orginal analysis: There are few signs that libelaimocratic values affect the
emergence of democracy positively and only small indicatiohsa positive effect on

democratic stabiltyunder certaincircumstances

At the same time, these tests provide soadditional clues regarding the nature of the
relationship between liberalle mocratic values and democracy. First of all, the findings in my
original analysis suggesting a negative significant effect of libdgalocratic values on
democracy level when atrolling for countryspecific factors and the problem of endogeneity
has proved to be less robust to alternative model specifications. When operationalizing
democracy using the more extensive ingehich includes 15 indicators rather than fotlre
negatve coefficient estimates becommesignificant. The same thing happens when removing
outliers. When operationalizing democracy using the polity index the coefficient estimate

from the fixed effects model becomes insignificant.

Looking at the results fronthe dynamic probit models, the finding that libeda@imocratic
values have a negative effect on democracy when using the lowest democracy threshold is
surprisingly robust. It remains significant when using the alternative index for values and

when excludig outliers from the analysis. In other wordlberaldemocratic values seetm
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have a negative effect on institutional change from unfree regimes to partly free regimes
Hence, having carried out these robustness tests | am left with indications ptwirdinmg A

linear relationship between lbemdémocratic values and transitions to democracy.

Moreover, the robustness tests strengthen the finding that Jibemadcratic values contribute
to the survival of thanost democratic partly free regime$Vhen using theextensive index
for liberatdemocratic values | even find a positive effect of libet@mocratic values on the

survival of both the most democratic of the partly free regimes and the free regimes.
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8 Concluding remarks

| round off this thesis byointing towhat | considerthe essence of my results and their
implications. First, | discuss the most striking findinghich is the lack of support to the
hypothesis that liberademocratic values breed democracy. Inglehart and Welzel (2005; 2005;
2006 have argued in favor of this hypothesis in a large number of studies, but as | show there
are many problems with their inferences. Second, | discuss the findihgjst iof interpreting

them as pointing towards likely nontlinear relationship betweelbératdemocratic values

and institutional change towards democracy.

8.1 The non-findings and its implications

The most striking finding in this thesis has been the consistent lack of support in favor of the
hypothesis that liberalemocratic values breed deenacy. | have found the effect of liberal
democratic values on democracy to be either insignificant or significant and negative when
controlling for countryspecific timeinvariant variables. This result is also strikingly robust:

It remains robust acroske different imputed datasets which means that it cannot be ascribed
to the uncertainty stemming from the imputation process, and it remains robust under
alternative model specifications including alternative operationalizations of democracy and
liberatdemocratic values. Hence, this finding can be said to question the sturdiness of

| nglehart and Wel®el6s (2005) conclusion.

One possible interpretation of this finding is that underlying historical factors determine both
a countryo0s -déenoude Ivaluesfas well aseits kevel of democracy. In other
words, that history has a lasting impact so grave that even extensiveesoo@mic
transformations such as modernization cannot wash away its presence in contemporary
political affairs. In line withAcemoglu et al (2008) and theories of historical sociology it can

be argued that at some point societies embarked on divergent pelitoaiad mic development

paths, some leading to liberadiented citizens and democratic institutions and others leading

>4| have only analysed the effects arie specific dimension of masstitudes, namely what | have referred to as
liberatdemocratic values. It could be that othervalue dimensions have a strongerimpact on democracy than the

one | have investigated. Yet, | have showed that my index is & epérationalization of the concept which is
theoretically most salient. and in this regard it can
well as the most plausible theoretical argument.
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to more authorityoriented citizens and authoritarian political systems. If this interpretation is
true, we should be able to identify and test certain historical factors which explain sécieties
position today. Doing so has been outside the scope of #ssshout | would like to suggest

afew candidates.

Recent literature has pointed to several historical factors which may explain why some
countries experience both economic development and democracy while others experience
none (see Acemoglu, Robinson ambhnson 2000). Some of these factors may also be
plausible explanations for why some countries have embarked upon a path towards
democracy and populasghatembraceliberal values For instance, it has been argued that
mortality rates in European cologieere an important explanation for why some countries
gained early experience with restricted governments and strong institutions. In places where
the disease environment was not favorable to European settlement, the Europeans powers
chose toaceti vep sfiaxteso with the aim of coll e
replications of European strong institutions including checks against government power and
the protection of private property. These early institutions were detrimental to ieresind
economic progress as well as for the prospects for future democracy (Acemoglu, Johnson and
Robinson (2000). These institutions may also have had a significant impact on citizen
aspirations. In line with institutional learning theory it can be atgbat experience with the

rule of law and responsive government create citizens with internalized appreciations of
freedom and selflecision (see e.drustow1971; Muller and Seligson 2002). Hence, settler
mortality rates at the time of colonization mag &n explanation of both liberdémocratic

values and democratic institutions, and thus one of the omitted variables driving the
correlation between the twdn a sense, this argument also points towards the potential
endogeneity of values to politicalsit i t ut i ons, as it highlights
stemming partly from experiences of living under specific institutional settings (although it is
not necessarilydemocracy per se that is the most relevant institutional aspect). This
interpretation could also be argued to have some support from the fact that some of the
Arellano-Bond models, when contrasted with the results in models not taking values as

endogenous, above indicated that values could indeed be endogenous to institutional context.

Another suggested explanation, which also has deepriba&tooots (see e.g. Weber 193&
religion at the time of stat®rmation. For instance, Protestantism may have had an impact on

the flourishing of both capitalism and democracy, through promotingri ethic conducive
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to capitalism and an experience with moreceatralized church government in the Calvinist
tradition. While Islam and Confucianism may have inhibledh (Lipset and Lakins 2006)

Religion is an even more plausible explanatioreetl of liberaldemocratic values, and can

be seen as a plausible candidate for an omitted variable affecting both values and democracy.
For instance, it has been argued that Prot

individualism on the expense dépendencyn priest leadership (Weber 1930

Hence, settler mortality rates and religion are suggestions of plausible candidates which
explain both liberatlemocratic values and democracy in a couttiyvestigating to what
extent any of these factors gain the correlation between values and democracy is a
compelling topic for future research.

The nonrfinding in this thesis has theoretical implications insofar as it suggests that there is no
direct causal effect of liberalemocratic values on democyalevel. Rathercountryspecific

factors such as settler mortality rates may be the cause of both. At the same time, this finding
has methodological implications: It points to historical studies of contextual background as a
valuable source of insight mthe causal nature of this relationship (see Acemoglu et &t 200
Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2D03his is not to say that the relevant historical variables
cannot be included in a statistical model which aims to explain democracy across countries.
Nevertleless, if we assume that we have yet to identify all relevant omitted cesjtcyfic
variables which affect both values addmocracythe historical approach may be the most
fruitful.

At the same time, some caution is necessary in interpreting thésrdsitdt of all, although |

find no indications in favor of a causal effect of libedaimocratic values, an effect might still

be present, but operating at a much lower frequency. It might take 20, 50 or even 100 years
before changes in attitudes affeudlitical institutions. In any case, it is not implausible to
think that the causal effect is too slow to be captured by the relatively shorsdiies

utilized in this thesis. If this is the case, we may have to collect survey data for another 50
yearsbeforewe are able to conclude regarding the effect of libdeahocratic values on

institutions.

°> Other possible concrete candidates anetlver or not the country was a British colony and distance from the
equator (see Acemoglu et al 2007), as these may correlate both with the influence from major European powers
and certain other geographical features that could have impacted on pialttitational structures and cultural

life.
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Second, my results do not say anything about the effect of democraeyues although the

fact the coefficient estimate changes slightly when applyiregArellaneBond estimation
points in favor of an endogenous relationshifven if there is no effect of values on
democracy there may very well laa effect the other way around, as | have touched upon
when discussing institutional learning theory. Theden if we are to interpret the findings as
indicating that underlying historical factors explain both values and demotoday; this

does not imply historical determinism when it comes to political culture and institutions. It
only implies that histodal factors have a considerable lelagting impactput societiesnay
still di verge from historicalpregerce of slivergantd e r
development paths creategendency, but many other factors influence equilibrium political

i nstitutionso writes Acemoglu et al (2008) .

factors which may interact with the effect of values on democracy.

8.2 Political culture in an authoritarian setting

Apart from the consistent and robust lack of a pesieffect of liberaldemocratic values on
democracy, the second interesting finding of this thesis is the indications pointing to a
negative effect of values on democracy in certain circumstances. More specific, there are
signs of a negative effect of @ébatdemocratic values on regime change from unfree to partly
free. This result is robust across all imputed datasets and to the alternative operationalization
of democracy, but not to the exclusion of countries which have not existed lbraude
entiretime-series. This means that care should be made not to dralkoamnbasticconclusion

on the basis of these results, but | still comment on the results and their possible

interpretation.

As | have noted, this is a surprising finding when consideringitthats to my knowledge not

been proposeéxplicitly. Literature dealing with a democratic political culture and liberal

democratic values either suggests that it has a positive effect on democratization, democratic

survival or both. At a second glance, lewsr, and when taking into consideration the

literature on authoritarian regimes and their dynamics, it is nho newshhages in mass

attitudes and collective action can lead to yeetedoutcomes in authoritarian settings

chapter 3 | arguedhat athoritarian leaders are able to mitigate potential uprisings and

demands for freedom through repression dadrestriction of the mass media and means of

communicationlt can behypothesizedhat the emergence of citizens demanding freedom
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and political change leads the dictator to carry out-preptive measures. Fearing the
consequence of a more critical populace the regime increases repression in order to keep
liberal leading figures and its potential supporters under control and restricts the freedom o
the media in order to exclude critical voices and prevent the diffusion of such aspirations. As
a resul, if this argument holds libet@dmocratic values may ironically lead to reduced
democracyHence, the indications of a negative effect of valuesegime change towards

semidemocraciesmay reveal something about the dynamics of authoritarian regimes.

Furthermore, | have found indications of a Howear effect of values on democracy: Liberal
democratic values seems to have a negative effect omeadiange from unfree to partly free
regimes but may have a positive effect on change towards the most democratic regimes,
although this coefficient estimate is only significant under certain model specifications. If this
Is the case, it is coherent withet interpretation | have just launched: In authoritarian settings.
However, in societies where a minimum of basic rights and freedoms are protected and the
democracyseeking opposition is able to coordinate and organize collective action as well as
recruit followers, liberaldemocratic values may in fact help to push the leaders to carry out
further liberalization. In other words, this suggests that there must be a minimum level of
democracy present for liberdémocratic values to have an effect. Returrithe theoretical

di scussion, t here must be an fAopeningo or
(seeKuran 199). Liberal aspirations provide the motivation for collective action but the

extent to which there is an opportunity is determitldstructural factors.

Meanwhile, this is not incoherent with the historical approach to democratization which |
discussed above: If a certain level of basic rights and freedom is necessary for the emergence
of full democracies, those countries with institutiongdenence with democracy will have an
advantage over those without such experience. Hence, there is an element of path dependency
in the prospects for democracy, where the countries having domen a path of
authoritarianismtraditionaloriented citizensand limited economicevelopment may have a

hard time democratizing.

What these findings suggest is that thedel of Inglehart and Welzel (2005) assuming a
strong and consistent effect of libeddmocratic values on democracy through collective
actionmay be too simple to capture the dynamics of institutional change and collective action
in an authoritarian settinglt is a model which fails to take properly into account the different
obstacles which democratic movements are faced with when optingsftiutional change.
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I n particular, the | iterature suggests that
press freedom oincidences of democratizatian neighboringcountries is often necessary to

create the spark that coverts mass attitudés imstitutional changgsee Kuran 1991)

Without such an opening, it is unlkely that the emergence of limerahted freedom

seeking individuals will bring about genuine change, and ironically it may even lead to
authoritarian tightening on societthrough increasing repressiont should again be
emphasized however, that this result is less robust than thénemg of a positive effect of

values on democracy, and hence should be seen as an uncertain conclusion at best.

That having said, the fact ahthis simple model is challenged does not mean that mass
attitudescan be excluded as an importarplanatiorof democracyBut, if liberaldemocratic
values have an impact it is likely to be conditdngon a range of other factors which need

to be ircluded in the model. Hence, would make the case for a more comprehensive
explanatory model which incorporates the interaction between mass attitudes, past
institutions, structural and soeeronomic factors and the choices and strategic interactions of

key agents.

| remind that the theory of mass attitudeshich | have investigatedbove,should be
understood as a part of modernization theanygying that my findings can be understood as

a challenge to this version of modernization theory. Ingtedmad Welzel (2005) argue that

the emergence of liberdkemocratic values should be seen as the intervening factor tying
socioeconomic changes such as higher income, industrialization and education to the
emergence of more responsive regimes. As hasbeeh en poi nted out, Li
was much more nuanced than simply proposing a relationship between income and
democracy. It proposed that the encompassing changes in society, in the economy, and in
social relations which followed from modernizatmould bring aboutlemocracyBut, it did

assume that as long as all these processes emerged this would eventually bring about
democratization. The tradition following from Lipset paid little attention to problems of
collective action, of strategic interamh and of the abilities of key agents and dictators to
manipulate the masses and their ability to convert their desires into political currency. If the
implications drawn in this discussion are correct, and the effect of libaha¢s is in fact
conditoned upon factors such as repression and authoritar@m dneotivétien and ability

to prevent political change, the simple structural model of modernization theorists seems to

provide insufficient explanations of the relationship between values arnoccyn
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In sum, applying my findings to the South Korean process of democratization which took
place in the 1980sliscussed in the introductioit,can be argued that even if democracy did
arise in a climate of liberahinded citizens who wvoiced their whands through
demonstrations and uprisings, it may be that the aspirations of citizens did not have a causal
effect on the democratic transition. There may be underlying historical conditions specific to
South Korea which explains both why citizens arerltboriented and why democracy could

arise in this country. Alternatively, the aspirations of the masses may have had a causal effect
on democratization, but only because otli@vorable factors such ashe choicesand
personalityof the dictatorallowed for this relationship to take placEinally, even if
democracy in South Korea was brought about primarily by changes in mass aspirations, the
findings in thesis provide few reasons to expect that the South Korean path is thdaecipe

democratization.
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Appendix

Dataset and dofiles from Statawill be provided upon mguest (contact:

sirianne.dahlum@gmail.com)

Table 13.

OLS with Region dummies as control variables

1: OLS 2: Fixed effects OLS 3: GMM
Values index 1.622 -1.697 -1.387
(0.400) (0.597) (0.343)
Freedom House 0.677" 0.384"
(0.0151) (0.0199)
GDP(log 0.115" 0.0433 0.216”
(0.0350) (0.0747) (0.0520)
School enroliment 0.00621 0.0215™ -0.00122
(0.00212) (0.00305) (0.00183)
Ethnic Fractionalization -0.00373 0.0923 -0.0122
(0.0690) (0.164) (0.0449)
Military spending -0.00000647 -0.0000087 -0.00000126
(0.00000126) (0.00000196) (0.00000115)
BExport 0.000000210 0.0000009273" 0.000000499"
(0.000000130) (0.000000193) (0.000000114)
Protestant majority -0.00618 0.784™ 0.0889
(0.0632) (0.183) (0.0654)
Muslim majority -0.0854 0.253 -0.3717
(0.0658) (0.194) (0.0673)
Africa 0.164 0.335 0.00423
(0.0870) (0.627) (0.0992)
Asia-Pacific Ref. cat Ref. cat.
() ()
C & E Europe 0.337" 0.417 0.0557
(0.0656) (0.503) (0.0866)
Middle East -0.193 -0.479 -0.154
(0.0942) (0627) (0.103)
North America 0.0606 -0.307 0.397"
(0.121) (0.810) (0.134)
South America 0.209 -0.522 0.174
(0.0783) (0.613) (0.0984)
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Scandinavia -0.0669 -0.888 0.289
(0.110) (0.662) (0.126)
Western Europe 0.135 -0.294 0.0880
(0.0768) (0.571) (0.0041)
L.Freedom House 0.833"
(0.0123)
Constant -0.276 1.696 -0.253
(0.205) (0.661) (0.369)
Observations 2326 2326 2617
r2 0.784 0.293
Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 " p<0.01," p<0.001
Table 14. OLS with additional control variables
1. OLS 2: Fixed effects OLS 3: GMM
Values index 1.301 -1.697 -1.231
(0.377) (0.597) (0.337)
Freedom House 0.681" 0.384"
(0.0145) (0.0199)
GDP(log) 0.0750 0.0433 0.191"
(0.0305) (0.0747) (0.0514)
School enroliment 0.00870" 0.15~ -0.000854
(0.00167) (0.00305) (0.00178)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.0396 0.0923 -0.00959
(0.0665) (0.164) (0.0418)
Military spending -0.00000857" -0.00000487 -0.00000197
(0.00000114) (0.00000196) (0.00000110)
Export 0.000000306 0.000000923 " 0.00000051%4"
(0.000000121) (0.000000193) (0.000000109)
Protestant majority -0.0326 0.784~ 0.104
(0.0558) (0.183) (0.0626)
Muslim majority -0.259" 0.253 -0.453"7
(0.0571) (0.194) (0.0616)
Africa 0.335
(0.627)
Asia-Pacific 0

¢
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C & E Europe 0.417
(0.503)
Middle East -0.479
(0.627)
North America -0.307
(0.810)
South America -0.522
(0.613)
Scandinavia -0.888
(0.662)
Western Europe -0.294
(0.571)
L.Freedom House 0.840"
(0.0129
Constant 0.138 1.696 -0.138
(0.162) (0.661) (0.359)
Observations 2326 2326 2617
r2 0.780 0.293

Standarqlk*errors in Qgrentheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Table 15. Dynamic probit with additional control variables
1: Freedom Houst2: Freedon House 3. Freedom Housi
(low) (medium) (high)
Freedom House (lag) 3.1137
(0.760)
Values -3.849 -0.777 1.817
(2.332) (1.435) (1.181)
GDP (log) 0.234 0.0560 0.164
(0.189) (0.115) (0.108)
School -0.000597 0.00320 0.00235
(0.00826) (0.00535) (0.00673)
Muslim 0.417 0.164 -0.296
(0.194) (0.138) (0.262)
Population -6.92e10 -6.55e10 4.90el11
(5.79e10) (5.34e10) (4.47€10)
FH*Values 1.200 2516~ 3.604™
(3.289) (0.741) (0.858)
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FH*GDP -0.0629 1.158 -0.217
(0.229) (1.693) (1.735)
FH*School -0.00134 -0.0882 -0.239
(0.00978) (0.135) (0.168)
FH*Muslim -0.411 0.00262 0.0114
(0.302) (0.00721) (0.00979)
FH*population 5.21e10 8.37e10 0.151
(7.45e10) (7.75e10) (0.384)
Gini -0.0196 -0.122 7.62e1l
(0.0144) (0.192) (5.22e10)
Qil -0.0278” -0.0199 -0.0185
(0.00661) (0.00772) (0.00909)
Bxport -0.00000118 -0.000000270 -9.71e08
(0.000000476) (0.000000387) (0.000000411)
Military -0.000000598 0.00000200 -0.00000307
(0.00000457) (0.00000404) (0.00000475)
Africa -0.168 -0.258 -0.169
(0.305) (0.196) (0.226)
Asia-Pacific 0 0 0
©) ©) ©)
C & E Europe -0.537 -0.281 -0.242
(0.283) (0.185) (0.217)
Middle East -0.720 -0.548 -0.327
(0.307) (0.226) (0.366)
North America 3.782 2.318 0.407
(1.773) (1.012) (0.48)
South America 0.911 0.686" 0.150
(0.531) (0.259) (0.238)
Scandinavia 2.265" 17797 1.568"
(0.698) (0.509) (0.433)
Western Europe 3.0137 2.0737 11717
(0.571) (0.486) (0.267)
Constant -0.0877 -1.293 -3.4477
(1.005) (0.736) (0.713)
Observations 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd 0.714 0.673 0.712
Il -310.8 -574.7 -560.5
o -1086.9 -1756.4 -1946.8

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 " p<001, " p<0.001
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Table 16.

Alternative lag structure. Explanatory variables lagged with one year

1: OLS 2:0LS 3:0LS 4: Fixed effects 5:GMM
OLS
Values index 11.04 -0.0290 -0.0832 -0.689 -1.231
(0.317) (0.151) (0.199) (0.310) (0.337)
Freedom House 0.923" 0.912™ 0.852"
(0.00683)  (0.00747) (0.0108)
GDP(log) 0.0549™ 0.0321 -0.0374 0.191”
(0.0112) (0.0159) (0.0426) (0.0514)
School enrollment 0.00207 0.0101" -0.000854
(0.000883) (0.00167) (0.00178)
Ethnic 0.0241 0.0451 -0.00959
Fractionalization
(0.0295) (0.0414) (0.0418)
Military spending -0.0000017%4 -0.00000205 -0.00000197
(0.000000612)  (0.00000101) (0.00000110)
Export 0.000000175 0.000000417" 0.00000051%"
(6.56e08) (0.000000103)  (0.000000109)
Protestant majority 0.0303 0.104
(0.0306) (0.0626)
Muslim majority -0.0941" -0.453"7
(0.0315) (0.0616)
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L.Freedom House

0.840

(0.0120)
Constant 0.240 0.00478 0.0988 0.521 -0.138
(0.136) (0.0541) (0.0838) (0.289) (0.359)
Observations 2714 2714 2714 2714 2617
r2 0.309 0.934 0.935 0.771
Standard errori parenthesesp<0.05, p<0.01, p<0.001

Table 17.

Explanatory variables lagged with ten years.

1: OLS 2:0Ls 3:0LS 4: Fixed effects OLS 5:GMM
Values index 10.26 1.565 2.569 -1.796 -1.231
(0.370)  (0.401)  (0.511) (0.600) (0.337)
Freedom House 04827  0.456" 0.0160
(0.0184) (0.0196) (0.0204)
GDP(log) 0.257"  0.0995 -0.0832 0.191"
(0.0298) (0.0414) (0.0799) (0.0514)
School enroliment 0.0138™ 0.0269™ -0.000854
(0.00224) (0.00342) (0.00178)
Ethnic Fractionatation 0.0989 -0.162 -0.00959
(0.0875) (0.135) (0.0418)
Military spending -0.000013Z" -0.000000666 -0.00000197
(0.00000152)  (0.00000195) (0.00000110)
Export 0.000000558"  0.00000108 0.000000514
(0.000000161)  (0.000000199) (0.000000109)
Protestant majority -0.0658 0.459" 0.104
(0.0766) (0.171) (0.0626)
Muslim majority -0.506" 0.365 -0.453"
(0.0781) (0.185) (0.0616)
L.Freedom House 0.840"
(0.0120)
Constant 0.8797 0.251 0.366 42397 -0.138
(0.158) (0.152) (0.222) (0.552) (0.359)
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Observations 1841 1841 1841 1841 2617
r2 0.294 0.608 0.651 0.0902
Standard errors in parentheses
A p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001
Table 18. OLS on Freedom House. With broad values index.
1: OLS 2:0LS 3:0LS 4: Fixed effects OLS 5:GMM
Selfexpression values 12.387 1.296°  1.020 -3.027 -0.0217
(0.294) (0.309) (0.411) (0.626) (0.334)
Freedom House 0.688" 0.668" 0.3927
(0.0138) (0.0143) (0.0181)
GDP(log) 0.1437 0.103” 0.0823 0.136
(0.02®) (0.0282) (0.0717) (0.0489)
School enroliment 0.00733" 0.0217" -0.0000771
(0.00159) (0.00300) (0.00179)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.00938 -0.364" -0.00323
(0.0656) (0.138) (0.0417)
Military spending -0.00000848"  -0.00000455 -0.00M0152
(0.00000114)  (0.00000191) (0.00000111)
Export 0.000000345  0.00000103 0.000000352
(0.000000121) (0.000000185) (0.000000109)
Protestant majority -0.00126 0.628™ 0.0438
(0.0543) (0.176) (0.0629)
Muslim majority -0.230” 00732 -0.4437
(0.0648) (0.188) (0.0628)
L.Freedom House 0.862"
(0.0109)
Constant -0.258 0.0785 0.178 2.070” -0.338
(0.128) (0.107) (0.169) (0.515) (0.358)
Observations 2326 2326 2326 2326 2617
r2 0.432 0.768 0.780 0.293
Standarcerrors in parentheses
A p<0.05" p<001"" p<0.001
Table 19. Dynamic probit with Freedom House .Extended values index.
1 2: 3: Freedom 4: Freedom 5: Freedom 6:
Freedom Freedom House House House(high) Freedom
House House (medium) (medium) House(high)
(low) (low)
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Freedom 0.354 -0.214 2.024" 1.626 3.007" 2.267"
House(lagged)

(0.723) (0.766) (0.598) (0.666) (0.765) (0.872)
Values 5.755 -9.850" 0.274 -0.971 2.957" 0.854
(1.785) (1.923) (0.986) (1.180) (0.970) (1.252)
GDP (log) 0.0321 0.210 0.134 0.110 0.183 0.235
(0.0889) (0.167) (0.0647) (0.104) (0.0759) (0.104)
FH*Values 6.441" 9.463" 2.377 3.128 -1.424 0.674
(2.337) (2.386) (1.241) (1.411) (1.678) (1.836)
FH*GDP 0.0598 -0.0231 -0.0443 0.0471 0.0173 -0.0482
(0.132) (0.183) (0.0930) (0.122) (0.123) (0.157)
School -0.00486 0.00297 -0.00219
(0.00783) (0.00494) (0.00631)
Muslims -0.807" -0.339 -0.633
(0.284) (0.176) (0.268)
Population -1.71e10 -4.79e10 5.43ell
(5.63e10) (5.20e10) (4.35e10)
FH*School -0.00273 -0.00915 0.00408
(0.00782) (0.00633) (0.00917)
FH*Muslim 0.476 8.67e10 0.363
(0.355) (7.91e10) (0.410)
FH*Population 2.6%e10 0.117 3.59e10
(7.65e10) (0.240) (5.08e10)
Constant 0.703 1.607" 2.276"" 17217 -3.980" -3.282"
(0.615) (0.618) (0.520) (0.571) (0.648) (0.694)
Observations 2809 2809 2809 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd?? 0.671 0.677 0.624 0.628 0.682 0.686
I -358.1 -3515 -659.8 -653.8 -618.6 -611.4
Il 0 -1086.9 -1086.9 -1756.4 -1756.4 -1946.8 -1946.8

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Table 20. Results: Polity.

1: OLS 2:0LS 3:0LS 4: Fixed effects OLS 5.GMM
Values index 29.09 0.898 6.992 -4.374 -2.731
(1.218)  (1.128)  (1.482) (2.281) (1.381)
polity 0.668"  0.661" 0.362"
(0.0134) (0.0143) (0.0192)
GDP(log) 05707 0.161 -0.274 0.777"
(0.0818) (0.113) (0.284) (0.207)
School enroliment 0.0359” 0.0890" -0.0124
(0.00643) (0.0117) (0.00722)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.232 0.315 -0.606™
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(0.259) (0.526) (0.169)
Military spending -0.0000303"  -0.0000131 0.0000111
(0.00000438)  (0.00000750) (0.00000444)
Export -5.27e09 0.00000292" 0.000000518
(0.000000461) (0.000000735) (0.000000439)
Protestant majority -0.898" 1.239 0.344
(0.216) (0.680) (0.251)
Muslim majority -0.921" 0.205 -1.839"
(0.225) (0.736) (0.248)
L.polity 0.822"
(0.0126)
Constant 22707 0.600 -0.527 6.167" -1.284
(0.522) (0.409) (0.631) (1.959) (1.454)
Observations 2326 2326 2326 2326 2617
r2 0197 0697 0715 0.253
Standard errors in parentheses
A p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, ***p < 0.001
Table 21. Results. OLS regression with all 5 imputed datasets.
2: Dataset 2 1: Dataset 1 3: Dataset 3 4: Dataset4 5:Dataset 5
Values 0.669 1.325 0.224 1.872 0.0223
(0.336) (0.323) (0.299) (0.320) (0.326)
Freedom House 0.665" 0.651" 0.660" 0.644" 0.662"
(0.0158) (0.0152) (0.0153) (0.0147) (0.0153)
GDP_log 0.119” 0.114” 0.100” 0.0924” 0.108"
(0.0300) (0.0293) (0.0302) (0.0278) (0.0316)
School 0.00402 0.00605" 0.00811" 0.00803" 0.00926"
(0.00158) (0.00161) (0.00173) (0.00157) (0.00180)
Ethnic frac. 0.0136 0.0285 0.0183 0.0192 0.0412
(0.0742) (0.0709) (0.0705) (0.0697) (0.0715)
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Milit ary -0.00000530°  -0.00000621"°  -0.00000548°  -0.00000746°  -0.00000618"
(0.000000928) (0.00000103)  (0.00000124)  (0.00000109)  (0.00000104)
Export 0.000000322  0.000000137  0.00000034%  0.000000175  0.000000341
(0.000000120) (0.000000115) (0.0(D000109) (0.000000113) (0.000000113)
Religion==Protestani -0.0136 0.0449 0.00622 -0.0726 0.0494
(0.0584) (0.0566) (0.0557) (0.0540) (0.0569)
Religion==Muslims  -0.356 -0.304™ -0.341" -0.239" -0.326"
(0.0594) (0.0596) (0.0590) (0.0583)
Constant 0.460" 0.138 0.472" 0.000629 0.407
(0.167) (0.161) (0.161) (0.160) (0.165)
Observations 2326 2326 2326 2326 2326
r2 0.746 0.744 0.746 0.756 0.748
Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 " p<0.01," p<0.001
Table 22. Results. OLS fixed effets model with all 5 imputed datasets.
1. Dataset 1 2: Dataset 2 3: Dataset 3 4. Dataset 4 5:Dataset 5
valuesA 0.491 -0.265 -2.036 0.638 -1.085
(0.445) (0.439) (0.393) (0.463) (0.385)
FHouse 0.361 0.388 0.356 0.387 0.367
(0.0196) (0.0206) (0.0196) (0.0188) (0.0197)
GDP_logA -0.0617 -0.183" 0.0980 0.0810 -0.0789
(0.0627) (0.0615) (0.0610) (0.0610) (0.0666)
schoolenrollmentA  0.0106 0.0136 0.0212 0.0163 0.0208
(0.00239) (0.00256) (0.00262) (0.00252) (0.00273)
frac_eth -0.492 -0.271 -0.184 -0.298 -0.470
(0.147) (0.146) (0.143) (0.142) (0.146)
Military -0.00000133  -0.00000142  0.00000166  -0.00000145  -0.00000435
(0.00000137)  (0.00000129) ~ (0.00000170)  (0.00000151)  (0.00000138)
Export 0.000000297  0.00000571 0.000000440  0.000000413  0.000000586
(0.000000149) (0.000000169) (0.000000135) (0.000000163) (0.000000136)
Religion==Protestant 0.614" 0.313 0.209 0.150 0.288
(0.131) (0.132) (0.125) (0.116) (0.134)
Religion==Muslims  0.0391 -0.00775 -0.0168 0.226 0.0425
(0.165) (0.169) (0.154) (0.164) (0.177)
Constant 2.865 3.731 1.760 1.044 2.915
(0.462) (0.445) (0.442) (0.448) (0.493)
Observations 2326 2326 2326 2326 2326
r2 0.206 0.233 0.267 0.242 0.240

Standardﬂerrors in pgﬁheses
<005 p<001,™ p<0.001
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Table 23.

Results. Freedom House. ArellanBdond GMM with all 5 imputed

datasets
1: Dataset 1 2. Dataset 2 3. Dataset3  4: Dataset4  5:Dataset 5
L.FHouse 0.761 0.752 0.760 0.788 0.860
(0.0139) (0.0140) (0.0147) (0.0140) (0.0110)
valuesA -1.2727 -2.236" -1.790" 0.382 -0.749"
(0.303) (0.302) (0.276) (0.326) (0.222)
GDP_logA 0.518" 0.526" 0.312” 0.305" 0.132"
(0.0526) (0.0503) (0.0540) (0.0537) (0.0435)
schoolenrolimentA  -0.00642" -0.0000837 0.000543 -0.00133 -0.00101
(0.00179) (0.00190) (0.00203) (0.00196) (0.00156)
Military -0.00000136  -0.00000165  -0.000000618 -0.00000131  -0.000000645
(0.000000920) (0.000000833) (0.00000121)  (0.00000104)  (0.000000726)
frac_eth -0.0684 -0.0479 -0.00139 -0.0159 0.0657
(0.0510) (0.0520) (0.0528) (0.0544) (0.0408)
BExport 0.000000288  0.000000577°  0.000000242  0.000000305  0.000000325"
(9.76e08) (0.000000107)  (9.34e08) (0.000000108) (7.37e08)
Religion==Protestant -0.0866 0.0797 0.128 0.0606 0.0431
(0.0545) (0.0557) (0.0535) (0.0544) (0.0411)
Religion==Muslims  -0.374" -0.283" -0.308" -0.380" -0.3197
(0.0640) (0.0664) (0.0660) (0.0663)
Observations 2617 2617 2617 2617 2617

r2

Standard errors in parentheses
/< 0.05," p< 001, p< 0.001Figure 6. Outliers from OLS regression.

Table 24. Freedom House (low threshold) with all 5 imputed datatsets
1 Freedom 2: Freedom 3: Freedom 4: Freedom 5: Freedom
Houselow (A) Houselow (B) Houselow © Houselow (D) House low(E)
main
lagFHouseAdikolow 2.753” 2.713" 2.6797 2724”7 2.821"
(0.128) (0.136) (0.117) (0.126) (0.135)
lagvalues -3.518 -3.366 -3.817 -3.416 -2.626
(1.113) (1.156) (1.172) (1.128) (1.058)
GDP (log) 0.229 0.271" 0.307" 0226 0.254"
(0.0940) (0.0946) (0.0919) (0.0970) (0.0836)
School -0.00619 -0.00670 -0.00922 -0.00725 -0.00637
(0.00525) (0.00503) (0.00522) (0.00546) (0.00482)
Muslims -0.0653 -0.0798 -0.123 -0.104 -0.0760
(0.147) (0.145) (0.1412) (0.145) (0.142)
laggini -0.00200 0.000997 0.00160 -0.00349 -0.00145
(0.00829) (0.00820) (0.00766) (0.00823) (0.00836)
lagoil -0.0275" -0.0285" -0.0281" -0.0276” -0.0285"
(0.00477) (0.00496) (0.00488) (0.00487) (0.00489)
lagFHouselagvalues/ 3.275 2517 4.127 1711 0.716
(1.794) (1.601) (1.836) (1.836) (1.932)
lagFHouselagGDP_A 0.0151 -0.00472 -0.284 0.0693 0.0941
(0.157) (0.151) (0.140) (0.149) (0.170)
lagFHous&chool A -0.0149 -0.0104 0.00999 -0.0120 -0.0124
(0.0105) (0.0106) (0.0136) (0.0105) (0.0104)
Constant -0.581 -0.957 -0.866 -0.458 -1.093
(0.549) (0.579) (0.604) (0.580) (0.523)
Observations 2809 2809 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd¥ 0.658 0.649 0.646 0.650 0.661
I -374.1 -385.4 -389.9 -386.4 -371.4
Il 0 -1094.5 -1098.3 -1100.1 -1103.9 -10945

Standard errors in parentheses
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*p<0.05" " p<0.01"" p<0.001

Table 25. Freedom House (medium threshold) with all 5 imputed datasets
1 Freedom 2: Freedom 3: Freedom 4: Freedom 5: Freedm
House House House House House
medium (A) medium (B) medium (C) medium (D) medium (E)
main
lagFHouseAdikomedium 1.807 1.939 2.491" 2.236" 1.990°
(0.626) (0.699) (0.639) (0.636) (0.607)
lagvalues -1.620 -1.943 0.734 -0.880 -0.399
(0.959) (0.982) (1.110) (0.983) (1.019)
GDP (log) 0.195 0.209 0.201 0.193 0.120
(0.105) (0.124) (0.113) (0.103) (0.102)
School 0.000797 0.000639 -0.00222 0.00100 0.00402
(0.00451) (0.00494) (0.00502) (0.00419) (0.00481)
Muslims -0.289 -0.287 -0.202 -0.278 -0.261
(0.135) (0.136) (0.131) (0.128) (0.126)
laggini 0.00701 0.00715 0.00492 0.00424 0.00556
(0.00511) (0.00526) (0.00522) (0.00554) (0.00541)
lagoil -0.0173 -0.0192° -0.0214 -0.0174 -0.0165
(0.00717) (0.00709) (0.00741) (0.00693) (0.00680)
mlagFHouselagvaluesA 3.693™ 3.232 -0.331 1.680 1.199
(0.938) (1.117) (1.082) (0.943) (1.089)
mlagFHouselagGDP_A  -0.0691 -0.0625 -0.0681 -0.0101 0.0585
(0.113) (0.150) (0.128) (0.106) (0.121)
mlagFHous&chool A -0.00409 -0.00335 0.00706 -0.00510 -0.00609
(0.00528) (0.00586) (0.00670) (0.00568) (0.00649
Constant -2.064" -2.048" -2.683" -2.257" -2.186"
(0.646) (0.667) (0.688) (0.654) (0.638)
Observations 2809 2809 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd? 0.595 0.604 0.587 0.602 0.602
I -720.5 -702.3 -733.4 -704.5 -706.4
o -1780.0 -1773.5 -17743 -1771.4 -1772.8

Standard errors in pg*r*entheses
*P<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Table 26. Freedom House high threshold all 5 imputed datasets

1: Freedom 2: Freedom 3: Freedom 4: Freedom 5: Freedom
House high House high (B) Househigh© Househigh (D) House high(E)

(A)

main
lagFHouseAdiko 2.152" 2.684" 3.035" 3542”7 3.200”
(0.681) (0.675) (0.677) (0.714) (0.770)
lagvalues 0.130 1.019 1.384 2.167 2.783"
(1.112) (1.073) (1.120) (1.052) (0.908)
GDP (log) 0.246 0.260 0.271 0.266 0.19
(0.101) (0.111) (0.112) (0.112) (0.110)
School -0.00164 -0.00138 -0.00201 0.000315 0.00133
(0.00595) (0.00619) (0.00634) (0.00621) (0.00588)
Muslims -0.514 -0.617 -0.525 -0.575 -0.510
(0.229) (0.250) (0.232) (0.262) (0.239)
laggini 0.00145 0.00312 -0.000405 0.00178 0.00106
(0.00420) (0.00413) (0.00448) (0.00409) (0.00441)
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lagoil -0.0193 -0.0207 -0.0205° -0.0230° -0.0230°
(0.00782) (0.00803) (0.00767) (0.00777) (0.00747)
lagFHouselagvalues/ 3.146 1.416 2173 -0.245 -0.964
(1.391) (1.222) (1.427) (1.301) (1.136)
lagFHouselagGDP_A -0.202 -0.168 -0.280 -0.195 -0.0634
(0.122) (0.128) (0.150) (0.137) (0.163)
lagFHous&chool A 0.00774 0.00595 0.00852 0.00605 0.000639
(0.00616) (0.00571) (0.00763) (0.00767) (0.00793)
Constant -3.037" -3.534" -3.578" -4.094" -3.884"
(0.629) (0.643) (0.642) (0.721) (0.699)
Observations 2809 2809 2809 2809 2809
Pseudd? 0.654 0.658 0.648 0.659 0.657
I -673.5 -666.2 -684.9 -663.0 -668.6
Il 0 -1946.8 -1947.0 -1946.8 -1947.0 -1946.8
Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05" " p<0.01," p<0.001
Table 27. OLS without outliers and influential observations.
1: OLS 2: OLS 3: OLS
Values index 1.132 -0.903 -0.650
(0.330) (0.531) (0.456)
Freedom House 0.754™ 0.517"
(0.0128) (0.0186)
GDP(log) 0.0258 0.0725 0.218”
(0.0265) (0.0661) (0.0591)
School enroliment 0.00995" 0.0197" -0.00610
(0.00146) (0.00273) (0.00215)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.123 -0.0989 -0.217
(0.0577) (0.121) (0.119)
Military spending -0.00000782" -0.00000553 0.000000470
(0.000000980) (0.00000172) (0.00000159)
Export 0.000000250 0.000000684" 0.000000347
(0.000000103) (0.000000170) (0.000000142)
Protestant majority -0.0628 0.450" 0.410"
(0.0481) (0.158) (0.147)
Muslim majority 0236~ -0.0606 -0.587"
(0.0501) (0.168) (0.179)
L.Freedom House 0.726"
(0.0171)
Constant 0.0887 0.801 0.380
(0.139) (0.455) (0.411)
Observations 2245 2245 2061
r2 0.841 0.411

Standard errors in parentheses

"p<005 " p<0.01"" p<0.001

Table 28. Dynamic probit without ouliers and influential observations
1: Freedom House 2: Freedom House 2: Freedom House

(low) (medium) (high)

main

Freedom House(lagged) 1.743" 1.852" 3.062"
(0.630) (0.696) (0.837)

lagvalues -5.468 -1.950 1.303
(2.286) (1.300) (1.135)

GDP (log) 0.262 0.171 0.203
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(0.166) (0.115) (0.123)
School -0.00740 0.00317 0.00660
(0.00786) (0.00535) (0.00648)
Muslim 0.00969 -0.234 -0.727"
(0.200) (0.150) (0.233)
laggini -0.00394 0.00428 0.00257
(0.00840) (0.00581) (0.00433)
lagoil -0.0249” -0.0182 -0.0205°
(0.00476) (0.00755) (0.00778)
lagFHouse2values 4.185 3.497 0.668
(2.939) (1.532) (1.630)
FH*GDP -0.0343 -0.0306 -0.0960
(0.214) (0.137) (0.172)
FH*School -0.000806 -0.00521 -0.000812
(0.00840) (0.00703) (0.00974)
FH*Muslim -0.236 -0.0418 0.494
(0.307) (0.217) (0.464)
Constant -0.0211 -1.919 -3.891"
(0.703) (0.621) (0.702)
Observations 2805 2805 2805
Pseudd¥ 0.676 0.631 0.696
I -352.2 -647.4 -591.0
Il 0 -1086.4 -1754.9 -1944.0
Standard errors in parentheses
"p<0.05" p<0.01,"" p<0.001
Table 29. Freedom House with time dummies
1. OLS 2: Fixed effects OLS 3.GMM
Values index 1.631" -5.513" -1.149"
(0.400) (0.558) (0.325)
Freedom House 0.660"
(0.0155)
GDP(log) 0.164" 0.266" 0.140
(0.0356) (0.0742) (0.0495)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.0287 -0.508" -0.138
(0.0687) (0.139) (0.0698)
School enroliment 0.00193 -0.00624 -0.00558"
(0.00220) (0.00353) (0.00194)
Military spending -0.00000587" -0.00000829" -0.00000267
(0.00000126) (0.00000205) (0.00000110)
Export 8.05e09 0.000000967" 0.000000286
(0.000000137) (0.000000203) (0.000000111)
Protestant majority -0.00468 1.030” 0.123
(0.0622) (0.179) (0.0601)
Muslim majority -0.136 -0.227 -0.452"
(0.0654) (0.192) (0.0597)
Region81 0.0662
(0.0875)
0.Region8l 0
()
Region83 0.333"
(0.0646)
Region84 -0.247"
(0.0930)
Region85 0.0241
(0.119)
Region86 0.151
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Region87
Region88
Year==1982
Year==1983
Year==1984
Year==1985
Year==1986
Year==1987
Year==1988
Year==1989
Year==1990
Year==1991
Year==1992
Year==1993
Year==1994
Year==1995
Year==1996
Year==1997
Year==1998
Year==1999
Year==2000
Year==2001
Year==2002
Year==2003
Year==2004
0.Year==2005
0.Year==2006
0.Year==2007
0.Year==2008

0.Year==2009

(0.0779)
-0.0119
(0.109)
0.167
(0.0760)
0.128
(0.121)
0.204
(0.121)
0.369"
(0.121)
0.489"
(0.121)
0.592™
(0.121)
0.550"
(0.121)
0.318"
(0.121)
0.269
(0.122)
0.250
(0.122)
0.245
(0.122)
0.223
(0.123)
0.410"
(0.122)
0.376
(0.123)
0.388"
(0.124)
0.300
(0.124)
0.407"
(0.124)
0.412"
(0.125)
0.452"
(0.125)
0.469"
(0.124)
0.461"
(0.125)
0.369"
(0.126)
0.882"
(0.126)
0.772"
(0.126)
0

()
0
()
0
()
0
()
0

0.174
(0.111)
0.221
(0.112)
0.434™
(0.112)
0.595™
(0.111)
0.729"
(0.112)
0.780"
(0.111)
0.582™
(0.112)
0.631"
(0.112
o.7oé)*
(0.112)
0.731™
(0.112)
0.697"
(0.113)
0.725"
(0.113)
0.750
(0.114)
0.797"
(0.115)
0.822™
(0.116)
0.905"
(0.117)
0.988™
(0.117)
1.049”
(0.118)
11157
(0.117)
1.032”
(0.118)
1.024™
(0.120)
1566
(0.120)
1511
(0.121)
0

()
0
()
0
©)
0
()
0

0.0760
(0.0635)

0.0588
(0.0636)
0.106
(0.0636)
0.160
(0.0637)
0.238"
(0.0638)
0.159
(0.0642)
0.285"
(0.0643)
0.303"
(0.0648)
0.328"
(0.0653)
0.260"
(0.0659)
0.00975
(0.0659)
0.244™
(0.0660)
0.238"
(0.0669)
0.291"
(0.0677)
0.217"
(0.0682)
0.281"
(0.0690)
0.255"
(0.0697)
0.285"
(0.0685)
0.211"
(0.0692)
0.336"
(0.0700)
0.299"
(0.0705)
0.304"
(0.0707)
0.401"
(0.0801)
0.277"
(0.0820)
0.273"
(0.0823)
0.835"
(0.0828)
0.348"
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¢

¢

(0.0854)

FxK

L.Freedom House 0.813
(0.0127)
Constant -0.617" 4916 0.611
(0.220) (0.535) (0.369)
Observations 2326 2326 2617
r2 0.794 0.267

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05 " p<001, " p<0.001

Table 30. Freedom House with time dummies Dynamic probit
1. Freedom Houst 2: Freedom Hous¢ 3: Freedom
(low) (medium) (high)
main
Freedom House(lagged) 2.194 1.594 2.260
(1.012) (0.802) (0.880)
lagvalues -5.496 -0.565 1.615
(2.560) (1.549) (1.265)
GDP (log) 0.291 0.154 0.171
(0.213) (0.130) (0.122)
School -0.00593 0.000824 0.00271
(0.009B) (0.00597) (0.00756)
Muslims 0.178 -0.213 -0.557
(0.264) (0.181) (0.244)
laggini 0.00832 0.00781 0.00368
(0.00879) (0.00578) (0.00409)
lagoil -0.0344” -0.0182 -0.0231"
(0.00654) (0.00818) (0.00863)
lagFHouse2values 4518 3401 0.578
(3.671) (1.837) (1.648)
FH*GDP -0.0840 -0.0225 -0.0246
(0.281) (0.153) (0.169)
FH*School 0.00737 0.000799 0.00374
(0.0115) (0.00813) (0.0106)
FH*Muslim -0.609 -0.0910 0.528
(0.392) (0.239) (0.383)
Year==1982 1.738" 11117 0.911"
(0.205) (0.3@) (0.268)
Year==1983 1.767" 1434 0.795
(0.209) (0.251) (0.284)
Year==1984 1.736™ 1.396" 0.995"
(0.448) (0.332) (0.286)
Year==1985 2.063" 1.564" 0.956
(0.326) (0.297) (0.324)
Year==1986 1.838" 1.228" 0.987"
(0.225) (0.268) (0.309)
Year==1987 3.173" 1.269" 1.082™
(0.415) (0.286) (0.262)
Year==1988 3.009" 1.208" 0.909"
(0.415) (0.342) (0.282)
Year==1989 2.751" 2.093" 1.036"
(0.347) (0.284) (0.357)
Year==1990 3.428" 1.556" 1.002
(0.526) (0.338) (0.392)
Year==1991 2.198" 1.393" 1.534"
(0.664) (0.298) (0.360)
Year==1992 2.227" 1.683" 0.951"
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(0.600) (0.383) (0.365)

Year==1993 1.185" 1.731" 0.783
(0.263) (0.285) (0.324)

Year==1994 1.612" 1.866 1.225"
(0.274) (0311 (0.345)

Year==1995 1.860" 1.710” 1.159"
(0.205) (0.272) (0.328)

Year==1996 2.012" 1.782" 1.230"
(0.450) (0.305) (0.367)

Year==1997 1.964" 1.570" 1.076"
(0.212) (0.287) (0.306)

Year==1998 2.855" 1.614" 1.350"
(0.464) (0.303) (0.345)

Year==1999 2.329" 1.754" 11977
(0.522) (0.347) (0.317)

Year==2000 2501 2.016" 1477
(0.340) (0.261) (0.364)

Year==2001 1.574” 1.634" 1.067"
(0.344) (0.274) (0.301)

Year==2002 2.292" 2.057" 1.396"
(0.327) (0.306) (0.311)

Year==2003 1.974™ 1.907" 1.317"
(0.390) (0.258) (0.286)

Year==2004 2.339" 1.684" 1.2437
(0.347) (0.262) (0.271)

Year==2005 2.431" 1.886" 1.236"
(0.427) (0.262) (0.350)

Year==2006 1.686" 1.684" 1.257"
(0.324) (0.273) (0.278)

Year==2007 2.090" 1566 1.181"
(0.199) (0.274) (0.267)

Year==2008 4505 2.410” 1565
(0.692) (0.324) (0.318)

0.Year==2009 0 3.175" 1.397"
() (0.541) (0.402)

Constant 3121 -3.953" -4.615"
(0.970) (0.836) (0.852)

Observations 2713 2809 2809

r2

Standard errors in parentheses

p<0.05" " p<0.01" p<0.001

Table 31. Variance Inflation Factor

Variable VIF 1/VIF

GDP_log 6.65 0.150395

values 4.06 0.246033

schoolenro~t 2.99 0.334185

Bxport 2.7 0.366688

FHouse 2.56 0.391336

Military 173 0.576820
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Religion5 151 0.661037
Religion2 1.39 0.719705
frac_eth 131 0.765640
Mean VIF 2.77

Variable VIF 1/VIF
GDP_log 8.93 0.112014
schoolenro~t 4.90 0.204151
values 4.65 0.215248
BExport 3.24 0.308494
FHouse 2.83 0.353971
Region81 2.61 0.382743
Region88 2.60 0.385115
Region83 2.29 0.436621
Region84 2.15 0.464160
Military 2.15 0.465078
Religion5 2.05 0.488761
Region86 1.98 0.505604
Region87 1.94 0.514685
Religion2 1.82 0.590942
frac_eth 143 0.699577
Region85 142 0.703629
Mean VIF 2.94

OLS with norimputed Freedom House

1: OLS 2: Fixed effects OLS 5: GMM
Values index 1.800" -0.627 -0.297

(0.398) (0.587) (0.307)
FHouse3 0.719™ 0.367"

(0.0163) (0.0202)
GDP(log) 0.0696 0.318" 0.00611
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(0.0321) (0.106 (0.0600)
School enroliment 0.00675 " 0.0102" -0.000244
(0.00185) (0.00315) (0.00171)
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.0422 1.327 0.0136
(0.0963) (0.887) (0.0426)
Military spending -0.00000989" -0.000@0461 -0.000000963
(0.00000119) (0.00000225) (0.00000105)
BExport 0.000000243 0.000000215 0.000000226
(0.000000125) (0.000000199) (0.000000101)
Protestant majority -0.0697 0.0255
(0.0575) (0.0643)
Muslim majority -0.290” -0.0584
(0.0592) (0.0610)
o.Protestant majority 0
()
0.Muslim majority 0
()
L.FHouse3 0.832"
(0.0127)
Constant -0.0520 -0.335 0.929
(0.189) (0.788) (0.418)
Observations 1742 1742 1945
r2 0.815 0.228

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001

Table 32. Dynamic probit with non-imputed Freedom House
1. Freedom 2: Freedom 3: Freedom 4. Freedom 5: Freedom 6: Freedom
House (low) House (low) House House House House
(medium) (medium) (high) (high)
main
lagFHouse3low -1.457 0.488 0.0495 0.708 2.316 1.668
(0.977) (1.153) (0.818) (0.984) (1.001) (1.233)
lagvalues -3.105 -2.037 -0.113 0.161 3.593 3.488
(2.286) (2.507) (1.439) (1.477) (1.550) (1.462)
GDP (log) -0.138 0.118 0.0461 0.0604 0.129 0.0886
(0.131) (0.230) (0.0637) (0.111) (0.0940) (0.119)
FHouse3lowvalues 3.058 0.736 4.490 5.794 -3.883 -1.168
(3.571) (4.136) (2.304) (2.669) (1.919) (2.305)
FHouse3lowGDP  0.548" 0.249 0.209 -0.109 0.330 -0.0797
(0.174) (0.280) (0.118) (0.175) (0.133) (0.197)
School -0.0119 0.000880 0.00439
(0.00956) (0.00568) (0.00837)
Muslimb 0.428 0.0501 -0.322
(0.266) (0.169) (0.270)
laggini 0.0118 0.0118 0.00701
(0.0130) (0.00710) (0.00552)
lagoil -0.0347" -0.0237° -0.0224
(0.00720) (0.00862) (0.0103)
FHouse3lowschool 0.0175 0.0176 0.0361"
(0.0108) (0.00999) (0.0133)
FHouse3lowMuslim -0.667 -0.347 1.197
(0.359) (0.299) (0.574)
Constant 0.846 -0.882 -1.658" 2272 -4.027" -4.108"
(0.823) (1.205) (0.641) (0.737) (0.909) (0.846)
Observations 2037 2037 2037 2037 2037 2037
Pseudd?? 0.771 0.785 0.759 0.767 0.829 0.838
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I -165.2
[Ks) -720.2

-154.9
-720.2

-296.1

-1226.8

-285.5

-1226.8

-241.0
-1409.9

-227.7
-1409.9

Standard errors in parentheses
p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

Table 33. OLS on Freedom House. With robust standard errors
1: OLS 2: OLS 3: OLS 4: Fixed effects 5. GMM
OLS
Values index 04217 -0.0782 -0.0921 -0.675 -0.105
(0.0520) (0.0886) (0.130) (0.297) (0.153)
Freedom House 0.563" 0.517" 0.0723
(0.0341) (0.0346) (0.0727)
GDP(log) 0.0182" 0.0443" -0.00413 0.00602
(0.00702) (0.00871) (0.0378) (0.0221)
School enrolliment -0.000915 0.000688 0.000188
(0.000640) (0.00210) (0.00103)
Ethnic 0.0974™ 0.0387 -0.00535
Fractionalization
(0.0274) (0.0339) (0.0104)
Military spending -0.00000228"  -7.31e08 0.000000377
(0.000000321) (0.000000841) (0.000000329)
Bxport 4.70e08 0.000000109  2.39e08
(2.13e08) (4.81e08) (3.05e08)
Protestant majority 0.00463 -0.00210
(0.0157) (0.0130)
Muslim majority -0.0327 -0.0421
(0.0236) (0.0244)
o.Protestant majority 0
)
0.Muslim majority 0
)
L.Freedom House 0.699"™
(0.0353)
Constant 0.718” 0.292” 0.201" 1.064™ 0.249
(0.0261) (0.0416) (0.0655) (0.232) (0.184)
Observations 1915 1742 1742 1742 1945
r2 0.0181 0.422 0.448 0.0277

Standard**errors in p*g*rentheses
p<0.05 p<0.01, p<0.001
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