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Abstract	

In	the	recent	renaissance	of	comparative	authoritarianism	scholars	have	emphasized	
the	role	of	formal	institutions.	Major	typological	efforts	have	classified	authoritarian	
regimes	 along	 the	 locus	 of	 power,	 i.e.	 the	 single	 party,	 the	 military	 junta,	 or	 the	
personalist	 clique.	 Moreover,	 innovative	 explanations	 have	 focused	 on,	 among	
others,	the	parliament,	the	judiciary,	the	party,	and	elections.	Against	this	backdrop,	
we	argue	that	 two	points	deserve	more	attention.	Firstly,	we	argue	that	 the	policy	
dimension	 of	 authoritarian	 regimes	 should	 deserve	 more	 attention.	 It	 is	 not	 only	
about	 how	 autocracies	 are	 structured,	 but	 it	 is	 also	 about	 what	 they	 actually	 do.	
Secondly,	we	argue	that	the	focus	on	elites	needs	to	be	complemented	with	a	micro-
foundational	perspective.	We	need	to	have	a	closer	look	at	the	ordinary	citizens	that	
live	under	authoritarianism.	Against	this	backdrop,	we	propose	a	distinction	between	
inclusionary	and	exclusionary	authoritarian	regimes.	While	 the	 former	broadens	 its	
social	base,	the	latter	narrows	it	to	loyal	followers.	While	the	former	tries	to	absorb	
potential	discontent	among	the	people,	 the	 latter	concentrates	on	a	small	circle	of	
followers.	 We	 show	 empirically	 that	 the	 distinction	 between	 inclusionary	 and	
exclusionary	 regimes	 cross-cuts	 former	 typologies	 of	 authoritarian	 rule.	
Furthermore,	 we	 demonstrate	 empirically	 that	 these	 types	 of	 authoritarian	 rule	
leave	a	distinct	legacy	upon	the	people	that	they	rule.	In	order	to	show	this,	we	use	
the	 innovative	methodological	 technique	of	 cohort	analysis	and	 indirectly	measure	
the	 effects	 of	 inclusion	 and	 exclusion	 under	 authoritarianism	by	 using	 survey	 data	
that	is	compiled	once	the	regime	has	democratized.	

	

Keywords:	 Authoritarianism,	 institutions,	 micro-foundation,	 inclusion,	 exclusion,	
cohort	analysis	
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Beyond	the	institutional	turn	

Dictators	create	institutions	to	survive.	This	is	the	quintessential	explanation	of	what	

Pepinsky	 has	 called	 the	 “institutional	 turn	 in	 comparative	 authoritarianism”	

(Pepinsky,	2014).	The	puzzling	question	for	this	turn	has	been	the	following:	Why	do	

autocracies	 create	 seemingly	 democratic	 institutions	 like	 parties,	 parliaments,	

judiciaries,	 and	 elections?	 Why	 should	 they	 endanger	 their	 grip	 to	 power?	 The	

nuanced	 answer	 that	 a	 variety	 of	 influential	 scholars	 have	 given	 is	 that	 these	

institutions	do	not	contribute	 to	 the	downfall	of	autocracies,	but,	 in	 contrast,	help	

them	 to	 stabilize	 their	 rule	 (Gandhi,	 2008;	Magaloni,	 2006;	 Schedler,	 2013;	 Svolik,	

2012).	 This	 might	 seem	 paradoxical	 at	 first	 sight,	 but	 the	 neo-institutionalist	

theorizing	provided	causal	anchors	why	this	is	the	case.	

In	 its	 smallest	 common	denominator,	 institutions	are	 the	 “humanly	devised	

constraints	 that	 shapes	 interaction”	 (North,	 1990,	 p.	3).	 They	 are	 “formal	 rules,	

compliance	 procedures,	 and	 standard	 operating	 practices	 that	 structure	 the	

relationship	between	 individuals”	 (Hall,	 1986,	p.	19).	As	 such,	 institutions	 structure	

human	interaction	by	reducing	uncertainty.	They	are	a	guide	to	actions	that	channels	

and	limits	political	processes	and	by	so	doing	leads	to	observable	patterns	of	human	

behavior	 (Crawford	 and	Ostrom,	 1995;	Hall	 and	 Taylor,	 1996;	 Immergut,	 1998).	 In	

sum,	institutions	“exert	patterned	higher-order	effects	on	the	actions”	(Clemens	and	

Cook,	1999,	pp.	444–445).		

As	such,	there	is	no	theoretical	reason	to	assume	that	institutions	unfold	their	

behavior-shaping	 effect	 only	 in	 democracies.	 And,	 to	 the	 contrary,	 the	 latest	

institutional	 turn	 has	 impressively	 shown	 that	 institutions	 do	 work	 in	 autocratic	
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contexts	 as	 well.	 Brownlee	 (2007)	 has	 so	 for	 example	 argued	 that	 the	 origin	 of	

durable	 authoritarianism	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 strength	 of	 the	 regime’s	 institutions,	

mainly	with	 respect	 to	 parties.	 Parties	 set	 boundaries	 to	 the	 range	 of	 options	 for	

elite	 behavior,	 regulate	 potential	 intra-elite	 conflicts,	 achieve	 elite	 cohesion,	 and	

therefore	prolong	time	frames	(Magaloni,	2006;	Magaloni	and	Kricheli,	2010;	Smith,	

2005).	Elite’s	behavior	must	be	embedded	in	the	disciplinary	frame	of	institutions.	In	

a	 similar	 vein,	 the	 role	 of	 parliaments	 and	 legislatures	 as	 arenas	 for	 intra-elite	 co-

optation	has	been	discussed.	If	an	authoritarian	regime	wants	to	minimize	the	threat	

of	 internal	 overthrow	 it	 tries	 to	 bin	 potentially	 dangerous	 elite	 fractions	 to	 the	

regime	–	be	they	from	the	military,	the	business,	or	other	influential	circles	(Gandhi,	

2008;	Gandhi	and	Przeworski,	2007).	Institutions	make	power-sharing	arrangements	

more	credible	and	reduce	so	the	moral	hazard	problem.	It	enhances	compliance	with	

the	 rules	 (Magaloni,	2008;	Svolik,	2009,	2012).	Also,	 judiciaries,	once	a	hallmark	of	

democratic	 theory,	 have	 been	 discussed	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 longevity	 of	

authoritarian	rule.	Instead	of	a	rule	of	law,	a	“rule	by	law”	is	suggested	(Ginsburg	and	

Moustafa,	2008).		

Maybe	 the	most	 controversially	 discussed	 point	 refers	 to	 role	 of	 elections.	

With	 Schedler	 (2013),	 elections	 are	 a	 two-level	 game.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 actors	

struggle	over	the	votes	in	an	electoral	competition.	On	the	other	hand,	elections	are	

a	 struggle	 over	 rules	 as	 a	 meta-game	 in	 which	 democratization	 processes	 are	 at	

stake.	As	such,	elections	have	different	effects:	 they	can	either	be	only	 façade	and	

mere	 adornments	 to	 the	 political	 process;	 they	 can	 stabilize	 authoritarian	 rule	 by	

providing	necessary	 information	 and	 legitimation,	 as	much	 as	 they	 can	undermine	

authoritarian	rule	by	providing	a	habitualized	conduct	and	represent	so	a	school	for	
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democratic	principles	 (Blaydes,	2011;	Diamond,	2002;	Gandhi	and	Lust-Okar,	2009;	

Lindberg,	2009;	 Lust-Okar,	 2006;	 Schedler,	 2006,	2013).	 This	 is	 an	ongoing	debate.	

However,	 what	 it	 important	 for	 us	 is	 to	 summarize	 is	 that	 elections	 structure	 the	

political	interaction	of	actors.	It	sets	boundaries	to	political	action.		

Observable	 institutions	 have	 not	 only	 informed	 the	 way	 we	 explain	

authoritarian	 durability,	 but	 it	 has	 also	 guided	major	 typological	 efforts.	 It	 is	 now	

almost	 commonsensical	 in	 the	 scholarly	 community	 to	 distinguish	 between	 one-

party	regimes,	military	regimes	that	are	ruled	by	a	junta,	and	personalist	regimes	in	

which	 power	 is	 concentrated	 in	 more	 or	 less	 formalized	 cliques	 (Geddes,	 1999;	

Geddes,	Wright	and	Frantz,	2014;	Hadenius	and	Teorell,	2007).	This	tripartition	has	

made	 its	 entry	 into	 a	 vast	majority	 of	 studies	 on	 authoritarian	 rule.	 Its	 typological	

distinction	 line	 is	 the	 institutional	 locus	 of	 power.	 In	 a	 similar	 vein,	 the	 main	

“competitor”	to	the	Geddes	et	al.	dataset,	the	Democracy	and	Dictatorship	dataset	

(Alvarez	 et	 al.,	 1996;	 Cheibub,	 Gandhi	 and	 Vreeland,	 2010)	 also	 relies	 heavily	 on	

institutions:	the	chief	executive,	the	 legislature,	as	well	as	the	number	of	parties	 in	

parliaments	are	the	main	dimensions	to	distinguish	democratic	from	non-democratic	

regimes.		

As	testified	above,	the	focus	on	institutions	in	the	last	decade	of	comparative	

authoritarian	 research	 coincides	with	 a	 fast	 growing	 data	 collection	 endeavor	 that	

includes	all	world	regions.	Institutions	are	particularly	well-suited	for	comprehensive	

cross-case	analyses.	They	are	just	easy	to	count.	And	in	an	autocratic	context	that	is	

characterized	 by	 many	 data	 shortcomings	 this	 is	 welcome	 news.	 Parties,	

parliaments,	 legislatures,	 judiciaries,	 and	 elections	 are	 observable	 political	
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phenomena	that	can	be	compared	across	countries.	As	such,	it	comes	as	no	surprise	

that	 the	 theoretical	 institutionalist	 focus	 and	 a	 tendency	 towards	 large-N	 analyses	

coincided.	Compared	to	former	research	waves	that	have	been	dominated	by	single	

case	studies	or	small-N	comparisons	this	development	is	remarkable	and	needs	to	be	

applauded.	 While	 the	 small-N	 tradition	 accounts	 for	 inner	 complexities,	 the	

established	 cross-case	 patterns	 provide	 a	 better	 leverage	 for	 generalizations	 and	

build	the	backbone	for	valid	explanations.		

Yet,	 we	 argue	 that	 the	 neo-institutionalist	 turn	 has	 also	 brought	 about	 a	

neglect	of	three	major	points.	Firstly,	the	institutionalist	turn	has	considered	mostly	

the	 immediate	 effect	 that	 an	 institution	 has	 on	 its	 addressees	 without	 having	 a	

longer	term	perspective.	Secondly,	the	policy	dimension	is	both	undertheorized	and	

underexplored.	 By	 focusing	 too	 narrowly	 on	 the	 institutional	 architecture	 of	

autocratic	regime,	it	is	overshadowed	how	and	why	certain	autocracies	do	what	they	

do.	 Thirdly,	 the	 focus	 on	 institutions	 is	 narrow	 as	 it	 brings	 almost	 exclusively	 the	

elites	to	the	fore.	In	the	recent	institutionalist	paradigm,	institutions	predominantly	

limit	 and	 constrain	 elite	 behavior.	 We	 argue	 that	 a	 balanced	 and	 well-theorized	

account	of	authoritarianism	needs	a	micro-foundational	complement.	The	role	of	the	

ordinary	 citizens	 should	 be	 taken	more	 serious	 and	 deserve	much	more	 scholarly	

attention	that	it	has	received	in	the	last	decade.	Against	this	backdrop,	we	introduce	

the	concept	of	 inclusionary	and	exclusionary	authoritarian	regimes	that	cuts	across	

the	 institution-oriented	 typologies	 and	 places	more	 emphasis	 on	what	 autocracies	

actually	do	and	how	citizens	are	affected.	
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Inclusionary	and	exclusionary	authoritarian	regimes		

With	 some	 right,	 Pepinsky	 (2014)	 criticized	 that	 the	 neo-institutionalist	 turn	 in	

comparative	 authoritarianism	 is	 falling	 short	 of	 providing	 sufficient	 evidence	 that	

institutions	 really	 matter.	 Institutions	 can	 be	 mere	 epiphenomena	 and	 the	 root	

causes	of	authoritarian	stability	and	breakdown	are	deeper.	We	add	to	 this	critical	

view	that	the	institutionalist	turn	tends	to	focus	on	observables	such	as	the	existence	

of	parliaments	and	the	number	of	parties	involved.	We	argue	that	we	should	add	a	

complementary	perspective	to	 this	picture	and	take	more	seriously	what	autocrats	

actually	do	and	how	this	affects	their	citizens.		

We	 introduce	 the	 concept	 of	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 autocracies.	

Inclusion	and	exclusion	are	broad	social	science	categories	that,	however,	bring	the	

advantage	 of	 serving	 as	 well-suited	 umbrella	 terms	 for	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	

authoritarian	regimes.	We	start	from	the	assumption	that	all	dictators	need	to	rely	

on	a	set	of	allies,	who	jointly	with	him/her	hold	enough	power	to	be	necessary	and	

sufficient	 for	 the	 regime’s	 survival	 (Bueno	Mesquita	 and	et	 al.,	 2003;	 Svolik,	 2012,	

p.	57).	We	argue	that	we	can	distinguish	two	type	of	authoritarian	rule	depending	on	

where	the	power	comes	from	and	the	means	and	channels	through	which	this	power	

is	secured	and	maintained:	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	autocracies.		

We	define	an	inclusionary	regime	as	a	regime	that	relies	on	a	broad	societal	

basis	to	survive	in	power.	These	regimes	build	their	power	and	broad	societal	basis	

by	incorporating	various	social,	economic	and	ethnic	groups,	and	by	ensuring	a	wider	

redistribution	 of	 economic	 and	 social	 benefits	 to	 the	 population.	 The	 strategy	 of	

incorporating	 various	 groups	 in	 the	 regime	 (political	 power)	 and	 redistributing	
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benefits	 has	 the	 aim	 to	 minimize	 the	 threats	 that	 can	 emanate	 from	 within	 the	

society,	 while	 also	 repressing	 the	 groups	 that	 cannot	 or	 refuse	 to	 be	 included	 in	

power.	Its	major	strength	lies	therefore	in	risk	absorption;	its	major	vulnerability	lies	

in	potential	overstretching.		

In	 contrast,	 we	 define	 an	 exclusionary	 regime	 as	 a	 regime	 with	 a	 narrow	

societal	 basis	 that	 excludes	 from	 power	 most	 social,	 socio-economic	 and	 ethnic	

groups.	 Its	power	comes	from	a	narrow	set	of	actors	that	obtain	exclusive	benefits	

from	 being	 in	 power	 and	 whose	 support	 is	 necessary	 and	 sufficient	 to	 help	 the	

regime	survive.	These	regimes	rely	more	on	a	redistribution	of	particularistic	goods	

to	the	members	included	in	power,	while	actively	restricting	the	access	in	power	to	

other	 groups	 from	 within	 society.	 The	 major	 strength	 of	 exclusionary	 regimes	 lie	

therefore	in	concentrating	power	in	very	few,	but	loyal	hands.	Its	major	Achilles	heel	

is,	in	turn,	a	reductionism	and	the	breeding	of	an	opposition	among	the	excluded.		

The	 concepts	 of	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 regimes	 go	 beyond	 the	

institutionalist	fixation.	They	do	not	focus	on	the	institutional	power	architecture	of	

a	given	regime,	but	ask	more	broadly	for	the	width	and	depth	of	the	support	base.	

By	so	doing,	 they	specifically	 take	 into	account	 the	means	 through	which	dictators	

obtain	 and	maintain	 power	 in	 order	 to	 survive	 in	 office.	 (Blaydes,	 2011;	 Kim	 and	

Gandhi	2010;	Malesky	and	Schuler	2010).	Moreover,	the	institutionalist	authoritarian	

literature	convincingly	shows	that	institutions	have	short-term	effects	on	the	regime	

by	prolonging	its	survival	and	ensuring	its	stability	(Magaloni	2006;	Brownlee	2007;	

Gandhi	and	Przeworski	2007;	Svolik	2012;	Boix	and	Svolik	2013).	Several	mechanisms	

are	put	forward	as	to	how	institutions	stabilize	regimes:	they	reduce	the	information	
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asymmetry	between	ruling	elites	and	the	dictators,	 increase	the	bargaining	options	

between	the	opposition	and	the	leader,	and	increase	the	stakes	of	citizens	in	regime	

survival	 by	 conditioning	 redistribution	of	 benefits	 to	 it	 (Gandhi	 2008;	 Svolik	 2012).	

Our	differentiation	between	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	regimes	aims	to	elaborate	

theoretically	 on	 how	 the	 sources	 of	 power	 and	 the	 means	 through	 which	 it	 is	

maintained	 has	 long-term	 effects	 by	 impacting	 the	 life	 of	 citizens	 even	 after	 the	

regime	collapsed.	

Inclusionary	 regimes	 obtain	 their	 power	 by	 granting	 access	 to	 political	

decision-making	and	redistribution	of	public	goods	and	benefits	to	social,	economic	

or	ethnic	groups	whose	support	it	needs	to	ensure	its	survival	 in	power.	Leaders	of	

inclusionary	 regimes	 give	 a	 certain	 degree	 of	 political	 power	 to	 social,	 economic	

and/or	 ethnic	 groups	 as	 she	 needs	 their	 cooperation	 to	 rule.	 By	 excluding	 groups	

from	 political	 power,	 an	 autocrat	 increases	 the	 likelihood	 of	 antagonism	 in	 the	

society,	which	 in	 turn	 can	 increase	 the	 likelihood	of	unrest	 and	 rebellion	 (Roessler	

2011).	Access	to	political	power	brings	private	benefits	to	the	members	of	that	group	

in	exchange	of	their	support.	On	the	flipside,	excluded	groups	experience	a	penury	of	

benefits	that	in	the	long	term	increases	their	discontent	with	the	regime.	 	

Our	 theoretical	 mechanism	 rests	 on	 the	 essential	 assumption	 that	

authoritarian	leaders	want	to	maximize	the	benefits	they	accrue	from	holding	power	

while	 minimizing	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 they	 share	 spoils	 of	 office	 with	 allies	 or	

potential	 rivals.	 Then,	 authoritarian	 leaders	 use	 repression	 and	 redistribution	 of	

public	goods	to	form	the	power	base	that	maximizes	the	benefits	and	minimizes	the	

costs	 of	 authoritarian	 governance.	 Inclusionary	 regimes	 are	 characterized	 by	more	
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redistribution	 of	 resources	 and	 political	 power	 as	 the	 autocrat	 has	 a	 larger	 power	

base	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 satisfied	 in	 order	 to	 stay	 in	 power.	 For	 example,	 in	 Kuwait,	

until	 the	 discovery	 of	 oil	 reserves,	 the	 merchants	 had	 a	 prominent	 role	 in	 the	

political	life	of	the	kingdom	and	could	effectively	pressure	the	king	into	giving	them	

political	power	and	influence	(Gandhi	2008).	However,	the	discovery	of	oil	resources	

changed	the	reliance	on	the	support	of	the	merchants,	as	the	regime	did	not	need	to	

rely	 on	 the	 economic	 power	 of	 the	 merchants	 to	 obtain	 revenues	 and	 fund	 its	

governance.	Hence,	the	power	base	of	the	regime	became	more	restricted.	

	 Inclusionary	 regimes	obtain	 the	 support	 from	groups	by	 redistributing	 state	

resources	 to	 groups	 willing	 to	 trade	 their	 support	 for	 the	 regime	 while	 also	

repressing	 the	 groups	 not	 willing	 to	 make	 this	 trade-off	 (Svolik	 2012).	 However,	

inclusionary	regimes	redistribute	state	resources	and	political	power	to	groups	only	

to	the	extent	they	need	their	support	to	survive.	We	expect	that	more	redistribution	

and	inclusion	into	political	power	of	groups,	the	bigger	its	social	base	of	power.	

	 Survival	of	inclusionary	regimes	depends	on	their	ability	to	redistribute	state	

resources	and	citizens	offer	support	for	the	regime	in	exchange	of	perks	and	benefits	

(Almond	and	Verba	1963;	Bueno	de	Mesquita	et	al.	2003;	Gandhi	2008).	This	trade-

off	 impacts	 the	 lives	 of	 group	 members	 that	 benefit	 from	 the	 redistribution	 of	

resources.	 Citizens	 included	 in	 power	 and	 that	 directly	 benefiting	 from	 supporting	

the	regime	are	used	to	receiving	perks	and	benefits	in	exchange	of	their	obedience	

and	 support	 for	 the	 regime.	 These	 citizens	 develop	 to	 accept	 and	 internalize	 the	

norms	and	values	of	the	authoritarian	regime,	as	they	benefit	from	the	position	they	

hold.		
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	 The	opposite	should	be	true	for	citizens	that	live	in	exclusionary	autocracies.	

The	 majority	 of	 people	 is	 assumed	 to	 be	 excluded	 from	 political	 power.	 This	

translates	 into	 less	 redistribution	 of	 perks	 and	 benefits	 to	 the	 citizenry,	 more	

emphasis	on	giving	private	goods	for	elites	and	increased	levels	of	repression	against	

the	population.	The	power	of	these	regimes	 is	concentrated	 into	a	small	governing	

body	 that	 reaps	 great	 benefits	 from	 governing	 the	 country.	 In	 other	 words,	 state	

resources	 and	 political	 power	 are	 distributed	 between	 a	 small	 number	 of	 actors	

which	 translate	 into	 higher	 pay-offs	 for	 these	 actors.	 Most	 of	 the	 citizenry	 is	

excluded	 from	any	decision	and	actively	excluded	 from	obtaining	any	benefit	 from	

the	regime.	Based	on	this	we	can	formulate	our	main	hypothesis:	

Hypothesis	1:	Citizens	of	 inclusionary	regimes	are	more	supportive	of	the	autocratic	

system	than	in	exclusionary	regimes.	

	

Democratization	following	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	regimes	

The	question	how	autocratic	 regime	affect	 their	citizens	 is	 important,	as	 this	could	

impact	 potential	 democratic	 transitions.	 Based	 on	 hypothesis	 1	 we	 would	 expect	

that	 citizens	 that	 experienced	 an	 inclusionary	 dictatorship	 to	 be	 less	 enthusiastic	

about	 transition	 to	 democracy,	 or	 even	 to	 another	 type	 of	 autocracy,	 as	 this	 is	

expected	 to	 reshapes	 the	 socio-economic	 relations	 between	 the	 state	 and	 its	

citizenry.	Then,	 citizens	 that	 in	 the	autocracy	had	a	privileged	position,	 in	 the	new	

regime	 compete	 for	 resources	 with	 everyone	 else,	 or	 even	 worse	 for	 them,	 they	

become	discriminated	and	other	groups	have	access	to	resources	that	initially	were	

exclusive	 to	 them.	 Having	 internalized	 the	 status	 quo	 of	 the	 previous	 regimes,	
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citizens	that	belong	to	the	group	that	benefits	from	an	inclusionary	regime	should	be	

most	loyal	to	the	regime.	Consequently,	they	might	be	less	supportive	of	any	regime	

changes,	as	this	could	lead	to	the	loss	of	their	privileged	position.	

This	 is	 contrasted	 to	 exclusionary	 regimes.	 Here	 we	 would	 expect	 that	 a	

change	in	the	autocratic	regime	is	a	boon	for	excluded	groups	as	they	at	least	get	the	

option	of	competing	for	state	resources	with	all	the	citizenry.	Hence,	they	will	see	a	

regime	transition	as	a	liberation	and	empowerment.	Based	on	this,	we	could	imagine	

that	 especially	 democracy	 is	 very	much	welcome	 in	 societies	were	 a	majority	was	

excluded	from	political	power	and	public	goods.		

	

Political	socialization	in	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	regimes	

The	challenge	of	testing	the	effects	of	these	two	types	of	autocracies	on	the	hearts	

and	minds	their	citizens	is	the	fact	that	representative	public	opinion	research	is	not	

possible	during	authoritarian	regimes.	We	argue	here	that	it	is	not	necessary.	Instead	

we	use	the	methodological	approach	of	cohort	analysis	(Neundorf	2010;	Smets	and	

Neundorf	 2014)	 that	 allows	 the	 identification	 of	 distinct	 characteristics	 of	 those	

generations	 that	 were	 socialized	 under	 different	 political	 regimes.	 Generations	

thereby	function	like	fossils	that	carry	evidence	of	a	long-gone	past.	Here	we	assume	

that	the	political	preferences	of	whole	generations	that	grew-up	under	inclusionary	

or	 exclusionary	 regimes	 to	 have	 been	 shaped	 and	 remain	 prevalent	 in	 the	

population,	especially	 for	those	that	experienced	these	regime	during	the	so-called	

formative	years	during	adolescence.		
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This	approach	rests	on	the	theory	of	political	socialization	according	to	which	

fundamental	 values	 are	 acquired	 to	 a	 large	 extent	 already	 in	 early	 adulthood	

(Krosnick	 and	 Alwin	 1989;	 Sears	 1999;	 Miller	 and	 Sears	 1986).	 This	 research	

emphasizes	 the	 time	 of	 adolescence,	when	 political	 attitudes	 and	 preferences	 are	

formed	(Bartels	and	Jackman	2014).	Young	citizens,	it	 is	believed,	are	not	yet	set	in	

their	political	ways	and	are	subsequently	more	easily	influenced	by	external	factors	

such	as	 the	nature	of	 the	political	 regime	 in	which	 they	 live	 (Jennings	1989;	Alwin	

and	Krosnick	1991;	Sears	and	Valentino	1997).	

Studying	 the	 socialization	 effect	 beyond	 the	 existence	 of	 these	 regimes	

makes	 it	 possible	 to	 investigate	 whether	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 regimes	

impact	the	political	preferences	of	their	citizens	differently.	We	expect	to	find	clear	

generational	 differences	 in	 terms	 of	 political	 preferences	 of	 people	 who	 grew-up	

under	 different	 political	 regimes	 within	 the	 same	 country	 and	 between	 different	

countries.	From	this	we	can	derive	 the	 following	 testable	hypothesis	 that	 relate	 to	

hypothesis	1:	

Hypothesis	 2:	 Generations	 that	were	 socialized	 in	 inclusionary	 autocracies	 are	 less	
satisfied	 with	 democracy	 compared	 to	 generations	 that	 grew-up	 in	
exclusionary	regimes.	

This	 hypothesis	 can	 be	 further	 broken-down	within	 autocracies	 to	 contrast	

specific	 groups	of	winner	and	 losers	 in	autocratic	 regimes.	Those	 social	 and	ethnic	

groups	 that	 profit	 from	 the	 dictatorship	 should	 be	 most	 nostalgic,	 while	 those	

citizens	that	belonged	to	the	most	suppressed	groups	should	be	much	more	positive	

about	democratic	transitions.	From	this	we	can	derive	hypothesis	3,	as:	
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Hypothesis	3:	Specific	social	and	ethnic	groups	 included	 in	power	 in	autocracies	are	
less	 satisfied	 with	 democracy	 compared	 to	 social	 and	 ethnic	 groups	
excluded	from	power	in	autocracies.	

	

	

Research	design	

We	 test	 our	 hypotheses	 using	 existing	 survey	 data	 as	 well	 as	 macro	 data	 that	

measure	whether	the	political	regime	in	power	during	respondents’	formative	years	

was	inclusionary	or	exclusionary.	Here	we	first	outline	the	methodology	used,	before	

describing	the	data	and	turning	to	the	statistical	estimation	procedure.		

	

Methodology	

In	 order	 to	 test	 our	 hypotheses,	 we	 conduct	 a	 comprehensive	 analysis	 of	 post-

authoritarian	 countries	 during	 the	 entire	 20th	 century	 (i.e.	 Latin	 America,	 Africa,	

Europe,	 and	 Central	 &	 East	 Asia)	 that	 experienced	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	

regimes.	As	discussed	above,	we	identify	the	effect	of	autocracies	on	their	citizens	by	

comparing	 generations	 within	 the	 same	 country	 and	 across	 countries	 that	 were	

exposed	 to	 varying	 contexts	 during	 their	 formative	 years.	 This	 empirical	

phenomenon	of	varying	socialization	experiences	within	 the	same	country	gives	us	

the	 opportunity	 to	 study	 the	 lasting	 imprint	 of	 political	 regimes,	 even	 after	 their	

existence.	We	are	further	able	to	contrast	groups	of	generations	that	grew	up	under	

dictatorships	and	those	that	came	of	age	under	democracy.		

For	this	we	need	to	distinguish	three	co-linear	time	trends:	age,	period,	and	

cohort	 (APC)	effects.	A	person	could	have	positive	or	negative	views	of	democracy	

because	she	is	young	-	the	so-called	life-cycle	or	ageing	effect,	or	because	she	lives	in	
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a	 country	 that	 faces	 a	 big	 political	 corruption	 scandal	 -	 the	 so-called	 period	 effect	

that	 affects	 everyone	 no	 matter	 their	 age	 or	 birth	 year	 -	 or	 because	 she	 was	

socialized	 at	 a	 certain	 point	 in	 history	 -	 the	 cohort	 effect.	 Here	 we	 are	 mainly	

interested	 in	 the	cohort	effect,	which	we	argue	contains	 the	 socialization	effect	of	

political	 regimes.	 This	 methodological	 approach	 allows	 us	 to	 indirectly	 test	 the	

impact	autocratic	institutions	and	policy	outcomes	have	on	the	mass	public.			

We	 conduct	 two	 sets	 of	 empirical	 tests	 to	 investigate	 hypotheses	 2	 and	 3.	

Firstly,	we	test	our	theory	contrasting	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	as	a	whole	(H2).	

Second,	we	conduct	 two	case	studies	where	we	sub-divide	 the	population	 in	post-

authoritarian	 regimes	 into	 winners	 and	 losers,	 which	 tests	 the	 direct	 of	 effect	 of	

profiting	 from	an	autocratic	 regime	or	being	particularly	prosecuted	 (H3).	Here	we	

investigate	firstly	eleven	post-Communist	countries	by	focusing	on	the	working	class	

as	 a	 social	 group	 that	 very	much	 profited	 from	 the	 regime,	while	 religious	 people	

were	most	suppressed	in	practicing	their	beliefs.	Secondly,	we	use	ethnic	conflicts	as	

another	example	of	winners	and	losers	of	dictatorships.	 In	some	regimes	particular	

ethnic	 groups	 are	 dominant	 in	 holding	 political	 power,	 while	 other	 groups	 are	

discriminated.			

Individual-level	data	

We	merge	 existing,	 publicly	 available	 survey	 data	 from	 numerous	 countries	 from	

around	 the	 globe	 -	 both	 well-established	 democracies	 as	 well	 as	 former	

dictatorships.	In	total	we	have	data	on	83	countries	from	around	the	globe	that	are	
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included	in	this	study.3	We	chose	the	datasets	that	have	been	designed	to	be	fielded	

in	 several	 countries,	 which	 ensures	 that	 questions	 are	 less	 country-specific	 but	

rather	 to	 travel	 across	 borders.	 Furthermore,	 all	 studies	 have	 been	 conducted	 as	

academic	studies	and	hence	adhere	to	a	certain	standard.	Moreover,	we	only	chose	

studies	 that	 included	 questions	 related	 to	 democratic	 attitudes	 and	 political	

engagement.	 We	 harmonized	 the	 data	 of	 the	 following	 public	 opinion	 surveys	

(including	the	years	that	they	were	fielded):4	

• World	Value	Survey	(WVS),	1981-2014	
• Latinobarometer	(LB),	1995-2015	
• Asian	Barometer	(ANB),	2001-2014	
• Afrobarometer	(AFB),	1999-2015	
• Americas	Barometer	(AB),	2004-2014	
• European	Values	Study	(EVS),	1981-2010	
• European	Social	Survey	(ESS),	2002-2014	
• Eurobarometer	(EB),	1970-2002	
• Central	&	Eastern	European	Barometer	(CEEB),	1990-97	
• Comparative	Study	of	Electoral	Systems	(CSES),	1996-2015	

	

Pooling	all	these	datasets	together	gives	us	about	1.5	Million	respondents	for	

which	we	have	valid	data	on	 the	dependent	variable	and	all	 control	 variables.	The	

different	survey	questions	included	in	the	diverse	datasets	were	harmonized	so	that	

a	joint	analysis	is	possible.	More	details	on	the	question	of	harmonization	decisions	

can	be	found	in	Appendices	3	and	4.		

	

																																																													
3	The	list	of	countries	and	the	number	of	respondents	per	country	can	be	found	in	the	Appendix	A1.	
4	 In	 order	 to	 account	 for	 possible	 effects	 of	 the	 survey	 data	 harmonization	 process,	 we	 include	 a	
dummy	variable	for	each	of	the	datasets	(using	the	World	Value	Survey	as	a	reference).	The	estimates	
of	these	are	not	reported	in	the	results	tables,	but	are	available	upon	request	from	the	authors.	The	
full	list	of	all	waves	that	was	fielded	per	study	can	be	found	in	Appendix	A2.			
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Dependent	variables:	Satisfaction	with	democracy	and	best	form	of	government		

In	 order	 to	 measure	 the	 impact	 of	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 regimes	 had	 on	

people’s	hearts	and	minds,	we	rely	on	questions	on	political	support,	in	particular	to	

the	democratic	system.	This	does	not	directly	measure	the	support	for	the	autocratic	

regime,	but	as	argued	in	hypothesis	2,	we	expect	that	the	experience	with	different	

types	 of	 autocracies	 to	 undermine	 -	 in	 inclusionary	 regimes	 -	 or	 enhance	 -	 in	

exclusionary	regimes	-	support	for	democracy.		

Political	support	is	one	of	the	key	factors	in	the	development	of	a	democratic	

political	culture	(Almond	and	Verba	1963;	Easton	1965;	Norris	1999).	The	aim	 is	 to	

measure	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 citizens	 support	 the	 democratic	 system	 using	 the	

satisfaction	with	the	way	democracy	works.	We	thereby	assume	that	the	expression	

of	satisfaction	asks	respondents	to	evaluate	the	performance	of	the	political	system	

(Hoffbert	 and	 Klingemann	 2001:	 366;	 cf.	 Rose,	Mishler,	 and	Haerpfer	 1998;	Norris	

1999).	 ‘‘Satisfaction	 with	 democracy’’	 is	 generally	 described	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	

support	for	the	way	the	democratic	regime	works	in	practice,	not	as	an	indicator	for	

democracy	in	principle	(Canache,	Mondak,	and	Seligson	2001;	Neundorf	2010),	since	

this	item	measures	the	‘‘support	for	the	performance	of	the	regime,	which	has	to	do	

with	what	the	regime	delivers	to	its	citizens	and	how	the	government	of	the	day	is	

capable	 of	 dealing	 with	 important	 issues’’	 (Linde	 and	 Ekman	 2003,	 396).	 Asking	

citizens	about	the	‘‘satisfaction	with	democracy’’	 is	therefore	less	abstract	than	the	

usual	question	of	 support	 for	 ‘‘democracy	as	 the	best	way	of	 government’’,	which	

we	use	as	well	 in	a	separate	test.	On	the	other	hand,	 it	 is	also	less	biased	than	the	
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support	 for	 the	 current	 government,	 which	 is	 influenced	 by	 partisan	 feelings	 and	

other	political	attitudes	as	well	(Clarke,	Dutt,	and	Kornberg	1993;	Norris	1999).		

In	the	datasets	that	were	harmonized	for	this	study,	respondents	were	asked	

uniformly	“how	satisfied	they	are	with	the	way	democracy	works	in	their	country”.5	

Response	categories	however	varied	from	4	to	11.	The	variable	was	standardized	to	

0	to	100,	whereas	 lower	values	mean	 less	satisfaction	with	democracy.	To	account	

for	the	specific	effects	due	to	study	design	or	questionnaire	design,	we	include	the	

dataset	as	a	control	variable	into	the	model,	which	also	accounts	for	the	difference	

in	response	categories.				

Distinguishing	winners	and	losers	

For	 the	 first	 case	 study	 of	 post-Communist	 countries	 we	 rely	 on	 data	 from	 the	

European	Social	Survey	(ESS)	only.	The	ESS	included	in	five	waves	(2004	to	2012)	the	

question	 about	 the	 occupation	 of	 the	 respondent’s	 father	 at	 the	 age	 of	 14.	 We	

thereby	contrast	those	that	come	from	a	working	class	or	farmers	background	with	

the	rest.	The	rationale	of	using	father’s	occupation	is	that	we	firstly	assume	that	the	

social	 class	position	during	 the	 formative	years	 is	most	 important	 for	 crystalizing	a	

sense	 of	 belonging	 to	 the	 regime.	 People	 that	 grew-up	 in	 a	 working	 class	 are	

expected	 to	 have	been	 socialized	 into	 belonging	 to	 the	winners	 of	 the	 communist	

regimes	and	hence	are	likely	to	be	more	critical	with	the	democratic	system	today,	

as	 they	might	 feel	 that	 they	 lost	 out	 in	 the	 transition	 compared	 to	 socialist	 times.	

Secondly,	we	use	father’s	occupation	rather	than	the	respondent’s	own	occupation,	

as	there	is	potential	social	mobility	and	we	can	hence	not	know	whether	a	person’s	

																																																													
5	The	question	wording	and	response	categories	in	each	study	are	listed	in	Appendix	3.		
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current	 social	 class	 corresponds	 to	 the	 social	 class	 of	 the	 time	 of	 socialization.We	

contrast	 these	 winners	 of	 socialism	 with	 religious	 people	 that	 were	 very	 much	

repressed	 by	 the	 state	 driven	 secularization	 of	 the	 socialist	 societies	 (Mueller	 and	

Neundorf	2012).	Here	we	measure	religion	simply	by	denomination	comparing	those	

that	are	not	religious	with	those	that	are	Christians.	

	 Our	second	case	study	focuses	on	ethnicity	as	a	source	of	winners	and	losers	

of	 autocratic	 institutions.	 For	 this	 we	 rely	 on	 data	 from	 the	World	 Value	 Survey,	

which	included	a	detailed	measure	of	ethnicity	as	well	as	the	dependent	variable	in	

Wave	4	(1999-2004).	We	match	the	ethnicity	code	of	the	WVS	to	that	of	the	data	of	

Ethnic	Power	Relations	project	(Vogt	et	al.	2014).	More	on	that	data	below.	

Individual-level	control	variables	

We	 control	 for	 the	 gender	 of	 respondents,	 the	 education	 level	 (primary	 or	 less,	

secondary,	post-secondary)6	and	a	dummy	variable	whether	a	respondent	is	working	

opposed	to	being	unemployed,	retired	or	any	other	reason	why	people	do	not	work.	

Unfortunately,	it	is	not	possible	to	control	a	person’s	income	or	economic	well-being	

beyond	working,	as	the	measures	were	too	diverse	to	be	harmonized.	

	

	

	

																																																													
6	 For	 this	we	 use	 the	 categorical	 variable	 that	measures	 a	 person’s	 highest	 educational	 degree.	 In	
some	datasets	education	was	measured	as	 years	of	 education	or	 age	of	 leaving	 school.	 The	 coding	
scheme	to	classify	respondents	into	the	three	education	groups	based	on	this	is	explained	in	Appendix	
3.	 Combing	 the	 education	 variables	 (categorical	 and	 measured	 from	 years)	 leaves	 only	 2%	 still	
missing.	
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Measuring	inclusionary	and	exclusionary	regimes	

In	order	to	capture	the	inclusionary	or	exclusionary	character	of	regimes	we	rely	on	

data	 on	 political	 institutions	 and	 regime	 characteristics	 from	 the	 Varieties	 of	

Democracy	 (V-Dem)	 project	 (Coppedge	 et	 al.	 2016a)	 and	 from	 the	 Ethnic	 Power	

Relations	 project	 (Vogt	 et	 al.	 2014).	 The	 V-Dem	 project	 collects	 data	 on	 political	

institutions	 for	 that	 existed	 “within	 large	 and	 fairly	well-defined	political	 units	 and	

which	enjoy	a	modicum	of	sovereignty	or	serve	as	operational	units	of	governance	

(e.g.,	 colonies	 of	 overseas	 empires)”	 (Coppedge	 et	 al.	 2016b:	 15).	 The	 data	 is	

collected	with	the	help	of	more	than	2,600	country-experts	that	code	the	data	with	a	

specially	designed	online	survey.	The	V-Dem	project	uses	a	Bayesian	item	response	

model	to	increase	the	reliability	of	the	coding	and	eliminate	as	much	of	the	bias.	The	

unit	of	observation	 in	our	 sample	 is	 country-year,	 for	177	countries	 that	 cover	 the	

period	1900-2015.		

We	rely	on	several	indicators	to	capture	the	level	of	inclusion	and	exclusion	in	

the	regime.	The	first	indicator	captures	whether	the	regime	was	a	democracy	or	an	

autocracy	and	is	based	on	V-Dem’s	electoral	democracy	index	captures	the	ideal	of	

electoral	 democracy	 in	 its	 fullest	 sense,	 whereby	 the	 absence	 of	 democracy	

measures	 autocracy.7	 The	 final	 index	 is	 continuous	 and	 ranges	 between	 0	 and	 1,	

whereas	higher	 values	 indicate	democracy.	We	dichotomize	 this	measure	where	 a	

																																																													
7	The	index	is	calculated	using	Baysian	Item	Response	Theory	(IRT)	based	on	the	following	indicators	
(Teorell	et	al.	2016;	Marquardt	and	Pemstein	2017):	freedom	of	association,	clean	elections,	freedom	
of	 expression,	 elected	 executive	 and	 suffrage.	 More	 precisely,	 this	 is	 the	 principle	 that	 “seeks	 to	
embody	 the	 core	 values	 of	 making	 rulers	 responsive	 to	 citizens,	 achieved	 through	 electoral	
competition	 for	 the	 electorate’s	 approval	 under	 circumstances	when	 suffrage	 is	 extensive;	 political	
and	 civil	 society	 organizations	 can	 operate	 freely;	 elections	 are	 clean	 and	 not	marred	 by	 fraud	 or	
systematic	irregularities;	and	elections	affect	the	composition	of	the	chief	executive	of	the	country.	In	
between	elections,	there	is	freedom	of	expression	and	an	independent	media	capable	of	presenting	
alternative	views	on	matters	of	political	relevance”	(Coppedge	et	al.	2016a:	44).	
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regime	with	a	value	of	the	index	equal	or	above	0.67	is	considered	a	democracy	and	

an	autocracy	otherwise.	

The	 second	 indicator	 we	 use	 is	 the	 equal	 distribution	 of	 resources	 index,	

which	is	an	 index	between	0	and	1,	and	it	 is	conceptualized	as	the	extent	to	which	

resources	 are	 equally	 distributed	 in	 a	 society.	 An	 equal	 distribution	 of	 resources	

leads	 to	 lower	 poverty	 rates	 and	 ensures	 that	 all	 individuals	 are	 capable	 of	

participating	 in	 politics	 (see	 Coppedge	 et	 al.	 2014).	 We	 thereby	 assume	 that	 the	

more	equal	the	distribution	of	resources,	the	more	inclusionary	the	political	regime	

is.	The	equal	distribution	of	resources	index	is	formed	from	points	estimates	drawn	

from	a	Bayesian	 factor	analysis	model	 including	 sub-indicators	 for	expenditures	on	

particularistic	 or	 public	 goods,	 means-tested	 or	 universalistic	 welfare	 policies,	

educational	equality,	health	equality,	power	distribution	by	social	group	and	power	

distribution	by	gender.		

	 Then,	 we	 move	 into	 disaggregating	 this	 indicator	 for	 the	 most	 relevant	

items.8	 The	 third	 indicator	 we	 use	 is	 power	 distribution	 by	 social	 group.	 The	

conceptualization	 of	 this	 starts	 with	 the	 assumption	 that	 a	 social	 group	 can	 be	

delimited	 within	 a	 country	 by	 caste,	 ethnicity,	 language,	 race,	 region,	 religion,	 or	

some	 combination.	 It	 is	 context	dependent	 and	 varies	 across	 time	and	 space.	 This	

variable	 captures	 whether	 any	 social	 group	 (however	 defined)	 is	 more	 politically	

relevant	compared	to	other	social	groups	in	that	country.	The	measure	ranges	from	

0	 to	 4,	 whereas	 0	 captures	 an	 exclusionary	 regime	 where	 “political	 power	 is	

monopolized	 by	 one	 social	 group	 comprising	 a	 minority	 of	 the	 population.	 This	

																																																													
8	Appendix	5	lists	the	exact	wording	of	all	these	items	and	gives	more	information	on	how	they	were	
measured.		
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monopoly	 is	 institutionalized,	 i.e.,	 not	 subject	 to	 frequent	 change”.	 On	 the	 other	

hand	 4	 indicates	 an	 inclusionary	 regime	 whereas	 “all	 social	 groups	 have	 roughly	

equal	political	power	or	there	are	no	strong	ethnic,	caste,	linguistic,	racial,	religious,	

or	 regional	differences	 to	 speak	of.	 Social	group	characteristics	are	not	 relevant	 to	

politics”.	

The	 fourth	 indicator	 captures	 the	 extent	 to	which	 socio-economic	 inequality	

translates	into	political	inequality.	More	specifically,	it	records	whether	more	wealth	

and	 income	 translates	 into	more	 political	 power	 for	 citizens	 and	 groups.	 It	 is	 also	

ranges	 from	 0	 to	 4,	 where	 0	 again	measures	 an	 exclusionary	 regime,	 as	 “wealthy	

people	enjoy	a	virtual	monopoly	on	political	power.	Average	and	poorer	people	have	

almost	no	 influence”.	On	the	other	hand,	 inclusionary	regimes	are	characterized	as	

“wealthy	people	have	no	more	political	power	than	those	whose	economic	status	is	

average	or	poor.	Political	power	is	more	or	less	equally	distributed	across	economic	

groups”.	

Finally,	 we	 use	 the	 particularistic	 versus	 public	 goods	 type	 of	 expenditure	

variable	 to	 capture	whether	 spending	 is	 targeted	 on	 a	 specific	 corporation,	 sector,	

social	 group,	 region,	 party	 or	 set	 of	 constituents	 (particularistic)	 (value	 of	 0)	 or	

whether	public	spending	is	intended	to	benefit	all	groups	within	a	society,	especially	

the	poor,	needy,	or	underprivileged	citizens	(value	of	4).		

All	 variables	 are	 continuous,	 except	 the	 dummy	 variable	 that	 measures	

whether	 the	 regime	 was	 an	 autocracy	 or	 democracy.	 The	 macro	 variables	 are	

averaged	 across	 five-year	 intervals	 from	 1900	 to	 2010	 and	 matched	 to	 the	

corresponding	 national	 generation	 that	 came	 of	 age	 during	 a	 particular	 five-year	
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period.	We	define	socialization	context	as	the	time	when	respondents	were	between	

15	and	20	years	old.	

Ethnic	inclusion	and	exclusion	from	power	

In	order	to	test	Hypothesis	3	we	rely	on	a	case	study	that	focuses	on	ethnic	inclusion	

and	exclusion	 from	power	as	an	example	of	winners	and	 losers	of	autocracies.	We	

measure	 the	political	 power	 each	ethnicity	 using	 the	 Ethnic	 Power	Relations	 (EPR)	

data.	 The	 EPR	 provides	 annual	 data	 between	 1946	 to	 2013	 on	 politically	 relevant	

ethnic	 groups,	 their	 relative	 size	 as	 a	 share	 of	 the	 country	 population,	 and	 their	

access	 to	 power.	 Ethnicity	 is	 defined	 as	 a	 subjective	 experience	 sense	 of	

commonality	 based	 on	 a	 belief	 in	 common	 ancestry	 and	 shared	 culture.	 Ethnic	

groups	are	considered	to	be	relevant	 if	either	at	 least	one	significant	political	actor	

claims	 to	 represent	 the	 interests	 of	 the	 group	 in	 the	 national	 political	 arena	 or	 if	

group	 members	 are	 systematically	 and	 intentionally	 discriminated	 in	 the	 political	

sphere.9	

Starting	 from	 this,	we	 proceed	 by	matching	 the	 ethnic	 groups	 from	 the	 EPR	

project	with	 the	self-declared	ethnic	belonging	of	 the	respondents	 from	the	World	

Values	Survey	(WVS).	We	included	in	our	data	only	the	groups	that	could	be	clearly	

identified	 to	 avoid	 collapsing	 too	much	 ethnic	 power	 relations	 heterogeneity	 into	

one	 category.	 For	 instance,	 in	 Georgia,	 EPR	 identifies	 the	 following	 ethnic	 groups:	

Georgians,	 Armenians,	 Azeri,	 Ossetians	 and	 Abhkazians.	 In	 contrast,	 WVS	 has	 2	

categories:	 Georgians	 and	 others.	 Then,	 the	 Georgian	 ethnic	 group	 can	 be	 easily	

																																																													
9	A	political	actor	is	considered	significant	if	it’s	active	in	the	national	political	arena,	even	though	it	is	
not	a	political	party.	
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identified	 and	 matched	 with	 the	 EPR	 data	 on	 power	 relations.	 However,	 the	

remaining	4	ethnic	groups	cannot	be	collapsed	 into	one	category	because	 it	would	

mean	to	conflate	powerless	groups	(Armenian	and	Azeri)	with	self-excluded	groups	

(Ossetians	and	Abhkazians).	Finally,	we	have	77	ethnic	groups	from	21	countries.10	

EPR	codes	the	access	to	power	of	ethnic	group	in	an	ordinal	scale,	with	three	

main	categories,	which	are	then	divided	into	sub-categories.11	Here	we	contrast	only	

two	types	of	political	power	ethnic	groups	can	have.	Firstly	a	group	can	be	dominant	

by	 ruling	 alone	 (EPR	 classification:	 monopoly	 or	 dominance)	 or	 a	 group	 can	 be	

discriminated	 by	 being	 excluded	 from	 power	 (EPR	 classification:	 powerless	 or	

discriminated).	We	do	not	count	self-exclusion	as	a	form	of	discrimination.		

Macro	control	variables	

Several	variables	are	included	in	the	models	to	rule	out	the	possibility	that	citizens’	

democratic	support	is	not	explained	by	the	current	state	of	affairs	in	their	polity	and	

economy	(Karp	el	al.	2003;	Wagner	et	al.	2009;	Lühiste	2014).	First,	we	include	the	

economic	development	 level	by	 including	GDP	per	capita	at	 the	2011	PPP	value	of	

the	dollar	(source:	World	Bank).	Secondly,	we	include	the	current	level	of	democracy	

using	the	electoral	democracy	index	as	introduced	above.	This	gives	us	a	measure	for	

the	 quality	 of	 the	 democratic	 institutions.	 Thirdly,	 we	 include	 the	 age	 of	 the	

																																																													
10	See	Appendix	7	with	the	list	of	countries	and	number	of	observations.		
11	See	Appendix	5.1	for	the	exact	classification	of	ethnic	power	position	by	the	EPR.		
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democratic	 system,	 which	 was	 calculated	 to	 account	 for	 how	 the	 time	 living	 in	 a	

democracy	affects	a	citizen’s	view	on	it.12		

The	model	

We	 estimate	 an	 age,	 period,	 cohort	 model.	 The	 most	 important	 covariates	 are	

therefore,	 firstly,	 the	 age	 of	 the	 respondents,	 which	 we	 include	 as	 age	 in	 years.	

Secondly,	we	measure	cohorts	 in	five-year	groupings	when	respondents	turned	15,	

assuming	 that	 this	 the	 time	 of	 socialization	 when	 the	 political	 regime	 has	 the	

strongest	and	lasting	impact	on	its	citizens.	Lastly,	we	include	the	year	of	the	survey	

to	 capture	 the	 period	 effect.	 The	 problem	 of	 estimating	 these	 three	 time	 effects	

simultaneously	is	the	identification	problem,	as:	

Cohort	=	Survey	Year	-	Age	

Yang	 and	 her	 colleagues	 (2006,	 2008)	 proposed	 to	 solve	 this	 identification	

problem	by	including	cohort	clusters	(in	our	case	five-year	groups)	and	survey	years	

as	 random	 effects	 into	 a	 Hierarchical	 Age-Period-Cohort	 (HAPC)	 model.	 In	 this	

multilevel	 model	 we	 consider	 periods	 and	 cohorts	 as	 cross-classified	 contexts	 in	

which	individuals	are	nested.	Including	macro-level	variables	that	capture	the	cohort	

context	(inclusionary	versus	exclusionary	autocracy	at	age	15)	as	well	as	the	period	

context	 (current	 level	 of	 democracy	 measures	 in	 the	 same	 year	 as	 survey	 is	

conducted)	 allows	 to	 test	 the	 effect	 of	 these	 context	 variables.	 The	 model	 is	

specified	as	

																																																													
12	 In	 order	 to	 generate	 this	 variable	 we	 use	 the	 autocracy/democracy	 dummy	 variable	 introduced	
above	 to	 generate	 a	 count	 of	 years	 for	 which	 a	 country	 has	 been	 a	 democracy.	 To	 minimize	 the	
potential	for	error	in	counting	the	years	of	democracy	we	rely	on	the	btscs	Stata	add-on	from	Beck,	
Katz	and	Tucker	(1998).	
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𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡!"#$ =  𝛼!"#$ +  𝛽! 𝐴𝑔𝑒!" +  𝛽! 𝑋!"

!

!!!

+  𝜀!"#$   

where	we	model	support	for	democracy	of	respondent’s	 i	who	belongs	to	cohort	 j,	

was	 interviewed	 in	 year	 t	 and	 lives	 in	 country	 c	 as	 a	 function	 of	 her	 age	 and	 our	

individual-level	 control	 variables	 X.	 The	 most	 important	 part	 of	 this	 model	 is	 the	

random	intercept	which	𝛼!"#$,	can	be	written	as:	

𝛼!"#$ =  ϒ!! +  ϒ!  𝑍!"# +
!

!!!

 ϒ! 𝑉!"# +
!

!!!

ϒ!  𝐶 +
!

!!!

+ 𝑢!!!! +  𝜈!!!"  

	

where	ϒ!!  measures	 the	grand	mean,	 Z	measure	 the	 context	of	 the	 cohorts	and	V	

measure	the	current	period	effects.	We	also	include	country	fixed-effects	C.	Here	we	

treat	our	dependent	variables	as	continues,	estimating	linear	HAPC	models.			

	

Results	

We	proceed	in	three	steps	in	our	empirical	analysis.	First	we	explore	the	diversity	in	

autocratic	regime	and	to	which	degree	they	are	inclusionary	or	exclusionary.	Second,	

we	 present	 the	 overall	 test	 of	 Hypothesis	 2	 that	 contrasts	 inclusionary	 or	

exclusionary	 autocracies	 and	 their	 long-term	 impact	 on	 citizen’s	 democratic	

attitudes.	 Thirdly,	 we	 present	 two	 case	 studies	 of	 winners	 and	 losers	 to	 test	

hypothesis	 3,	which	 states	 that	 groups	 of	 people	 that	 profited	 from	 an	 autocratic	

regime	 to	 react	 differently	 to	 the	 regime	 and	 consequent	 democratization	 than	

those	groups	that	lost	out	in	autocracies.		
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Descriptive	results:	Opening	a	typological	space		

The	 distinction	 between	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 autocracies	 cuts	 across	

former	typologies.	This	runs	counter	to	some	extent	to	previous	explanations.	Svolik	

(2012:	168–178)	argues	for	example	that	it	is	among	the	major	benefits	of	one-party	

regimes	 to	 distribute	 benefits	 and	 services	 among	 its	 citizens.	 Relatedly,	 Dimitrov	

(2013)	 highlights	 that	 particularly	 communist	 one-party	 regimes	 have	 been	

successful	in	terms	of	inclusion.	Against	this	background,	one	could	therefore	expect	

that	 it	 is	 particularly	 one-party	 regimes	 that	 populate	 the	 typological	 space	 of	

inclusionary	regimes.		

We	investigate	this	in	Figure	1	by	plotting	the	distribution	in	our	key	context	

variables	 that	measure	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 autocracies	 by	 distinguishing	

these	 distributions	 by	 regime	 type	 (Geddes	 1999).	 As	 Figure	 1.A	 shows,	 one-party	

regimes	do	indeed	distribute	their	resources	more	equally	compared	to	military	and	

personalist	regimes.	Yet,	 it	 is	a	 less	skewed	distribution	than	one	might	expect	and	

we	 have	 sufficient	 case-based	 evidence	 of	 personalist	 and	 military	 regimes	 that	

follow	 a	 similar	 distribution	 pattern.13	When	 it	 comes	 to	 the	 economic	means	 by	

which	 authoritarian	 regimes	 include	 and	 exclude	 groups	 from	 power,	 i.e.	 if	 the	

regime	relies	on	particularistic	or	public	goods,	we	observe	a	tendency	of	one-party	

regimes	 to	 use	 more	 the	 latter	 than	 the	 former	 while	 military	 and	 personalist	

regimes	follow	a	bimodal	distribution.	When	it	comes	to	power	distribution	based	on	

socio-economic	 standing	and	adherence	 to	a	certain	 social	group,	we	observe	 that	

military	regimes	tend	to	be	more	exclusive	in	sharing	power.	While	personalist	and	

																																																													
13	 Please	 refer	 to	 Appendix	 6	 for	 a	 list	 of	 military	 and	 personalist	 regimes	 that	 distribute	 their	
resources	as	equal,	which	we	define	as	scoring	above	2	on	the	scale	for	public	good	provision.		
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military	 regimes	 follow	by	 and	 large	 a	 similar	 distribution	when	 it	 comes	 to	 socio-

economic	 differences,	 personalist	 regimes	 monopolize	 power	 in	 terms	 of	 social	

groupings	stronger	than	one-party	regimes.		

	

Figure	1:	Regime	types	and	inclusiveness	

	

In	 sum,	 the	 descriptive	 results	 demonstrate	 that	 the	 way	 authoritarian	

regimes	 include	 and	 exclude	 groups	 of	 people	 from	 power	 transcends	 the	 old	

typological	distinctions	between	one-party,	military,	and	personalist	regimes.			
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The	 effect	 of	 inclusionary	 and	 exclusionary	 autocracies	 on	 citizens’	 political	

preferences	

In	 the	 next	 step	 we	 estimate	 a	 hierarchical	 Age,	 Period,	 Cohort	 (HAPC)	 model	 as	

introduced	 above	 to	 predict	 a	 respondent	 level	 of	 democratic	 support.	 Table	 1	

reports	 the	 results	 for	 two	 dependent	 variables:	 M1	 uses	 satisfaction	 with	

democracy	as	the	measure	for	political	support,	while	M2	uses	the	question	whether	

people	 think	 that	 democracy	 is	 the	 best	 form	 of	 government.	 Both	 variables	 vary	

from	0	to	100,	whereas	higher	values	indicate	higher	democratic	support.	The	main	

question	 to	 be	 answered	 with	 this	 model	 is	 whether	 people	 that	 grew	 up	 in	 an	

inclusionary	 autocratic	 regime	 are	 more	 critical	 with	 democracy	 than	 those	 that	

were	socialized	in	an	exclusionary	regime	(hypothesis	2).	We	test	this	by	including	an	

interaction	term	between	the	extent	to	which	recourses	are	distributed	equally,	our	

measure	 for	 inclusionary,	 and	 whether	 the	 regime	 was	 autocratic	 at	 the	 time	

respondents	were	15.	If	the	hypothesis	is	correct	we	would	expect	that	growing	up	

in	a	very	inclusionary	autocracy	that	people	are	more	critical	with	democracy	today.		

	 Table	 1	 confirms	 this	 for	 both	 dependent	 variables,	 which	 we	 see	 in	 the	

significant	 negative	 interaction	 term.	 This	 effect	 is	 further	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 2,	

which	 plots	 the	 predicted	 values	 of	 the	 two	 dependent	 variables,	 for	 the	 varying	

levels	of	inclusion	distinguishing	for	having	been	socialized	in	a	democracy	versus	an	

autocracy.	Figure	2.A	shows	a	steep,	negative	slope	for	autocracies.	Satisfaction	with	

democracy	 is	 predicted	 to	 be	 at	 52	 points	 (so	 positive)	 in	 extremely	 exclusionary	

regimes	 (score=0).	However,	 if	a	 respondent	grew-up	 in	a	very	 inclusionary	regime	

(score=1),	predicted	satisfaction	with	democracy	is	10	points	lower.	As	a	comparison		 	
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Table	1:	Linear	HAPC	model	predicting	satisfaction	with	democracy	and	whether	
democracy	is	best	form	of	government		

	

	
M1	

	
M2	

Dependent	Variable	 Satisf.	with	Democracy	
	

Democracy	Best		
		 Coef	 se	

	
Coef	 se	

Age	 0.046***		 (0.004)		
	

0.081***		 (0.006)		
	 	 	 	 	 	
Socialization	Context	(at	c)		

	 	 	 	 	Equal	distribution	of	resources	 1.938**		 (0.828)		
	

1.667	 (1.026)	
Autocracy	 3.200***		 (0.522)		

	
1.375**		 (0.557)		

Autocracy	x	Equal	resources	 -11.569***		 (0.625)		
	

-3.754***		 (0.790)		
	 	 	 	 	 	
Current	context	(at	t)	

	 	 	 	 	Level	of	democracy	 -18.962***		 (3.123)	
	

-3.154	 (4.463)	
Age	of	democracy	 0.088***		 (0.017)		

	
0.044**		 (0.022)		

Log	GDP	(per	C)	 -0.202		 (0.438)		
	

2.443***		 (0.553)		
Political	corruption	 -23.095***		 (2.121)	

	
-4.217	 (2.927)	

	 	 	 	 	 	
Individual-level	controls	

	 	 	 	 	Female	 -0.302***		 (0.044)		
	

-0.889***		 (0.086)		
Education	(ref:	primary)	

	 	 	 	 	Secondary	 -0.043		 (0.059)		
	

2.476***		 (0.106)		
Post-Secondary	 1.759***		 (0.071)		

	
7.187***		 (0.131)		

Working	 1.196***		 (0.049)		
	

0.699***		 (0.093)		
	 	 	 	 	 	
Country	FE	 Yes	

	 	
Yes	

	Intercept	 65.900***		 (4.467)	
	

45.277***		 (6.858)	
Variance	Component	 		

	 	
		

	Cohort	(1900-2010)	 2.084***		 (0.068)		
	

1.535***		 (0.088)		
Period	(1973-2015)	 9.060***		 (0.216)		

	
6.382***		 (0.266)		

N	of	respondents	 1,463,967	
	 	

366,782	
	N	of	countries	 83	 	 	 51	 	

Significance:	*	p<0.1;	**	p<0.05;	***	P<0.01.	Data:	Harmonized	survey	data	from	96	single	cross-
national	datasets.	List	of	datasets	in	Appendix	2.	V-Dem,	1900-2015.		
Note:	Entries	are	regression	coefficients	and	their	standard	errors	of	a	HAPC	model.	The	dependent	
variables	vary	from	e.g.	0=”not	satisfied	at	all”	and	100=”completely	satisfied”.		
	
	

we	can	also	compare	this	effect	to	those	that	grew-up	in	democracies.	Here	as	one	

might	expect,	we	find	a	positive	effect.	The	more	equally	resources	are	distributed,	

the	more	positive	people	seem	to	be	about	democracy.	The	same	pattern	holds	true	

for	 the	 second	 dependent	 variable,	 whether	 democracy	 is	 the	 best	 form	 of	

government,	even	so	we	find	the	effect	of	autocratic	socialization	to	be	somewhat	

weaker.		
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Figure	2:	Predicted	satisfaction	with	democracy	and	agreement	that	democracy	is	

best	form	of	government	by	inclusion	and	regime	socialization	
	

Note:	The	prediction	is	based	on	a	linear	HAPC	model.	Full	results	shown	in	Table	1.	Data:	Harmonized	
Public	Opinion	database	and	Varieties	of	Democracy.	
	
	

We	 repeat	 the	 same	 estimations,	 but	 instead	 of	 using	 the	 overall	 index	 of	

equal	 resource	 distribution,	 we	 use	 three	 items	 that	 tap	 at	 particularism	 versus	

public	 good	 provision,	 as	 well	 as	 power	 distributed	 by	 social	 groups	 and	 socio-

economic	groups.	Figure	3	plots	the	predicted	values	for	satisfaction	with	democracy	

analog	 to	 Figure	 2.14	 The	 results	 are	 the	 same	as	 above	 and	 confirm	Hypothesis	 2	

that	the	more	inclusionary	autocracies	are,	the	more	people	buy	into	the	regime	and	

then	become	more	critical	democracy.	The	contrary	is	true	for	democratic	systems.	

The	more	 inclusionary	democracies	are,	 the	more	people	view	the	political	 system	

favorable.		

The	next	question	that	arises	for	us	is	whether	the	effect	of	autocracies	varies	

for	citizens,	depending	on	the	position	that	they	have	within	the	regime.	In	the	next	

section	 we	 test	 for	 two	 case	 studies	 whether	 winners	 and	 losers	 of	 autocracies	

internalized	politics	differently,	which	affects	how	they	view	democracy.	

																																																													
14	The	regression	coefficients	for	these	results	are	reported	in	Appendix	8.		
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Figure	3:	Predicting	satisfaction	with	democracy	by	different	measures	of	regime	
inclusiveness	
Note:	The	prediction	is	based	on	a	linear	HAPC	model.	Full	results	shown	in	Appendix	8.	Data:	
Harmonized	Public	Opinion	database	and	Varieties	of	Democracy.	
	
	
	
Case	studies:	Winners	and	losers	of	autocracies	
	

Case	One:	Communism	-	Religion	and	Social	Class	

	
As	we	have	argued	above,	Communist	 ideology	 is	 based	on	 secularization	and	 the	

empowerment	of	 the	working	class.	 Further	 farmers	had	a	particularly	 confortable	

position	 within	 the	 socialist	 production.	 This	 creates	 clear	 winners	 -	 workers	 and	

farmers	-	and	losers	-	religious	people	-	of	the	communist	regime.	We	test	whether	

this	led	to	varying	levels	of	democratic	support	in	the	post-Communist	era	in	eleven		
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Table	2:	Linear	regression:	Satisfaction	with	democracy	(Eastern	Europe	only)	

	 M1:	Social	class	 M2:	Religion	
	 Coef.	 se	 Coef.	 se	
Age		 0.016*		 (.010)		 -0.006	 (.008)	
	 	 	 	
Socialization	context	(at	c)	

	 	 	Autocracy	(Communism)	 -6.880***		 (.537)		 -4.314***	 (.389)	
Father	worker	 -4.833***		 (.469)		

	 	Autocracy	x	father	worker	 3.554***		 (.556)		
	 	

	 	 	 	 	Religion	(ref:	none)	
	 	 	 	Christian	 		

	
.485	 (.405)	

Muslim	 		
	

4.315*	 -2.229	
Other	 		

	
.117	 -2.794	

Autocracy	x	
	 	 	 	Christian	 		

	
1.773***	 (.445)	

Muslim	 		
	

2.263	 -2.477	
Other	 		

	
1.483	 -3.365	

	 	 	 	 	
Individual-level	controls	

	 	 	 	Female	 -.533**		 (.216)		 -.710***	 (.194)	
Education	(ref:	primary)	

	 	 	 	Secondary	 -2.603***		 (.641)		 -2.391***	 (.555)	
Post-secondary	 .838		 (.684)		 1.764***	 (.594)	
Working	 .144		 (.251)		 .316	 (.225)	
Income	(ref:	bottom	20%)	

	 	 	Income:	20-40%	 2.591***		 (.322)		 2.676***	 (.283)	
Income:	40-60%	 4.729***		 (.330)		 4.831***	 (.297)	
Income:	60-80%	 4.249***		 (.332)		 4.169***	 (.298)	
Income:	80-100%	 2.245***		 (.401)		 2.574***	 (.350)	

Country	FE	 Yes	
	

Yes	
	Year	FE	 Yes	

	
Yes	

	Intercept	 35.471***		 (.909)		 25.746***	 (.904)	
N		 48.294	

	
60.139	

	R2	 0.0925	
	

0.0903	
	Significance:	*	p<0.1;	**	p<0.05;	***	P<0.01.		

Note:	The	prediction	is	based	on	a	linear	regression	with	country	FE,	controlling	for	gender,	education	
and	working.	Central	European	countries	only	(Bulgaria,	Czech	Rep.,	East	Germany,	Estonia,	Hungary,	
Latvia,	Lithuania,	Poland,	Romania,	Slovakia,	Ukraine);	Data:	ESS,	2004-2012.	

	
	

Central	Eastern	European	countries	using	the	ESS	data.	The	results	of	these	analyses	

are	 reported	 in	 Table	 2.	 Here	 we	 interact	 whether	 a	 respondent	 belongs	 to	 the	

winners	 or	 losers	with	 a	 dummy	 variable	whether	 this	 person	 grew-up	 during	 the	

Communist	regime.	The	results	are	illustrated	in	Figure	4.		
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Figure	4:	Predicted	Satisfaction	with	democracy	by	social	background,	religion	and	

regime	socialization	
Note:	Predictions	and	95%	confidence	intervals	are	based	in	the	results	shown	in	Table	X.		
	

	

First	of	all,	we	see	generally	much	lower	levels	of	satisfaction	with	democracy	

for	the	generation	that	grew-up	under	Communisms	contrasted	to	those	that	belong	

the	post-Communist	generation	that	grew-up	in	democratic	times.	Nevertheless,	the	

pattern	 emerging	 from	 Figure	 4	 clearly	 confirms	 Hypothesis	 2.	 Respondents	 that	

were	raised	in	a	working	class	family	are	most	critical	with	democracy	today,	while	

those	 that	 are	 religious	 are	 significantly	 more	 satisfied	 with	 democracy.	 The	

difference	between	winners	and	losers	is	small,	but	significant.			

Case	Two:	Ethnic	political	power	relationship			

Next	we	turn	to	another	example,	where	we	can	identify	winners	and	losers	of	the	

autocratic	regime.	Table	3	reports	the	results	of	a	linear	regression	on	satisfaction	of	
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democracy,	where	we	identify	whether	a	respondent	belongs	to	an	ethnic	group	that	

was	 discriminated	 or	 dominant	 during	 an	 autocratic	 regime	 at	 the	 time	 of	

socialization	(Model	1).	In	Model	2	we	further	measure	the	size	of	the	discriminated	

(M2a)	 and	 dominant	 group	 (M2b).	 Again	 we	 interact	 these	 variables	 with	 the	

political	 regime	 (democratic	 vs.	 autocratic)	 at	 time	 of	 adolescence.	 The	 results	

confirm	Hypothesis	2,	as	people	that	belong	to	a	discriminated	group	at	time	of	the	

autocracy	are	significantly	more	positive	with	democracy	today.	

Table	3:	Linear	regression:	Satisfaction	with	democracy	and	ethnic	power	

	
M1	(b/se)	 M2a		(b/se)	 M2b	(b/se)	

	
Dominant	vs.	 Size	of	group	

		 Discriminated	 Discriminated	 Dominant	
Age	 0.017		 0.026		 -.0003	
		 (0.020)		 (0.019)		 (0.019)	
Socialization	context	(at	c)	

	 	 	Autocracy	 -1.925*		 -0.928		 2.823***	
		 (1.002)	 (0.801)		 (1.091)	
Discriminated	(vs.	dominant)	 1.389	

	 			 (1.112)	
	 	Size	of	discriminated	group	 		 2.738	

			 		 (4.852)	
	Size	of	dominant	group	 		 		 0.215	

		 		 		 (1.380)	
Autocracy	x	ethnic	group	 4.616***		 20.158***		 -2.769*	

		 (1.301)	 (4.954)	 (1.660)	
Individual-level	controls	 	 	 	

Female	 -1.650***		 -0.941**		 -1.040**	
		 (0.488)		 (0.449)		 (0.454)	
Education	(ref:	primary)	

	 	 	Secondary	 -1.092	 0.987		 -0.614	
		 (0.691)		 (0.622)		 (0.621)	
Post-Secondary	 -0.355		 1.100	 -0.501	

		 (0.814)		 (0.724)		 (0.726)	
Working	 0.231		 0.213		 0.015	

		 (0.511)		 (0.466)		 (0.471)	
Country	FE	(N=21)	 Yes	 Yes	 Yes	
Intercept	 38.329***		 35.509***		 35.743***	
		 (2.098)	 (1.966)	 (2.093)	
N		 11.106	 13.436	 13.436	
R2	 0.2101	 	0.2300	 0.2137	

Significance:	*	p<0.1;	**	p<0.05;	***	P<0.01.		

Note:	The	prediction	is	based	on	a	linear	regression	with	country	FE,	controlling	for	gender,	education	
and	 working.	 Countries:	 Albania,	 Azerbaijan,	 Armenia,	 Bosnia,	 Belarus,	 Chile,	 Georgia,	 India,	
Indonesia,	Japan,	Latvia,	Mexico,	Moldova,	Pakistan,	Peru,	Philippines,	Viet	Nam,	South	Africa,	Spain,	
United	States,	Venezuela;	Data:	WVS,	wave	4	only.	
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Figure	5:	Predicted	Satisfaction	with	Democracy	by	ethnic	power	position	and	regime	
socialization	

Note:	Predictions	and	95%	confidence	intervals	are	based	in	the	results	shown	of	Model	1	in	Table	3.		

	

These	effects	are	illustrated	in	Figures	5	and	6.	As	Figure	5	shows,	there	is	a	6	

points	 difference	 in	 democratic	 satisfaction	 between	 those	 that	 belong	 to	 the	

dominant	 group	 and	 those	 that	 belong	 to	 the	discriminated	 group.	 Turning	 to	 the	

size	of	the	ethnic	group	in	Model	2	and	Figure	6,	it	is	striking	how	strong	the	effect	is	

especially	 if	a	group	was	suppressed.	 If	a	minority	ethnic	group	ruled	an	autocracy	

and	the	discriminated	group	is	in	the	majority,	satisfaction	with	democracy	is	much	

higher.	This	clearly	supports	the	 idea	that	there	 is	a	 feeling	of	 liberation	for	such	a	

discriminated	group.		
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Figure	6:	Predicted	Satisfaction	with	Democracy	by	size	of	ethnic	power	position	and	regime	
socialization	

	

Note:	Predictions	and	95%	confidence	intervals	are	based	in	the	results	of	Models	2a	and	2b	shown	in	
Table	3.		

	

Conclusion	and	discussion	

To	be	added.	
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Appendix	

	
Appendix	1:	Geographic	coverage	
The	 inclusion	 into	 the	study	was	 restricted	as	 follows:	There	are	at	 least	 three	data	points	
per	country	that	cover	at	least	10	years	of	time.	The	listed	number	of	observations	in	Table	
A1	 below	 lists	 the	 number	 of	 observations,	 which	 corresponds	 to	 the	 number	 of	 survey	
respondents	 that	gave	a	valid	response	to	the	questions	how	much	they	are	satisfied	with	
the	way	democracy	works	in	their	countries	today.		
	
Table	A1:	List	of	countries	and	number	of	observations	
Country	 N	 	 Country	 N	 	 Country	 N	
Albania	 4,662	 	 Ghana	 6,325	 	 Norway	 28,036	
Argentina	 23,802	 	 Greece	 51,570	 	 Panama	 20,338	
Australia	 7,932	 	 Guatemala	 18,688	 	 Paraguay	 21,507	
Austria	 17,506	 	 Honduras	 16,670	 	 Peru	 24,665	
Belgium	 63,744	 	 Hungary	 14,224	 	 Poland	 22,244	
Bolivia	 26,611	 	 Iceland	 8,421	 	 Portugal	 50,372	
Botswana	 5,466	 	 Indonesia	 3,822	 	 Romania	 8,493	
Brazil	 31,758	 	 Ireland	 60,889	 	 Russia	 3,904	
Bulgaria	 12,292	 	 Israel	 11,024	 	 Slovakia	 12,139	
Canada	 15,196	 	 Italy	 53,419	 	 Slovenia	 15,995	
Chile	 23,610	 	 Japan	 9,137	 	 South	Africa	 10,757	
Colombia	 14,520	 	 Kenya	 5,142	 	 Spain	 49,368	
Costa	Rica	 23,616	 	 South	Korea	 5,593	 	 Sweden	 25,898	
Croatia	 5,337	 	 Lesotho	 4,151	 	 Switzerland	 23,974	
Czech	Rep.	 19,314	 	 Latvia	 5,992	 	 Thailand	 1,197	
Denmark	 60,519	 	 Lithuania	 9,683	 	 Turkey	 8,207	
Dominican	Rep.	 19,395	 	 Malawi	 4,207	 	 Ukraine	 11,697	
Ecuador	 29,135	 	 Mali	 2,341	 	 Macedonia	 1,467	
El	Salvador	 23,797	 	 Mexico	 38,392	 	 Great	Britain	 76,203	
Estonia	 14,774	 	 Moldova	 1,890	 	 United	States	 8,113	
Finland	 25,999	 	 Namibia	 5,657	 	 Uruguay	 26,924	
France	 61,821	 	 Netherlands	 66,159	 	 Venezuela	 14,164	
Georgia	 1,348	 	 New	Zealand	 7,589	 	 Serbia	 3,963	
Germany	 87,213	 	 Nicaragua	 18,907	 	 Zambia	 5,343	
	 	 	 Nigeria	 4,568	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	 1,528,795	
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Appendix	2:	List	of	individual-level	datasets	
	

• World	Value	Survey	(WVS),	1981-2014	
o 6	waves	(1981-84;	1990-94;	1995-98;	1999-2004;	2005-09;	2010-14)	

• Latinobarometer	(LB),	1995-2015	
o 17	 waves	 (1995;	 1996;	 1997;	 1998;	 2000;	 2001;	 2002;	 2003;	 2004;	 2005;	

2006;	2007;	2008;	2009;	2010;	2011;	2013;	2015)	
• Asian	Barometer	(ANB),	2001-2014	

o 4	waves	(2001-03;	2005-08;	2010-12;	2014)	
• Afrobarometer	(AFB),	1999-2015	

o 6	waves	(1999-2001;	2004;	2005;	2008;	2015)	
• Americas	Barometer	(AB),	2004-2014	

o 8	waves	(2004;	2006;	2007;	2008;	2009;	2010;	2012;	2014)	
• European	Values	Study	(EVS),	1981-2010	

o 4	waves	(1981-84;	1990-93;	1999-2001;	2008-10)	
• European	Social	Survey	(ESS),	2002-2014	

o 7	waves	(2002;	2004;	2006;	2008;	2010;	2012;	2014)	
• Eurobarometer	-	Mannheim	Trend	file	(EB),	1970-2002	

o 32	waves	(1970-2002,	excluding	1972)	
• Central	&	Eastern	European	Barometer	(CEEB),	1990-97	

o 8	waves	(1990;	1991;	1992;	1993;	1994;	1995;	1996;	1997)	
• Comparative	Study	of	Electoral	Systems	(CSES),	1996-2015	

o 4	waves	(1996-2001;	2001-06;	2006-11;	2011-15)	
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Appendix	A3:	Coding	of	dependent	variables	
	
A3.1:	Satisfaction	with	Democracy		
	
The	variable	was	recoded	to	0	“not	at	all	 satisfied/non	democratic”	 to	100	“very	satisfied”	
with	the	way	democracy	works.	
	
Dataset		 #Cat	 Question	wording	

Latino-
barometer	 4-R	

In	 general,	would	 you	 say	 you	are	 very	 satisfied,	1	 very	 satisfied,	2	
quite	satisfied,	3	not	very	satisfied,	or	4	not	at	all	satisfied	with	the	
working	of	the	democracy	in	[country]?		-4	not	asked,	-2	no	answer,	-
1	don't	know		

	

WVS		 4-R	
On	the	whole	are	you	very	satisfied	(1),	rather	satisfied	(2),	not	very	
satisfied	 (3),	 or	 not	 at	 all	 satisfied	 (4)	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	 is	
developing	in	our	country?		

Americas	
Barometer		 4-R	

In	general,	would	you	say	that	you	are	very	satisfied	(1),	satisfied	(2),	
dissatisfied	 (3),	 or	 very	 dissatisfied	 (4)	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	
works	in	(country)?		

Asian	
Barometer	 4-R	

On	 the	 whole,	 how	 satisfied	 or	 dissatisfied	 are	 you	 with	 the	 way	
democracy	 works	 in	 our	 country.	 Are	 you	 1	 very	 satisfied;	 2	 fairly	
satisfied;	3	not	very	satisfied;	4	not	at	all	satisfied	

Afro-
barometer	

5	

Overall,	 how	 satisfied	 are	 you	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	 works	 in	
[country]?	 0	 this	 country	 is	 not	 a	 democracy;	 1	 very	 dissatisfied;	 2	
somewhat	 dissatisfied;	 3	 neutral;	 4	 somewhat	 satisfied;	 5	 very	
satisfied;	9	don't	know	

4	

Wave	2	&	3:	Overall,	how	satisfied	are	you	with	the	way	democracy	
works	in	[country	name]?	Are	you:	0	[country]	is	not	a	democracy;	1	
not	 at	 all	 satisfied;	 2	 not	 very	 satisfied;	 3	 fairly	 satisfied;	 4	 very	
satisfied.	

EVS	 4-R	

One	 the	 whole	 are	 you	 very	 satisfied,	 rather	 satisfied,	 not	 very	
satisfied,	or	not	at	all	satisfied	with	the	way	democracy	is	developing	
in	 our	 country?	 1	 very	 satisfied;	 2	 rather	 satisfied;	 3	 not	 very	
satisfied;	4	not	at	all	satisfied	

ESS	 11	 And	 on	 the	whole,	 how	 satisfied	 are	 you	with	 the	way	 democracy	
works	in	[country]?	0	Extremely	dissatisfied	-	10	extremely	satisfied	

Euro-
barometer	 4-R	

On	 the	 whole,	 are	 you	 very	 satisfied,	 fairly	 satisfied,	 not	 very	
satisfied	 or	 not	 at	 all	 satisfied	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	 works	 in	
(country)?	 Would	 you	 say	 you	 are…?	 1	 very	 satisfied;	 2	 fairly	
satisfied;	3	not	very	satisfied;	4	not	at	all	satisfied	

CSES	 4-R	

On	 the	 whole,	 are	 you	 very	 satisfied,	 fairly	 satisfied,	 not	 very	
satisfied,	 or	 not	 at	 all	 satisfied	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	 works	 in	
[country]?	 1	 very	 satisfied;	 2	 fairly	 satisfied;	 3	 not	 very	 satisfied;	 4	
not	at	all	satisfied	

CEEB	 4-R	

On	the	whole,	are	you	satisfied,	fairly	satisfied,	not	very	satisfied	or	
not	 satisfied	 at	 all	 with	 the	 way	 democracy	 is	 developing	 in	 (our	
country)?	1	very	satisfied;	2	fairly	satisfied;	3	not	very	satisfied;	4	not	
satisfied	at	all	
1997	-	split	ballot	between	democracy	is	developing	and	democracy	
is	working.	
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Notes:	 Variables	 that	 are	 reversed	 in	 their	 order	 have	 an	 -R	 behind	 the	 number	 of	
categories.		
	
CEEB:	 In	1997,	 the	CEEB	used	a	 split	 sample	 to	 change	 the	question	wording	 slightly.	One	
question	 asked	 about	 the	 satisfaction	 with	 the	 development	 (V18)	 and	 one	 with	 the	
workings	(V19)	of	democracy.	The	mean	value	for	the	latter	 is	significantly	 lower	with	2.23	
(people	 are	 more	 satisfied	 with	 workings)	 than	 for	 the	 development	 of	 democracy	 with	
mean	of	2.75	(less	satisfied).		
	
Afrobarometer:	There	is	1.7%	of	respondents	that	said	that	their	country	is	no	democratic.	
22%	of	those	are	from	Zimbabwe.	Those	responding	that	country	is	not	democratic	were	set	
to	“very	dissatisfied”.		
	
	
A3.2:	Democracy	best	form	of	government		
	
The	 question	 wording	 for	 this	 variable	 was	 very	 much	 the	 same.	 Only	 in	 the	 Americas	
Barometer,	was	the	number	of	categories	higher.	Five	studies	did	not	include	the	question.		
	
Data	(var)	 #Cat	 Question	wording	

Latino-
barometer		 4-R	

Do	you	strongly	agree	(1),	agree	(2),	disagree	(3)	or	strongly	disagree	
(4)	with	the	following	statements?	Democracy	may	have	problems	but	
it	 is	 the	best	 system	of	government.	Strongly	agree;	agree;	disagree;	
strongly	disagree;	-2	no	answer;	-1	don't	know	

World	 Values	
Survey		 4-R	

I'm	going	to	read	off	some	things	that	people	sometimes	say	about	a	
democratic	 political	 system.	 Could	 you	 please	 tell	 me	 if	 you	 agree	
strongly	 (1),	 agree	 (2),	 disagree	 (3),	 or	 disagree	 strongly	 (4),	 after	 I	
read	each	one	of	them?	Democracy	may	have	problems	but	its	better	
than	any	other	form	of	government	

Americas	
Barometer		 7	

Democracy	may	have	problems,	but	it	is	better	than	any	other	form	of	
government.	 To	 what	 extent	 do	 you	 agree	 or	 disagree	 with	 this	
statement?	1	strongly	disagree	-	7	strongly	agree	

Asian	
Barometer		 4-R	

Do	 you	 agree	 or	 disagree	 with	 the	 following	 statement.	 Democracy	
may	have	 its	problems,	but	 it	 is	still	 the	best	 form	of	government.'	1	
Strongly	agree;	2	agree;	3	disagree;	4	strongly	disagree	

EVS		 4-R	

I'm	going	to	read	off	some	things	that	people	sometimes	say	about	a	
democratic	 political	 system.	 Could	 you	 please	 tell	 me	 if	 you	 agree	
strongly	 (1),	 agree	 (2),	disagree	 (3),	disagree	 strongly	 (4)	after	 I	 read	
each	of	them?	Democracy	may	have	problems	but	its	better	than	any	
other	form	of	government	

CSES		 4-R	

Please	tell	me	how	strongly	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	
statement:	 'Democracy	 may	 have	 problems	 but	 its	 better	 than	 any	
other	 form	 of	 government.'	 1	 agree	 strongly;	 2	 agree;	 3	 disagree;	 4	
disagree	strongly	
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Appendix	4:	Harmonizing	education	levels		
	
Assumption:	Kids	start	school	with	6	
	

• Primary:	6	years	old	+	8	of	school		=	14	years	old	
• Secondary:	6	years	old	+	14	years	of	school	(max)	=	20	years	old	
• Post-Secondary:	Secondary:	6	years	old	+	15	years	of	school	(min)	=	21+	years	old	

	
Eurobarometer		

• Var	=	What	age	did	complete	your	education	[1-22+]	
• Recoding	

o Primary	=	up	to	14	
o Secondary	=	14/20	
o Tertiary	=	21+	

• No	categorical	question	asked	
	
WVS	

• Var	=	What	age	did	complete	your	education	[1-99]	
• Recoding	

o Primary	=	1-12	
o Secondary	=	13/20	
o Tertiary	=	21+	

• This	 is	 used	 to	 replace	10,482	missing	 on	 categorical	 variable.	 Hardly	 any	missing	
left.	

	
EVS		

• Var	=	What	age	did	complete	your	education	[1-99]	
• Recoding	

◦ Primary	=	1-12	
◦ Secondary	=	13/20	
◦ Tertiary	=	21+	

• This	 is	 used	 to	 replace	10,482	missing	 on	 categorical	 variable.	 Hardly	 any	missing	
left.	

	
ESS	

• Var	=	Years	of	Full-Time	education	[0-56]	
• Recoding	

◦ Primary	=	0-8	
◦ Secondary	=	9/14.5	
◦ Tertiary	=	15+	

• This	 is	 used	 to	 replace	 73,184	missing	 on	 categorical	 variable.	 Hardly	 any	missing	
left.	
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Appendix	5:	Macro	variables:	
	
Variables	A5.1	to	A5.3	are	taken	from	V-Dem	and	are	based	on	expert	surveys.	The	experts	
were	asked	to	give	a	score	from	0	to	4	on	the	variables	included	here	for	each	country-year.	
V-Dem	then	uses	 the	scores	of	 the	different	codes	per	country-year-variable	 to	estimate	a	
Baysian	Item	Response	Theory	(IRT)	(Teorell	et	al.	2016;	Marquardt	and	Pemstein	2017)	to	
account	 for	potential	measurement	errors	 and	 to	adjust	 for	experts	 varying	opinions.	 This	
measurement	model	includes	the	uncertainty	of	expert	responses.	The	final	variable	used	in	
the	analysis	above	is	hence	continuous	and	not	ordinal,	as	the	IRT	measures	the	underlying	
trait	 rather	 than	observed	ordinal	 categories.	Here	we	however	 report	 the	categories	 that	
coders	had	available.		
	
A5.1:	Political	distributed	by	social	group		
	

This	 variable	 captures	 whether	 any	 social	 group	 (however	 defined)	 is	 more	 politically	
relevant	compared	to	other	social	groups	in	that	country.	It’s	an	ordinal	measure	that	takes	
the	following	values:	

0	 -	 Political	 power	 is	 monopolized	 by	 one	 social	 group	 comprising	 a	
minority	 of	 the	 population.	 This	 monopoly	 is	 institutionalized,	 i.e.,	 not	
subject	to	frequent	change.		

1	 -	 Political	 power	 is	monopolized	by	 several	 social	 groups	 comprising	 a	
minority	 of	 the	 population.	 This	 monopoly	 is	 institutionalized,	 i.e.,	 not	
subject	to	frequent	change.	

2	 -	 Political	 power	 is	monopolized	by	 several	 social	 groups	 comprising	 a	
majority	 of	 the	 population.	 This	 monopoly	 is	 institutionalized,	 i.e.,	 not	
subject	to	frequent	change.	

3	-	Either	all	social	groups	possess	some	political	power,	with	some	groups	
having	 more	 power	 than	 others;	 or	 different	 social	 groups	 alternate	 in	
power,	 with	 one	 group	 controlling	 much	 of	 the	 political	 power	 for	 a	
period	of	time,	followed	by	another	–	but	all	significant	groups	have	a	turn	
at	the	seat	of	power.	

4	 -	 All	 social	 groups	 have	 roughly	 equal	 political	 power	 or	 there	 are	 no	
strong	ethnic,	caste,	 linguistic,	 racial,	 religious,	or	 regional	differences	 to	
speak	of.	Social	group	characteristics	are	not	relevant	to	politics.	

	

A5.2:	Political	distributed	by	socio-economic	group		
	

This	indicator	captures	the	extent	to	which	socio-economic	inequality	translates	into	political	
inequality.	 More	 specifically,	 it	 records	 whether	 more	 wealth	 and	 income	 translates	 into	
more	 political	 power	 for	 citizens	 and	 groups.	 It	 is	 also	 an	 ordinal	measure	 and	 takes	 the	
following	values:	

0	-	Wealthy	people	enjoy	a	virtual	monopoly	on	political	power.	Average	
and	poorer	people	have	almost	no	influence.	

1	 -	Wealthy	people	enjoy	a	dominant	hold	on	political	power.	People	of	
average	 income	 have	 little	 say.	 Poorer	 people	 have	 essentially	 no	
influence.	
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2	-	Wealthy	people	have	a	very	strong	hold	on	political	power.	People	of	
average	 or	 poorer	 income	 have	 some	 degree	 of	 influence	 but	 only	 on	
issues	that	matter	less	for	wealthy	people.	

3	-	Wealthy	people	have	more	political	power	than	others.	But	people	of	
average	income	have	almost	as	much	influence	and	poor	people	also	have	
a	significant	degree	of	political	power.	

4	 -	 Wealthy	 people	 have	 no	 more	 political	 power	 than	 those	 whose	
economic	status	is	average	or	poor.	Political	power	is	more	or	less	equally	
distributed	across	economic	groups.	

	

A5.3:	Particularistic	versus	public	good	
	

This	variable	captures	whether	spending	 is	targeted	on	a	specific	corporation,	sector,	social	
group,	 region,	 party	 or	 set	 of	 constituents	 (particularistic)	 or	 whether	 public	 spending	 is	
intended	to	benefit	all	groups	within	a	society,	especially	the	poor,	needy,	or	underprivileged	
citizens.	The	variable	takes	the	following	values:	

0	 -	 Almost	 all	 of	 the	 social	 and	 infrastructure	 expenditures	 are	
particularistic.	

1	 -	Most	 social	 and	 infrastructure	 expenditures	 are	 particularistic,	 but	 a	
significant	portion	(e.g.	¼	or	1/3)	is	public-goods.	

2	 -	 Social	 and	 infrastructure	 expenditures	 are	 evenly	 divided	 between	
particularistic	and	public-goods	programs.	

3	 -	 Most	 social	 and	 infrastructure	 expenditures	 are	 public-goods	 but	 a	
significant	portion	(e.g.,	¼	or	1/3)	is	particularistic.	

4	 -	 Almost	 all	 social	 and	 infrastructure	 expenditures	 are	 public-goods	 in	 character.	
Only	a	small	portion	is	particularistic.	

 
A5.4:	Ethnic	group	power	
	

EPR	 codes	 the	 access	 to	 power	 of	 ethnic	 group	 in	 an	 ordinal	 scale,	 with	 three	 main	
categories	which	are	then	divided	into	sub-categories:	

	

The	group	rules	alone:	

- Monopoly	–	elite	members	hold	monopoly	power	 in	 the	executive	and	exclude	all	
members	of	other	ethnic	groups.	

- Dominance	–	elite	members	of	the	group	hold	dominant	power	in	the	executive,	but	
there	are	 some	“token”	members	 from	other	ethnic	group	which	do	not	have	any	
real	influence	on	decision	making.	

	

The	group	shares	power15	

																																																													
15	 Being	 a	 senior	 or	 junior	 partner	 depends	 on	 how	 much	 absolute	 influence	 a	 group	 has	 in	 the	
executive,	measured	by	the	number	and	importance	of	positions	controlled	by	group	members.	
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- Senior	partner	–	group	representative	participate	as	senior	partners	 in	a	 formal	or	
informal	 power-sharing	 arrangement.	 This	 arrangement	 is	 understood	 as	 an	
arrangement	 that	 divides	 executive	 power	 among	 leaders	who	 claim	 to	 represent	
particular	 ethnic	 group	 and	 who	 have	 influence	 in	 the	 political	 decision	 making	
process.	

- Junior	 partner	–	 representatives	 of	 ethnic	 groups	 participate	 as	 junior	 partners	 in	
government.	

	

	The	group	is	excluded	

- Powerless	–	 representatives	do	not	hold	political	power	nor	have	 influence	on	the	
political	 decision	 making	 process	 at	 the	 national	 level,	 but	 they	 are	 not	 being	
explicitly	discriminated	against.	

- Discrimination	 –	 ethnic	 group	 members	 are	 subject	 to	 active,	 intentional,	 and	
targeted	 discrimination	 by	 the	 state	 with	 the	 intention	 to	 exclude	 them	 from	
political	 power.	 This	 active	 discrimination	 can	 be	 formal	 or	 informal,	 but	 always	
refers	to	public	politics.	

- Self-exclusion	–	these	are	groups	that	have	self-excluded	from	central	state	power,	
in	 the	 sense	 that	 they	 control	 territory	 that	 they	 declared	 independent	 from	 the	
central	government.	

	
	 	



	 49	

Appendix	6:	 Countries	 and	years	of	military	 regimes	 that	 scores	above	2	on	public	 good	
provision	scale	
	
Table	A6.1:	Country	and	number	of	years		

Country		 #Years	
Algeria	 18	
Argentina	 22	
Bangladesh	 1	
Bolivia	 1	
Brazil	 21	
Myanmar	 2	
Burundi	 13	
Central	African	Republic	 12	
Chile	 1	
Colombia	 5	
Benin	 5	
Ecuador	 7	
Ethiopia	 17	
Ghana	 3	
South	Korea	 17	

	
	
Table	A6.2:	Example	regimes	and	years		

Argentina	 Brazil	 South	
Korea	

Algeria	

1946	 1965	 1970	 1993	
1959	 1966	 1971	 1994	
1960	 1967	 1972	 1995	
1961	 1968	 1973	 1996	
1963	 1969	 1974	 1997	
1964	 1970	 1975	 1998	
1965	 1971	 1976	 1999	
1966	 1972	 1977	 2000	
1967	 1973	 1978	 2001	
1968	 1974	 1979	 2002	
1969	 1975	 1980	 2003	
1970	 1976	 1981	 2004	
1971	 1977	 1982	 2005	
1972	 1978	 1983	 2006	
1973	 1979	 1984	 2007	
1977	 1980	 1985	 2008	
1978	 1981	 1986	 2009	
1979	 1982	 	 2010	
1980	 1983	 	 	
1981	 1984	

	 	
1982	 1985	

	 	
1983	 	

	 	
	
	

Country		 #Years	
Lesotho	 7	
Madagascar	 3	
Mauritania	 2	
Niger	 17	
Peru	 13	
Rwanda	 14	
Sierra	Leone	 4	
Syria	 1	
Thailand	 1	
Turkey	 4	
Burkina	Faso	 2	
Uruguay	 11	
Venezuela	 10	
Total	 234	
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Appendix	7:	Country	coverage	in	case	studies	
	
Table	A7.1:	Countries	for	post-Communist	case	study	

Country	 N	of	res	
Bulgaria	 7,698	
Czech	Rep.	 10,286	
Estonia	 11,383	
East	Germany	 7,136	
Hungary	 9,147	
Latvia	 1,980	
Lithuania	 5,994	
Poland	 10,180	
Romania	 1,980	
Slovakia	 8,402	
Ukraine	 8,620	
Total	 82,806	

	
Table	A7.2:	Countries	for	ethnic	power	case	study	

Country	 N	of	res	
Albania	 218	
Azerbaijan	 310	
Armenia	 379	
Bosnia	 128	
Belarus	 131	
Chile	 1,041	
Georgia	 130	
India	 372	
Indonesia	 792	
Japan	 1,029	
Latvia	 105	
Mexico	 235	
Moldova	 208	
Pakistan	 1,775	
Peru	 1,353	
Philippines	 494	
Viet	Nam	 850	
South	Africa	 2,564	
Spain	 1,015	
United	States	1,060	
Venezuela	 313	
Total	 14,502	

	
Canada,	 Kyrgyzstan,	 and	 Macedonia	 were	 excluded	 from	 the	 analysis,	 as	 they	 had	 less	 than	 100	
respondents	for	which	we	had	ethnicity	and	a	valid	response	on	the	dependent	variable.		

	


