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Democracy by Example? Why Democracy Spreads When the World’s Democracies Prosper Michael K. Miller



“Look at history, and look at the world around us. Democracy contributes to safety and prosperity, both in national life and in international life—it’s that simple.” — Strobe Talbott, U.S. Deputy Secretary of State, 1997 speech



Political actors tend to adopt the policies and institutions with records of success in other countries, a fact demonstrated for everything from privatization1 to the spread of the nation-state.2 Do countries similarly adopt democracy when it is positively associated with economic growth and abandon it otherwise? Scholars have linked this intuitive idea to major events like the rise of fascism, the fall of Communism, and the recent global stagnation in democracy.3 However, it remains unclear whether this holds generally across history. To fill this gap, this article adapts techniques from the policy diffusion literature to demonstrate that countries indeed shift more rapidly toward democracy when it displays a superior economic record on the global stage. Past studies of democratic diffusion have focused on regional contagion and the interventions of powerful states, with less emphasis on how international events and outcomes shape domestic attitudes about democracy. This is a serious oversight, as support for democracy depends not just on the presence of other democracies in the world, but what they produce for their citizens. Since Aristotle, political thinkers have debated democracy’s appeal given its observed threats to social order.4 Modern critics of liberal democracy, such as Lee Kuan Yew, often focus on the West’s high crime rate and other social ills.5 However, the ﬁercest rhetorical battleground over the past two centuries has concerned democracy’s economic consequences.6 What makes this debate so critical is that democracy’s popular support is strongly conditioned by its perceived economic advantages, as clearly demonstrated by the link between domestic economic growth 83



Comparative Politics October 2016 and democratic stability.7 In parallel, global economic outcomes can encourage audiences to embrace and then ﬁght for democracy if it is seen as the route to material well-being. In contrast, when democracy is associated with economic collapse, as in the 1930s, elites and citizens are more likely to turn to an autocratic alternative. Looking at 172 countries from 1820–2010, I uncover a highly signiﬁcant relationship between a country’s shift in democracy and the recent correlation between economic growth and democracy in the rest of the world. This result is robust to including country ﬁxed effects, numerous controls, and a range of alternative speciﬁcations, including either a continuous or dichotomous measure of democracy. Further, what I call democratic diffusion through learning stands out as a major source of democracy’s historical spread. Under the counterfactual of no average correlation between democracy and growth, the model estimates that the current world would feature as many as thirty-seven fewer democracies. Although a learning effect is not found at the region- or country-speciﬁc level, the ﬁndings conﬁrm the diffusion of democracy through regional contagion. The results contribute to research on the international dimensions of democratization, effective methods of democracy promotion, and the diffusion of political ideas. In particular, this article informs an ongoing debate on the potential resurgence of “authoritarian great powers.”8 To many, the economic successes of China, Singapore, and Russia pose an ideological challenge to the liberal democratic order, particularly in conjunction with the global economic crisis centered in the democratic West.9 As a potent example, in a July 2014 speech, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban defended his vision of transforming Hungary into an “illiberal state,” arguing that the ﬁnancial crisis revealed that “liberal democratic states can’t remain globally competitive.” This article’s ﬁndings bolster this threat. Although democracy has survived many previous challenges from autocratic economic models—including fascism, Communism, and bureaucratic authoritarianism—it emerged victorious precisely because it proved economically superior over the long run. Worryingly, the correlation between economic growth and democracy was negative every year from 2001–2014, the worst extended period for democracy since the rise of fascism.10 Perhaps not by coincidence, the past decade has witnessed a halt, or even regression, in the spread of democracy.11



Mechanisms of Diffusion: Reconciling Two Literatures Diffusion refers to “any process where prior adoption of a trait or practice in a population alters the probability of adoption for remaining non-adopters.”12 This section integrates two parallel diffusion literatures, stressing that the democratic diffusion literature has incorporated most of the mechanisms suggested for policy diffusion, but has overlooked the learning mechanism. Policy and Democratic Diffusion An extensive literature has developed on policy diffusion between countries and among U.S. states. At least 800 policy diffusion 84



Michael K. Miller articles have been published over the past ﬁfty years, spread evenly across the subﬁelds of political science and applied to such disparate areas as ﬁnancial liberalization, anti-smoking laws, women’s suffrage, gay marriage bans, and education reforms.13 Simmons et al. identify four main mechanisms of policy diffusion: coercion, competition, emulation, and learning.14 A parallel literature has developed on the international sources of democracy,15 with Gleditsch and Ward claiming that “international context and external shocks generally provide better indicators of the prospects for transition than do the attributes of individual states.”16 How does the international context inﬂuence a country’s chances for democracy? Although the two literatures have been poorly integrated, existing explanations closely correspond to the ﬁrst three mechanisms of policy diffusion. Coercion Coercion occurs when foreign powers “explicitly or implicitly influence the probability that weaker nations adopt the policy they prefer.”17 Democratization through coercion includes cases of direct foreign imposition (Germany and Japan), decolonization (India and New Zealand), and withdrawal of support for autocratic incumbents (Eastern Europe and the Philippines). In particular, the third wave of democratization after 1974 has been propelled by the increasingly pro-democratic attitudes of international organizations, the United States, and the Catholic Church.18 Several studies show that democracy spreads when global military power is concentrated in democracies, often as a result of coercive interventions.19 Competition Diffusion through competition similarly involves incentives for adopting policies, but the competitive pressure is non-deliberate and decentralized. For instance, democracies are better able to attract foreign direct investment because of greater credibility.20 Further, democracies tend to trade and ally with one another, which is a considerable incentive to democratize given that most wealthy countries are democratic.21 Emulation In the emulation mechanism, practices spread not from economic incentives, but from social or cultural conceptions of what is appropriate. Democracy can spread in this way through normative diffusion,22 Western cultural linkage,23 and regional organizations.24 In addition, several studies demonstrate a contagion effect, whereby the presence of democracies in a country’s neighborhood encourages democratization.25 Democratic and populist movements are similarly clustered, as demonstrated graphically by the Arab Spring, the Color Revolutions, and the pandemonium of 1848.26 Despite its increasing empirical sophistication, the democratic contagion literature has struggled to identify the underlying mechanisms.27 For instance, it remains unclear exactly why “countries are rewarded when their regimes are similar to those of their neighbors.”28 Most diffusion studies assume that the mere presence of neighboring democracies encourages democratization, but if these democracies are failing economically, it stands to reason that they could serve as salient examples turning their neighbors away from democracy. 85



Comparative Politics October 2016 The Learning Mechanism The ﬁnal mechanism of policy diffusion is learning, whereby “information about policy success or failure abroad will inﬂuence the probability of policy change at home.”29 As distinct from contagion or emulation, learning is demonstrated if a given policy spreads conditional on it being successful by some metric, the most common being economic growth.30 For instance, privatization policies tend to spread when more privatized countries grow at a faster rate.31 Learning has similarly been veriﬁed for children’s health insurance reform, anti-smoking laws, and rightwing populism.32 Of course, there is an important distinction between the learning-based diffusion of policies and regime types. Most centrally, the former involves a choice by empowered politicians and the latter a determination of who has power, usually by a much broader array of actors. However, the shared logic is that demonstration effects can strongly shift preferences in favor of successful models. Indeed, prominent work has identiﬁed learning-based diffusion at the regime level, such as the spread of speciﬁc electoral systems, the growth of the nation-state, and the shift of absolutism and feudalism from Western to Eastern Europe because of their observed advantages in economic production and warfare.33 The current article extends this idea to the spread of democracy. As with nearly every political choice, support for democracy is inﬂuenced by its perceived economic consequences. In turn, these perceptions are partly derived from international events. Mirroring the policy diffusion literature, I test whether the global economic record of democracy predicts its spread. Numerous democratization studies have expressed this idea.34 In fact, Dahl points to this dynamic as one of the ﬁve primary reasons that democracy has spread so widely over the past forty years.35 As I review below, there is also an abundance of supportive case study evidence. However, to my knowledge, democratic diffusion through learning has not been ﬂeshed out theoretically or systematically tested.36 The remainder of this article ﬁlls this gap.



A Theory of Democratic Diffusion through Learning Democratization is a complex process, involving the interplay of state institutions, political elites, and often millions of individual actors. Although this complexity makes it difﬁcult to trace how societal factors predict democratic development, it is abundantly clear that robust democratic stability requires broad popular support for democracy. Where this support arises from is a more difﬁcult question, as many socioeconomic factors cut in conﬂicting directions for different actors. However, a widespread belief that democracy is economically beneﬁcial will naturally lead to broad, cross-class support for democratic institutions. Moreover, history shows that these beliefs are responsive to economic experiences at both the domestic and international levels. As a result, the global economic success of democracy facilitates its spread. 86



Michael K. Miller Support for Democracy from Its Perceived Economic Advantage Although normative beliefs are critical, economic motivations loom equally large in determining support for democracy. An extensive literature shows that weak domestic growth destabilizes both democracy and autocracy.37 In large part, this is driven by the “performance legitimacy” of regime types, as societal actors come to abandon “democracy on the ground that some nondemocratic alternative will prove more effective.”38 I argue that this link holds regardless of whether perceptions about democracy stem from domestic or external outcomes. A wealth of survey evidence shows that average citizens act in favor of the regime type they believe will be most economically beneﬁcial.39 For instance, higher “perceived direct beneﬁts from democracy” predicted individual protest activity opposing the 1991 Soviet coup attempt.40 In a global sample, Brancati shows that pro-democracy protests are more common when “people blame the autocratic nature of their regime” for poor economic performance.41 Economic motivations are particularly relevant to democratic support in developing countries, where material needs are the most pressing.42 Regime partisans and political elites may support the autocratic status quo regardless of their beliefs about democracy. Even so, they will be more willing to accede to democratic pressure from below if they trust that democracy will not lead to economic disaster.43 Conversely, economic and political elites may work to topple democracy in favor of authoritarian models with perceived economic advantages, as occurred with the spread of fascism and bureaucratic authoritarianism.44 Evolving Beliefs About Democracy and Growth Popular and elite beliefs about the consequences of democracy have varied enormously throughout history. As early as Aristotle, democracy was derided as a handmaiden to chaos and popular madness, incompatible with the rule of law and leading inevitably to mass redistribution.45 Echoing a common sentiment in nineteenth century Europe, English politician Thomas Macaulay warned in 1857 that “institutions purely democratic must, sooner or later, destroy liberty, or civilization, or both.” Fortunately, the greatest fears concerning democracy have tempered over time, in large part due to the many economic successes among the world’s democracies. Today, academic debate continues as to whether democracy positively contributes to economic growth.46 On balance, the evidence suggests that democracy improves human development outcomes like education and health, but is at best modestly associated with economic growth. However, this relationship appears to vary by time period, region, and a country’s structural characteristics.47 Given this equivocal evidence, it is understandable that beliefs about democracy are highly responsive to recent economic experiences. Democracy is often undermined when it produces low growth or when it under-performs based on a country’s relative experiences under different regime types.48 For instance, the superior economic record of autocracy relative to democracy in Peru and Russia furthered autocratic consolidation under Alberto Fujimori and Vladimir Putin. Drawing on survey evidence, Mattes 87



Comparative Politics October 2016 and Bratton concur that Africans “learn about democracy by drawing lessons from comparisons with previous authoritarian regimes,” including their colonial past.49 Below, this within-country learning effect is tested alongside international learning. International Outcomes and Perceptions About Democracy As the ﬁnal causal link, international economic outcomes can powerfully inﬂuence individuals’ malleable beliefs about democracy. In fact, this is a widespread claim among democracy experts.50 For instance, Gunitsky argues that democratic successes “inspire imitators by credibly revealing hidden information about regime effectiveness to foreign audiences.”51 I further overview several cases in which scholars claim that learning played a role in democratic transition or breakdown.52 However, the mechanisms of information ﬂow and learning remain unclear. This section addresses this by drawing on the literatures on information-processing and policy diffusion. A ﬁrst consideration is who is observing the global economy and revising their beliefs about democracy. As is generally assumed by policy diffusion scholars, information likely ﬂows primarily through elites, who are the most conscious of international examples and thus “likely to be the ones who transmit transnational inﬂuences into domestic politics.”53 Democracy naturally becomes more appealing to elites when “democratic political systems are seen as well-functioning relative to autocratic alternatives.”54 Some elites may begin to push for liberalization, generating the intra-regime splits that are often key to democratic transitions. Alternatively, they may simply be more willing to acquiesce to pressure from below. In the past, uneventful democratic outcomes in peer countries helped to assuage autocratic supporters’ worst fears of economic calamity and mass redistribution.55 For instance, “In Latin America, the authoritarian forces learned from each toppling domino that a transition to an elected government did not necessarily usher in communism, populism, economic disaster, [or] social chaos.”56 This reduced uncertainty can reassure elites who might otherwise ﬁght against liberalization. Elites can also use evidence of democratic success or failure to sway citizen loyalties, a central tactic in several modern autocracies. For instance, Dobson quotes a senior ﬁgure in the Putin regime pointing to the growth records of China and Singapore to defend Russia’s limitations on political rights.57 Further, economic successes inﬂuence the political models endorsed by international actors, in turn shifting international pressures to democratize.58 For instance, Justin Yifu Lin, a former World Bank Chief Economist, pointed to China’s growth advantage over India to argue against political liberalization in China.59 Some citizens could also independently take account of international economic evidence, particularly during global crises when the record is clear. During the Cold War, media reports of greater Western prosperity convinced many citizens in socialist countries to support democracy.60 In turn, a strong belief in the economic promise of democracy can spur on popular activism ﬁghting for it.61 This contrasts with the indifference that popular audiences often have to democratic breakdown when they view democracy’s performance as lacking.62 88



Michael K. Miller A second question is how global economic outcomes are processed. There is considerable disagreement over how individuals learn and process information, even in laboratory settings.63 In an idealized view of rational learning, “Governments observe the experience of countries with different policies, they use that information to update their prior beliefs using Bayes’ rule, and they switch to policies with the highest expected utility.”64 Considerable evidence, however, shows that individuals are bounded rational learners, over-weighting evidence that conﬁrms their existing beliefs or that comes from salient examples. For instance, many diffusion scholars claim that countries tend to follow culturally similar states65 and those within the same region.66 My approach is to compare learning measures that represent distinct conceptions of which examples audiences draw from. I compare learning at the world, region, and country levels, as well as measures that weight external inﬂuence by proximity, population, and economic size. However, there are clear reasons to predict that learning will operate at the global level. Although this seems to conﬂict with results on regional democratic contagion and regional organizations, an important contrast is that learning is an informational effect, which does not rely as strongly on proximity. As Whitehead notes, “Images of the good life in North America or Western Europe may produce equally powerful [emulation] effects in the Southern Cone as in the Caribbean.”67 For instance, Meseguer compares learning at the world, region, and country levels to explain the diffusion of privatization and ﬁnds the strongest effect at the global level.68 By focusing globally, audiences embrace the most information available. Further, increasing international ﬂows of information and inﬂuence suggest that learning at the global level should strengthen over time, which is tested and supported below. The global reach of learning about democracy is supported by numerous cases in the qualitative literature. Western Europe and the United States have provided the most enduring and inﬂuential examples of democratic prosperity.69 In particular, they inspired “the choice of regimes, and even constitutions, among many Latin American elites.”70 Argentina, for instance, was guided toward democracy in the nineteeth century by the “demonstration effects of the advanced capitalist democracies,” but was led away from democracy by 1930s fascist models and Brazil’s post-1964 boom.71 Images of democratic success were also instrumental to the fall of Communism.72 Whereas perceived Soviet economic advances bolstered Communism’s initial spread, by the 1980s “it was becoming increasingly clear that many of [its economic] problems came about because the Soviet Union wasn’t democratic.”73 The Soviet Union’s “ongoing failure to match Western economic achievements sapped the rulers’ wills and induced them to see [democracy] as increasingly compatible with their core interests.”74 For instance, Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze remarked to the Party Congress of 1990, “There is no sense in protecting a system that has led to economic and social ruin. . . . We need to get out of the self-isolation from the world, and from progress, into which we have driven ourselves.”75 Hence, in recommending Gorbachev’s reforms, Shevardnadze appealed both to the Soviet Union’s recent poor record and the expectation that a different system would perform better. 89



Comparative Politics October 2016 More generally, when global economic crises are associated with a speciﬁc regime type, this can develop into a worldwide zeitgeist regarding the most effective political institutions. Whereas the 1930s global depression and the recent ﬁnancial crisis are associated with democracy, the 1980s debt crisis, the Communist economic collapse, and the late-1990s Asian ﬁnancial crisis all centered in autocracies. As a result, the 1930s spawned an authoritarian revival stemming from “the ideological, political, and social collapse of a liberal order.”76 In contrast, the 1980s debt crisis “destroyed the image of economic efﬁciency cultivated by authoritarian governments, leaving them with little legitimacy.”77 A ﬁnal insight from studies of bounded learning and political diffusion is the salience of single, prominent examples.78 Individual countries perceived as exceptional economic successes often inspire imitation of their political and economic institutions. A clear example is the spread of Italian fascism to Germany, Austria, Hungary, Spain, Portugal, and Brazil in the 1930s.79 Italy’s pull was even felt in the U.S., where Mussolini became a widely admired ﬁgure and inspired many to “call for some variation of dictatorship in the United States.”80 More recent examples of political imitation include the inﬂuence of Singapore on Rwanda and China,81 Russia on Central Asia,82 and the broad inﬂuence of the East Asian model. For instance, African leaders often returned from fact-ﬁnding tours of East Asia “with authoritarian political notions” and “invoking the model of the tightly controlled Asian society.”83 Current warnings focus on China’s potential contribution to a global resurgence of autocracy.84 China has articulated an alternative political-economic model, often termed the “Beijing consensus,” that emphasizes state-directed capitalism, social control, and limited political rights. According to Halper, its continued success “has leveled a powerful challenge in the realm of ideas against the preeminence of the marketdemocratic model.”85 Chinese growth has already inspired political changes across Africa and Southeast Asia, often with the direct encouragement and assistance of China itself.86 This article bolsters the case that China’s example will continue to gain momentum as long as the world’s democracies are struggling economically.



Empirical Models and Data The following section predicts democratic change from 1820–2010 using various measures of democratic economic success. This section overviews the data, measures of success, empirical models, and control variables. Where possible, the empirical design follows the parallel literature on learning-based policy diffusion. Democracy and Economic Growth The main models predict the annual change in Polity, a widely used 21-point democracy score. Polity measures institutional and procedural elements of democracy, such as the freedom of multiparty competition and intra-governmental constraints. This measure has the advantage of tracking both large 90



Michael K. Miller and small variations in democracy, both of which ﬁt this paper’s theory. In robustness checks, I replace Polity with Freedom House and the dichotomous coding of Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland (tested with a dynamic logit).87 Economic success is proxied by the rate of economic growth, the standard metric in the diffusion literature.88 GDP Growth is the annual percentage change in real GDP/capita (in 2000 USD). This is taken from World Bank for 1960–2010 and Maddison for prior years.89 Measures of Democratic Success Two main issues arise in measuring the relative economic success of democracy. The ﬁrst is which examples countries learn from. Do they compare outcomes across the world or focus on their own region? Alternatively, is democracy evaluated based on a country’s own history? Neither the policy diffusion literature nor this article’s theoretical discussion fully resolves this issue. My approach is to pit these various theories against each other, along with a range of socioeconomic and political variables. I also test for alternative mechanisms, such as whether countries are mainly inﬂuenced by growth in the U.S. and Western Europe. A second issue is how to calculate the association between democracy and economic growth. I focus on the correlation between GDP Growth and Polity over the previous ﬁve years. This is a simple and tractable measure that indicates whether more democratic countries have grown faster in recent history. Further, it is substantively identical to the spatial weighting estimators commonly used in the diffusion literature.90 Corα indicates the correlation in the universe of countries α, where α equals World, Region, or Country.91 The country itself is omitted from the region- and world-level correlations. Hence, CorWorld and CorRegion are purely external measures of democratic success, which eases endogeneity concerns. A period of ﬁve years is used to balance the short-term inﬂuence of growth with the advantage of a larger sample size. Corα is also tested using a period of ten years. As robustness checks, I employ two other measures of democratic success. Diffα is the mean difference in GDP Growth between democracies and autocracies over the previous ﬁve years, using the dichotomous democracy measure.92 Although this is the most common approach in the policy diffusion literature, it problematically ignores the full variation in democracy. Countries may adapt speciﬁc political institutions like elections and civil liberties that are insufﬁciently tracked by a dichotomous measure of democracy. Finally, I also test a regression-based measure, Regα, which is detailed more fully in the appendix.93 Each value estimates how Polity would affect GDP Growth given each country’s socioeconomic characteristics. To calculate Regα, I ﬁrst regress GDP Growth on Polity and its interaction with several country variables (GDP/capita, urbanization, education, and income inequality) in the country sample α over the previous ﬁve years. I then calculate the expected growth effect of an increase in Polity. This measure has two advantages. First, it controls for other country factors besides democracy in interpreting the global record of growth. Second, it calculates what this record indicates for each country’s speciﬁc type. 91



Comparative Politics October 2016 Empirical Models ing form:



To predict democratic change, I test models of the follow-



Region Country DPolityit ¼ α 0 þ α 1 CorWorld i;t1 þ α 2 Cori;t1 þ α 3 Cori;t1 þ α 4 DPolityð5yearÞi;t5



þα z zi;t1 þ ε it ; where zi,t−1 are lagged control variables (including Polity levels) and εit is an error term. I employ ﬁve distinct estimation strategies. First, I use OLS with country random effects and robust standard errors clustered by country.94 Second, I add country ﬁxed effects.95 The third and fourth model types use panel-corrected standard errors (PCSEs) with an AR(1) correction, combined with random and ﬁxed effects, respectively. PCSEs account for both panel heteroskedasticity and contemporaneous crosscountry shocks. Finally, because most values of the dependent variable are 0, I test an ordered probit model.96 Control Variables All models include the following controls. The appendix lists two sets of additional controls, which alternately limit the sample to 1858–2007 or 1960–2007. These are included in several models, but results are omitted to save space. All controls are lagged by one year. Summary statistics are shown in Table 1. All models control for the lagged Polity level. Including a single continuous term is problematic as this fails to account for ceiling effects and countries’ higher likelihoods of shifts at middle values of Polity. Thus, the models include dummy variables for each of twenty-one possible lagged Polity values. To account for each country’s recent trend in Polity, the models also control for ΔPolity over the previous ﬁve years (as a continuous variable).



Table 1



Summary Statistics, 1820–2010



Variable Cor



World



CorRegion Cor Diff



Country



World



RegWorld Polity ΔPolity GDP Growth Regional Contagion World Contagion GDP/capita (ln)
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Mean



Std. Dev.



Min.



Max.



0.034



0.076



−0.230



0.238



14,912



0.020



0.220



−1



1



14,638



0.002



0.291



−1



1



13,681



N



0.543



1.281



−0.979



10.048



8,120



−0.026 −0.716 0.045 1.668 0 0 7.830



0.150 6.993 1.488 6.032 5.485 6.607 1.107



−0.960 −10 −19 −63.944 −18.500 −16.206 5.234



0.731 10 16 125.959 17.833 13.969 11.854



5,440 15,349 15,109 14,174 15,205 15,349 14,360



Michael K. Miller To capture democratic diffusion through Regional Contagion, I include a variable equal to the surrounding region’s Polity average minus the country’s Polity value.97 Regional variation is further controlled for using region dummies. Also included is World Contagion, the global average of Polity minus the country’s Polity value. The models control for GDP Growth and its interaction with Polity (as a continuous variable). Since economic growth generally reinforces the existing regime type, high growth should bolster the democratic score in relatively democratic countries and reduce it in relatively autocratic countries. This is properly modeled by including the interaction term. Given the strong relationship between economic and democratic development, the models also control for logged GDP/capita. The pace of democracy’s spread has changed greatly over time. Since year dummies would erase nearly all of the variation in CorWorld, I instead use decade dummies combined with a linear Year term. This sets a separate baseline for each decade, which is allowed to rise at a constant rate within each decade. Finally, panel models can produce misleading estimates if the duration of the dependent variable is not accounted for. Regime duration is measured using Polity’s Durable variable.98 I add cubic splines of duration with three knots (at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles of Durable).



Empirical Results As a ﬁrst glimpse at the relationship between global democratic success and the spread of democracy, Figure 1 displays smoothed yearly mean values of CorWorld and the change in the world mean of Polity. The year-to-year variation of CorWorld closely resembles the pattern of Polity change. Note the periods of democratic contraction in the 1930s and 1960s and democratic ascendancy from the mid-1980s. The remainder of this section empirically tests this relationship. Democratic Change Table 2 displays results from ﬁve models predicting ΔPolity for 1820–2010, varying the inclusion of random or ﬁxed effects, PCSEs, and an ordered probit. I consider Model 2 (with country ﬁxed effects) to be the benchmark model. Figure 2 graphically displays the coefﬁcients on CorWorld for ten additional models. These combine the model types in Table 2 with the ﬁrst and second sets of controls, which respectively limit the sample to 1858–2007 and 1960–2007. In all ﬁfteen models, CorWorld is signiﬁcantly positive for Polity change. Thus, democracy spreads more rapidly when the world’s democracies are prospering economically. The effect size is stronger for 1960–2007, but only slightly varies with the addition of country ﬁxed effects or the use of an ordered probit. How large is the learning effect? Based on Model 2, a one-standard-deviation increase in CorWorld boosts Polity each year by an average of 1 point per twelve countries. Worldwide, this is equivalent to about one additional democratic transition per year.99 A reasonable counterfactual is to imagine that no relationship existed between 93



Comparative Politics October 2016 Figure 1



Polity-Growth Correlation and Polity Change



For 1820–2010, the figure shows a smoothed CorWorld(solid line, measured against the left side), the world-level correlation between Polity and GDP Growth over the previous five years. Also shown is the smoothed change in the world average of Polity (dotted line, measured against the right side). The lines are lowess curves using a bandwith of 0.15. Democracy is more likely to spread when the world’s democracies are performing well economically.



economic growth and Polity, as opposed to the moderately positive one that exists in reality (0.036 for Model 2’s sample). Under this assumption, the current world would feature about 480 fewer Polity points. Using the average Polity difference between democracies and autocracies (from Cheibub et al.), this corresponds to thirty-seven fewer democracies across the world. Although such an extrapolation warrants caution, it does suggest that democratic diffusion through learning is a major source of democracy’s spread over the past 200 years. There is no evidence that observers learn about democracy from region- or country-speciﬁc experiences. In fact, CorRegion and CorCountry are slightly negative for ΔPolity, although generally insigniﬁcant. Again, this is consistent with Meseguer’s work on the learning-based diffusion of privatization. However, I ﬁnd below that the inﬂuence of global vs. regional outcomes has shifted over time. The models also support the importance of domestic economic growth and regional contagion. First, as expected, the coefﬁcient on Polity × GDP Growth is consistently positive. Comparing it to the coefﬁcient on GDP Growth, domestic growth is 94



Michael K. Miller Table 2



Regressions Predicting Democracy Change, 1820–2010



Random Effects (1) ΔPolity 1.110*** CorWorld (3.38) −0.199** CorRegion (−2.83) −0.169** CorCountry (−2.65) ΔPolity (5-year) −0.007 (−1.06) GDP Growth −0.002 (−0.63) Polity × GDP Growth 0.001** (2.72) Regional Contagion 0.010 (1.63) World Contagion −0.122** (−2.92) GDP/capita (ln) 0.039 (1.47) Year 0.021*** (3.94) Region Dummies? Y Lagged Polity Dummies? Y Decade Dummies? Y Duration Cubic Splines? Y N 12,333 Countries 172 Adjusted R2 0.059



Fixed Effects (2) ΔPolity 1.081** (3.30) −0.158 (−1.84) −0.179** (−2.74) 0.007 (0.93) −0.003 (−0.97) 0.001* (2.49) 0.043*** (4.40) −0.123** (−2.97) 0.092 (1.31) 0.023*** (4.28) Y Y Y 12,333 172 0.081



PCSE, RE (3) ΔPolity 1.058** (2.85) −0.213* (−2.02) −0.107 (−1.75) −0.046** (−4.73) −0.003 (−1.04) 0.001*** (3.47) 0.016 (1.92) −0.106* (−2.22) 0.053 (1.89) 0.018** (2.76) Y Y Y Y 12,333 172 0.059



PCSE, FE (4) ΔPolity 1.024** (2.82) −0.164 (−1.56) −0.125* (−2.09) −0.021* (−2.16) −0.004 (−1.35) 0.001** (3.25) 0.056*** (5.85) −0.110* (−2.35) 0.115 (1.82) 0.022** (3.25) Y Y Y 12,333 172 0.081



Ordered Probit (5) ΔPolity 1.532*** (4.56) −0.111 (−1.45) −0.148* (−2.09) 0.002 (0.30) −0.002 (−0.75) 0.001 (1.95) 0.010 (1.39) −0.179*** (−4.71) 0.046 (1.43) 0.025*** (4.41) Y Y Y Y 12,333 172



Notes: The table displays panel regressions predicting the change in Polity. Models 1–4 are OLS regressions that vary by the inclusion of country random or ﬁxed eﬀects, and clustered or panel-corrected standard errors. Model 5 is an ordered probit. t-values are in parenthesis. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.



positive for democracy if Polity is above 2 or 3, and negative otherwise. Thus, economic growth reinforces countries’ existing democratic or autocratic characteristics. Second, Regional Contagion is strongly positive, with an effect size consistently larger for the 1960–2007 period. From Model 2, each 1-point increase in the surrounding region’s Polity average translates into a yearly Polity rise of 1 point per twenty-three countries. Thus, we ﬁnd an illuminating contrast: Diffusion through contagion operates at the regional level and diffusion through learning at the global level. 95



Comparative Politics October 2016 Figure 2



Polity-Growth Correlation and Polity Change: Added Controls



The figure displays coefficients (with 95% confidence intervals) for CorWorld ( the world-level correlation between Polity and GDP Growth over the past five years) from 10 regressions predicting ΔPolity. The five model types in Table 2 are included, with controls that alternately limit the sample to 1858–2007 or 1960–2007. CorWorld robustly predicts Polity change.



Few of the remaining variables are robustly signiﬁcant. For 1858–2007, Polity rose in countries with smaller agricultural sectors, greater land equality, and higher literacy. No effect is found for fuel dependence, urbanization, or British colonial history. Robustness Checks A wide range of robustness checks conﬁrm the positive inﬂuence of CorWorld. Unless noted otherwise, each model predicts Polity change using OLS with country ﬁxed effects, a set of additional controls, and clustered standard errors. First, Figure 3 graphically displays six regressions in which each correlation measure is considered individually (e.g., CorWorld is run without controlling for CorRegion or CorCountry). Each bar (showing 95 percent conﬁdence intervals) represents a different regression. As seen, the positive impact of CorWorld and the generally null effects for CorRegion and CorCountry are not artifacts of including all three estimators at once. The remaining robustness checks are summarized in Table 3, with each row representing a different regression. Alternative Estimators The ﬁrst six models test alternative measures of democratic success. Instead of using a ﬁve-year window, I calculate the correlation measures using a 96
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Polity-Growth Correlation and Polity Change: Individual Regressions



The figure displays coefficients (with 95% confidence intervals) from six OLS regressions predicting ΔPolity. Each bar represents a different regressions testing a single indicator of democratic success at the world, region, or country level. Each regression includes country fixed effects. Estimates are shown for both 1858–2007 and 1960–2007. As seen, the positive effect of CorWorld is not an artifact of simultaneously controlling for CorRegion and CorCountry.



ten-year window. CorWorld has an even stronger effect.100 The next two models calculate the correlations weighting by other countries’ populations and the inverse distance between countries. For both, CorWorld remains signiﬁcant.101 Diff α captures the difference in average GDP Growth between democracies and non-democracies. A positive value means that democracies grew at a faster rate. As seen, Diff World is strongly positive for democracy’s spread. A 1 percent democratic advantage predicts a yearly Polity increase of 1 point per seven countries, or nearly two additional democratic transitions per year. Regα adjusts the evidence of external democratic success to each country’s socioeconomic characteristics (see appendix). As predicted, RegWorld is signiﬁcantly positive for Polity change. Following Meseguer,102 I include measures of the uncertainty of these evaluations, calculated from the standard errors of Regα using the Delta Method (not shown). These are insigniﬁcantly negative for Polity change. Next, the model is retested using Freedom House, the average of the civil liberties and political rights scores, re-scaled to range between 0 and 1 (with 1 the most 97
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Robustness Checks for Results on Democracy Change



Model Alternative Estimators 10-year



World



1.660** (3.14) Population-weighted 0.503*** (3.59) Distance-weighted 0.636* (2.32) Diﬀα 0.135** (2.90) Regα 0.791** (3.04) Freedom House 0.095** (2.72) Democratic Transition (logit) 5.588* (2.29) Democratic Survival (logit) −2.171 (−0.42) Alternative Mechanism Core Growth 1.908*** (4.01) U.S. Growth 1.162** (2.79) Foreign Aid 2.771*** (4.33) Boix International Order 1.260** (3.03) Polity-CINC Average 1.062** (2.64) Interaction Effects Year × 0.026*** (3.87) Land Inequality × 0.001 (0.08) GDP Growth × −0.057 (−0.94)



Region



Country



N



R2



Years



−0.325** (−2.93) −0.122 (−1.32) −0.197 (−1.79) 0.010 (0.88) 0.000 (0.64) −0.017 (−1.97) −4.726*** (−5.52) 1.050 (0.62)



−0.085 9,958 0.068 1858–2007 (−1.36) −0.189 10,165 0.071 1858–2007 (−2.52) 0.199** 10,010 0.071 1858–2007 (−2.62) −0.024 6,528 0.104 1946–2007 (−1.60) −0.000 3,482 0.144 1960–2007 (−0.63) 0.002 3,795 0.148 1972–2007 (0.49) −0.411 3,805 0.327 1946–2007 (−1.21) (pseudo) −1.144* 2,757 0.344 1946–2007 (−2.41) (pseudo)



−0.200 (−1.97) −0.181 (−1.76) −0.377 (−1.90) −0.183 (−1.81) −0.189 (−1.85)



−0.194* (−2.60) −0.192* (−2.58) −0.282** (−2.64) −0.194** (−2.61) −0.189* (−2.56)



−0.007* (−2.40) 0.003 (0.70) 0.021 (0.86)



10,165



0.073



1858–2007



10,165



0.072



1858–2007



5,327



0.129



1960–2007



10,165



0.072



1858–2007



10,165



0.073



1858–2007



0.000 10,165 (−0.13) 0.001 10,165 (0.34) 0.024** 10,165 (2.61)



0.073



1858–2007



0.072



1858–2007



0.073



1858–2007



Notes: The table summarizes robustness checks predicting democracy change. Each row is a separate regression with country ﬁxed eﬀects and added controls. Coeﬀecients are shown for the world-, region-, and country-level measures of democratic success. t-values (using clustered standard errors) are in parenthesis. The bottom section shows interaction terms that indicate how the learning eﬀects varies. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Michael K. Miller democratic). Freedom House replaces Polity in all calculations and variables. This alternative CorWorld remains signiﬁcantly positive. Lastly, I test democratic transition and survival using a dichotomous measure of democracy. Two dynamic logits are run, using the Polity-based correlation measures. I remove the country ﬁxed effects, as they would artiﬁcially eliminate any country that never experiences a transition. CorWorld is signiﬁcantly positive for democratization, but insigniﬁcant for democratic survival.103 Alternative Mechanisms Table 3 also includes ﬁve models that test alternative mechanisms for this article’s main result. (The table shows the coefﬁcients on the correlation measures, not these added variables.) Rather than autocracies copy-catting successful democracies, it may be that strong economic growth provides resources to democracy-promoting nations, freeing them to use aid and military power to spread democracy. To test this, the ﬁrst model controls for Core Growth, average GDP Growth in Western Europe over the previous ﬁve years. The second model instead controls for U.S. Growth. Since these are the primary democracy promoters, these variables should predict democracy’s spread if this alternative explanation is correct. However, the coefﬁcients on both variables are null, whereas CorWorld remains signiﬁcantly positive. In the third model, I control for foreign aid (as a percentage of GDP, from World Bank) as a potential channel for CorWorld. However, foreign aid is neither predicted by CorWorld nor predictive of Polity change. Lastly, CorWorld may track changes in the international power structure. When democracies are militarily dominant, they may prosper economically and seek to spread democracy abroad. I test this in two ways. First, I control for Boix’s coding of major international powers as pro-democratic, anti-democratic, or neutral.104 This does not predict Polity change and CorWorld remains signiﬁcantly positive. Second, following Kadera et al.,105 I control for the global average of the product between each country’s Polity and CINC scores. The latter measures a country’s industrial and military power (from Correlates of War), so the product is meant to capture the relative military strength of democracies. Although this measure is signiﬁcantly positive for Polity change, CorWorld remains signiﬁcant, indicating that its effect is not running through relative military capacities. How the Learning Effect Varies I also consider how the learning effect varies by interacting several variables with the three correlation measures. First, I interacted the measures with eight region dummies. CorWorld has a consistently positive effect size that is indistinguishable across regions. Second, I interacted the measures with dummies for six speciﬁc regime types.106 The CorWorld effect is strongest in military dictatorships and is also signiﬁcantly positive in monarchies, party-based dictatorships, and democracies. Table 3 shows the interactions of three other variables with each correlation measure. I ﬁrst consider whether the learning effect has changed over time. Indeed, the coefﬁcient on Year × CorWorld is signiﬁcantly positive, whereas Year × CorRegion is 99



Comparative Politics October 2016 signiﬁcantly negative. Thus, the sample of countries observers learn from has shifted from the region to the world over time, which is consistent with increasing economic and informational globalization. Next, I calculate whether economic inequality promotes learning, possibly by heightening distributional conﬂict. Higher Land Inequality displays no relationship with the strength of learning.107 Results are similar using a Gini measure of income inequality. Lastly, domestic audiences may only be concerned with the global record of democracy when they are unsatisﬁed with the current regime’s performance. Higher GDP Growth reduces the coefﬁcient on CorWorld, but not signiﬁcantly so.



Conclusion This article validates an intuitive and widely assumed relationship: Countries shift toward the regime type with the superior global record of economic performance. Moreover, the effect holds across different time periods, controls, measures of democracy, and three methods of calculating democratic success. In addition, the effect has strengthened over time. There are many directions to expand research on democratic diffusion through learning. Future work can test whether trade partners, former colonizers, and countries sharing a language or religion have special inﬂuence. Researchers can also investigate other aspects of democratic success besides economic growth, such as the reduction of crime and inequality, the promotion of citizen happiness, and victory in war. It would also be instructive to further detail the mechanisms of learning, such as how learning inﬂuences democratic attitudes and whether elites or masses are more central audiences. Returning to a concern posed earlier, it does appear that the economic successes of China, Singapore, and Russia could inspire an authoritarian revival. This should prompt renewed urgency for assisting struggling democracies and bolstering the liberal democratic order. It’s worth recalling the spirit of President Kennedy, who asserted in 1961 that “the fundamental task” of his foreign aid program was to “make a historical demonstration that . . . economic growth and political democracy can develop hand in hand.” However, the most pronounced danger is the economic malaise that has beset the developed democracies. The correlation between growth and Polity reached an historic low at -0.35 in 2009, which may help to explain the global stagnation of democracy over the last decade.108 We should not be surprised when countries, especially in the developing world, become attracted to the most prosperous political systems. This implies that democracy promoters, who overwhelmingly focus on either implementing external incentives for democracy or communicating its normative appeal, should place greater stress on the direct economic and practical beneﬁts of democracy. Even if the case for growth cannot be made, democracy promoters can emphasize its contribution to human capital and citizen welfare. Observers will take the measure of democracy one way or another. 100
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APPENDIX Additional Controls The main models are tested with and without several additional controls. The ﬁrst and second sets of variables respectively limit the sample to 1858–2007 and 1960–2007. Additional Controls, 1858–2007 In addition to average income, I control for four further socioeconomic variables: land inequality (the percentage of land cultivated by family farms),i the literacy rate,ii the urban population percentage,iii and the percentage of workers in agriculture.iv The models also control for British colonial history and having never been colonized (own coding). Additional Controls, 1960–2007 Five additional sets of controls are used for the 1960–2007 period. Six regime types are included as dummy variables.v Besides democracy and a residual category, dictatorships are divided into military, monarchy, party-based, and personalistic. I control for the historical stock of legislative and presidential elections coded by Polity as competitive or transitional.vi Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births, from World Bank) proxies for both socioeconomic modernization and inequality. I include a dummy for independence after World War II, as well as a control for oil and gas revenue as a percentage of GDP to test for a “resource curse.”vii Regα Estimates For a given country i, the regression-based estimate Regα measures the marginal effect of Polity on GDP Growth, taking into account i’s speciﬁc country characteristics. Regα is determined by ﬁrst estimating the regression GDP Growth jt ¼ β 0 þ β 1 Polity jt þ β 2 w jt þ β 3 w jt  Polity jt þ η jt ; where wjt are a set of predictor variables (described below) and η jt is an error term. The sample is the previous ﬁve years for the set of countries α 2 {World, Region, Country}, excluding country i in the case of World or Region. For a given sample, the regression produces estimates βb 1 and βb 3 . For a country with wit = w′, Reg α ¼ βb 1 þ βb3 w 0 ; the estimated marginal effect of Polity given w′.



For the world-level regressions predicting GDP Growth, the following are used as explanatory variables: (1) Polity, (2) logged GDP/capita, (3) Urbanization, the urban population percentage (Vanhanen, 2009; World Bank, 2011), (4) Literacy, as a percentage of the adult population (Banks, 1976; Norris, 2008; World Bank, 2011), (5) the Gini of income inequality (Galbraith and Kum, 2003; UNU-WIDER, 2005; World Bank, 2011), (6) region dummies, (7) a dummy for civil or international War (Themnér and Wallensteen, 2012), and (8) interactions of Polity with logged GDP/capita, Urbanization, Literacy, and Gini. The region-level regressions omit only the region dummies. Given limitations on within-country variation, the country-level models regress GDP Growth on Polity, GDP/capita, GDP/capita × Polity, and War. References Arthur S. Banks, Cross-National Time Series, 1815–1973 (Ann Arbor: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research, 1976). James K. Galbraith and Hyunsub Kum, Inequality and Economic Growth: A Global View Based on Measures of Pay, CESifo Economic Studies, 49 (2003), 527–56. Lotta Themnér and Peter Wallensteen, “Armed Conﬂict, 1946–2011,” Journal of Peace Research, 49 (July 2012), 565–75. Pippa Norris, Democracy Time-Series Dataset, 2008. Available at: www.hks.harvard. edu/ fs/pnorris/Data/Data.htm. Tatu Vanhanen, The Limits of Democratization: Climate, Intelligence, and Resource Distribution (Augusta: Washington Summit Publishers, 2009). United Nations University–World Institute for Development Economic Research (UNU-WIDER), World Income Inequality Database v2.0a: Users’ Guide and Data Sources (2005). Available at: www.wider.unu.edu. World Bank. 2011. Statistics retrieved 2011, from World Development Indicators Online (WDI). Available at: www.worldbank.org/data. Further Examples Supporting Democratic Diffusion through Learning I include here a list of further examples and claims from the qualitative and theoretical literatures supporting the idea that the relative economic success of democracy shifts popular and elite attitudes in favor of democracy. Citations with only name and year have full references in the paper. Osnos, 2010. “On the spectrum of Chinese intellectuals, [Justin] Lin stands squarely in the center: over the years, he has supported greater political openness in the abstract, but in



practice he has argued for a slow process of reform, cautioning his Chinese peers against seeing Western constitutional democracy as the route to economic success. In 1999, Yang Xiaokai, a prominent liberal economist, gave a lecture arguing that to declare China’s boom a success prematurely was ‘very dangerous,’ because ‘without political reform there is no fairness, which leads to public dissatisfaction.’ But Lin, in a response published in 2002, pointed to China’s economic lead over India, writing, ‘Whether it’s the pace or quality of economic growth, China is doing better than India’” (44). Quote from Lin: “‘He thought that, if China wants to be successful, China needs to adopt the British- or U.S.-style constitution ﬁrst,’ he said. ‘I take a different view. I think that we do not know what kind of governance structure is the best in the world. If you look into Japan, and also Germany and the U.S., they are all so different”’ (44). Smith, 1994. American leadership “created the economic, cultural, military, and political momentum that enabled liberal democracy to triumph over Soviet communism” (10). “[P]olitical reform in the Soviet empire was begun on the basis of calculations in Moscow, designed to increase the economic strength of the Soviet Union” (294). Ghia Nodia, “Reading Russia: The Wounds of Lost Empire,” Journal of Democracy, 20 (April 2009), 34–38. “Democracy’s arrival in Russia coincided with Boris Yeltsin’s rule in the 1990s. This period also brought grave economic hardships and a sharply decreased quality of life to millions of Russians. So, an apparently rational explanation goes, this association of democracy with economic hardship turned Russians sour on democracy and made them crave a ‘strong hand’” (36). Carbone, 2009. “For emerging democracies especially, legitimacy requires at least a modicum of adequate performance. In the latter’s absence, people are likely to withdraw their support, and may accept the wholesale abandonment of democracy on the ground that some nondemocratic alternative will prove more effective at key tasks such as keeping order and promoting prosperity” (135). “People come to accept democracy because it helps to attain valued goals such as material well-being or social peace. . . . What democracy is able to generate. . . will crucially affect democratic prospects the world over” (135–36).



Larry Diamond, “Nigeria: Pluralism, Statism, and the Struggle for Democracy,” in Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour M. Lipset, eds., Democracy in Developing Countries, Volume 2: Africa (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1988), 33–91. On Nigeria: “A primary reason why democracy has twice lost legitimacy and been overthrown is because it has not delivered the goods. Economic growth sagged during both democratic experiences” (72). “[T]hese development performances have been especially poor relative to the high popular expectations in each instance—generated in the First Republic by the great promise of national independence and in the Second Republic by the high rate of aggregate economic growth (averaging 7.5 percent during the 1970s)” (73). Diamond and Linz, 1989. On Peru: New democracies are particularly vulnerable because economic failure risks “associating democracy with economic disaster” (46). “Successful democratic models in Europe and the United States inﬂuenced the choice of regimes, and even constitutions, among many Latin American elites during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries” (47–48). Example of demonstration effect: “the Brazilian military coup of 1964 and the subsequent technocratic-repressive ‘economic miracle’ may have helped to inspire other right-wing, technocratic military interventions, especially in Uruguay and Chile” (48). Cynthia McClintock, “Peru: Precarious Regimes, Authoritarian and Democratic,” in Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset, eds., Democracy in Developing Countries, Volume 4: Latin America (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1989), 335–85. “As both authoritarian and democratic regimes have failed to sustain solid economic growth in Peru. . . Peruvians have not associated any one regime type with better development performance. In particular, whereas many Latin Americans associate the 1970s military governments with economic prosperity,” Peru faced economic failure under its military ruler (371). “By 1988, however, an association between economic disaster and democratic government seemed imminent—an association that would bode badly for democratic consolidation in Peru” (372).



Ulf Sundhaussen, “Indonesia: Past and Present Encounters with Democracy,” in Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset, eds., Democracy in Developing Countries, Volume 3: Asia (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1989), 423–74. Soeharto expected to hold on to power “as long as a growing proportion of the population enjoys the fruits of Soeharto’s economic policies and remember the economic and political chaos of the pre-Soeharto days” (456). Soeharto’s achievements in delivering growth and holding down inﬂation “strengthen the notion that only ‘strong government’ can deliver the economic goods. Conversely, economic failure is associated with civilian government, which bodes ill for any hope of a return to liberal democracy” (466). Michael McFaul and Kathryn Stoner-Weiss, “The Myth of the Authoritarian Model: How Putin’s Crackdown Holds Russia Back,” Foreign Affairs, 87 (January/ February 2008), 68–84. “As Putin has consolidated his authority, growth has averaged 6.7 percent—especially impressive against the backdrop of the depression in the early 1990s. . . . The correlations between democracy and economic decline in the 1990s and autocracy and economic growth in this decade provide a seemingly powerful excuse for” further authoritarian consolidation (77–78). Drake, 1998. “In the long run, perhaps the most important inﬂuence of the United States and Western Europe was their roles as successful economic, political, and cultural models. Their success aroused discontent and envy among those oppressed and tempted the oppressors to emulate their model” (79). “In Latin America, the authoritarian forces learned from each toppling domino that a transition to an elected government did not necessarily usher in communism, populism, economic disaster, social chaos, destruction of the military, or the reduction of national security. For many despots, the risks and costs of authoritarianism soon surpassed those of democratization” (86). Rose et al., 1998. “[I]ndividuals do not judge the economy afresh each day: their attitudes reﬂect the accumulation of experiences through a lifetime. . . . The prominence of the Communist legacy encourages Central and East Europeans to judge the new market economy in the light of their experience of a non-market economy” (165–66).



Poll in new democracies: Of those who saw household economic situation as better ﬁve years ago, 44% rejected undemocratic alternatives; those who said about the same, 59%; those better, 55%. 22% more of those who think 5-year future economic situation will be better reject all undemocratic alternatives than those saying worse (171). James Lee Ray, “Global Trends, State-Speciﬁc Factors and Regime Transitions, 1825–1993,” Journal of Peace Research, 32 (February 1995), 49–63. Democratic slide in 1930s from economic failure of democracies and “apparent economic successes in large, powerful autocratic states” (55). Democratic slide after 1950s from perceived success of USSR after Sputnik, combined with economic troubles in U.S. in late 1950s and then Vietnam. When it became clear USSR was not successful in late 1970s, democracy surged. Kenneth A. Schultz and Barry R. Weingast, “The Democratic Advantage: Institutional Foundations of Financial Power in International Competition,” International Organization, 57 (2003), 3–42. On Soviet political reform: “[T]he decision to retrench was rooted in the economic crisis facing the Soviet system. Economic stagnation, especially relative to the West, created the impetus for reform” (27). Torfason and Ingram, 2010. “Democracies’ and autocracies’ perceived economic success may affect how receptive other countries are to emulating a given type of government” (362). Carl Henrik Knutsen, “Investigating the Lee Thesis: How Bad is Democracy for Asian Economies?” European Political Science Review, 2 (November 2010), 451–73. “Some have even championed harsher political systems—with denial of basic civil and political rights—for their alleged advantage in promoting economic development. This thesis (often called ‘the Lee thesis’) is sometimes backed by some fairly rudimentary empirical evidence.” Gat, 2007. In wake of liberal economic crisis, “A successful nondemocratic Second World could then be regarded by many as an attractive alternative to liberal democracy” (62).



Ambrosio, 2010. “[A]s the political and economic successes of authoritarian regimes become more apparent, it is increasingly likely that others will follow their example” (377). “[T]he successes of China and Russia not only have the potential to weaken democracy’s power to exclusively set the boundaries for acceptable behaviors, but they can also serve as role models for countries to emulate” (382). “In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, the solidiﬁcation of the Washington Consensus, though not universally accepted, was in large part predicated upon its successes as an economic and political system. In recent years, there have been cracks in its ediﬁce and the rise of alternative, authoritarian models to be emulated by erstwhile autocrats” (384). Madagascar’s President Marc Ravalomanana to Chinese ofﬁcials: “You are an example of transformation. . . . We in Africa must learn from your success” (quoted in Kurlantzick and Link, 2009, 23). Robert Kagan, “The End of the End of History,” The New Republic, Apr. 23, 2008. “The rulers of Russia and China believe in the virtues of a strong central government and disdain the weaknesses of the democratic system. They believe their large and fractious nations need order and stability to prosper. They believe that the vacillation and chaos of democracy would impoverish and shatter their nations, and in the case of Russia that it already did so” (3rd page). “Fascism was in vogue in Latin America in the 1930s and 1940s partly because it seemed successful in Italy, Germany, and Spain” (6th page). Sergei Lavrov, Russia’s Foreign Minister: “For the ﬁrst time in many years, a real competitive environment has emerged on the market of ideas” between different “value systems and development models” (quoted on 7th page). Marc F. Plattner, “The Impact of the Economic Crisis: From the G-8 to the G-20,” Journal of Democracy, 22 (January 2011), 31–38. “At the onset of the [ﬁnancial] crisis, there was some debate about how harmful its impact would be on the global fortunes of democracy. The predominant view held that it posed a serious threat. After all, the crisis had its origins within the advanced democracies (and especially within the United States), and thus threatened to discredit not only capitalism but the democratic political framework with which it is associated by most people throughout the world” (32–33).



Larry Diamond, “Why Democracies Survive,” Journal of Democracy, 22 (October 2011), 17–30. “Elsewhere, in parts of Asia, Latin America, and Africa, the pace of democratic breakdowns would surely accelerate and possibly gather into a potent and undeniable reverse wave, driven not only by the spread of economic crisis but also by the much deeper symbolic loss of democratic prestige in an era—were it to come—in which the rich, established, capitalist democracies proved powerless to turn back the tide of economic misfortune” (28). Weyland, 2010. “Mussolini managed to stabilize a conﬂict-ridden country, revive its faltering economy, and boost its international clout and prestige. The Duce’s spectacular actions thus attained accomplishments that. . . attracted widespread attention” (1166). “Rather than constituting progress and hope, liberalism and democracy were now increasingly depicted as recipes for decadence and decline, if not collapse” (1167). Ethan B. Kapstein and Nathan Converse, “Why Democracies Fail,” Journal of Democracy, 19 (October 2008), 57–68. “Asia’s new democracies must also contend with the widespread impression that authoritarian regimes have generally delivered strong economic performance in that part of the world.... The conventional wisdom teaches that the economic miracle of the postwar era was led by the authoritarian ‘tigers’ of East and Southeast Asia, while today communist China is one of the main locomotives driving the global economy” (100–101). Diane K. Mauzy and R. S. Milne, Singapore Politics Under the People’s Action Party (London: Routledge, 2002). “It was not just that America’s evangelical drive to democratize Asia was being rebuffed by tiny Singapore but, more to the point, it irritated the U.S. that Singapore was providing a contrary example, even alternative model, for China” (180). Joseph T. Siegle, Michael M. Weinstein, and Morton H. Halperin, “Why Democracies Excel,” Foreign Affairs, 83 (September/October 2004), 57–71. Widespread support for maintaining autocracy before development exists “because of the dazzling economic performance of certain eastern Asian autocracies: Singapore, Indonesia, South Korea, Taiwan, and, lately, China. Based on these countries’ experiences, a variant of the development-ﬁrst thesis has gained particularly wide



appeal: strong, technocratic governance, insulated from the chaos of democratic politics, is the best way to pursue efﬁcient and farsighted macroeconomic policies” (58). Basora, 2008. “Putin’s authoritarian stability model has so far proven attractive to many in Russia, as well as in several other former Soviet Republics” (7). “The perceived trade-off between economic prosperity and stability on the one hand, and political pluralism on the other, thus, has produced popular quiescence in a majority of the former Soviet authoritarian republics” (8). “For many Russians, the Yeltsin period now symbolizes all the ills of what the Kremlin depicts as a Western-imposed capitalist democracy model,” hampering democracy promotion (12). Nicole J. Jackson, “The Role of External Factors in Advancing Non-Liberal Democratic Forms of Political Rule: A Case Study of Russia’s Inﬂuence on Central Asian Regimes,” Contemporary Politics, 16 (2010), 101–18. “Putin’s, and now Medvedev’s, authoritarian trends have been closely observed by Russia’s neighbours, in particular by Central Asian Presidents concerned about instability, succession, and how to avoid being ousted from power, especially after the coloured revolutions. Strong states and respectability are widely perceived to serve their populations better than state weakness and disorder, which are often associated with liberalism and political competition” (104). Ash, 1990. In East Germany, “the economic misery in Poland more than cancelled out the political example” (66); West Germany provided a more positive example: “The people had seen West Germany—and it worked” (72). In Czechoslovakia, “the ‘Polish example’ is widely seen here as a negative one. If economic misery were to be the price for political emancipation, many people might not want to pay it” (94). Michael McFaul, “Democracy Promotion as a World Value,” The Washington Quarterly, 28 (Winter 2004–2005), 147–63. “The ideological contest between communism and democracy was especially competitive because the Soviet Union’s economic model of state ownership and ﬁxed prices



produced growth rates on par with or higher than capitalist economies for several decades” (149). “For a time, the model of East Asian exceptionalism challenged the democratic model as the better performing alternative in the developing world. Students of development posited a trade-off between democracy and development and therefore advocated a sequenced approach to governance: development ﬁrst, democracy second” (149). Whitehead, 1996. Democratic contagion follows from “the political and economic success (and therefore attractiveness) of capitalist democracy in the leading centres” (8). Kurlantzick and Link, 2009. China’s success is inﬂuencing Thailand, Madagascar, Africa, and Southeast and Central Asia. “CCP ofﬁcials have begun to consider the possibility that their model of development—rather than representing a tactical compromise between communism and free enterprise—might actually be a coherent and exportable system that is objectively superior to liberal democratic capitalism” (22). Chinese ofﬁcials point to unrest in Kenya and Kyrgyzstan as evidence against democracy (22). Yu-tzung Chang, Yunhan Zhu, and Chong-min Pak, “Authoritarian Nostalgia in Asia,” Journal of Democracy, 18 (July 2007), 66–80. East Asia has weak support for democracy because “few of the region’s former authoritarian regimes have been thoroughly discredited,” combined with better performance in China and Singapore relative to new democracies (69). “The achievements (real or putative) of the region’s less-than-democratic regimes both past and present have saddled its young democracies with unreasonably high public expectations” (69). “Many East Asian democracies are still struggling against a haze of nostalgia for authoritarianism, as citizens compare life under democracy with either the growthoriented authoritarianism of the recent past or with their prosperous nondemocratic neighbors of the present” (78). Dahl, 1998. Demonstration effects of democracy one of five reasons democracy has spread across the world: “With the visible failures of totalitarian systems, military dictatorships, and



many other authoritarian regimes, antidemocratic beliefs and ideologies lost their previous appeal throughout much of the world. Never before in human history had so many people supported democratic ideas and institutions” (164).



Skocpol, 1979. French elites after French Revolution and Chinese gentry after 1911 “were attracted by the association between parliamentarism and national power in more modern foreign competitors” (81). Russia’s defeat in Crimean War (1854–55) also produced Imperial calls for liberalization to match the military power of the West, leading to creation of a modern judiciary, local assemblies, and the emancipation of the serfs. Gleditsch and Ward, 2006. “Initially reluctant leaders in autocracies may be more willing to initiate difﬁcult reforms if the experiences of other states suggest that the costs and consequences of reforms may not be as bad as they had feared” (920); “fears of democracy are likely to weaken as more reference countries become democratic. In many circles, democracy and good governance have increasingly been seen as a prerequisite for economic growth and development. Such beliefs can facilitate democracy” (920–21). “International events and processes appear to exert a strong inﬂuence on democratization, consistent with our argument that external inﬂuences can change. . . the evaluations or relative payoffs for particular institutional arrangements” (930). Mueller, 1999. “A country can quite easily become fully democratic without any special historical preparation and whatever the state of its social or economic development if elites or political activists generally come to believe that democracy is the way things ought to be done” (248–49). Spread of Communism initially “aided by the Soviet Union’s apparent economic progress” (220); by 1970s, “it was becoming increasingly clear that many of the problems came about because the Soviet Union wasn’t democratic” (220). “Wherever there was a suitable contrast, noncommunist countries were doing comparatively well economically: East Germany versus West Germany, North Korea versus South Korea, Hungary versus Austria, Vietnam versus almost any noncommunist country in Southeast Asia” (221).



APPENDIX NOTES i. Vanhanen. Since the measure is given every 10 years, it’s linearly interpolated. ii. Arthur S. Banks, Cross-National Time Series, 1815–1973 (Ann Arbor, MI: IUCPSR, 1976); Pippa Norris, Democracy Time-Series Dataset (2008) (www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/pnorris/ Data/Data.htm); World Bank. iii. I use a a linear interpolation of Vanhanen for 1858–1945 and an average of Vanhanen and World Bank for 1946–2007. iv. Banks is used for 1858–1971, Norris for 1972–79, and World Bank for 1980–2007. v. Geddes et al. vi. Elections back to 1815 are compiled from Banks and the Database of Political Institutions. vii. Michael L. Ross, The Oil Curse: How Petroleum Wealth Shapes the Development of Nations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012).
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