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Abstract: 
Regressions of cross-sectional survey data at both the country and individual level, as well as the results from an experiment in Bosnia, each substantiate the Internet’s interactive effect on satisfaction with democracy.  Whereas the Internet positively influences democratic satisfaction in top-ranked democracies, it depresses satisfaction in countries with weak democratic practices.  The experiment results also substantiate the capacity of the Internet’s mirror-holding and window-opening functions to influence democratic attitudes beyond satisfaction.   Not only does it appear that the Internet enables individuals to better discern and reflect on how democracy actually functions in their own country, but the Internet’s global information market also provides users with a more realistic and globally-consistent scale by which to make comparative evaluations about how democracy functions in their own nation—seemingly positive forces for democratization   Much to Internet enthusiasts’ chagrin, however, exposure to this global conception of good democratic governance does not necessarily translate into increased tolerance for the process of democratization in one’s own nation.  Rather, at least in the case of Bosnia, Internet exposure depleted individuals’ willingness to stick with the process of democratization.
The Internet’s Influence on Satisfaction with Democracy

May i pleae take this oppotunity to thank you for the free hours of Internet you gave us.For a long time I never thought of anything called Internet leave alone touching a computer.

It was my thouht that the Internet and computers were meant for very rich people all over the world and those living in very rich developed countries likeyou Catie!

I now regret very much because of the Information that i have missed, the knowledge that i have missed through information via the Internet

For the whole of my life Catie I have lived a shy boy.Although I needed  some information I did not know where to get that Information.I am still shy althouhg my job entails talking and standing infront of many peolpe….

Thank you very much Catie for the free hours  you  gave us and the Almighty God bless you abundanlty.Please remember to read hard for succes

 





-Email excerpt from experiment subject

Despite prevalent anecdotal accounts of the Internet’s impact on political outcomes, the empirical jury is still out on the degree to which the Internet has and will continue to influence the political process.  This discrepancy is, in part, a result of Internet researchers’ tendency to focus on whether this new technology increases tangible participation in the political process.  Inspired by the rational belief that the Internet facilitates a more efficient and less costly means for acquiring political information, many scholars hoped that increased access to political information would translate into increased incentives and opportunities to participate in the democratic process.
  “All observers of the current scene agree that ‘the Net’ is dramatically expanding access to politically relevant information and offering citizens new possibilities for political learning and action.” (Bimber 1998, pg. 133)  
Nevertheless, attempts to measure the Internet’s influence on various forms of participation—including voting, grassroots mobilization, donating, and joining in political discussions—have yielded mixed results.  While some studies have produced skeptical conclusions regarding the Internet’s ability to enhance participation in the political process (Scheufele & Nisbet 2002; Bimber 2001; Bimber 1998), other research has tended to generate more optimistic findings (Hill & Hughes 1998; Shah et al. 2001; Shah et al. 2002; Johnson & Kaye 2003; Wellman et al. 2001).  

A recent appeal to redirect the focus of Internet research suggests that a more immediately fruitful line of research may be found by investigating the psychological effects of the Internet.   More specifically, it has been suggested that much of the earlier work in this field erred by focusing on large-scale aggregate effects as opposed to individual-level psychological effects: “though the Web has not yet changed the larger democratic process, it has had an influence on individual citizens. The Web politically empowers individuals and increases their feelings of self-efficacy, levels of political involvement, political interest, campaign interest, and likelihood of voting.” (Johnson & Kaye 2003, p. ​​25)  

This paper takes up Johnson and Kaye’s call to explore the more individual-level psychological effects of the Internet by testing whether Internet use influences citizens’ satisfaction with how democracy functions in their nations.  The reciprocal relationship shared by satisfaction with democracy and popular support for elected officials and their policies, as well for the process of democratization itself, validates the significance of studying the Internet’s influence on the more psychologically-based components of political behavior, such as satisfaction (Bratton & Mattes 2001; Clarke, Dutt, & Kornberg 1993; Baviskar & Malone 2004).  For example, a study by Harmel and Richard (1986) determined that dissatisfaction with democracy contributed to support for regime change.  Whereas Evans and Whitefield (1995) found that, in nations transitioning to democracy, “the most significant predictors of support for democratic norms are how people evaluate democracy in practice.”  (pg. 512)

In the following sections of this paper, I first briefly outline the theory and hypotheses directing this research.  After which I explore the Internet’s influence on citizens’ satisfaction with their democracy by means of both a country-level multivariate regression and an individual-level regression based on cross-sectional survey data.  The next section of this paper presents the results from an experiment I conducted in Bosnia and Herzegovina, in which I also examine potential corollary effects of the relationship shared by the Internet and democratic satisfaction, followed by a brief conclusion.  

The findings uncovered in each of these regressions, as well as in the experiment, reveal the Internet’s influence on satisfaction to be clear, consistent, and considerable: the Internet has an interactive effect on users’ satisfaction with their nation’s democracy, mediated by the actual quality of democracy enjoyed in that nation.  In other words, in nations with top-ranked democracies, Internet use positively influences citizens’ satisfaction with their democracy, while Internet use significantly depresses satisfaction in nations with weak democratic practices.  
The Internet’s Mirror-holding and Window-opening Functions

The Internet provides individuals with a broader and more comprehensive range of information than is otherwise available through the traditional media.  This information enables users to make more realistic and globally-consistent evaluations of the quality of democratic practices available in their own nation, conditioning their satisfaction accordingly.  In more detail, the Internet’s influence on users’ satisfaction operates by means of two distinct mechanisms.  Firstly, the Internet holds up a mirror for users to better discern and reflect on how democracy actually functions in their own country.  Secondly, the global nature of the Internet’s information market also influences democratic satisfaction by opening a window for individuals to better view how democracy functions in other countries, particularly the high-functioning democracies that are most visible on the Internet.  This window-opening function of the Internet provides users with a more realistic and globally-consistent scale by which to make comparative evaluations about how democracy functions in their own nation, further shaping their satisfaction (for a visual depiction of these mechanisms, please see Appendix 1).  Accordingly, while Internet access will increase satisfaction with democracy in nations boasting top-ranked democracies, access to the Internet will depress satisfaction in nations with poor-performing “democracies” (Hypothesis 1).  Moreover, as opposed to being merely the result of some sort of affective response, since the Internet’s influence on satisfaction is primarily derived from the its capacity to provide information, Internet users will to tend to make more “accurate” evaluations of the strength of democratic practices available in their country (Hypothesis 2). 
  
Returning to the beginning, in order for the mirror-holding and window-opening mechanisms to function, the Internet must first facilitate information acquisition by increasing the quantity of information available to users.  On this point, skeptics of the Internet have oft-wondered whether the Internet really contributes anything new to the political media landscape (Norris 2001).  However, it is difficult to ignore the body of attributes that make the Internet truly distinct from the media sources that came before it.  For example, scholars often attribute the Internet’s capacity to relay a larger and more in-depth array of political information than traditional media outlets to the absence of space and time constraints on the Internet, which allows for more thorough development of news stories and current events discussions (Scheufele & Nisbet 2002).  In addition, the Internet allows for increased individualization of news consumption, allowing users to pursue stories and topics that they find of personal interest to a greater extent and with greater efficiency (Althaus & Tewksbury 2000; Polat 2005). Finally, the multi-point to multi-point attribute of the Internet means that Internet users can also contribute content, circumventing the “gate-keepers” of traditional media and allowing more grassroots perspectives to be disseminated. (Johnson & Kaye 2003)  In summary, the information-rich, global, multi-point to multi-point, communicative, interactive, multi-directional, personalized, multi-functional features of the Internet make it truly distinct from the popular media forms that preceded it and rather well-suited to serving as a platform connecting citizens with political information (Bimber 2001; Althaus & Tewksbury 1999; Scheufele & Nisbet 2002; Johnson & Kaye 2003).  
In addition to providing a greater quantity of information, the mirror-holding and window-opening functions also require that the content of the information on the Internet be different from and support a broader range of perspectives than that which is offered by a nation’s traditional news media.  As such, several studies have confirmed the Internet’s capacity to provide citizens with access to information and perspectives that are different than those offered by their nation’s traditional media and official information sources.  (Russell 2001a; Russell 2001b; Dahlgren 2005; Horrigan et al 2004; Horrigan 2006; Tewksbury & Althaus 2000; Chan 2005)  
This is true even in countries with the most successful of Internet censorship policies.  Examples abound of users circumventing sophisticated Internet regulatory systems to disseminate political information that would otherwise remain suppressed,  “Despite censorship of news, the Internet in China often disseminates forbidden information and opinions through e-mail, instant messaging, blogs, and bulletin board forums or through political expressions disguised as non-political comments.” (Lum 2006, pg. 2)  In addition, English-language foreign news sites offer yet another outlet for net-users living in tightly controlled Internet markets to access political information, due to the fact that many foreign Internet-censoring systems focus primarily on websites written in that nation’s own language (Open-Net Initiative).  In addition, the Internet provides a forum for individuals to directly exchange information with individuals living beyond their national borders.  A 27-year old Internet user in Cairo proclaims, “I love the Internet. It has made a huge difference in my life. It is a world of its own, and it has its own particular charms including abundant information, the chance to know people from all over the world, having all kinds of discussions from politics to social issues to religious debates.” (Wheeler 2006, pg. 12)  Moreover, the Internet also enables individuals to transcend intranational boundaries to gather and share information that would otherwise likely remain out of their reach.  One example being the sizeable percentage of Saudi Arabia’s blogosphere that is made up of women, “Young women make up half the bloggers in the kingdom…lured by the possible anonymity of the medium, Saudi women have produced a string of blogs filled with feminist poetry, steamy romantic episodes and rants against their restricted lives and patriarchal society.” (Ambah 2006)  
Even in nations that enjoy robust Internet and press freedom, however, the Internet can provide perspectives and information not generally reported through traditional mediums.  Citizens in the United States report using the Internet for news because they are dissatisfied with news provided by the traditional media, suggesting the Net users believe that Internet provides them with information or perspectives not available through traditional media. (Tolbert & McNeal 2003)  Accordingly, in 2004, a Pew/Internet Report found that 24% of Net users report visiting “alternative” news sites, including international news organization website (Horrigan 2004).   In addition to alternative sites, a study comparing how the print and online versions of the The New York Times differently influenced individuals’ agendas revealed that even online news sites belonging to traditional media outfits can provide individuals with different news stories than their own print versions (Althaus & Tewsbury 2002).  

Once the Internet’s capacity to accommodate and relay both a larger quantity and broader array of information is acknowledged, the next question becomes whether individuals are actually exposed to this information.  With the exception of a handful of early studies (Scheufele & Nisbet 2002; Tewksbury and Althaus 2000), the literature has generally supported the Internet’s capacity to increase users’ levels of “political knowledge” (Johnson & Kaye 2003; Davis 1999; Kenski & Stroud 2006; Gronlund 2007).  For example, a 2006 study (Pasek et al.) of 14- to 22-year old users demonstrated the Internet’s positive effect on political awareness and, furthermore, that the Internet’s influence was larger than that of any other mass medium, including newspapers.  Skeptics, on the other hand, have worried that the vast quantity of information on the Internet may actually inhibit information acquisition by overwhelming Internet users, “however, there are also suggestions that information overload can be overcome by developing various coping and filtering habits” (Polat 2005, pg. 438; Hiltz & Turoff 1985).

Returning to the mirror-holding function of the Internet, while it is relatively plausible that information acquired by Internet users about their own nations could re-shape their satisfaction with how democracy functions in that nation.  An equally important component of the Internet’s influence on democratic evaluations derives from users’ acquisition of information about how democracy functions in other countries—its window-opening function—which requires a bit more discussion.  In short, the global nature of the Internet makes users more likely to acquire information about how democracy functions in other countries than they would be otherwise, particularly information about the high-functioning democracies that are very visible on the Internet.  Exposure to other democratic systems encourages users to acquire a more globally-uniform understanding of what constitutes good democratic governance, making them more likely to comparatively evaluate their own nation according to this metric.  
	Name of Website


	Number of Countries in which website is ranked in nation’s top 25 most-visited
 

	Wikipedia
	16

	Yahoo!
	17

	Blogger.com
	15

	Myspace
	17

	Google
	17

	Youtube
	16

	MSN
	15


In more detail, the first consideration is whether Internet users are actually exposed to 
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information about how democracy functions in other countries, particularly high-performing democracies.  This claim is supported by the finding that 43 out of the 50 most popular web pages worldwide are based in the United States or Great Britain, with the remainder originating from Germany, the European Nations, France, and the Netherlands (Netcraft 2007).   A second web research company reported that, as of January 2008, 17 out of the 20 most visited websites visited worldwide were based in the United States (Alexa 2008).  Moreover, many popular U.S.-based social networking sites and search engines, which generally contain headlines and links to news stories, are often listed among the top 25 most-frequented websites within even the least democratic of nations (see Table 1).  Finally—by way of Internet phone connections, instant messaging, social networking, and blogging—the Internet also facilitates communication between expatriates and their friends and family that remain in their home nation.  Through this connection, individuals whom have immigrated to high-performing democracies can directly relate their personal experiences and observations about how democracy functions in their new nations back to those still living in their homeland. 
  For example, 20% of the daily visits to the reform-minded expatriate-run Eritrean website, Dehai.com, originate from within the country of Eritrea itself: 

Eritreans abroad use the Internet as a transnational public sphere where they produce and debate narratives of history, culture, democracy and identity. Through the web the diaspora has mobilized demonstrators, amassed funds for war, debated the formulation of the constitution, and influenced the government of Eritrea. (Bernal 2006)
The next consideration is whether Internet users exposed to information about the democratic practices belonging to other countries become more likely to make comparative evaluations at the national level when considering how democracy functions in their own country (Hypothesis 3), which is supported by social identity theory.  Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner 1986) is based on three key concepts: categorization (the tendency to categorize people and objects to facilitate understanding), identification (in addition to personal identities, people also have various group identities), and comparison (the tendency to evaluate oneself by comparing oneself to other group members and by comparing one’s group to other groups).  Since the Internet is an increasingly global medium, access to the Internet should make national identities more salient, thereby also encouraging more frequent group comparisons at the national level.  This suggests that satisfaction with one’s democracy will then, in part, be determined by how well one perceives their own nation as measuring up to other nations. 
The final component of the Internet’s window-opening function—that increased exposure to global norms regarding what constitutes good democratic governance will encourage users to adopt and increasingly refer to this more consistent and “realistic” global metric—stems from the notion that there are actually several different ways to conceptualize democracy (Almond & Verba 1963; Dalton et al. 2007).  Moreover, congruence theory posits that satisfaction with democracy is contingent on individuals’ beliefs about what actually constitutes democracy (Kornberg & Clarke 1994).  Accordingly, research confirms that satisfaction with democracy is largely influenced by how well citizens’ beliefs about democracy match the defining characteristics of their nation’s democratic system (Anderson & Guillory 1997; Miller et al. 1997; Kornberg & Clarke 1994).  
If satisfaction with democracy is conditioned by the definition that citizens assign to democracy, then, the capacity to define democracy is a crucial component in shaping support for democratic governments, particularly those still in transition.  Therefore, exposure to how democracy functions in other countries, particularly the high-functioning democracies that are omnipresent on the Internet, suggests that the Internet will restrict a government’s latitude in defining the terms through which its own citizens conceptualize and then evaluate democracy.  Accordingly, exposure to the Internet will increase individuals’ subscription to democratic rights and norms generally associated with high-performing democracies (Hypothesis 4), resulting in more realistic and globally-consistent evaluations of how democracy functions within these countries. 
  
In summary, the Internet’s window-opening function’s capacity to elicit comparative evaluations about one’s own democracy by reference to a more realistic and globally-consistent conception of democracy—in tandem with the Internet’s mirror-holding function, which provides users with a greater quantity and broader array of information about the democratic (or not-so-democratic) behavior of their own government—predicts that the Internet will have specific consequences for users’ satisfaction with their own democracy.  After testing the four hypotheses laid out so far in this discussion, the following analysis concludes with an investigation of whether the Internet’s influence extends beyond satisfaction, evaluations, and conceptualizations of democracy, by considering whether the Internet also increases individuals’ commitment to the process of democratization itself, as some Internet enthusiasts have already suggested (Best & Wade 2005).     
Country-Level Analysis of Internet Access and Satisfaction with Democracy

The Variables, Data, and Model


Undoubtedly, there are a range of factors that influence both a nation’s access to the Internet and its citizens’ evaluations of their government’s democratic performance.   As such, identifying and controlling for those variables that encourage Internet development but also tend to elicit more positive or negative evaluations from a nation’s citizenry is a primary concern of this analysis.  These factors include: better education systems, higher quality of life standards, more robust press freedom, more effective governance, and the actual strength of democracy in that nation.  

Having a better education system suggests that a nation places a higher value on developing and utilizing technology and also better prepares its citizens to operate that technology (Horrigan 2006).  It is also likely that a better education system influences citizens’ opinions about their democracy, since education itself shapes individuals’ understanding of and capacity to evaluate democracy.
  In addition, improved economic conditions imply that citizens enjoy a higher level of material and financial comfort, which likely influences both attitudes toward democracy (Bratton & Mattes 2001) and a citizen’s ability to afford Internet access via personal computers or Internet cafes.  To control for the potentially confounding influences of education and living standards, therefore, I include a variable measuring each nation’s human development index (HDI).  HDI is a composite index constructed by the United Nations Human Development Programme, which takes into account a nation’s literacy rate, school enrollment, life expectancy, and GDP per capita.

A freer press is logically associated with a government that is more tolerant of the collection and dissemination of information for public consumption, which at the very least implies that the government would be less likely to actively stifle its citizenry’s access to the Internet.  Governments who do not actively stifle a free press also seem less likely to regularly violate its citizens’ other civil and political rights, thereby encouraging citizens to harbor more positive evaluations of their government and democracy.  To control for this, in my model I also include the Press Freedom Index (PFI) compiled by Freedom House.  A second benefit of including the PFI variable is that it allows the model to control for the influence of the traditional press on citizen’s opinions of their democracy, thereby helping to separate the traditional press’s effect from the independent effect of the Internet.  

My model also incorporates two governance indicators in order to gauge actual government performance in domains that likely contribute to both citizens’ satisfaction with democracy and Internet penetration rates.  Firstly, keeping in mind the United States Supreme Court’s declaration that the Internet is “the most participatory form of mass speech yet developed” (qtd in. ACLU 2002), the comfortable and reciprocal relationship shared by the Internet and democracy is hard to deny.  As such, it is necessary to control for actual democratic performance in order to get an accurate picture of whether citizens’ attitudes are being enhanced or diminished by the Internet, beyond the actual democratic functioning of the government itself.  To do this, I include the voice and accountability (VA) variable, which is the World Bank’s measurement of a nation’s quality of democracy.
  The World Bank describes its VA indicator as including “a number of indicators measuring various aspects of the political process, civil liberties, political and human rights—measuring the extent to which citizens of a country are able to participate in the selection of governments.”.  

The second World Bank governance indicator included in the model is governmental effectiveness (GE), which gauges how well the government carries out the various tasks of governance, including: the efficiency of government bureaucracies, the provision of public goods, and the successful implementation of policies.  Controlling for governmental effectiveness is necessary since it is likely that a government that is better able to carry out the task of governance is also more likely to successfully develop and provide Internet technology to its citizens, as well as more likely to elicit positive evaluations from its citizenry in general.  

[image: image7.png]


[image: image8.png]-
o
c
<
o
Eed
=
e

7



Finally, the International Telecommunications Union (ITU), an agency of the United Nations, provides the data for the independent variable of interest: Internet penetration rates.  Based on country surveys and estimates derived from the number of Internet subscribers, this variable represents the estimated percentage of a nation’s population between the ages of 15 and 74 that use the Internet in a given year.  Since it is necessary to determine whether the Internet’s potential influence on satisfaction with one’s democracy is contingent on the actual quality of democracy that a citizen enjoys, an interaction of the Internet penetration and quality of democracy variables is also included in the model, allowing the direction of the Internet’s effect to vary according to the actual strength of democracy in that nation.    


The dataset employed to build the dependent variable—satisfaction with democracy—is a compilation of seven cross-sectional international surveys conducted in 2002 and 2003, which encompass the responses of individuals living in seventy-four countries spanning five different continents.
  A list of these surveys, the countries covered by each survey, and wording of the question used to build the dependent variable of satisfaction with democracy (in addition to descriptions of each of the variables used in this analysis) is located in Appendix 2.  
Figure 2. Scatterplot of satisfaction with democracy and Internet penetration rates
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*Nations with democracies ranked in top quartile in blue, the remaining in red.
Results

The results of the multivariate OLS regression substantiate the Internet’s significant and substantively meaningful influence on citizens’ satisfaction with how democracy functions in their nation (ß= -1.42, α= .028).  The results also show that the direction of the Internet’s influence does vary according to the actual strength of democracy in that nation (ß= 1.88, α= .006).
  Whereas for citizens living in nations with democracies ranked in approximately the 75th percentile and above, increased Internet access positively influences the percentage of citizens that are satisfied with their nation’s democracy.  The Internet wields the opposite influence on democratic satisfaction in nations ranked below the 75th percentile.  Moreover, of the six variables included in this model, Internet penetration and its interaction with strength of democracy make the second and third largest contributions to the 44% of variance that this model explains, behind only the HDI variable.  This provides support for Hypothesis 1: while Internet access increased the percentage of citizens that were satisfied with their democracy in nations boasting top-ranked democracies, it depressed democratic satisfaction in nations with poor-performing “democracies”.
  
Figure 3. The effect of Internet on satisfaction with democracy when penetration rates increase by 40%-points, for nations ranked in the 40th, 60th, 80th, and 99th percentiles 
in terms of strength of democracy.
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Individual-Level Analysis of Internet Access and Satisfaction with Democracy
The Variables, Data, and Model

The relationship shared by democratic satisfaction and Internet rates at the country-level provides an instructive piece of evidence testifying to the Internet’s potential influence on satisfaction with democracy.   However, to be sure that this finding cannot be written off as an ecological fallacy (i.e. an error of inference caused by assuming that an observed association between given variables at the aggregate level also exists at the individual level), it is necessary to determine whether this relationship maintains at the individual level.  Unfortunately, many of the surveys used to construct the country-level dataset did not explicitly ask respondents about their personal access to the Internet.  But, happily, the Asiabarometer survey did include a question pertaining to Internet use, making it applicable to the individual-level analysis.  And, in an effort to expand the range of countries included in the individual-level analysis, data from a 2001 Eurobarometer survey that specifically asked respondents about their personal Internet use is also added to this dataset.  In total, the individual-level analysis draws on the cross-sectional survey responses of over 16,000 individuals, hailing from 23 different Western European and Asian countries.
 

While several of the variables employed in the country-level analysis are carried over to the individual-level analysis (e.g. VA, PFI, GE), HDI is replaced by two variables representing the individuals’ household income and education levels.  I also incorporate a variable measuring the respondent’s age to determine if a relationship between Internet use and satisfaction may actually be better attributed to an age effect—since it is plausible that young people, who are more likely to access the Internet, may hold particular attitudes toward their democracy as a result of their stage in life.  In addition, I include a variable representing how often the respondent reads the newspaper, in order to better separate the effect of the Internet from the influence of more traditional media sources.  Finally, an interaction term allowing the effect of self-reported Internet use to vary according to the democracy ranking of that individual’s nation is also included to determine if the direction of the Internet’s effect on satisfaction hinges on the strength of democracy extant in that individual’s nation.
 
Results

At the individual level, democratic satisfaction is significantly correlated with both the Internet variable and its interaction with strength of democracy (ß= -0.05, α= .0001, ß= 0.09, α= .001, respectively).  While accessing the Internet depressed an individual’s level of satisfaction with their democracy by 3% when living in a country ranked in the 25th percentile, it increased satisfaction by nearly 4% in a democracy ranked in the 95th percentile.  Moreover, each variable’s correlation with democratic satisfaction far exceeded the .01 significance level.  Admittedly, the sizes of these coefficients are not overwhelming, but they nevertheless corroborate the relationship uncovered at the country-level and further substantiate Hypothesis 1: while access to the Internet enhanced individuals’ satisfaction with their democracy when living in a top-ranked nation, it diminished satisfaction when individuals accessed the Internet in nations with poorly-ranked “democracies”.  It should also be noted, however, that the threshold at which the Internet depresses rather than enhances satisfaction is slightly lower than that found at the country level—in the country-level analysis, the Internet’s influence on satisfaction turned negative at about the 75th percentile, while at the individual level this threshold stands closer to the 60th percentile.

Experiment in Bosnia & Herzegovina


The country-level and individual-level analyses independently and mutually substantiate the Internet’s effect on democratic satisfaction—whereas the Internet strengthens satisfaction in robust democracies, Internet access depresses satisfaction among users living in nations with weak “democracies”.  Nevertheless, running an experiment on the ground provides a stronger empirical foundation for this analysis by resolving causality and misspecification concerns.  For example, can we be confident that it is Internet use that drives (dis)satisfaction, or is the reverse direction of causation more feasible?  An experiment also enables a more thorough investigation of potential corollary consequences of the relationship shared by Internet use and democratic satisfaction.  These include whether the change in satisfaction is a result of users’ ability to make more “accurate” evaluations of how democracy functions in their own country, as opposed to being merely an affective response (Hypothesis 2); whether Internet use activates national identities in the course of making an evaluation (Hypothesis 3); and whether it bolsters individuals’ subscription to global democratic norms (Hypothesis 4).  Finally, an experiment also lends itself to the consideration of whether any of these potential effects translates into increased commitment to the process of democratization in general.  Accordingly, during the fall of 2007, I conducted an experiment in Zenica, the fourth largest city in Bosnia & Herzegovina.  
Background


Zenica is positioned in the geographic center of Bosnia & Herzegovina, about seventy kilometers north of the capital city of Sarajevo.  Zenica is the administrative seat of the Zenica-Doboj Canton, one of the ten cantons in the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina entity.  After World War II, Zenica became an industrial center, driven largely by the extensive development of steel factories.  This industrialization helped fuel Zenica’s substantial population boom over the past sixty years: whereas in 1948 approximately 15,500 people called Zenica home, the last official census (conducted in 1991) reported the population to have grown to nearly 150,000 inhabitants.   

During the war that Bosnians often refer to as “the Serbian aggression against Bosnia and Herzegovina”, which lasted from 1992 to 1995, Zenica was considered by some to be the reserve national capital of Bosnia.  This is because Zenica and its surrounding areas often served as the location of many important political meetings and decisions, as well as a strategic base for the Bosnian army, thanks to the protection afforded by the Bosnian military’s blockade of the main road leading in from Sarajevo.  Bosnian forces were also able to conquer the Smetovi Hills surrounding Zenica, providing the town with a greater degree of protection than other less-fortunate regions.  Nevertheless, Zenica did experience violent attacks by the Serbian aggressors on occasion.  (Spahic 1999)  Because of its relative security, however, Zenica received an influx of ethnic Bosnians from other regions, while many ethnic Serbians left town for Serb-controlled territories.  As a consequence, recent estimates put the present-day ethnic distribution of the Zenica population at about 10-12% ethnic Croats, 6-10% ethnic Serbs, with the remainder being ethnic Bosnians. (Kasap 2007)

Exacerbated by the nearly 200,000 lives lost during the war, the internal displacement of nearly one million residents, and the out-migration of more than another million residents, the harsh repercussions of the war are still evident in Bosnia’s continuing economic and social woes.  For example, after the war, GDP plummeted by 80%, and, as recently as 2004, official unemployment rates still stood at about 40%,
 with 25% of the population reported to live below the poverty line (CIA 2007).  As for Zenica specifically, its steel industry has had a particularly hard time transitioning to economic liberalization.  As a consequence, the town suffers one of the worst unemployment rates and highest poverty rates of any urban area in the nation.  



Unfortunately, Bosnia’s political domain is not faring much better.  In order to appease each the Serbian, Croatian, and Bosnian factions, the 1995 Dayton Peace Accord put into place a highly complicated and convoluted governing structure.  To begin with, the Accord created two separate entities within the nation: the Bosnian/Croat Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Serb-led Republika Srpska, which control 51% and 49% of the territory, respectively.  Accordingly, “the power of the central government is limited strictly to foreign affairs, trade, monetary policy, and other areas related to the maintenance of the joint state. All other responsibilities, including defense, are vested in the entities.” (Freedom House 2007)  This arrangement has been particularly problematic for the Federation, where Zenica is located, since the ten cantons within the Federation remain largely mono-ethnic, and the Croat and Bosnian-dominated cantons often become mired in gridlock with one another.  

At the federal level, the presidential office is shared by three concurrent members (a Serb, a Bosniak, and a Croat), whom are elected by popular election every four years and rotate the lead position of Chairman every eight months.  The nation’s legislature is bicameral, comprised of the House of Representatives (42 seats in total, 28 seats for the Federation of BiH and 14 for the Republika Srpska, elected for four year-terms by popular vote on the basis of proportional representation) and the House of Peoples (15 seats, 5 Bosniak, 5 Croat, 5 Serb, chosen by the legislatures of the two entities to serve four year-terms).  Ultimately, however, the nation’s highest political authority is the High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  The Office of the High Representative (OHR) was created by the Dayton Accord, charged with overseeing the implementation of the civilian aspects of the Accord in representation of the international community.  Accordingly, in recent years the OHR “has dismissed elected officials, including the president of the Serb Republic in 1999, and banned political parties that are opposed to the Dayton Peace Accords.” (Freedom House 2007)
Not surprisingly—although the majority of the nation’s highest government officials are elected by popular vote and although the U.S. State Department lists the government of Bosnia and Herzegovina as a “parliamentary democracy”—many international organizations question the extent of real democratic practices extant in Bosnia.  The problems with the present system are manifold.  In brief, the supreme authority of the Office of the High Representative suggests that the nation functions more as a protectorate than a democracy.  In addition, corruption continues to run rampant among government officials, calling into question the transparency of the political process and the accountability of its elected officials (Transparency International 2007).  The 2002 elections also witnessed a resurgence of the nationalist parties, widely considered a setback to the democratic process due to their factionalist and combatitive platforms.  (Freedom House 2008).  And, a 2005 U.S. State Department Country Report revealed that the government’s human rights record remains poor, citing continued police abuse of detainees, harrassment of media by political parties and authorities, manipulation of the judiciary, and religious discrimination.  Finally, some worry that the greatest long-term threat to democratization in Bosnia is the looming “temptation of authoritarianism”, which is defined as the inherited notion that public policy is best formulated by elites outside of the political process:
“At the heart of the Bosnian governance problem…lies the lack of engagement by Bosnian citizens and interest groups in the practice of government... Just as a company without the interest of an owner will not use its assets wisely, public institutions which are not subject to constant pressure from citizens exerted through the democratic process will not respond to the needs of the public effectively.”  (European Stability Initiative 2004)
Turning to information and communications technology (ICT) development in Bosnia, the United Nation’s International Telecommunications Union agency reports that Internet penetration reached nearly 25% of the population in 2006.  The primary type of Internet connection in Bosnia remains the Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN), which uses traditional telephone lines.  However, as of 2007, 16.7% of the total number of Internet subscribers in Bosnia utilized the more advanced broadband technology.  Both Internet use and broadband technology should continue to grow quickly in coming years, thanks largely to various efforts to institutionalize and direct ICT development in Bosnia.   This includes, for example, the Communications Law of 2002, which created the Communications Regulatory Agency (CRA) to serve as an independent agency vested with overseeing the promotion and regulation of a free and market-oriented information society.  In terms of content regulation, there are no formal restrictions on Internet use at the government level.  Rather, the Office of the High Representative recently passed an act specifically articulating citizens’ right to freely access information.  In more detail, the 2001 Freedom of Access to Information Act states that “every natural and legal person has the right to access information in the control of a public authority, and each public authority has a corresponding obligation to disclose such information.” (OHR)
Procedure

My research assistant and I recruited subjects by airing radio commercials, posting fliers, stuffing mailboxes, and setting up a booth with signs in the city center.  The commercials, fliers, and signs advertised free Internet hours at an Internet café in exchange for filling out surveys.  Over a period of ten days, we collected more than 140 names and phone numbers from interested individuals.  We then used a random number generator to randomly assign 60 individuals to the experimental group, 60 individuals to the control group, with the remainder assigned to serve as alternates in the event that members of the experimental or control groups no longer wanted to participate.   

I paid for the subjects in the experimental group to receive 60 free hours of Internet use at the Zenica.net Internet café, which was conveniently located in the city center.  Zenica.net was the first Internet café created in Bosnia and Herzegovina after the war, in 1998, with funding from USAID and the Soros Foundation.  The Internet cafe has about fifteen computers, each of which used a relatively fast broadband connection (~ 1 MB/sec download speed) by Bosnian standards.   Privacy screens separated some of the computers and there were no reported restrictions regarding the sort of websites that patrons could visit—other than the fact that a person standing behind you could somewhat see your screen.  

After randomly dividing the subjects into the control and Internet groups, my assistant called the participants in the Internet group to ask them to meet us at the Internet café.  Upon reading the consent form and indicating their consent, the subjects were asked to fill out pre-surveys.  These pre-surveys were relatively short and contained only one question pertaining specifically to satisfaction with democracy.  In addition, the pre-survey contained an array of questions on other topics intended to mask the true focus of the study, including questions about Bosnian pop culture and sports.  After the pre-surveys were completed, the participants were given a booklet of 60 one-hour coupons for free Internet use at the cafe.  Participants were also offered brief tutorials on Internet use at this time, including how to navigate from one page to another and how to set up email accounts.
  

The subjects were then left to their own devices for the next two months.  No effort was made to direct or influence how they used the Internet or the types of websites they chose to visit.  I also did not monitor their Internet use electronically.  My reasons for this were two-fold: 1) to minimize external validity concerns, and 2) this would traverse too closely to infringing on privacy boundaries.  The number of Internet hours that each individual used at the café was documented by the owner of the Internet cafe, however.  After the two month period expired, individuals in both the experimental and control groups were contacted by telephone and offered the equivalent of $3 (USD) or an additional three hours of free Internet time to complete the post-survey.  
Results


Of the 60 participants in the Internet group, three opted not to complete the follow-up survey—indicating their disinterest either directly or by refusing to pick up their telephone or return our messages.  Another two individuals were excluded from the final analysis after the Internet café owner’s records revealed that they had failed to use a single hour of their free Internet time at the café.  The survey responses of the remaining 55 individuals in the Internet group were then compared to the 60 members of the control group.

The demographic characteristics of the members of the Internet and control groups did not differ in any substantively significant manner.  Both groups reported, on average, completing their education one to two years into post-secondary school.   The gender distribution of the Internet and control groups stood at 56% and 63% male, respectively.  The average age of members in the Internet group was 29, while the control group’s average age was slightly senior at 31.  Self-reported rates of English fluency were also commensurate, with each group’s average English proficiency described as somewhere between being able to “speak a little” English and the ability to “hold a basic conversation” in English.  Finally, the Internet group’s average monthly household income was eight-percent higher than that of the control group, a substantively small difference that did not reach statistical significance.  

Since the World Bank ranked Bosnia’s democracy at the ​​​55th percentile in 2006, according to my theory and the findings from my quantitative analyses of survey data (which indicated that the Internet’s effect on satisfaction becomes negative somewhere between the 60th and 75th percentiles), gaining Internet access should depress users’ satisfaction with how democracy functions in Bosnia.  My experiment, therefore, tests the following derivatives of Hypothesis 1:
H1A: Satisfaction with how democracy functions in Bosnia should decrease among individuals’ in the Inernet group during their two-month period on the Internet.  

H1B: After the two-month period on the Internet, individuals in the Internet group should be less satisfied with how democracy functions in Bosnia than individuals in the control group.  

Using a simple paired t-test to test Hypothesis 1A, the average level of satisfaction with democracy belonging to the individuals in the Internet group declined over the two-month period of Internet exposure, from 30.5% to 27.5%.  This decline reaches statistical significance at the .08 level.  Admittedly, a 3% difference is not a substantively huge change, but the relatively brief two-month period of exposure suggests that this downturn could potentially grow to more impressive levels as Internet use continues.    
Table 2.  Paired t-test of the difference in satisfaction with democracy reported by the Internet group before and after Internet exposure

	
	Number of Observations
	Mean Satisfaction
	Standard

Error
	Standard

Deviation
	95% Conf.

Interval

	Satisfaction with democracy before Internet exposure 
	54
	.305
	.03
	.21
	.25 to .36

	Satisfaction with democracy before Internet exposure
	54
	.275
	.03
	.20 
	.22 to .33

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	
	-.03
	.02
	.16
	-07 to .01

	

	Probability (pre-satisfaction < post-satisfaction) = 92%


Moving to Hypothesis 1B, according to a two-sample t-test, there is a significant and substatively interesting difference in the democratic satisfaction belonging to individuals in the Internet group when compared to the individuals in the control group.  Whereas the average satisfaction of individuals in the Internet group stood at 28% after spending two months on the Internet, the control group remained significantly more satisfied with Bosnian democracy, at 33.5%.  Accordingly, the null hypothesis of no difference in the average levels of satisfaction beloging to the Internet and control groups can be rejected at the .09 significance level.  
Table 3.  Two-sample t-test of the difference in satisfaction with democracy reported by the Internet and control groups
	
	Number of Observations
	Mean Satisfaction
	Standard

Error
	Standard

Deviation
	95% Conf.

Interval

	Satisfaction with democracy of Internet group 
	55
	.282
	.03
	.20
	.22 to .34

	Satisfaction with democracy of control group
	60
	.335
	.03
	.22 
	.28 to .39

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	
	-.054
	.04
	.35
	-.13 to .02 

	

	Probability (Internet group satisfaction < Control group satisfaction) = 91%



In summary, the finding that the Internet group’s democratic satisfaction fell significantly below both the average satisfaction of members of the control group as well as their own level of satisfaction before the two-month period of Internet exposure further substantiates the Internet’s negative effect on democratic satisfaction in a sub-par democracy.  The results of this experiment also help to resolve causality concerns, which the statistical analyses of survey data could not address directly.  As such, it can be reasonably affirmed that Internet use drives democratic (dis)satisfaction, as opposed to the reverse (or, at the very least, that this is a reciprocal relationship).  
Potential Corollary Effects of the Intenet’s Influence on Satisfaction
At this point, it is possible to delve a little more deeply into whether the Internet’s effect on democratic attitudes extends beyond satisfaction, perhaps by increasing the accuracy of users’ evaluations, encouraging comparative evaluations by means of activating national idenitites, effecting the spread of global democratic norms, and finally by strengthening commitment to the process of democratization.  This is an important consideration, since depressing satisfaction with one’s own democracy could have two very distinct consequences for individuals living in developing democracies.  On the one hand, it could mobilize citizens to push their government to conform to higher democratic standards—a positive force for democratization.  But, depressed satisfaction could also weild a detrimental influence on democratization, by making citizens increasingly cynical of whether democracy is a good fit for their country and thereby more willing to entertain alternative systems.  

.  Our first concern is whether the Internet’s negative influence on satisfaction is a consequence of providing information that actually changes users’ evaulations of how democracy functions in their country (Hypothesis 2), as opposed to merely being the result of some sort of affective response.  In other words, it is necessary to investigate the possiblity that the Internet depresses democratic satisfaction without actually changing how individuals evaluate their own governments’ adherence to democratic practices.  To resolve this concern, I tested whether the members of the Internet group tended to make more “accurate” evaluations of their own democracy than non-Internet users, by comparing the two groups’ answers to the following question: 
 In your opinion, how much of a democracy is Bosnia today? 

1.  Full democracy

2.  A democracy, but with minor problems

3.  A democracy, but with major problems

4.  Not a democracy
If the Internet exposes individuals to information that enables them to make more accurate democratic evaluations, then individuals in the Internet group should believe that Bosnia is “less” of a democracy than individuals in the control group.  Accordingly, as shown in Table 8 (Appendix 5), a two-sample t-test revealed that members of the Internet group did consider Bosnia to be “less” of a democracy than the individuals in the control group, rejecting the null hypothesis at the .03 level.  In fact, on average, members of the Internet group perceived Bosnia’s level of democracyto be 8% lower than individuals in the control group.
  This finding lends weight to Hypothesis 2: the Internet’s influence on satisfaction is, at least in part, driven by its capacity to provide information that enables individuals to re-evaluate the quality of their own democracy, as opposed to being merely an affective response.
The next consideration is whether the Internet’s global nature encourages users to evaluate their nation’s own strength of democracy by means of national comaprison, by activating users’ national identities (Hypothesis 3).  To consider this, I employed two of the datasets included in this analysis: the individual-level cross-national survey data and the results from my experiment in Bosnia.  Beginning with the individual-level survey data, I tested whether national pride played any sort of mediating role in the relationship shared by Internet use and democratic satisfaction.  Employing a Sobel’s Test (Sobel 1982), I found that national pride did partially-mediate the relationship shared by democratic satisfaction and Internet use (p-value=.02).
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Moving to the data from the Bosnia experiment, I compared the correlation between self-reported national pride and democratic satisfaction for the Internet and control groups.  While the correlation between national pride and democratic satisfaction stood at .223 for members of the Internet group, this correlation sank to -.04 for members of the control group.  Moreover, separate multivariate regressions for each the Internet and control groups, in which I regressed self-reported national pride on satisfaction with democracy, revealed that national pride was significantly correlated with democratic satisfaction among Internet users (ß=.2, se= α=.10).  On the other hand, there was no correlation between national pride and democratic satisfaction among members of the control group (ß=.08 α=.478).
  Moreover, a simple test comparing these two coefficents indicated that the relationship shared by national pride and democratic satisfaction is significantly different for these two groups, surpassing the .01 confidence level.
  Taken in total, this body of findings supports Hypothesis 3.  The unique correlation between national pride and democratic satisfaction among members of the Internet group, as well as the mediating role that national pride plays in the individual-level survey data, bolsters the social identity theory-derived prediction that the global nature of the Internet encourages comparative evaluations at the national level, by activating users’ national identities in the course of evaluating how democracy functions in their own country.      
Continuing on, to determine whether exposure to how democracy functions in other countries on the Internet also strengthens users’ subscription to global democratic norms (Hypothesis 4), I compared the Internet and control groups’ responses to how important they believe specific democratic principles (often associated with high-functioning democracies) are to democracy in general.  If the Internet exposes individuals to a more consistent global conception of democracy (Hypothesis 4), then individuals in the Internet group should assign greater significance to these rights than their counterparts in the control group.  Accordingly, I compared “how important” members of the two groups rated the following rights to democracy: the right to vote, freedom of speech, freedom to be informed about the government, freedom to criticize the government, freedom to choose between candidates from different parties, and the right to gather and demonstrate.  
Table 5. Importance of various rights to democracy in general, as indicated by the Internet and control groups
	
	Right to vote
	Freedom of speech
	Freedom to be informed
	Freedom to criticize government
	Freedom of different parties
	Right to gather and demonstrate

	Internet group
	.94

(n=55, SE=.02)
	.92

(n=55, SE=.02)
	.88

(n=55, SE=.02)
	.86

(n=55, SE=.03)
	.83

(n=55, SE=.03)
	.78

(n=55, SE=.03)

	Control group
	.82

(n=60, SE=.04)
	.78

(n=60, SE=.04)
	.72

(n=60, SE=.03)
	.76

(n=60, SE=.03)
	.68

(n=60, SE=.04)
	.66

(n=60, SE=.04)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	-.12

(p-value=.002)
	-.14

(p-value=.005)
	-.16

(p-value=.002)
	-.1

(p-vale=.01)
	-.15

(p-value=.001)
	-.12

(p-value=.01)


Across the board, being in the Internet group significantly increased the importance individuals assigned to the democratic principles that are generally associated with high-performing democracies.  As such, it appears that the Internet does encourage users to conform to global norms of what constitutes good democratic governance, as Hypothesis 3 predicts.  This lends credence to the claim that the Internet provides users with a more globally-consistent and realistic scale by which to make comparative evaluations regarding how well democracy functions in their own countries.
Thus far, this analysis has provided support for each of the hypotheses laid out in this paper: the Internet decreased democratic satisfaction in Bosnia’s sub-par democracy, increased the accuracy of users’ evaluations of the strength of their democracy, activated national identities in the course of making these evaluations, and encouraged subscription to democratic norms commonly associated with high-performing democraies.  While each of these findings seemingly lauds the Internet’s hoped-for potential as a force for democratization, whether any of these effects actually translate into increased adherence to the sometimes unpleasant and circuitous process of democratization has not yet been assessed.  Therefore, to examine whether Internet exposure increases users’ willingness to stick with the process of democratization, I compared the Internet and control groups’ reponses to the following question:
Which of the following statements is closest to your view, A or B? 

A. Our present system of elected government should be given more time to deal with inherited problems

B. If our present system cannot produce results soon, we should try another form of government

C. Do not agree with either

D. Don't know
If the Internet increases commitment to democracy, then members of the Internet group should be more likely to agree with statement A, that “our present system of elected government should be given more time to deal with inherited problems”.  A two-sample t-test of the two group’s responses to this question, however, reveals that members of the Internet group were instead significantly less likely to agree with statement A (p-value= .04).
  In substantive terms, members of the Internet group were 13-percentage points less likely to agree that the “present system of elected government should be given more time”.
  This presents troubling prospects for the Internet’s potential role as a force for democratization, in terms of Internet users’ willingness to stick out the process of democratization.  This finding also lends credence to the European Stability Initiative’s worry regarding the looming “temptation of authoritarianism” in Bosnia.
Discussion and Conclusion
In summary, in the case of Bosnia, the Internet depresses satisfaction with how democracy functions in their nation; increases the “accuracy” of their evaluations of the strength of their democracy; activates national identities in the course of arriving at evaluations; enhances adherence to global norms about what constitutes good democratic governance; but also makes individuals more likely to want to abandon the current elected system if the present problems cannot be resolved quickly.  What does this imply, then, for the Internet’s influence on the process of democratization in general?  While the finding that Internet exposure makes individuals less satisfied with sub-par democracies and increases the importance they ascribe to individual rights associated with high-functioning democracies both seem to bode well for democratization.  Internet users’ decreased willingness to stick with the process of democratization seems problematic, to say the least.
Nevertheless, it is important to take into account the following considerations.  Firstly, the finding that the Internet group was more likely to want to forsake their current system of elected government may be a result peculiar to Bosnia, due to its particular political history, not to mention its recent war and the nation’s very recent transition to democracy.  It may simply be the case that the Bosnian experience and mentality makes citizens particularly more wary of democracy than individuals living in other developing democracies.  Or, it may be the case that, given more time, Bosnian citizens will become increasingly committed to sticking with democracy, particularly if national conditions begin to improve.  Finally, taking into account the Internet’s seemingly constructive influence on other democratic attitudes, such as satisfaction and conceptualizations of democracy, suggests that over time the Internet’s net effect on the process of democratization may still be positive.   
Finally, it should be noted that the wording of the question was a bit ambiguous.  The question did not specifically ask whether respondents would like to abandon democracy in its entirety.  Rather, while statement A asked whether “our present system of elected government should be given more time to deal with inherited problems”, the alternative statement (B) stated “if our present system cannot produce results soon, we should try another form of government.”  Opting for statement B does not conclusively confirm respondents’ desire to abandon democracy completely.  It is possible that, although they may wish to transition to another form of government, their preferred alternate government system would also entertain some elements of democratic principles.  To resolve these questions, future analyses should explore more carefully how the Internet interacts with users’ tolerance for the process of democratization across a broader range of countries.

In conclusion, Johnson and Kaye’s call to focus on the more psychologically-based effects of Internet use on political behavior, such as satisfaction, has proven fruitful.  Results attained from an experiment conducted in Bosnia and regressions of cross-sectional survey data at both the country and individual levels each substantiate the Internet’s interactive effect on satisfaction with democracy, conditioned by the actual quality of democracy enjoyed in that nation.  Whereas the Internet positively influences satisfaction in top-ranked democracies, it depresses satisfaction in countries with weak democratic practices.  
Perhaps more interestingly, as Internet enthusiasts have hoped, an analysis of the experimental results substantiates the Internet’s capacity to influence democratic attitudes beyond satisfaction.  The findings that the Internet increased the accuracy of users’ evaluations of the quality of democratic practices available in their nation, activated national identities in the course of arriving at evaluations, and encouraged users to subscribe to global norms of democratic governance each provide considerable support to the mirror-holding and window-opening functions of the Internet.  Not only does it appear that the Internet enables individuals to better discern and reflect on how democracy actually functions in their own country, but the Internet’s global information market also provides users with a more realistic and globally-consistent scale by which to make comparative evaluations about how democracy functions in their own nation.  Much to Internet enthusiasts’ chagrin, however, exposure to this global conception of good democratic governance does not necessarily translate into increased tolerance for the process of democratization in one’s own nation.  Rather, at least in the case of Bosnia, it appears that Internet exposure depleted individuals’ willingness to stick with the sometimes unpleasant and difficult process of democratization.
Appendix 1.

Box 1A.  Mirror-holding Function of the Internet


Without the Internet (A), citizens receive less information about how democracy functions in their own nation, increasing the range and decreasing the reliability of their evaluations:  However, with the Internet (B), citizens receive more information about how democracy functions in their own country, decreasing the range and increasing the reliability of their evaluations:

A) 


                 ●
         Low

          

 
 Quality of Democracy


  High

B)

                 ●

         Low




Quality of Democracy


    High

Note on Interpretation:  

In each of these models, for simplicity’s sake, I elected to display the ranges of the distributions as centered over the nation’s “true” level of democracy.  This implies that, if N were to grow to infinity, the mean of these evaluations would close in on the true value.  For this to occur, however, there must be no bias.  

However, leaders in poor-performing democracies often possess both the motive (staying in power) and capacity (influence over the national media) to positively bias their citizens’ evaluations.  As such, before the Internet, leaders in poor-performing democracies will be more successful in positively biasing the range of evaluations belonging to their citizenry.  After Internet use sufficiently penetrates the population, however, leaders are less able to systematically bias their citizens’ evaluations.  As Internet use grows, therefore, the range of citizens’ evaluations will both shrink and center more closely over the “true” value.  

On the other end of the spectrum, the distributional range of citizens’ evaluations in high-performing democracies may also be biased—the direction that this bias will take, however, is less clear.  However, taking into account the tenor of news media in freer countries, it seems plausible that this bias may tend toward the negative end of the spectrum when the Internet is not present.  In the United States, for example, profit-motivated free presses tend to pursue a “bad news” angle to attract viewers.  Such a tendency toward bad news is one possible explanation for why the range of citizens’ evaluations may be negatively biased in high-performing democracies when the Internet is not present.  Once Internet penetration expands sufficiently in these countries, however, it should offset this bias and center the reduced distribution more closely over the true value.  

Box 1B. Window-opening Function of the Internet

Without the Internet (A), citizens have less information about how democracy functions in other nations, making citizens more likely to base their evaluations of their own nation’s democracy by means of reference to an inaccurate and inconsistent scale.  With the Internet (B), on the other hand, citizens have more information about how democracy functions in other nations, making citizens more likely to base their evaluations of their own nation’s democracy by means of reference to more globally-consistent and accurate scale:         




A)                                               

     ●                       

        Low


Quality of Democracy



    High

B)


   ●

        Low


Quality of Democracy


    
  High

Note on Interpretation:

In this example, without the Internet, citizens in this particular country believe that their democracy falls somewhere on the upper-end of the spectrum of possible democratic performance.  Accordingly, relative to the range of available information (as denoted by the solid line running to the vertical intercept), these citizens’ mean satisfaction with how democracy functions in their country stands at about 60%, based on their comparative evaluation to the perceived maximum possible level of democratic performance.  

However, once the Internet sufficiently exposes citizens to how democracy functions in other nations, particularly the high-performing democracies that are most visible on the web, they acquire a more accurate and globally-consistent spectrum by which to compare their own democracy.  While, in this example, the absolute level of democratic performance remains the same, citizens now realize that their nation performs much poorer in comparative terms than they had previously believed.  With more information about the actual range of possible democratic performance, these citizens are now aware that their nation actually falls on the lower end of the spectrum of possible democratic performance, depressing their mean satisfaction with democracy to around 30% accordingly.  

Appendix 2.

Aggregate-level Variables

Dependent Variable

Satisfaction with democracy: A continuous 0 to 1 variable representing the percentage of a nation’s population that is fairly satisfied or highly satisfied with their nation’s state of democracy.  The data for this variable was compiled from seven international surveys, as shown below.  

	Survey
	Reference
	Question Wording
	Countries


	Asiabarometer
	University of Tokyo, Institute of Oriental Culture. ASIABAROMETER, 2003 [Computer file]. ICPSR04300-v1. Tokyo: University of Tokyo, Institute of Oriental Culture [producer], 2003. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor], 2005-11-04.


	Please tell me how satisfied or unsatisfied you are with the following aspect of your life: the democratic system. 


	China

India

Japan

Malaysia 

South Korea

Sri Lanka

Thailand

Uzbekistan

	Eurobarometer

(Standard and Eastern and Central European)

	European Commission (http://europa.eu.int/comm/public_opinion/). 2003. “Eurobarometer: Public Opinion in the European Union.” Eurobarometer Report no. 58. 
European Commission (http://europa.eu.int/comm/public_opinion/). 2003. “Eurobarometer Candidate Countries: Public Opinion in the Countries Applying for European Union Membership.” Eurobarometer Report no. 2002.2. 

	On the whole are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in (our country)? 


	Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxemburg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia 

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Turkey

United Kingdom

	Latinobarometer
	Neto, Paulo de Mesquita. “Crime, Violence, and Democracy in Latin America.” Integration in the Americas Conference: April 2, 2002. Center for the Study of Violence-University of São Paulo and Institute São Paulo Against Violence (http://laii.unm.edu/conference/mesquita.php#Table%203).  Accessed February 3, 2007.


	In general would you say that you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in 

(nation)? 


	Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile 

Colombia

Costa Rica

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala

Honduras

Mexico

Nicaragua

Paraguay

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

	Afrobarometer


	Bratton, Michael, Carolyn Logan, Wonbin Cho, & Paloma Bauer (compilers). 2004. “Afrobarometer Round 2: Compendium of Comparative Results from a 15-country Survey.” Afrobarometer Network, Working Paper No. 34 (www.afrobarometer.org)
	Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in (your country)? 


	Botswana

Cote d’Ivorie

Ghana

Kenya

Lesotho

Malawi

Mozambique

Namibia

Nigeria 

Senegal

South Africa

Tanzania

Uganda

Zambia

	CSES

.
	The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (www.cses.org). CSES MODULE 2  THIRD ADVANCE RELEASE [dataset]. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan, Center for Political Studies [producer and distributor]. June 29, 2005
	On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]? 
	Australia

Israel

New Zealand

Switzerland

Taiwan

United States



	Pew Global Project 

“World Values Survey”
	Pew Global Attitudes Project (www.pewglobal.org).  “What the World Thinks in 2002: Summer 2002, 44-Nation Survey.” December 04, 2002.
	On the whole, are you very satisfied, rather satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]? 
	Albania


Independent Variables

Internet penetration rate (IPR):  A continuous 0 to 1 variable, measuring the percent of a nation’s population that access the Internet, as reported by the International Telecommunications Union.  (http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/icteye/Indicators/Indicators.aspx#)
Human development index (HDI): This variable is a summary composite index calculated by the Human Development Report Office of the United Nations Development Programme.  It is a continuous 0 to 1 variable, with 1 equaling the highest possible HDI value and 0 representing the lowest.  The HDI variable measures a “country's average achievements in three basic aspects of human development: longevity, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. Longevity is measured by life expectancy at birth; knowledge is measured by a combination of the adult literacy rate and the combined primary, secondary, and tertiary gross enrollment ratio; and standard of living by GDP per capita.” (http://hdr.undp.org/reports)
Press freedom index (PFI): Assembled by Freedom House—based on data from correspondents overseas, international visitors, staff travel, the findings of human rights (including press freedom) organizations, specialists in geographic and geopolitical areas, the reports of governments, and a range of domestic and international news media—this is a continuous 0 to 1 variable, with 1 equaling the greatest degree of press freedom.  (http://www.freedomhouse.org/)
Governance indicator variables:  These variables were each compiled by the World Bank and measure various aspects of the quality of a nation’s governance.  Each of these variables are continuous 0 to 1 variables, representing the percentile rank of a country out of the 209 countries included in the World Bank’s dataset—so that .99 represents a country ranked in the 99th percentile for the given indicator and a .01 equals a country ranked in the bottom 1st percentile.  The data sources employed by the World Bank consist of surveys of firms and individuals, the evaluations of commercial risk rating agencies, non-governmental organizations, and a number of multilateral aid agencies.  The descriptions provided by the World Bank of the two indicators used in this paper are as follows (http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi2007/):

Voice and Accountability (VA): Includes a number of indicators measuring various aspects of the political process, civil liberties, political and human rights—measuring the extent to which citizens of a country are able to participate in the selection of governments.

Governmental effectiveness (GE): Combined responses on the quality of public service provision, the quality of the bureaucracy, the competence of civil servants, the independence of the civil service from political pressures, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to policies.

Individual-level Variables

Dependent Variable:

Satisfaction with Democracy:  A discrete 0-1 variable.  1 denotes that the individual is very satisfied, while 0 is assigned to individuals that report being very unsatisfied, with intermediate categories at .66 (fairly satisfied) and .33 (fairly unsatisfied).  
	Survey
	Reference 
	Question Wording
	Countries


	Eurobarometer

(Standard)
	Christensen, Thomas. EUROBAROMETER 56.2: RADIOACTIVE WASTE,

DEMOGRAPHIC ISSUES, THE EURO, AND EUROPEAN UNION

ENLARGEMENT, OCTOBER-NOVEMBER 2001 [Computer file]. 2nd ICPSR version. Brussels: European Opinion Research Group EEIG [producer], 2001. Cologne, Germany: Zentralarchiv fur Empirische Sozialforschung/Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributors], 2004.
	On the whole are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in 

(our country)? 


	Austria

Belgium

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Ireland

Italy

Luxemburg

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom

	Asiabarometer
	See above
	Please tell me how satisfied or unsatisfied you are with the following aspect of your life: the democratic system. 


	China

India

Japan

Malaysia 

South Korea

Sri Lanka

Thailand

Uzbekistan


Independent Variables:

Internet Access: A dichotomous 0-1 variable, with 1 representing individuals who reported that they used the Internet and 0 representing those who reported not using the Internet.  

Education: A discrete variable, with 1 equaling the highest level of education (college graduate), 0 denoting the lowest (less than highschool), and two intermediate categories.
  

Income: A discrete variable, with 1 equaling the highest possible level of income included in that country’s survey, 0 denoting the lowest, and two intermediate-level values.  
Age:  A variable representing the respondents’ age is also included as a discrete 0-1 variable consisting of six categories, with 0 equaling the youngest category (15 to 24 years of age), 1 representing the oldest (65 and above), and four intermediate categories in ten-year increments.

Newspaper: A discrete variable, ranging from 0 to 1, measuring how often the respondent reads the newspaper.  1 is assigned to individuals who report reading it everyday, 0 represents those who report never reading it, with the remaining responses assigned to one of four intermediate levels.   

Appendix 3.
Table 6. Country-level regression of Internet on satisfaction with democracy

	
	Slope
	Standard

Error
	95 % Conf. Interval
	Statistical Significance

	Internet Penetration Rate

 0-1 range, mean = .17, sd=.18)
	-1.42
	0.61
	-2.64 to -.21
	0.028**

	Voice and Accountability 

(0-1 range, mean = .64, sd=.24)
	0.51
	0.31
	-0.11 to 1.13 
	0.108

	Interaction of Internet Penetration Rate and Voice and Accountability 

(0-1 range, mean = .14, sd=.17)
	1.88
	0.66
	.55 to 3.2
	0.006***

	Human Development Index

(0-1 range, mean = .76, sd=.17)
	-0.74
	0.17
	-1.08 to -.39
	0.0001***

	Press Freedom Index

(0-1 range, mean = .67, sd=.18)
	-0.53
	0.28
	-1.09 to .03
	0.11

	Governmental Effectiveness

(0-1 range, mean = .63, sd=.26)
	0.38
	0.18
	.02 to .73
	0.064*

	Intercept
	0.79
	0.13
	.53 to 1.05
	0.0001***


Number of cases: 74

Adjusted r-square: 44.4%









Note: Dependent variable is the percentage of citizens that are fairly or highly satisfied with their nation’s quality of democracy, scored to a continuous 0-1 range.  It has a mean of .47 and an SD of .21.  

Appendix 4. 

Table 7. Individual-Level Regression of Internet on Satisfaction with Democracy

	
	Slope
	Standard

Error
	Statistical Significance

	Internet Access

 (0-1 variable, mean = .34, sd=.47)
	-0.05
	0.01
	0.0002***

	Voice and Accountability 

(0-1 range, mean = .79, sd=.25)
	0.24
	0.02
	0.0001***

	Interaction of Internet Access and Voice and Accountability 

(0-1 range, mean=.31, sd=.43)
	0.09
	0.02
	0.0001***

	Education

(0-1 range, mean = .44, sd=.36)
	-0.02
	0.006
	0.003***

	Income

(0-1 range, mean=.22, sd=.2)
	0.02
	0.006
	0.0001***

	Age

(0-1 range, mean=.44, sd=.36)
	-0.01
	0.007
	0.063*

	Newspaper

(0-1 range, mean=.66, sd=.37)
	0.03
	0.006
	0.0001***

	Intercept
	0.33
	0.01
	


Number of cases: 16,315

Adjusted r-square: 12.9%









Note: Dependent variable is satisfaction with one’s democracy, scored to a discrete 0-1 range.  1 denotes that the individual is very satisfied, while 0 is assigned to individuals that report being very unsatisfied, with intermediate categories at .66 (fairly satisfied) and .33 (fairly unsatisfied).  This variable has a mean of .55 and an SD of .26.  
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Table 8. How members of the Internet and control groups evaluate Bosnian democracy today

	
	Perceived Level of Democracy in Bosnia

	Internet group 
	.35

(n=60, SE=.02)

	Control group
	.43

(n=55, SE=.03)

	
	

	Difference
	-.075

(p-value=.03)


Appendix 6.
Table 9. Correlation of national pride with democratic satisfacton among the Internet group

	
	Slope
	Standard

Error
	Statistical Significance

	National Pride

 (0-1 variable, mean = .81, sd=.24)
	0.2
	0.12
	0.109

	Speak English

(0-1 range, mean=.58, sd-.3)
	-0.12
	0.13
	0.355

	Age Education Completed

(0-1 range, mean = 20, sd=4)
	-0.01
	0.008
	0.117

	Income

(0-1 range, mean=.48, sd=.3)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.307

	Age

(Mean=28, sd=14)
	-0.01
	0.007
	0.063*

	Male

(0-1 variable, mean=.58, sd=.5)
	-0.07
	0.06
	0.245

	Intercept
	0.47
	0.22
	


Number of cases: 51
Adjusted r-square: 7.8%









Note: Dependent variable is satisfaction with one’s democracy, scored to a discrete 0-1 range.  1 denotes that the individual is very satisfied, while 0 is assigned to individuals that report being very unsatisfied, with intermediate categories at .66 (fairly satisfied) and .33 (fairly unsatisfied).  This variable has a mean of .55 and an SD of .26.  

Table 10. Correlation of national pride with democratic satisfacton among the control group

	
	Slope
	Standard

Error
	Statistical Significance

	National Pride

 (0-1 variable, mean = .81, sd=.24)
	-0.09
	0.12
	0.109

	Speak English

(0-1 range, mean=.58, sd-.3)
	-0.12
	0.13
	0.355

	Age Education Completed

(0-1 range, mean = 20, sd=4)
	-0.01
	0.008
	0.117

	Income

(0-1 range, mean=.48, sd=.3)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.307

	Age

(Mean=28, sd=14)
	-0.01
	0.007
	0.063*

	Male

(0-1 variable, mean=.58, sd=.5)
	-0.07
	0.06
	0.245

	Intercept
	0.47
	0.22
	


Number of cases: 58
Adjusted r-square: -0.2%









Note: Dependent variable is satisfaction with one’s democracy, scored to a discrete 0-1 range.  1 denotes that the individual is very satisfied, while 0 is assigned to individuals that report being very unsatisfied, with intermediate categories at .66 (fairly satisfied) and .33 (fairly unsatisfied).  This variable has a mean of .55 and an SD of .26.  
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Table 11. Willingness to stick with present elected government
	
	Willingness to stick with current elected system

	Internet group 
	.26

(n=53, SE=.05)

	Control group
	.39

(n=53, SE=.05)

	
	

	Difference
	-.13

(p-value=.04)
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Figure 1. Popularity of U.S.-based websites in the 17 least-democratic nations in this analysis








� For a good summary of the theoretical framework linking political information and participation, see Scheufele & Nisbet (2002).


� I use the term “accurate” for the sake of convenience, since what is a truly “accurate” evaluation of a given democracy is a highly subjective and problematic determination.  Instead, my use of the term “accurate” in this context is meant to simply convey that Internet users’ evaluations of the strength of their democracy will change in the same direction as their satisfaction.  So that, in nations ranked poorly in terms of strength of democracy, less satisfied Internet users will also perceive their country to be “less” of a democracy than their non-Internet-using compatriots, with the reverse relationship applying to users and non-users in highly-ranked nations.  


� It is also important to note that information acquisition can be the result of a deliberate, purposive effort, but users can also acquire information as a byproduct of using the Internet for other purposes.  A 2001 study (Bimber) found that more than 50% of users report deliberately using the Internet for communicating or gathering political information, while nearly one-quarter of the American population reported regularly using the Internet to get news on a typical day in 2006 (Horrigan 2006).  Non-deliberate exposure to news on the Internet, on the other hand, is also substantiated by a report by The Project for Excellence in Journalism (2004), which found that 73% of users “bumped into news” after going online for another purpose.


� The countries included in this table are those countries encompassed by this analysis, which are ranked in 50th percentile or below in terms of strength of democracy (Included countries: China, Algeria, Nigeria, Paraguay, Colombia, Moldova, Guatemala, Venezuela, Malaysia, Kenya, Honduras, Turkey, Sri Lanka, Ecuador, Bolivia, El Salvador, and Nicaragua).  Web traffic statistics were not available for all countries ranked below the 50th percentile in this study, unfortunately (excluded countries: Uzbekistan, Uganda, Malawi, Tanzania, Zambia, Mozambique, and Albania).  These statistics were compiled by the web information company Alexa.  For information about their methodology, please visit their website (www.alexa.com.)


� In each of these cases, individuals need not actively search out information specifically pertaining to the democratic practices of advanced democracies, per se, to be exposed to information that will cause them to update their own conception of democracy.  While news stories about elections, protests, demonstrations, and scandals are obvious topics that convey information about high-performing democracies, even information about more mundane day-to-day topics and activities (such as how men and women interact with one another, the presence of women in the workplace, celebrity lifestyles, interactions with authority figures, and high-profile criminal cases) can often indirectly communicate or illustrate how democracy functions differently in advanced countries.  


� Admittedly, expecting Internet users to continually integrate the information they acquire about democracy in other countries to both update their own conception of democracy and then evaluate their nation’s democratic performance seems prohibitively arduous.  However, the aptly-named “online” model of information processing (Hastie & Park 1986), which researchers have generally deemed to be the favored method of arriving at evaluations (versus the more costly memory-recall processes), suggests that processing information from the Internet about democracy need not be such a costly endeavor.  Rather, the online model describes opinion formation as a product of calling to mind a running tally, which is conceived as “a counter in working memory that integrates new information into a ‘running tally’ of one’s current impression” (Lodge et al. 1989, pg. 401).  As such, individuals can efficiently integrate new information and update their opinion without having to recall every piece of evidence upon which they based their prior evaluation nor store the new piece of information into their memory.  


� Baviskar & Malone (2004) find that education and, to a lesser degree, income shape individuals’ conceptions of democracy, so that they are more likely to understand democracy in terms of means rather than ends.  Also, the researchers argue that these different conceptions encourage different evaluations of the development of a nation’s democracy.  


� Because HDI is a composite index, there may be some concern that it is not very representative of its individual components, particularly those of interest to this study.  However, the HDI variable boasts a very strong correlation with both the education index (.902) and GDP per capita index (.911) index.  In addition, I re-ran this regression substituting GDP per capita and education rankings for HDI, and the results remained largely the same.  These results can be attained by emailing the author.


� The World Bank constructs its governance indicators based on 352 individual variables measuring different dimensions of governance, taken from 37 different sources that were prepared by 31 different organizations.  


� Although many of these countries cannot be considered full or even partial democracies, the vast majority of these countries’ governments do entertain some limited degree of democratic practices.  For example, of the 74 countries included in this analysis, 73 hold some form of regular elections of government officials.  Moreover, just because the international community does not consider many of these countries to be democracies does not necessarily prohibit the leaders of these same countries from glorifying and propagandizing their democratic virtues to their own populations.  On that point, on its own website, the Chinese government proudly describes itself as “the basic unit of the people's political power; it follows the principle of democratic centralism, i.e., it guarantees that the people enjoy extensive democracy and rights, at the same time guaranteeing that state power is exercised in a centralized and unified way” (http://www.china.org.cn/).  Moreover, it is this very disjuncture between how a government defines both itself and democracy in general and how that same government’s (un)democratic character is perceived by a global audience that I argue to be a central component driving the Internet’s effect on democratic satisfaction.


� See Appendix 3 for full regression results.


� A normal probability plot of the studentized residuals confirms that the model’s residuals are normally distributed.  In addition, plotting Cook’s distances on leverages does reveal a significant and influential outlier in the case of Malaysia.  However, excluding Malaysia from the analysis actually strengthens the correlation between the Internet and its interaction term with democratic satisfaction.  


� In this figure, the x-axis represents a forty-percentage point increase in Internet penetration rates.  The y-axis represents a 100-percentage point change in satisfaction with democracy.   Note: The y-axis does not represent the actual predicted percentage-levels of satisfied citizens in these nations, but instead the predicted change in satisfaction in each country in terms of a 100-percentage point scale.  


� See Appendix 3 for full regression results.


� This regression also includes dummy variables for each of the nations encompassed by this dataset, in order to control for potential country-level effects that the other variables do not capture.  For the sake of brevity, I am not reporting the coefficients for the country dummies, but these results can be attained by emailing the author.  


� For full regression results, please refer to Appendix 4.  


� However, a recent study suggests that, once the “gray market” is taken into account, actual unemployment rates are more likely around 20% (U.S. Department of State 2005).   


� The majority of participants in both the experimental and control groups had used the Internet previous to participating in the experiment.  This is because it was very difficult to find individuals that had never used the Internet before yet wanted to start (i.e. those who hadn’t figured out a way to get online yet generally had no interest in getting online at all).  So, the majority of participants in both the Internet and experimental groups could be described as infrequent and irregular users of the Internet (generally due to financial constraints) whom wished to increase their accessibility to the Internet.  


� The results of this t-test are located in Appendix 5.


� Full regression results are located in Appendix 6.


� I did not conduct a Sobel’s Test for a potential mediating effect of national pride in the experiment results, however, since the Sobel’s Test is not recommended for small sample sizes.  


� Individuals that agreed with statement A were assigned a value of 1, individuals that agreed with statement B were assigned a 0, with those that answered “don’t agree with either” assigned a 0.5.  I also ran this analysis excluding individuals that answered “don’t agree with either” (“don’t know” answers were still excluded), and general results remained largely the same.


� The full results of the t-test are found in Appendix 7.


� In the event that the same country was covered in 2002 and 2003, for consistency’s sake, I opted to include the 2002 values in this dataset.  This decision was made because, when I was building this dataset, the World Bank did not yet provide 2003 indicators for the VA and GE variables. 


� In the event that the same country was covered in 2002 and 2003, for consistency’s sake data from the 2002 survey was chosen for this dataset.  This decision was made because when I was building this dataset, the World Bank did not yet provide 2003 indicators for the VA and GE variables. 


� Whereas the Asiabarometer study constructed their education variable according to level of schooling attained, the Eurobarometer survey only recorded the age at which the respondent reported finishing their education.  To resolve this, I attempted to best approximate the cut-off ages of the categories allowed by the Asiabarometer survey and apply these same age cut-offs to the Eurobarometer data to build a somewhat consistent measure of education across the two surveys.  


� As a consequence of including the country dummies, the country-level GE and PFI variables dropped out of the regression—most likely because the effect of these variables were already captured by the country dummies.  


� Each of these regressions include country dummies, the results of which are not reported here for brevity’s sake.
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