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ABSTRACT 

This study deals with the quality of democracy, and its purpose is to examine 

which factors affect the varying levels of the quality of democracy in the stable 

democracies in the world. The research question posited in the study is: what 

explains the varying levels of the quality of democracy in the democratic countries 

in the world, and do political institutions matter? Theoretically, the quality of 

democracy is distinguished from other similar concepts employed in comparative 

politics, and what the quality of democracy stands for is clarified. The quality of 

democracy is defined in this study as: the level of legitimacy in a democratic 

system with respect to democratic norms such as political participation, political 

competition, political equality, and rule of law. In total, four dimensions of the 

quality of democracy are included that are considered to be very important 

dimensions of the quality of democracy. These dimensions are political 

participation, political competition, political equality, and the rule of law. To 

explain the variation in the quality of democracy, an explanatory model has been 

developed. The explanatory model consists of five different groups of independent 

variables: political institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural 

variables, historical variables, and physical variables. Methodologically, a large-n, 

outcome-centric research design is employed and statistical analysis is used to 

examine what effect the five groups of independent variables have on the four 

dimensions of the quality of democracy. Empirically, the results show that cultural 

variables and political institutional variables outperform socioeconomic, historical, 

and physical variables in relation to their effect on the quality of democracy. 

Consequently, cultural and political institutional variables are the two most 

important groups of variables when explaining the variation in the quality of 

democracy in the democratic countries in the world. In relation to the other groups 

of variables, historical variables are slightly more important than socioeconomic 

variables when explaining the variation in the quality of democracy. The physical 

variables constitute the group of variables that has the least importance out of the 
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five groups of variables when explaining the variation in the quality of democracy. 

In summary, the findings from the study show that the best way of increasing the 

level of the quality of democracy may be to choose political institutions such as 

parliamentarism as the executive power system and a proportional system as the 

electoral system. To put this clearly, to increase the possibility of democratic 

countries achieving a high level of the quality of democracy they should avoid 

majority electoral systems and presidential or semipresidential executive systems. 

 

Keywords: quality of democracy, stable democracies, political institutions, political 

participation, political competition, political equality, rule of law 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

Numerous political scientists have through the years studied different aspects of 

political performance (see e.g. Powell 1982; Putnam 1993; Lijphart 1999). The object 

of this study is to focus on a specific aspect of political performance, namely the 

quality of democracy. Studies of the quality of democracy can be seen as the third 

generation of democratization studies. During the later part of the twentieth 

century, the issue of democracy and democratization has been a major issue in 

political science. The first generation of democratization studies concentrated on 

transitions from dictatorships to democratic regimes, and the second generation of 

studies concentrated on the consolidation of democracy. Nowadays, when many 

countries in the world are consolidated democracies, the focus in research has 

shifted to the quality of the democracy in these countries (see e.g. Mazzuca 2010). 

Thus, a growing interest in the quality of the democracy has appeared to the 

agenda of political science (see Roberts 2010 for an overview). A normative view of 

democracy and democratization implies that countries should: 1) be democracies, 

2) develop to become consolidated democracies, and 3) develop a high level of the 

quality of democracy. In this study I adopt the view that democracy is a type of 

regime and that in democratic regimes the democratic qualities of these regimes 

can be examined.  

 

The concept quality of democracy has been given different meanings in the 

research literature. As early as 1968 Lijphart (1968, 8) discussed the concept quality 

of democracy, and in 1993 he (Lijphart 1993, 149) defined it as: “The term ‘quality’ 

refers to the degree to which a system meets such democratic norms as 

representativeness, accountability, equality and participation.” Other researchers 

have used other definitions of the quality of democracy, and for example Altman 

and Pérez-Liñán (2002) used the following definition: “By quality of democracy is 

meant the extent to which any given polyarchy actualizes its potential as a political 

regime.” Diamond and Morlino (2005) defined the quality of democracy as: “one 

that provides its citizens a high degree of freedom, political equality, and popular 

control over public policies and policy makers through the legitimate and lawful 

functioning of stable institutions.” Andreev’s (2005, 3) definition was: “the QoD 

can be defined as a relatively stable and legitimate arrangement, which conforms 

to the basic principles of democracy: competition, participation and representation, 

as well as to accountability and political equality.” In terms of dimensions and 

indicators, researchers have identified several different ways to measure the 

quality of democracy. Examples of dimensions that have been used are electoral 

participation, political equality, responsiveness, and the rule of law. Voter turnout, 

women’s representation in parliaments, satisfaction with democracy, and 
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corruption are examples of indicators that have been used to measure the quality 

of democracy. 

 

In this study, the variation in the quality of democracy and what affects it are of 

interest, and the initial research question posed is: Why do some democratic countries 

in the world have a high level of quality of democracy when others do not? Some 

democracies have a voter turnout of 90% or more in national parliamentary 

elections, whereas other democracies have a voter turnout of less than 40%. Some 

democracies have over 40% female representation in national parliaments, while 

other democracies have zero (0%). What can explain this variation? Is it, as Lijphart 

(1999) found, that political institutions greatly affect the variation in the quality of 

democracy, or are there other factors such as socioeconomic, cultural, historical, or 

physical factors, or a combination of these that can explain the variation in the 

quality of democracy? On the basis of the initial research question posed above, the 

purpose of this study is to explain the variation in the quality of democracy in the 

world’s contemporary democracies. And following Lijphart’s findings, the study 

will start from the assumption that political institutions matter in relation to the 

quality of democracy. More precisely, the research question in this study is as 

follows: What explains the varying levels of the quality of democracy in the democratic 

countries in the world, and do political institutions matter? 

 

Why is it important to study the quality of democracy? 

A generally accepted norm nowadays is that countries are expected to be 

democracies. However, it is not enough to have achieved democratic status; 

democracies are also expected to establish a high degree of quality of democracy. 

In a democratic system legitimacy is important, and Diamond (1996, 112) pointed 

out that democracy depends on popular legitimacy much more than any other 

form of government does. And, similarly, Lipset (1994, 7) wrote that, “Political 

stability in democratic systems cannot rely on force. The alternative to force is 

legitimacy, an accepted systemic ‘title to rule.’” To ensure the legitimacy of a 

democratic system, it is important to achieve a high degree of quality of 

democracy, since a low degree of quality of democracy would be a serious 

democratic problem. Political participation through voting is a cornerstone of a 

democratic system. If voter turnout is low, the legitimacy of the election and the 

democratic system can come into question. In a representative democratic system, 

it is important that men and women are politically represented in similar 

proportions and on equal terms. Where the political representation is 

disproportionate and on unequal terms, the democratic system can come into 

question. Similarly, in a democratic system all citizens should be fairly and 

equitably treated by public officials. In a system where corruption occurs, all 
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citizens are not treated fairly and equitably by public officials, and the democratic 

system can be questioned. As these examples illustrate, it is both important and 

necessary to investigate why the democratic countries in the world vary to such a 

large extent in relation to these values of democratic norms that equal the quality 

of democracy.  

 

Are there gaps in the literature in the research field? 

A number of researchers have previously discussed and measured the quality of 

democracy, for example Lijphart (1999), Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002), Diamond 

and Morlino (2005), and Stålfors (2008). Lijphart’s study dealt with the contrast 

between the majoritarian and consensus models of democracy. Lijphart mapped 36 

countries in a two-dimensional field: the executive-parties dimension and the 

federal-unitary dimension. Lijphart used 16 indicators when he compared the level 

of the quality of democracy in consensus democracies and majoritarian 

democracies. Lijphart found that consensus democracies on the executive-parties 

dimension had higher levels of quality of democracy when compared with 

majoritarian democracies. Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) measured and compared 

the quality of democracy in 18 Latin-American countries. Altman and Pérez-Liñán 

showed that Uruguay had the highest degree of the quality of democracy of the 18 

Latin-American countries, followed by Costa Rica and Chile. Guatemala, followed 

by Mexico and Colombia, were the countries that had the lowest degree of the 

quality of democracy of the 18 Latin-American countries.  

 

In the book Assessing the Quality of Democracy (2005), edited by Diamond and 

Morlino, six binary comparisons concerning the quality of democracy of two 

countries from the same region were presented, with 12 countries all together. The 

binary comparisons comprised Brazil and Chile, South Africa and Ghana, Italy and 

Spain, Romania and Poland, India and Bangladesh, and Taiwan and Korea. For 

example López-Pintor and Morlino examined and compared the quality of 

democracy in the two Western European countries, Italy and Spain. They found 

that the quality of democracy was somewhat higher in Spain than in Italy. 

Mungiu-Pippidi compared the quality of democracy in the two countries in 

Eastern Europe, Poland and Romania. Mungiu-Pippidi found that the quality of 

democracy was higher in Poland than in Romania. Stålfors, in his thesis (2008), 

examined inter alia the quality of democracy in 16 Central and Eastern European 

countries. Stålfors employed 14 indicators of the quality of democracy, and he 

found that consensus democracy in Central and Eastern Europe had no strong, 

clear effect on the quality of democracy as was the case in Western countries.  

 



4 

It can be established that the previous research, discussed above, has found a 

variation in the quality of democracy in different countries. However, the majority 

of this research has not explained the causes behind the variation in the quality of 

democracy. And in the studies in which researchers have made an attempt to 

explain the causes for the variation in the quality of democracy, they have not used 

any common explanatory model. For example, Lijphart (1999) found that 

consensus democracies had higher levels of quality of democracy when compared 

with majoritarian democracies, but Lijphart did not explain why this was the case. 

In Diamond and Morlino’s book (2005), in all six binary comparisons, a variation in 

the level of the quality of democracy was found. However, the causes behind the 

variation was not commented on at any length, and Diamond and Morlino (2005, 

xxxvi) concluded that “the empirical analysis does not suggest any relevant 

conclusion.” Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) found a variation in the quality of 

democracy in Latin-American countries. Based on a multivariate regression 

analysis, they found that democratic tradition and satisfaction with democracy 

were positively related with quality of democracy, whereas political violence was 

negatively related. However, Altman and Pérez-Liñán did not control their 

findings with any control variables such as political institutional variables or 

socioeconomic variables. Stålfors (2008) concluded that consensus democracy in 

Central and Eastern Europe did not have the positive effect on the level of the 

quality of democracy that it had in Western countries, but he did not explain why 

the variation in the quality of democracy in Central and Eastern Europe occurred.  

 

Another failure in previous research is that the authors have not agreed on one 

definition of the quality of democracy, and some researchers have used the concept 

quality of democracy in empirical research without defining it (see e.g. Lijphart 

1999; Stålfors 2008).1 In addition, researchers have not used the same dimensions 

and indicators when they have measured the quality of democracy. This failure is 

emphasized by Andreev (2005, 4; 2008, 99), who stated that “students of 

democracy have not been very rigorous when selecting and combining various 

indicators of how to measure the QoD.” Therefore it is difficult to compare 

different research results concerning the quality of democracy when different 

definitions and measurements have been used in different studies. There are also 

examples where previous studies have had opposing opinions on whether the 

same empirical indicator would be treated as a measure of the quality of 

democracy, or instead would be treated as an independent variable that could 

explain the variation in the quality of democracy. Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) 

                                                           
1 As mentioned earlier, Lijphart defined the quality of democracy in his study from 1993 (Constitutional 

Choices for New Democracies), but in his study from 1999 (Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms 

and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries) no definition of the quality of democracy was given. 
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used the survey question “satisfaction with democracy” as an independent 

variable when their index of the quality of democracy was used as a dependent 

variable. On the other hand, Lijphart (1999, 286) and Stålfors (2008, 184-187) used 

the survey question “satisfaction with democracy” as an indicator of the quality of 

democracy. Therefore, it is obvious that previous studies on the quality of 

democracy have not agreed on whether a survey question about satisfaction with 

democracy is an indicator of the quality of democracy or whether it is an 

independent variable that can explain the variation in the quality of democracy. 

Moreover, previous studies have not differentiated the concept quality of 

democracy from other performance and quality concepts in comparative politics. A 

further shortcoming is that a limited number of countries have been included in 

previous research, and therefore it is not possible to generalize the results of these 

studies to cover more democratic countries in the world. Thus there are still many 

questions that remain unanswered concerning the quality of democracy. 

 

To summarize, among the identified shortcomings in previous literature on the 

quality of democracy, the following aspects may be regarded as the most 

outstanding: 

 

 No systematic attempts to explain the variation in the quality of 

democracy 

 No consensus on what constitutes the quality of democracy 

 Limited number of countries covered 

 

This study aims to contribute by bridging these gaps by: 

 

 Providing a systematic attempt to explain the variation in the quality of 

democracy 

 Clarifying what constitutes the quality of democracy 

 Extending the number of countries covered 

 

What can explain the variation in the quality of democracy; do 
political institutions matter? 

Whether political institutions matter is a research question that has been examined 

in several studies in political science over the years (see e.g. Roller 2005; Lederman 

et al. 2005), and many previous studies have found that different institutional 

arrangements matter for different types of political performance. For example 

Powell (1982, 54) stated that “[e]lements in constitutional design have a substantial 

impact on democratic performance.” If institutions matter for the quality of 
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democracy, then they can thus be seen as the subject of a pertinent research 

question. More precisely, are political institutions an important determinant of the 

quality of democracy? The assumption that they are is mainly based on Lijphart’s 

(1999) study, in which two patterns of political institutions, consensus democracies 

and majoritarian democracies, were shown to have different effects on the quality 

of democracy (see also Lijphart 1984; 1994). Lijphart (1999) started from an 

empirical institutionalism approach when he developed his theory concerning 

different types of democracy models. Lijphart’s focus was on the institutional 

design, and the study dealt with the contrast between the majoritarian and the 

consensus models of democracy. Lijphart used two different dimensions (the 

executive-parties dimension and the federal-unitary dimension) when he described 

the differences between majority and consensus democracy.2 Lijphart also 

analyzed the consequences of the differences between the two models of 

democracy. Employing bivariate regression analysis where the independent 

variable was the degree of consensus democracy on the executive-parties 

dimension, Lijphart analyzed and examined the association between consensus 

democracy (executive-parties dimension) and the quality of democracy.3 In 

general, Lijphart found that consensus democracies had higher levels of quality of 

democracy compared with majoritarian democracies.4  

 

There are authors who do not support Lijphart’s assumptions concerning 

consensus democracies’ effect on the quality of democracy. For example Inglehart 

and Welzel (2005, 279, 281) were of a different opinion than Lijphart concerning the 

relationship between consensus democracy and gender equality. Inglehart and 

Welzel found that the correlation between consociationalism and the Gender 

Empowerment Index for 2000 was insignificant. Inglehart and Welzel showed that 

evidence from their study does not support Lijphart’s assumption that countries 

with a high level of consociationalism have a higher level of gender equality than 

countries with a lower level of consociationalism.5 Their findings show inter alia 

that countries such as Switzerland, Belgium, and the Netherlands, which have a 

                                                           
2 For the majoritarian model of democracy, Lijphart interchangeably used the term Westminster model. 
3 Lijphart also analyzed and examined the association between consensus democracy and two further 

groups of performance indicators: 1) macroeconomic management and the control of violence and 2) 

kinder and gentler qualities. 
4 An extended review of Lijphart’s study can be found in chapter 2.  
5 In early studies, Lijphart used the term consociational democracy, but in later studies he shifted to use 

the term consensus democracy. In the literature of comparative politics, the two terms are often used 

synonymously (see e.g. Armingeon 2002, 86). However, Lijphart (1984, xiv) argued that there are 

differences between the two, and for example he demonstrated that consociational democracy consists 

of four characteristics, whereas consensus democracy first comprised eight characteristics (see Lijphart 

1984) and was later enlarged to comprise 10 characteristics (see Lijphart 1999). See e.g. Lijphart (1969) 

for a discussion about consociational democracy. 
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high level of consociationalism, have a lower level of gender equality than 

countries such as Canada and New Zealand, which have a low level of 

consociationalism.  

 

In a study that is based on 22 OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development) countries, Armingeon (2002) argued that there were no reasons why 

consociational democracies should have more political participation or should be 

kinder and gentler than other democracies. He (Armingeon 2002, 99) concluded 

that consensus democracy “does not lead to a kinder, gentler and better 

democracy”.6 Armingeon criticized Lijphart’s selection of countries because of their 

different levels of socioeconomic development. Armingeon suggested that some of 

the effect of consensus democracy could be an effect of modernity (Armingeon 

2002, 88). Armingeon’s most serious critique relates to alternative explanations and 

the use of control variables. Lijphart used, for example, the human development 

index and population size as control variables, but Armingeon suggested that 

Lijphart should have used more control variables in his research (Armingeon 2002, 

89-92). Lijphart (2002) replied to Armingeon’s critique concerning the absence of 

control variables by saying that he used different control variables, for example 

when he tested the effect of consensus democracy on voter turnout he used control 

variables for compulsory voting and frequency of voting. In another critique, 

Vatter (2009) discussed Lijphart’s selection of countries and concluded that more of 

the consensus countries are economically advanced countries than the majoritarian 

countries. Another criticism of Lijphart is that he did not explore the causal link for 

the positive relationship between consensus democracies and the quality of 

democracy.  

 

Even if some researchers do not support Lijphart’s assumptions about the effect of 

consensus democracy on the quality of democracy, I find it appropriate to start 

from the assumption that political institutions matter when the variation in the 

quality of democracy in the world’s democracies is to be examined. Even though 

this study has the ambition of examining whether political institutions matter in 

relation to the variation in the quality of democracy, it is also relevant to include 

other explanatory factors such as, for example, cultural factors and socioeconomic 

factors, and to examine to what extent these factors matter in relation to the 

variation in the quality of democracy.  

 

                                                           
6 Lijphart (1999, 294) included four areas of government activity when he measured kinder and gentler 

qualities: social welfare, protection of the environment, criminal justice, and foreign aid. 
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Structure of the study 

In chapter 2, the theoretical framework of the study is outlined. The 

methodological framework is presented in chapter 3. Chapters 4 to 7 consist of 

empirical chapters where four dimensions of the quality of democracy are 

examined. The research strategy of the study is to concentrate on examining one 

dimension of the quality of democracy using a similar explanatory model in each 

of the empirical chapters.7 The quality of democracy is the dependent variable in 

these four chapters, and the purpose is to explain the variation in the quality of 

democracy.8 In chapter 4, the political participation dimension of the quality of 

democracy is analyzed, and the indicator of that dimension is voter turnout in 

parliamentary elections. Chapter 5 deals with the political competition dimension 

of the quality of democracy, and the indicator employed is party competition. 

Chapter 6 is about the equality dimension of the quality of democracy. The 

equality dimension is measured with two indicators: with one elected body, 

women’s representation in parliaments, and one unelected body, women’s 

representation in governments. Chapter 7 deals with the rule of law dimension of 

the quality of democracy, and the indicator of that dimension is the level of 

corruption. Each of the empirical chapters (4-7), where the four dimensions of the 

quality of democracy are examined, starts with a theoretical framework followed 

by empirical tests and ends with a conclusion. In chapter 8, which is the final 

empirical chapter, I will aggregate the four dimensions into a single measure of the 

quality of democracy, and the summary measure will be used as a dependent 

variable. In the final chapter, chapter 9, the results of the study will be 

summarized.  

                                                           
7 An alternative research strategy is to concentrate on one group of explanatory factors in each empirical 

chapter (see e.g. Teorell 2010). In this study I will include several groups of explanatory factors in each 

empirical chapter, and therefore I prefer to concentrate on examining one dimension of the quality of 

democracy in each of the empirical chapters 4 to 7.   
8 Of course it may also be relevant to apply the quality of democracy as an independent variable and 

examine if the quality of democracy matters for economic growth, human development, and political 

stability (see e.g. Altman and Castiglioni 2009). However, in this study the focus is on the quality of 

democracy as a dependent variable. 
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CHAPTER 2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

Introduction 

This chapter contains three sections and it has three distinctive objectives. The first 

is to distinguish the quality of democracy from other similar concepts employed in 

comparative politics. The second objective is to clarify what quality of democracy 

stands for. The final objective is to outline a model that will make it possible to 

examine the variation in the quality of democracy among the set of democracies 

included in this study. 

  

Evaluating political systems 

In the comparative politics literature, different concepts of performance and the 

quality of a political system are employed; for example democratic performance, 

government performance, political performance, the quality of democracy, and the 

quality of government have all been written about. However, there is no common 

standard as to what the different concepts mean and what they stand for since the 

concepts have been understood and treated in different ways. This part of the 

study makes an effort to clarify how concepts like performance and the quality of a 

political system are related to each other and suggests that they may be subsumed 

under the common heading of evaluating political systems. The thesis put forward 

here is that democratic performance is best understood as an aspect of the input 

process of the political system, whereas government performance is best 

understood as an aspect of the output process of the political system.  

What is a political system? 

Before a discussion about different political performance concepts, it is necessary 

to discuss what a political system and political performance stand for. Almond et 

al. (1996, 28-29) give the following definition of a political system: “The political 

system is a set of institutions concerned with formulating and implementing the 

collective goals of a society or of groups within it.” They go on to say that, 

“political systems have institutions, agencies, or structures, such as political parties, 

parliaments, bureaucracies, and courts, which carry on specific activities, or 

perform functions, which in turn enable the political system to formulate and 

enforce its politics.” Concerning political performance, they (Almond et al. 1996, 

39) write that “We call the outputs of a political system—its extractions, 

distributions, regulations, and symbolic acts, its performance.” Eckstein (1971) said 

that political performance is about evaluation. He (Eckstein 1971, 8) stated that 

“Measuring political performance is, of course, inherently evaluative: a matter of 



10 

saying, on some basis, that a polity is doing well or badly, to one degree or 

another, in absolute terms or relative to other cases.” Thus, it can be seen that a 

political system has many functions and that one of these functions is the perform 

function; that function is called political performance. Based on Eckstein work 

(1971), when the political performance is measured it can be seen as the evaluation 

of the political process.9  

 

When political systems are evaluated, the concepts inputs, outputs, and outcomes 

are often discussed. Easton (1965, 32) presented a simplified model of a political 

system, and Figure 2.1 shows an expanded version of his model of a political 

system.  

 
Figure 2.1 Model of political system 
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(Based on Easton 1965, 32) 

 

The input side of the political system deals with access to the political power 

(demands and support), and the output side is about how the political power is 

exercised (decisions and actions). There is also a distinction between output and 

outcomes and, as Almond et al. (2004, 43) pointed out: “We have to distinguish 

between the efforts—the things a government does—and the actual outcome of 

these efforts.” Accordingly, outputs may be regarded as political decisions and 

actions, whereas outcomes can be seen as the results and the consequences of those 

political decisions and actions. A simplified outline of a cyclical flow in a political 

system can be outlined as follows. The political system is surrounded by the 

domestic and international environments. The system is influenced by its 

environment, and changes in the environment produce new inputs (demands and 

                                                           
9 See also Dahl (1967) for a discussion about the evaluation of political systems. 
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support). The new demands and supports are considered in the political system, 

and when new political decisions and actions are taken this leads to new outputs. 

When the new results and consequences (outcomes) interact with the system’s 

environment, new inputs are produced and a new cycle will start.10 An illustrative 

example of the flow in the political system is as follows: the politicians decide on 

the action of spending a specific sum of money on social expenditure (output) in a 

country. The results and the consequences (outcomes) of the decision and action 

from the politicians (in this case the level of social expenditure) can be measured 

with an indicator such as the level of infant mortality. The environment will then 

respond to these results (outcomes) and the political system will receive new 

inputs from its environment that will affect subsequent decisions and actions.  

Evaluating political systems: an overview 

In the late 1960s, Dahl (1967) called for political scientists to carry out evaluations 

of political systems. And in the 1990s and early 2000s especially, many studies that 

examined different kinds of political performance were produced. However, only a 

few studies have tried to clarify the different concepts that make up political 

performance (see e.g. Foweraker and Krznaric 2000). Political performance is a 

broad concept, and before it is possible to arrive at a categorization, it necessary to 

review some of the literature dealing with political performance to elucidate how 

the concept has been dealt with in earlier research and which indicators have been 

used. Therefore I will, to start with, review some studies, both theoretical and 

empirical, that have employed different performance concepts in comparative 

politics and analyze their treatment of the performance concept.  

 

In a pioneering study of political performance from 1982, Powell investigated 

political performance in 29 contemporary democracies. He focused on three 

dimensions of political performance: citizen participation, government stability, 

and political order (absence of turmoil and violence). Powell (1982, 28) included 

performance measures such as voting turnout, executive durability, executive 

control of the legislature, rioting, and deaths caused by political violence. In his 

study he investigated the effects of environments, institutions, and party systems 

on political performance. Powell also identified three democratic performance 

goals, namely civil liberties, political competition, and responsiveness. Powell 

(1982, 200) reached the conclusion that democracies in general fulfilled these 

performance goals.  

 

Two classic studies in political science that also deal with political performance are 

Putnam’s Making Democracy Work (1993) and Lijphart’s Patterns of Democracy 

                                                           
10 For further discussion about political system see e.g. Almond et al. (1996, 2004) and Easton (1965).  
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(1999). In the majority of the studies of political performance, the object of the 

studies is the macro level comparing different countries. Putnam, however, studied 

regions of Italy, and therefore his focus was on the subnational level. Putnam 

(1993, 63) enquired into the causes of institutional success and failure, and his 

purpose was to evaluate the policy processes, policy pronouncements, and policy 

implementations of each regional government. Putnam (1993, 65) employed 12 

indicators of government effectiveness when he compared the institutional 

performance in 20 regions in Italy. These indicators were cabinet stability, budget 

promptness, statistical and information services, reform legislation, legislative 

innovation, day- care centers, family clinics, industrial policy instruments, 

agricultural spending capacity, local health unit expenditures, housing and urban 

development, and bureaucratic responsiveness. Based on the 12 indicators, Putnam 

(1993, 74) created a summary index that he called the Index of Institutional 

Performance. 

 

In Lijphart’s study from 1999, in which he described two types of democracies, 

consensus and majoritarian ones, he also compared the two types of democracies 

with respect to different measurements of political performance (see Lijphart 1999 

chaps. 15 and 16). In general, Lijphart established that consensus democracies 

outperform majoritarian democracies in terms of different types of performance. 

His indicators cover many different performance areas and he divided the types of 

performance indicators into three groups.11 Lijphart named the first group of 

performance indicators macroeconomic management and the control of violence. 

The group consisted of 19 macroeconomic indicators and four indicators of 

violence. In the first group of performance indicators, economic growth, GDP 

(Gross Domestic Product) deflator, the consumer price index, unemployment, 

strike activity, budget deficits, riots, and political deaths, for example, were 

included. The second group of performance indicators was called the quality of 

democracy and it consisted of 16 indicators including, for example, Dahl’s 

democracy rating, Vanhanen’s index of democratization, women’s parliamentary 

representation, women’s cabinet representation, Wilensky’s rating of the family 

policy, rich–poor ratio, decile ratio, and voter turnout. The third group of 

indicators Lijphart designated as kinder and gentler qualities, and he identified 

four different areas in that group of performance, namely social welfare, the 

protection of the environment, criminal justice, and foreign aid. In total, 10 

indicators were included in this group, for example a welfare state index, social 

expenditure, an energy efficiency index, a death penalty score, the foreign aid 

level, and an aid versus defense index. 

 

                                                           
11 Some indicators were used in two different time periods. 
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In her book, The Performance of Democracies: Political Institutions and Public 

Policy, Roller studied political performance in 21 OECD countries. Roller (2005, 9) 

intended her study to deal with a specific dimension of political performance, 

namely effectiveness. She (2005, 3) began by saying that “Effectiveness is a criterion 

for evaluating political performance, and it refers to the degree to which desired 

goals are achieved through political action.” Her model of political effectiveness 

included five policy areas: foreign policy, domestic security policy, economic 

policy, social policy, and environmental policy. In her analysis she left out the 

foreign policy area, and the study employed in total 14 outcome indicators of 

effectiveness in the other four policy areas mentioned above. In the domestic 

security policy area, Roller included the indicators murder and manslaughter, 

robbery, and burglary. In the economic policy area, gross domestic product, 

unemployment rate, and inflation rate were used as indicators, and in the social 

policy area the infant mortality rate, and the poverty rate were included as 

indicators. Finally, in the environmental policy area, Roller used six indicators: 

emissions of sulphur oxides, emissions of nitrogen oxides, emissions of carbon 

dioxide, municipal waste production, fertilizer use, and water consumption. She 

(2005, 179) also designed a summary performance index that consisted of 

indicators from all four policy areas (General Political Effectiveness).  

 

Lane and Ersson (2000; 2002) have also studied political performance. In Lane and 

Ersson’s study (2000), the impact of institutions on variation in performance was 

examined and a number of output and outcome indicators were included as 

dependent variables. They (Lane and Ersson 2000, 65) applied five output 

indicators, namely central government revenue, general government consumption, 

central government deficits, social security benefit expenditures, and military 

spending. They employed 12 outcome indicators; examples of such indicators were 

inflation rates, the human development index, income distribution, the level of 

democracy, female representation in politics, political protest and violence, and the 

level of corruption. Lane and Ersson (2002) also enquired into whether there were 

institutional effects on performance, and indicators such as GDP/capita, the human 

development index, social security payments, central government revenue, the 

Gini index, and female representation in parliaments were used as performance 

indicators. 

 

In several articles Foweraker and Krznaric (2000; 2001; 2003) and Foweraker and 

Landman (2002) discuss the concept of liberal democratic performance. Foweraker 

and Krznaric (2000) saw the concept liberal democratic performance as the delivery 

of liberal democratic values and not as a regime’s longevity or governmental 

efficacy. Foweraker and Krznaric (2000, 760; 2003, 314) followed Lijphart (1993, 

149) and argued that liberal democratic performance “refers to the degree to which 
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a system meets such democratic norms as representativeness, accountability, 

equality and participation.” They also made a distinction between democratic 

performance and government performance, and suggested that “studies that focus 

on macroeconomic management, including rates of growth, inflation and 

unemployment, or on social policy and welfare provision, or even on executive 

stability and political violence can be understood as comparing ‘government 

performance’ in general rather than democratic performance in particular” 

(Foweraker and Landman 2002, 45). They also constructed a database for liberal 

democratic performance (see e.g. Foweraker and Krznaric 2001, 11) in which the 

democratic values were divided into two subgroups of values: institutional values 

and legal values. The set of institutional values consists of accountability, 

representation, constraint and participation, and the set of legal values captures 

political rights, civil rights, property rights, and minority rights. In yet another 

article, published in 2009, Altman and Castiglioni examined the impact of 

democracy and democratic quality on human development. When they measured 

democracy they employed the Polity IV (Polity variable) measure, and to measure 

democratic quality they employed the indicator voter turnout. To measure human 

development they employed three indicators: adult illiteracy, life expectancy, and 

infant mortality rates.  

 

In the 2000s the research about good governance and the quality of government 

has increased in terms of funding and the number of publications.12 To cite one 

example, in the Quality of Government Institute at the University of Gothenburg, a 

research team is concentrating its research on the quality of government. However, 

there are different opinions as to what is meant by the quality of government and 

good governance and how to measure it. Holmberg et al. (2009, 136-137) stated that 

good governance is a broad concept and that there is not yet any standard 

definition of what good governance or quality of government (QoG) is. In a similar 

vein, Charron and Lapuente (2010, 454) asserted that there is no perfect indicator to 

capture the concept QoG. Kaufmann et al. (1999), however, defined governance as 

“the traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised. This 

includes (1) the process by which governments are selected, monitored and 

replaced, (2) the capacity of the government to effectively formulate and 

implement sound policies, and (3) the respect of citizens and the state for the 

institutions that govern economic and social interactions among them.” This 

definition of governance can be understood as being very broad.13 Rothstein and 

Teorell (2008, 171) used a more narrow definition of the quality of government, 

                                                           
12 Good governance and quality of government are often used synonymously; see e.g. Rothstein and 

Teorell (2008, 166). 
13 For several other definitions of governance and good governance, see e.g. Grindle (2007, 556-557). 
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and they rejected the idea that public policies should be included in a definition of 

the quality of government. Rothstein and Teorell (2008, 161, 171) maintained that a 

key feature of QoG is impartiality in the exercise of public authority, and they 

defined quality of government as “the impartiality of institutions that exercise 

government authority.” Hence, in their view, the exercise of power is a main 

criterion for QoG. Longo (2008, 194), however, objected and suggested “that 

impartiality is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for producing QoG”, and 

his (Longo 2008, 195) opinion was that actual and potential results of policies 

should be included in the attributes of QoG.  

 

There are also different opinions on which indicators should be used to measure 

the quality of government. For example Holmberg (2007, 5) wrote that “The World 

Bank’s government effectiveness indicator is on the face of it one of the best 

available measures of quality of government.” Holmberg et al. (2009) later 

included three indicators of QoG in their study, namely the World Bank’s 

Government Effectiveness Index, its Rule of Law Index, and Transparency 

International’s Corruption Perceptions Index. Holmberg et al. (2009) asserted that 

these three indicators have been widely used as indicators of QoG. Thus, with 

regard to the indicator Government Effectiveness (GE), which is often used as an 

indicator of the quality of government, Kaufmann et al. (2010, 6) suggest that GE 

stands for “capturing perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of 

the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the 

quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the 

government’s commitment to such policies.” A slightly different understanding of 

QoG is proposed by Charron (2009, 9), who wrote that “the three core areas that 

serve as empirical proxies for government quality as a concept are low levels of 

corruption, high levels of bureaucratic quality and effectiveness, and strong 

democratic institutions and participation among a country’s citizens.” Charron 

(2009) used the average of three indicators from the International Country Risk 

Guide (ICRG) index as the main measure of the quality of government (rule of law, 

control of corruption, and bureaucratic quality).14 Another interpretation of QoG 

was outlined by Bäck and Hadenius (2008) when they examined the effect of 

democratization on the state’s administrative capacity. To measure democracy they 

used an average of the two democracy indexes Freedom House (political rights) 

and Polity IV. To measure the state’s administrative capacity they applied two 

measures, Bureaucracy Quality and Control of Corruption (from the ICRG). The 

two indicators were combined into an index of administrative capacity.  

 

                                                           
14 Charron (2009) also used alternative measures for QoG, such as corruption (Transparency 

International), government effectiveness (World Bank) and ICRG measure of corruption (separate).  



16 

This brief review of parts of the research literature clearly suggests that there is 

neither a consensus as to what concepts like democratic performance, government 

performance, political performance, quality of democracy, or quality of 

government stand for, nor a common understanding about which indicators to 

employ to measure these concepts. 

Evaluating political systems: a categorization  

After the review of different political performance studies, the next step will be to 

attempt to improve the understanding of the concept political performance 

through a categorization of its different components. Figure 2.2 exhibits how 

various categories of performance and quality concepts employed in comparative 

politics are related to the phenomenon of the evaluation of political systems.
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Figure 2.2 Evaluating political systems: inventory of various types 
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Naturally, the evaluation of political systems begins with the actions in these 

systems, and the main concept is therefore political performance. Thus, in a 

political system political performances occur, and these can be seen as types of 

political action. When political performance is studied it equals the evaluation of 

the political process. As the literature review showed, there have been different 

opinions about how political performance should be measured. For example 

Putnam (1993) preferred output variables when he measured performance in the 

regions in Italy. On the other hand, Roller (2005, 32) was hesitant to use output 

variables as indicators of political performance, and she used outcome variables 

instead, such as, for example, the poverty rate and the infant mortality rate when 

performance was measured. Others, such as Lijphart (1999) and Lane and Ersson 

(2000), used both output and outcome variables when they measured performance. 

However, my point of departure is that political performance should also be 

measured on the input side of the political system (see Figure 2.1), and therefore 

political performance can be measured with input variables, output variables, and 

outcome variables. Accordingly, political performance represents both the action 

on the input side and on the output side of the political system.  

 

As shown in Figure 2.2, the main concept political performance is divided into two 

different concepts, democratic performance and government performance. 

Democratic performance is mainly political performance on the input side of the 

political system, while government performance is mainly political performance on 

the output side of the political system. And the main difference between 

democratic performance and government performance is that democratic 

performance deals with levels of democracy and democratic norms, whereas 

government performance deals with impartiality of institutions, bureaucratic 

quality, macroeconomic management, and other kinds of policy performance such 

as, for example, the design of the welfare system.  

Democratic performance  

Concerning the concept democratic performance, I agree with Foweraker and 

Krznaric (2000, 759), who wrote that liberal democratic performance is about 

liberal democratic values and not about a regime’s longevity or governmental 

efficacy. In relation to Foweraker and Krznaric, I identify the concept democratic 

performance. I divide the concept democratic performance into two subconcepts, 

namely the level of democracy and the quality of democracy. The level of 

democracy refers to how democratic countries are (in terms of political rights 

and/or civil rights; indicators that can be used to measure the level of democracy 

are democracy indexes such as Freedom House and Polity IV). The quality of 

democracy is about democratic norms such as, for example, political participation, 
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political competition, and political equality. Other relevant aspects of the quality of 

democracy are, for example, accountability and the rule of law. This is a first 

preliminary classification of what quality of democracy stands for, and therefore I 

largely agree with Lijphart’s (1993, 149) definition of the concept: “The term 

‘quality’ refers to the degree to which a system meets such democratic norms as 

representativeness, accountability, equality, and participation.”  

Distinguishing between the level of democracy and the quality of democracy 

As I hinted before, I find it important and also necessary to distinguish the concept 

quality of democracy from other similar concepts such as the concept democracy 

(level of democracy). However, some researchers have classified democracy (the 

level of democracy) and the quality of democracy as similar concepts, and some 

studies have used the level of democracy as an indicator of the quality of 

democracy (see e.g. Lijphart 1999; Stålfors 2008). Therefore it is necessary and 

important to state my motives for distinguishing the two concepts. From a 

normative point of view, I maintain that countries should 1) be democracies, 2) 

develop to be consolidated democracies, and 3) develop a high level of the quality 

of democracy. Consequently, democracy itself is a type of political regime, and in 

democratic regimes the democratic qualities in these regimes can be examined. 

When evaluating democratic qualities in democratic regimes, such an inquiry may 

be classified as a study of the quality of democracy. These qualities refer to the 

norms and legitimacy of the democratic system. I will illustrate this with two 

examples of the difference between the level of democracy and the quality of 

democracy. In a democratic system one main criterion is the right to vote (see e.g. 

Dahl 1971), and when examining whether countries are democracies or not it is 

important to investigate whether countries allow their citizens to vote in elections. 

When the democratic quality is measured, only democratic countries are of 

interest; all democratic countries have fulfilled the criterion about the right to vote 

in an election, and therefore it is of no interest to examine the variation in the right 

to vote in democratic countries (there is no variation to explain). Instead, the 

interest from the perspective of the quality of democracy, in this example, is the 

legitimacy of the election. If voter turnout is low, the legitimacy of the election can 

come into question, and therefore an examination is made of how large a share of 

the population makes use of their right to vote. Hence the right to vote is a 

measure of democracy, and voter turnout is a measure of the quality of democracy.  

 

A second example of the difference between democracy and the quality of 

democracy is political competition. Another main criterion for a democracy is the 

right of political leaders to compete for support and the right of political leaders to 

compete for votes (see e.g. Dahl 1971). All democratic countries fulfill this criterion. 
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However, competition between parties is important for the legitimacy of a 

democratic system, and if there is a weak opposition the legitimacy of the system 

can be questioned. This means that it is important to measure the level of political 

competition in a democratic system; this is considered to be a measure of the 

quality of democracy. Thus, the right of political leaders to compete for support 

and votes is a criterion, and a measure, of democracy, whereas an examination of 

the level of the political competition in democratic systems is a measure of the 

quality of democracy. On the basis of these examples it is obvious that once 

countries fulfill the basic conditions of democracy in terms of  political rights (and 

civil rights depending on which definition of democracy is used), then it is relevant 

to examine the level of legitimacy and democratic norms in the democratic system; 

these stand for the quality of democracy. For this reason, if countries do not fulfill 

the basic conditions of democracy it is not relevant to measure the quality of 

democracy in these countries. Therefore studies of the quality of democracy start 

from democracy and only include democratic countries that have completed the 

process of democratic consolidation. To sum up: if democracy itself is included in 

the concept quality of democracy, it is not clear how democracy and the concept 

quality of democracy can be separated from each other.   

 

There are also other advantages of differentiating the level of democracy and the 

quality of democracy from each other. For example when democratic performance 

in similar countries, such as in Western democracies, is examined, almost all of 

them have very high levels of democracy when using measures of democracy such 

as Freedom House and Polity IV. Thus, the level of democracy fails to differentiate 

the level of democratic performance in Western democracies and therefore there is 

no reason to compare the level of democracy in these countries. On the other hand, 

when employing indicators of the quality of democracy, Western democracies do 

vary in their performance and therefore it is possible to examine the variation in 

democratic performance in similar countries such as the Western democracies by 

comparing the quality of democracy. 

Government performance 

The concept government performance is also divided into two subconcepts, 

namely government effectiveness and quality of government. The classification of 

the subconcept government effectiveness is, to a large extent, based on Roller’s 

(2005) political effectiveness concept, which is similar to Almond and Powell’s 

political productivity concept (see e.g. Almond et al. 1996). Roller (2005, 29) 

divided the concept of political effectiveness into five different policy areas: foreign 

policy, domestic security policy, economic policy, social policy (welfare state), and 

environmental policy. It seems to be the case that a large part of the government 
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performance measures fit into these five different policy areas (see Figure 2.2). 

Therefore I divide government effectiveness into the following five different 

subconcepts: foreign policy performance, domestic security policy performance, 

economic policy performance, social policy performance, and environmental 

policy performance.  

 

The other subconcept of government performance is quality of government (QoG). 

As discussed earlier, there is no common definition of the concept quality of 

government. In some ways the QoG can be understood as being similar to the 

government effectiveness concept; however, the measure bureaucratic quality is 

often included as a measure of QoG (see e.g. Bäck and Hadenius 2008; Charron 

2009), and also impartiality in the exercise of public authority has been considered 

as important for QoG (see e.g. Rothstein and Teorell 2008). As for example in 

Kaufmann et al.’s (1999) definition of quality of governance, the effectiveness of 

government is included in the definition, while for example Rothstein and Teorell 

(2008) do not include effectiveness of government in their definition of QoG. 

However, I argue that effectiveness cannot always be considered to be the same as 

bureaucratic quality and impartiality of institutions, and therefore I suggest that 

QoG will qualify as a subconcept of government performance on its own.15 

Quality of democracy and quality of government: similarity and diversity 

Let’s now take a look at the two quality concepts that are nowadays often used in 

comparative politics, the quality of democracy and the quality of government 

(good governance), and inquire into their similarity and their diversity. The quality 

of democracy is a subconcept of democratic performance and refers to legitimacy 

and democratic norms in a democratic system. The quality of government is a 

concept that is a subconcept of government performance and deals with the quality 

of bureaucracy and the impartiality of institutions. The quality of democracy is in 

general measured on the input side of the political system, whereas the quality of 

government is measured on the output side of the political system. However, there 

are indicators that have been used as indicators of both the quality of democracy 

and the quality of government. The best known example is presumably the 

indicator level of corruption. Even though the same indicator is used for the two 

different quality concepts, the indicator corruption is used for different purposes. 

When corruption is applied as an indicator of the quality of democracy it can be 

                                                           
15 I also include cabinet stability as a measure of QoG. Putnam (1993, 65) wrote that “institutional 

performance must be reasonably durable, not volatile.” And Putnam’s opinion (1993, 67) was that stable 

cabinets were able to pursue a coherent line of policy. Even if I do not consider cabinet stability as an 

ideal indicator of QoG, I see it as more relevant to include as a measure of QoG than to include it as a 

measure of any of the subconcepts of government effectiveness. 
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seen as an indicator of the level of legitimacy in a democratic system. A motive for 

including corruption as an indicator of the quality of democracy is therefore that in 

democratic systems all citizens should be fairly and equitably treated by public 

officials. And in systems where corruption occurs, all citizens are not treated fairly 

and equitably by public officials. When corruption is used as an indicator for the 

quality of government it is understood to be an indicator of bureaucratic quality 

and the impartiality of institutions, and for example Bäck and Hadenius (2008, 5) 

consider corruption as an indirect measure of the quality of administration. 

Comparing the categorization with the concepts in the reviewed studies 

Now it is time to compare how the categorization of political performance (the 

evaluation of political systems) in this study fits with the concepts utilized in the 

studies reviewed earlier. Table 2.1 presents these studies and maps how they could 

be classified following the categorization of political performance developed in this 

study. 
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Table 2.1 Content of political performance 

 Democratic 

Performance 

 

 Government 

Performance 

 

Studies Level of 

Democracy 

Quality of 

Democracy 

Government 

Effectiveness 

Quality of 

Government 

Powell (1982)  X X X 

Putnam (1993)   X X 

Lijphart (1999) X X X  

Lane and Ersson 

(2000; 2002) 

X X X  

Foweraker and 

Krznaric (2003) 

X X X  

Roller (2005)   X  

Bäck and 

Hadenius (2008) 

X   X 

Altman and 

Castiglioni (2009) 

X X X  

Charron (2009)    X 

Holmberg et al. 

(2009) 

   X 

     

 

Starting with Powell’s (1982) study, his three dimensions of political performance, 

citizen voting participation, political order (absence of turmoil and violence), and 

government stability, constitute a mix of democratic performance and government 

performance. The first dimension, participation (voter turnout), is a dimension of 

democratic performance (quality of democracy) and the second dimension, 

political order (rioting, and deaths caused by political violence), can be seen as a 

dimension of government performance (government effectiveness, domestic 

security policy). Powell’s third dimension, government stability (executive 

durability and executive control of legislative), is also a dimension of government 

performance (quality of government). Putnam’s (1993) study of the regions of Italy 

can be classified as a study of government performance. The 12 indicators Putnam 

used for evaluating the policy processes, policy pronouncements, and policy 

implementation include indicators of both government effectiveness (reform 

legislation, legislative innovation, day-care centers, family clinics, industrial policy 

instruments, agricultural spending capacity, local health unit expenditures, and 

housing and urban development) and the quality of government (cabinet stability, 

budget promptness, statistical and information services, and bureaucratic 

responsiveness).  
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Lijphart’s (1999) performance dimensions and indicators also constitute a mix of 

democratic performance and government performance. Values such as electoral 

turnout, women’s representation in parliaments and governments (quality of 

democracy), and Dahl’s rating (level of democracy) are values of democratic 

performance, whereas values such as economic growth (economic policy), the 

welfare state index (social policy), energy efficiency (environment policy), and the 

death penalty (domestic security policy) are values of government performance 

(government effectiveness). Lane and Ersson’s (2000, 2002) performance indicators 

can also be seen as a mix of democratic performance and government performance. 

Indicators such as social security payments (social policy) and inflation rates 

(economic policy) are indicators of government performance (government 

effectiveness), while female representation in parliaments (quality of democracy) 

and the level of democracy (Freedom House) can be seen as indicators of 

democratic performance. The 21 performance indicators presented in Foweraker 

and Krznaric’s study (2003) contain both democratic performance and government 

performance indicators. On the one hand, there are democratic performance 

indicators such as political competition (size of legislature/number of seats of 

largest party), voter turnout in legislative and presidential elections, and women’s 

representation in parliaments that are indicators of the quality of democracy. 

Indicators such as trade union rights and government media censorship are 

indicators of democracy (level of democracy). On the other hand, military 

spending (domestic security policy) and the number of prisoners per 100,000 

inhabitants (domestic security policy) are indicators of government performance 

(government effectiveness).  

 

Roller’s study (2005), investigating different policy areas and including four 

subconcepts of government performance (domestic security policy performance, 

economic policy performance, social policy performance, and environmental 

policy performance), may be classified as a study about government performance 

(government effectiveness). Bäck and Hadenius’s (2008) study about democracy 

and state capacity is yet another study that deals with both democratic 

performance (level of democracy, political rights) and government performance 

(quality of government). Altman and Castiglioni’s (2009) study also covers both 

democratic performance and government performance. They employ Polity IV as 

an indicator of the level of democracy and voter turnout as an indicator of the 

quality of democracy. The three indicators of human development (adult illiteracy, 

life expectancy, and infant mortality rate) are indicators of government 

effectiveness. Finally, the studies by Charron (2009) and Holmberg et al. (2009) can 

be treated as studies about government performance (quality of government). 

What comes out of this brief review is that indicators of the quality of democracy 
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are employed as and understood to be a dimension of democratic performance. 

Thus I have now addressed the first objective of this chapter, which was to 

distinguish the quality of democracy from other similar concepts employed in 

comparative politics. 

 

Quality of democracy 

Having distinguished between different political performance concepts, the next 

step in the chapter will be to discuss the concept quality of democracy in more 

detail and to clarify what it stands for. Firstly I will review some previous studies 

that have dealt with the concept quality of democracy. Thereafter I will examine 

whether these previous studies have treated the concept quality of democracy in a 

similar way, as has been suggested in this study.   

Dimensions and indicators of the quality of democracy: a literature review 

As mentioned earlier, a number of researchers have previously discussed and 

measured the quality of democracy. I will review four of these studies, namely 

those of Lijphart (1999), Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002), Diamond and Morlino 

(2005), and Stålfors (2008). To start with Lijphart (1999, 165), he used the term 

quality of democracy when he compared consensus democracies and majoritarian 

democracies with respect to factors such as voter turnout, women’s representation 

in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, satisfaction with 

democracy, and the level of corruption.16 Lijphart (1999) included eight sets 

(dimensions) of the quality of democracy, and to measure these eight sets he made 

use of 16 indicators.17 The first set of the quality of democracy consisted of two 

indicators dealing with the degrees of democracy, namely Dahl’s democracy rating 

and Vanhanen’s index of democratization. Lijphart found that consensus 

democracy had a strong positive and significant correlation with Dahl’s rating of 

democracy, which was also true for Vanhanen’s index of democratization.  

 

The second set dealt with women’s political representation and the protection of 

women’s interests. This set consisted of three indicators: women’s parliamentary 

representation, women’s cabinet representation, and Wilensky’s rating of the 

family policy in industrialized democracies. Lijphart noted a positive statistical 

relationship between women’s representation in parliaments and the degree of 

consensus democracy. Female representation in parliaments in consensus 

democracies was shown to be 6.7 percentage points higher than in majoritarian 

democracies. Lijphart found a similar pattern for female representation in cabinets, 

                                                           
16 See Lijphart (1998) for a discussion about consensus democracy and related terms.  
17 Lijphart used voter turnout in two different time periods as indicators of the quality of democracy. 
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which showed that consensus democracies were positively related to women’s 

representation in governments. When Lijphart examined the protection and 

promotion of women’s interests, he used Wilensky’s rating of the family policy in 

industrialized democracies. Lijphart demonstrated that consensus democracies 

were positively correlated with Wilensky’s rating.  

 

Lijphart’s third set of indicators, called political equality, contained three 

indicators: rich–poor ratio, decile ratio, and Vanhanen’s index of power resources. 

Lijphart showed that the relationship between consensus democracy and the rich–

poor ratio was negatively related, which indicated that consensus democracies 

were more egalitarian than majoritarian democracies. A similar pattern was 

established for the second political equality indicator, the decile ratio, as well as for 

the third indicator, Vanhanen’s index of power resources, namely that consensus 

democracies were more egalitarian than majoritarian ones. The fourth set of 

indicators Lijphart used was electoral participation, and in this set he used voter 

turnout in two different time periods (1971–96 and 1960–78). During the period 

1971–96, Lijphart found that consensus democracy and voter turnout were 

positively correlated and statistically significant. With the control variables 

applied, Lijphart noted that turnout in consensus democracies was around 7.5 

percentage points higher than in majoritarian democracies. Lijphart repeated the 

regression analysis with the figures for voter turnout in the time period 1960–78, 

and the results showed a similar pattern to that during the period 1971–96.  

 

The fifth set, satisfaction with democracy, consisted of two indicators, namely 

citizens’ satisfaction with democracy (Klingmann, 1999) and differential 

satisfaction (Anderson and Guillory, 1997). Concerning the indicator citizens’ 

satisfaction with democracy, Lijphart showed that citizens in consensus 

democracies were more satisfied with the way democracy works when compared 

with citizens in majoritarian democracies. The second indicator, differential 

satisfaction, took into consideration satisfaction with democracy, both of people 

who had voted for the winning party or parties and of people who had voted for 

the losing party or parties. (Normally, people who vote for the winning party or 

parties are more satisfied with how well democracy works in their country.) 

Lijphart showed that the difference in satisfaction between people who had voted 

for the wining party or parties and people who had voted for the losing party or 

parties was smaller in typical consensus democracies when compared with typical 

majoritarian democracies.  

 

The sixth set, dealing with government–voter proximity, consisted of two 

indicators, government distance and voter distance. The indicator government 
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distance is a measure of the distance between the government’s position on a left–

right scale and the position of the median voter. The other indicator, voter 

distance, is a measure of the percentage of voters positioned between the 

government and the median citizen. Lijphart hypothesized that the smaller the 

government distance and the voter distance were, the more representative the 

government was to the citizen’s policy preferences. Lijphart found that the distance 

for both government distance and voter distance was smaller in consensus 

democracies than in majoritarian democracies.  

 

The seventh set was called accountability and corruption, and for that set the 

Transparency International corruption index (1997) was used as an indicator. 

Lijphart’s findings showed that consensus democracies were slightly less corrupt 

than majoritarian democracies, but the relationship was not statistically significant. 

The eighth and last set, called John Stuart Mill’s Hypotheses, consisted of the two 

indicators popular cabinet support and the J.S. Mill criterion. The indicator popular 

cabinet support is a measure of the average percentage of the voters who give their 

votes to the party or parties that formed the cabinet, or, in presidential systems, the 

percentage of the voters who voted for the winning presidential candidate, 

weighted by the time that each cabinet or president is in office (Lijphart 1999, 290). 

The J.S. Mill criterion indicator is a measure of the percentage of time that the 

majority-rule requirement, i.e. a requirement that the cabinet or president is 

supported by popular majorities, was fulfilled (Lijphart 1999, 290-291). Lijphart 

demonstrated that popular cabinet support was higher in consensus democracies 

than in majoritarian democracies. The J.S. Mill criterion was also positively related 

to consensus democracies, but the relationship was insignificant. The reason for 

this, Lijphart argued, was that smaller countries had fewer political parties and 

therefore he controlled for population size. When controlling for population size, 

the positive relationship between consensus democracies and popular cabinet 

support was still statistically significant and the relationship between consensus 

democracies and the J.S. Mill criterion became both stronger and statistically 

significant. Lijphart’s general conclusion concerning the quality of democracy was 

that consensus democracies on the executive-parties dimension had higher levels 

of quality of democracy when compared with majoritarian democracies.  

 

The second study dealing with the quality of democracy reviewed here is Altman 

and Pérez-Liñán’s (2002); they measured and compared the quality of democracy 

in 18 Latin-American countries between 1978 and 1996. Altman and Pérez-Liñán 

defined the quality of democracy as “the extent to which any given polyarchy 

actualizes its potential as a political regime.” Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002, 86) 

also stated “that polyarchy is a necessary, yet not a sufficient, condition for a high 
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quality of democracy.” They explored three dimensions of the quality of 

democracy: civil rights, participation, and effective competition, and they used 

these three dimensions as indicators of the quality of democracy. Altman and 

Pérez-Liñán also created a summary measure of the three dimensions of the 

quality of democracy. Their findings showed that Uruguay had the highest level of 

the quality of democracy of the 18 Latin-American countries, followed by Costa 

Rica and Chile. Guatemala, followed by Mexico and Colombia, were the countries 

that had the lowest degree of the quality of democracy. Altman and Pérez-Liñán 

(2002, 92) concluded that countries in the southern cone had a better quality of 

democracy than countries in Central America and northern South America. 

However, Costa Rica was a strong exception to that pattern. Altman and Pérez-

Liñán also established that democratic tradition and satisfaction with democracy 

were positively related with their quality of democracy index, whereas political 

violence was negatively related. 

 

The third study to be reviewed is Assessing the Quality of Democracy (2005), 

edited by Diamond and Morlino, in which the authors identified eight dimensions 

of the quality of democracy. Among the eight dimensions, five dimensions were 

procedural dimensions, two were substantive dimensions, and one was a result 

dimension. The five procedural dimensions were the rule of law, participation, 

competition, vertical accountability, and horizontal accountability. The two 

substantive dimensions were freedom and equality and the result dimension was 

responsiveness. Diamond and Morlino (2005, xi) stated that there are at least three 

different notions of quality: procedure, content, and results. They defined the 

different notions of quality as follows: 

 

 Procedure: A “quality” product is the result of an exact, controlled process 

carried out according to precise, recurring methods and timing; 

 Content: Quality inheres in the structural characteristics of a product, such 

as its design, materials, or functioning; and 

 Result: The quality of a product or service is indirectly indicated by the 

degree of customer satisfaction with it, regardless of how it is produced or 

its actual content. 

 

When defining the quality of democracy, Diamond and Morlino (2005, xi) 

suggested that a good quality democracy should be one “that provides its citizens 

a high degree of freedom, political equality, and popular control over public 

policies and policy makers through the legitimate and lawful functioning of stable 

institutions.” In their book, six binary comparisons dealing with the quality of 

democracy in two countries from the same region were presented. The binary 
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comparisons consisted of Brazil and Chile, South Africa and Ghana, Italy and 

Spain, Romania and Poland, India and Bangladesh, and Taiwan and South Korea. 

In some of the comparisons mostly quantitative indicators were used, but in some 

of the others qualitative indicators were employed to a higher extent.  

 

Firstly, López-Pintor and Morlino examined and compared the quality of 

democracy in the two Western European countries Italy and Spain. López-Pintor 

and Morlino (2005, 85-87) noted that both Italy and Spain had territorial limits to 

the rule of law: Italy had armed mafias and Spain had the territorial issue 

concerning the persistent Basque conflict, in which violent action had occurred. 

Spain also had problems with mafia groups. Concerning the level of corruption, 

the Transparency International Corruption Perception Index for 2002 showed that 

Spain had a lower level of corruption than Italy. Of 102 ranked countries, Spain 

was ranked as twentieth and Italy was ranked as thirty-first. López-Pintor and 

Morlino (2005, 119) also found that Spain had a higher level of female 

representation in parliaments when compared with Italy, and women’s 

participation in public life was much higher in Spain than in Italy. Concerning 

vertical accountability, the authors concluded that Italy had problems with the 

ownership of the press, with some groups controlling a large number of 

newspapers and other media. Due to this there had been unequal media reporting, 

for example when some news programs strongly favored the party Forza Italia and 

its leader Silvio Berlusconi in the electoral campaign in 2000 (López-Pintor and 

Morlino 2005, 99). In Spain the ownership of the media is not as concentrated as in 

Italy. In their comparison López-Pintor and Morlino also included indicators such 

as social expenditure, the pension system, and taxation. In the concluding remarks 

López-Pintor and Morlino inferred that the quality of democracy was somewhat 

higher in Spain than in Italy.  

 

Secondly, Hagopian (2005) compared the quality of democracy in the two Latin-

American countries Brazil and Chile. Hagopian found that Chile was the least 

corrupt country in Latin America since in 2002 it was ranked as the seventeenth 

least corrupt country in the world by Transparency International, compared with 

Brazil, which was ranked as the forty-fifth least corrupt country in the world. 

Concerning political gender equality, Chile had a higher female representation in 

the lower chamber compared with Brazil. During the period 2001–2002, 12.5% of 

seats in the lower chamber in Chile were held by women and in the same time 

period women held 8.6% of the seats in the lower chamber in Brazil. When 

Hagopian examined the accountability and responsiveness (democratic 

responsiveness/satisfaction) in Brazil and Chile she used data from the 

Latinobarometro surveys. These survey data suggested that Chile had higher 



30 

values than Brazil on indicators such as support for democracy and satisfaction 

with democracy, while Brazil had higher values on indicators such as trust in 

parties and the importance of voting. However, an average of the eight indicators 

showed that Brazil and Chile had similar values. Hagopian also measured 

participation, and she found that Brazil had slightly higher values for registered 

voters as a percentage of the voting-age population than Chile (75.9% compared 

with 74.4%). However, Chile had higher values for valid voters as a percentage of 

the voting-age population than Brazil (66.6% compared with 54.6%). Hagopian 

(2005, 149) intended to suggest that this phenomenon indicated that people in 

Brazil are more likely to register for voting but that after registering many people 

choose to protest by not voting in the election. In the comparison, Hagopian also 

included indicators such as political rights, civil liberties, deaths of journalists, the 

right of access to public information, the imprisoned population per 100,000, 

detention without trial, the Gini coefficient, share of income of top 10 %, the 

percentage of the population living below the poverty line, adult illiteracy, infant 

mortality, infant malnourishment and life expectancy, democratic governance 

(World Bank scores), and GDP/capita. Hagopian’s overall conclusion was that the 

quality of democracy in both Brazil and Chile is rising. 

 

Thirdly, Mungiu-Pippidi (2005) compared the quality of democracy in two 

countries in Eastern Europe, namely Poland and Romania. Mungiu-Pippidi used 

both formal and substantial indicators of the quality of the democracy. She 

established that Romania had poorer values than Poland in terms of the 

dimensions of the quality of democracy, such as the rule of law and accountability. 

Thus Mungiu-Pippidi noted that Romania had higher levels of corruption and was 

performing worse on electoral process, governance, and justice than Poland. In 

addition, Mungiu-Pippidi examined the responsiveness in the two countries, and 

for that dimension of the quality of democracy she used four indicators of citizen 

trust in state and government. She found that citizens in Romania had higher 

levels of trust in parties, courts, and the police when compared with Poland. With 

respect to the fourth indicator, trust in parliament, citizens in Poland had a higher 

level of trust than citizens in Romania. Mungiu-Pippidi (2005, 229) concluded that 

the quality of democracy was higher in Poland than in Romania. The author stated 

that the reason why Poland has a higher level of quality of democracy than 

Romania is that the change of regime was more abrupt in Romania and therefore 

the distance between current formal and informal institutions is greater in 

Romania, which affects the quality of democracy negatively (Mungiu-Pippidi 2005, 

234).  
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Fourthly, Ganguly (2005) assessed the quality of democracy in Bangladesh and 

India. Ganguly could demonstrate that the quality of democracy was increasing in 

India and declining in Bangladesh (Ganguly 2005, 163). Ganguly concluded that 

the quality of democracy was uneven in India and that Bangladesh had low values 

on most of the indicators of the quality of democracy (Ganguly 2005, 181). 

Examples of indicators that Ganguly used are the rule of law, a free press, an 

income level below the national poverty line, and the level of malnourished 

children. Fifthly, in a comparison between South Korea and Taiwan, Chu and 

Chull Shin (2005) pointed out that female representation in politics was higher in 

Taiwan than in South Korea. For example the female representation in Taiwan’s 

national parliament was 22% in 2001, while in 2004 female representation in the 

South Korean national parliament was 13%. Chu and Chull Shin also noted that 

both South Korea and Taiwan had problems with corruption among politicians 

and senior government officials at both national and local levels. The authors also 

demonstrated that Taiwan scored higher (better press freedom) than South Korea 

on Freedom House press-freedom ratings (2004). The authors noted that the two 

new democracies have failed to transform their democracies into high quality 

democracies. 

 

Finally, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi (2005) compared the quality of democracy in 

Ghana and South Africa. They noted that in public-opinion surveys 

(Afrobarometer surveys) Ghana displayed a higher level of quality of democracy 

than South Africa. For example in Ghana 72% of the respondents were very or 

fairly satisfied with the way democracy worked in their country, whereas in South 

Africa only 47% of the respondents were very or fairly satisfied with the 

democracy in their country. Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi also found that Ghana and 

South Africa differed hugely in terms of democratic competitiveness. Ghana has 

one of the most competitive party systems in Africa, while in South Africa the 

party system is dominated by one party, the ANC (African National Congress). For 

example in the legislative election in Ghana in 2000, the largest party, the NPP 

(New Patriotic Party), received 50.0% of the votes, while the second largest party, 

the NDC (National Democratic Congress), got 46.0% of the votes. In comparison, in 

the national election in 1999 in South Africa, the ANC got 66.4% of the votes, while 

the second largest party, the Democratic Party/Democratic Alliance, only received 

9.6% of the votes. Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi’s (2005, 246) findings, on the other 

hand, showed that South Africa had a better ranking in the corruption index 

(Transparency International) and the rule of law indicator (Bertelsmann) when 

compared with Ghana. In their comparison they also included indicators such as 

political freedom (Freedom House), the Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTI), 

formal education, secondary education, and voter turnout. Mattes and Gyimah-
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Boadi (2005, 266) concluded that neither Ghana nor South Africa has a high quality 

democracy. What can be learnt from these binary comparisons is that there is no 

clear-cut set of indicators employed to measure the quality of democracy. 

  

The final study to be reviewed is the one in which Stålfors (2008) examined the 

government performance in 16 Central and Eastern European countries. He used 

three types of indicators of government performance, namely macroeconomic 

management, the quality of democracy, and “kinder” and “gentler” aspects of 

democracy. Stålfors (2008, 151) included the following five dimensions 

(components) of the quality of democracy: procedural, equality, electoral 

participation, responsiveness, and the rule of law. Further, for each dimension he 

made use of a number of indicators and in total he utilized 14 indicators to capture 

the quality of democracy.18 In the first dimension, procedural, Stålfors used three 

indicators; the Democracy Score Index in Nation in Transit, the Bertelsmann 

Transformation Index (BTI) and the Economist Intelligence Unit Democracy index 

(EIU). Discussing the Democracy Score Index in Nation in Transit, Stålfors noted 

that Poland, Hungary, and Slovenia had the highest level of democratic 

development during the period 1997–2004, whereas Russia, Ukraine, and Albania 

displayed the lowest level of democratic development in the same time period. 

Stålfors found that Slovenia and the Czech Republic, followed by Estonia and 

Hungary, were the highest ranked countries of the 16 countries in the Bertelsmann 

Transformation Index, which ranks the development and transformation process 

in different countries; Moldova and Russia, followed by Ukraine and Albania 

ranked lowest in the same index. Based on the EIU democracy index, the Czech 

Republic and Slovenia were ranked as the most democratic countries of the 16 

countries, followed by Estonia and Lithuania, whereas Russia, Albania, 

Macedonia, and Moldova ranked as the least democratic countries.  

 

Regarding the second dimension, equality, Stålfors used five indicators. For the 

first indicator, women’s parliamentary positions, Stålfors showed that Latvia had 

the highest mean for women’s representation in parliaments for the period 1992–

2005, followed by Bulgaria, Slovenia, and Estonia; Ukraine, followed by Romania, 

Albania, and Russia, had the lowest mean for women’s representation in 

parliaments in the same time period. With regard to the second indicator, women’s 

representation in governments, the result was that Hungary had the highest mean 

for the period 1995–2005, followed by Croatia, Bulgaria, and Slovakia. On the other 

hand, for the same period the mean for women’s representation in governments 

was lowest in Ukraine, followed by Russia, Moldova, and the Czech Republic. The 

third indicator, the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM), indicated that the 

                                                           
18 Stålfors used two different indexes of the rule of law: Freedom House and Bertelsmann Stiftung. 
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Czech Republic and Slovenia had the highest values; however, nine countries had 

a similar mean for the time period 1998–2005, and the three countries that had the 

lowest mean were Ukraine, Russia, and Romania (there were no data for Albania 

and Moldova). The fourth indicator was the Gender-related Development Index 

(GDI), and Stålfors noted that Slovenia and the Czech Republic had the highest 

mean for the period 1995–2003 and Moldova and Albania had the lowest mean for 

the same time period. When dealing with the fifth indicator, Stålfors measured 

inequality using the Gini index, and he found that the Czech Republic and 

Slovakia were the most equal countries whereas Russia and Macedonia were the 

countries experiencing the most inequality.  

 

The third dimension Stålfors used was electoral participation, and to measure that 

dimension he used one indicator, i.e. voter turnout at national elections. On 

average, Stålfors demonstrated that voter turnout was highest in Albania and 

Slovakia and lowest in Poland and Estonia.  

 

For the fourth dimension, which was responsiveness, Stålfors made use of two 

indicators, namely the support for regime principle and support for regime 

performance. When Stålfors measured the indicator support for regime principle 

he used data from the New Europe Barometers and the survey question 

concerning the rejection of all nondemocratic alternatives. The data Stålfors used 

covered 12 of the 16 countries. The result indicated that on average (during 1993–

2004) citizens in the Czech Republic and Hungary rejected nondemocratic 

alternatives to the highest extent, while citizens in Ukraine and Lithuania rejected 

nondemocratic alternatives to the lowest extent. The second indicator, support for 

regime performance, was measured with the survey question satisfaction with 

democracy.19 Stålfors’s finding was that on average (during 1991–2004) Albania, 

followed by Croatia, had the most satisfied population and Russia and Ukraine 

had the least satisfied population.  

 

The fifth and last dimension Stålfors employed was the rule of law, and for that 

dimension he used three indicators, namely the index of the rule of law 2005 

(Bertelsmann Stiftung), the index of the rule of law 1997–2005 (Freedom House), 

and the index of corruption (Transparency International). The Bertelsmann 

Stiftung rule of law index 2005 showed that Estonia and Slovenia had the most 

perfect rule of law and that Russia, followed by Moldova, had the least perfect rule 

of law of the 16 countries. The second rule of law index (Freedom House) covered 

the rule of law over time (1997–2005). Stålfors found here that on average Poland, 

followed by Slovenia, had the highest level of the rule of law, while Albania, 

                                                           
19 Central and Eastern Eurobarometer No. 2-8; New Europe Barometer autumn 2001 and 2004. 
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followed by Russia, had the lowest level of the rule of law in the same time period. 

The last indicator on this dimension that Stålfors made use of was corruption. 

Stålfors found that on average (1998–2005) Slovenia and Estonia had the lowest 

level of corruption and Ukraine and Albania were the two countries that had the 

highest level of corruption. Stålfors (2008, 215, 233) concluded that consensus 

democracies in Central and Eastern Europe had no strong, clear effect on the 

quality of democracy such as that in Western countries.  

 

Table 2.2 summarizes the different dimensions of the quality of democracy that 

were included and discussed in the four studies reviewed above.20 

 

  

                                                           
20 Instead of the term dimension, Lijphart used the term set and Stålfors used the term component. In 

this study I use the term dimension rather than the terms set or component. 
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Table 2.2 Content of the dimensions of the quality of democracy 

Dimension Altman and 

Pérez-Liñán 

Diamond and 

Morlino (eds.) 

Lijphart Stålfors 

Degree of democracy21 X  X  

Women’s representation   X  

Participation X X X X 

Satisfaction with democracy   X  

Government—voter 

proximity 

  X  

Accountability and 

corruption 

  X  

John Stuart Mill’s 

Hypotheses 

  X  

Procedural    X 

(Political) equality   X X X 

Responsiveness  X  X 

Rule of law  X  X 

Competition X X   

Vertical accountability  X   

Horizontal accountability  X   

Freedom  X   

     

 

In total there are 15 different dimensions that have been used in these four studies. 

Some of these dimensions are similar to each other, but different researchers have 

named the dimensions differently. For example Lijphart (1999) named one 

dimension satisfaction with democracy, but a similar dimension in Diamond and 

Morlino’s (2005) and Stålfors’s work (2008) was named responsiveness. Lijphart 

named another dimension degree of democracy, while Stålfors named a similar 

dimension procedural. The most common dimension is participation, which is 

applied in all four studies, but (political) equality, which is applied in three of the 

four studies, is also a common dimension. Competition has been a key dimension 

of the quality of democracy in some previous research, and Altman and Pérez-

Liñán, as well as Diamond and Morlino, suggested that competition is a very 

important dimension of the quality of democracy. Therefore it is surprising that 

neither Lijphart nor Stålfors included competition as a dimension of the quality of 

democracy. Moving from the dimensions of the quality of democracy to the 

indicators of the quality of democracy, Table 2.3 details which indicators have been 

used to measure the quality of democracy in three of the reviewed studies. It 

should be mentioned that Altman and Pérez-Liñán, Lijphart, and Stålfors have all 

                                                           
21 Altman and Pérez-Liñán used the name civil rights for the dimension degree of democracy. Lijphart 

named one dimension political equality, while Diamond and Morlino, and Stålfors named a similar 

dimension equality. 
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used quantitative measurements of the quality of democracy, whereas in the book 

edited by Diamond and Morlino both quantitative and qualitative measurements 

were used. All in all, there were so many different indicators included that it is not 

practicable to show them all in a table. Therefore the indicators that were used in 

Diamond and Morlino’s book are not included in Table 2.3, but some of them are 

discussed later in this chapter.  

 
Table 2.3 Content of the indicators of the quality of democracy 

Indicator Altman and Pérez-

Liñán 

Lijphart Stålfors 

Dahl’s rating  X  

Vanhanen’s index of 

democratization 

 X  

Women’s representation in 

parliaments 

 X X 

Women’s representation in 

governments 

 X X 

Family policy  X  

Rich–poor ratio  X  

Decile ratio  X  

Index of power resources  X  

Voter turnout X X X 

Satisfaction with democracy22  X X 

Differential satisfaction  X  

Government distance  X  

Voter distance  X  

Corruption index  X X 

Popular cabinet support  X  

J.S. Mill criterion  X  

Democratic development    X 

Political transformation   X 

Democratic index   X 

Gender Empowerment Measure   X 

Gender-related Development 

Index 

  X 

Gini index   X 

Support for regime principle   X 

Index of the rule of law   X 

Civil rights  X   

Competition X   

    

                                                           
22 When Stålfors measured support for regime performance he used the survey question satisfaction 

with democracy, which is the same question that Lijphart used when he measured satisfaction with 

democracy.   
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Table 2.3 shows that in total 26 indicators of the quality of democracy have been 

used in the three studies of Altman and Pérez-Liñán, Lijphart, and Stålfors. Altman 

and Pérez-Liñán only included three indicators in their study, while Stålfors 

included 14 indicators (two different indexes of the rule of law) and Lijphart 

included 16 indicators. The findings in Table 2.3 show that the indicator voter 

turnout was the only one used in all three studies. Lijphart and Stålfors both made 

use of the five indicators women’s representation in parliaments, women’s 

representation in governments, voter turnout, the survey question satisfaction with 

democracy, and the level of corruption. As already hinted at, Lijphart and Stålfors 

used the survey question “satisfaction with democracy” as an indicator of the 

quality of democracy; in contrast Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) used the survey 

question “satisfaction with democracy” as an independent variable when their 

index of the quality of democracy was used as a dependent variable. Due to this, 

researchers have different opinions on whether the survey question “satisfaction 

with democracy” is an indicator of the quality of democracy or whether it is an 

independent variable that can explain the variation in the quality of democracy. 

The next step will be to examine how the reviewed studies have dealt with the 

concept quality of democracy in relation to the categorization suggested in this 

study. Table 2.4 presents how the 26 indicators fit this categorization. 
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Table 2.4 Categorization of indicators 

Indicator Altman and 

Pérez-Liñán 

Lijphart Stålfors 

Dahl’s rating  LoD23  

Vanhanen’s index of 

democratization 

 QoD  

Women’s representation in 

parliaments 

 QoD QoD 

Women’s representation in 

governments 

 QoD QoD 

Family policy  Gov.Eff  

Rich–poor ratio  Gov.Eff  

Decile ratio  Gov.Eff  

Index of power resources  Gov.Eff  

Voter turnout QoD QoD QoD 

Satisfaction with democracy  QoD QoD 

Differential satisfaction  QoD  

Government distance  QoD  

Voter distance  QoD  

Corruption index  QoD QoD 

Popular cabinet support  QoD  

J.S. Mill criterion  QoD  

Democratic development   LoD 

Political transformation   Gov.Eff/QoG 

Democratic index   LoD 

Gender Empowerment Measure   QoD/Gov.Eff 

Gender-related Development Index   Gov.Eff 

Gini index   Gov.Eff 

Support for regime principle   QoD 

Index of the rule of law   QoD 

Civil rights LoD   

Competition QoD   

    

 

To start with Altman and Pérez-Liñán, their set of indicators can be classified as 

indicators of democratic performance where participation (voter turnout) and 

effective competition are indicators of the quality of democracy and the indicator 

civil rights is an indicator of the level of democracy. Turning to Lijphart’s 

indicators, Dahl’s rating is an indicator of the level of democracy, whereas 

Vanhanen’s index of democratization, women’s representation in parliaments, 

women’s representation in governments, voter turnout, satisfaction with 

democracy, differential satisfaction, government distance, voter distance, 

                                                           
23 LoD = level of democracy, Gov.Eff = government effectiveness, QoD = quality of democracy, QoG = 

quality of government. 
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corruption, popular cabinet support, and the J.S. Mill criterion are all indicators of 

the quality of democracy. Indicators such as family policy (economic policy/social 

policy), rich–poor ratio (social policy), decile ratio (social policy), and the index of 

power resources (economic policy/social policy) can be classified as indicators of 

government performance (government effectiveness). Finally, several of Stålfors’s 

(2008) indicators are indicators of democratic performance; thus the indicators 

democratic development (Freedom House) and democratic index (EIU) are 

indicators of democracy (level of democracy). The indicators women’s 

parliamentary participation, women in government at ministerial level, election 

turnout, the index of the rule of law, and the index of corruption can be classified 

as indicators of the quality of democracy. Stålfors used two survey questions to 

measure the dimension responsiveness, and the questions were about rejection of 

all nondemocratic alternatives (support for regime principle) and satisfaction with 

democracy (support for regime performance). The two survey questions could be 

classified as indicators of the quality of democracy. However, it can be called into 

question if the respondents to the questions were truly considering the democratic 

system (quality of democracy) or whether instead they were considering 

government performance. The indicator Gini index would be classified as an 

indicator of government performance (government effectiveness). 

 

It is difficult to decide whether some indicators should be classified as measuring 

government performance or democratic performance, and in order to examine 

what these indicators measure, it is necessary to look at them more carefully. 

Firstly, the Bertelsmann Stiftung Foundation offers several indexes of 

transformation: 1) the status index, which consists of political transformation and 

economic transformation, 2) the management index, and 3) the transformation 

index, which is based on the status index and the management index. Stålfors 

(2008) made use of the management index as an indicator of the quality of 

democracy. The Bertelsmann index defines management as “the performance, 

capacity and accountability of the political leadership, i.e., of those political actors 

who have the power and responsibility to shape or determine public policy in a 

society. These actors include not only governments and political elites, but also 

nongovernmental organizations that can play an important role in 

transformation.” The management index is based on the criteria of steering 

capability, resource efficiency, consensus building, international cooperation, and 

level of difficulty (for an overview see the manual for the Transformation index). 

On the basis of the 20 questions that the index is based on, I would argue that the 

Bertelsmann management index is an index that measures government 

performance (both government effectiveness and quality of government) and not 

democratic performance (quality of democracy). The Bertelsmann status index, 



40 

which captures political transformation and economic transformation, could be 

classified as an index that combines government performance and democratic 

performance (see the manual for the Transformation index). As a result, the 

aggregated index, the Bertelsmann Transformation Index, may be understood as 

an index that measures both democratic performance and government 

performance. Therefore, to conclude, none of the Bertelsmann Stiftung 

Transformation indexes are proper indicators of the quality of democracy.   

 

Secondly, the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) measures gender inequalities 

in three areas: political participation and decision making, economic participation 

and decision making, and power over economic resources (for an overview see 

hdr.undp.org). The GEM index is a measure that combines democratic 

performance and government performance. The political participation and 

decision making area (where the female and male shares of parliamentary seats are 

used as an indicator) may be looked upon as an indicator of democratic 

performance (quality of democracy), whereas the areas of economic participation 

and decision making, and power over economic resources can be classified as 

indicators of gender inequalities in government performance (government 

effectiveness). Thirdly, the Gender-related Development Index (GDI) measures the 

inequalities between men and women in terms of life expectancy, adult literacy, 

gross enrolment ratio, and earned income (see hdr.undp.org). The index is thus a 

gender-related index of government performance (government effectiveness, social 

policy). To conclude, it is quite common when constructing aggregate indexes to 

mix indicators of democratic performance and government performance.  

Discussion 

The review of some of the previous studies dealing with dimensions and indicators 

of political performance that is summarized in Tables 2.2 and 2.3; showed that 

there are several diverse dimensions and several diverse ways to operationalize 

and measure the quality of democracy, which have been applied when studying 

the quality of democracy. According to my categorization of political performance 

concepts, I see Altman and Pérez-Liñán’s dimension civil rights as a dimension of 

democracy (level of democracy). I see the other dimensions that have been 

suggested in the studies mentioned above mainly as relevant dimensions of the 

quality of democracy. Concerning the indicators that have been used to measure 

the dimensions of the quality of democracy, many different indicators have been 

employed. However, the review of previous studies suggests that it is difficult to 

identify empirical indicators to measure some dimensions of the quality of 

democracy. And I am doubtful about several of the indicators that have been used 

to measure some of the dimensions of the quality of democracy. I do not consider 
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several of those indicators as measures of the quality of democracy. Examples of 

these indicators are adult illiteracy, GDP/capita, the Gender-related Development 

Index, the Gini coefficient, infant malnourishment, an income level below the 

national poverty line, infant mortality, life expectancy, the pension system, share of 

income of top 10%, social expenditure, taxation, and women’s participation in 

public life (see also Table 2.4). The main differences in how I treat the concept 

quality of democracy and how some other researchers have treated it is found in 

the equality dimension. For example Lijphart, Stålfors, and several authors of the 

case studies in Diamond and Morlino’s book included indicators of social policy as 

indicators of the quality of democracy. My standpoint is that wealth, 

socioeconomic security, and socioeconomic equality are types of indicators of 

social policy (see e.g. Roller 2005, 29), which I treat as a subconcept of government 

effectiveness. Therefore I do not treat these types of indicators as indicators of the 

quality of democracy. Compared with, for example, Rueschemeyer (2005, 47-61), I 

use a narrower definition of the quality of democracy as I do not include social and 

economic equality in the equality dimension of the quality of democracy. In the 

equality dimension I find it pertinent to include political equality such as gender 

equality in political representation, and indicators that can be employed to 

measure this dimension are women’s representation in parliaments and women’s 

representation in governments. 

 

There are authors who have a skeptical view of the studies of the quality of 

democracy (see e.g. Platter 2005). For the credibility of the concept quality of 

democracy it is important to distinguish the concept from other similar concepts. 

From my point of view, the definition of the quality of democracy will be too broad 

if economic and social equality are included in the concept. As Platter (2005, 78) 

pointed out, “democracy is a form of government that must not only be democratic 

but also effectively govern.” I argue that the qualities of a democratic system are 

not the same as the effectiveness of a political system. Accordingly, what has 

government effectiveness to do with democracy and the quality of democracy? If 

economic policy and social policy are included in the concept quality of 

democracy, what is then the difference between government effectiveness and the 

quality of democracy? Of course it is relevant and important to study different 

types of effectiveness performance, but when that is done, the quality of 

democracy is not examined; instead, government effectiveness (government 

performance) is examined.  

 

Another dimension that I find problematic is the responsiveness dimension. 

Powell (2005, 62) defines responsiveness as follows: “‘Democratic responsiveness’ 

is what occurs when the democratic process induces the government to form and 
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implement policies that the citizens want.” It is relevant to include responsiveness 

as a dimension of the quality of democracy since it is important for the legitimacy 

of a democratic system that policies correspond to citizens’ demands. To measure 

this, responsiveness survey questions are often employed. However, Powell (2005, 

63) stated that is difficult to compare responsiveness between countries, and I also 

see some problems with measuring the responsiveness dimension. By problems I 

mean that the dimension is closely related to the concept government performance 

(government effectiveness/quality of government) and it can be called into 

question whether the people who respond to the questions about democracy and 

government are considering the democratic system or the government 

performance. For example I am hesitant about whether survey questions 

concerning how good or bad a current government is at creating jobs and keeping 

prices stable are proper indicators of the responsiveness dimension of the quality 

of democracy (see Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi 2005, 258). Other researchers have 

also pointed out the problem with what survey questions actually measure. For 

example Linde and Ekman (2003) argued that the survey question “satisfaction 

with the way democracy works” is not an indicator of support for the principles of 

democracy; rather, they argued that the survey question is an indicator of support 

for how the democratic regime works in practice. Linde and Ekman (2003, 405) 

stated that it is problematic to measure the level of the legitimacy of democracy by 

using survey questions from cross-national public opinion surveys.  

 

To conclude, researchers have to be very careful when they select survey questions 

to measure the dimension responsiveness of the quality of democracy, otherwise 

they pose a risk of measuring citizen’s opinions of government performance 

instead.  

Clarifying the concept quality of democracy for this study 

It is now time to clarify a definition of the quality of democracy and state which 

dimensions will be included in this study. For the credibility of the concept quality 

of democracy and to avoid skeptical opinions about the concept, I find it necessary 

to define the concept quite narrowly, specifically to differentiate the concept from 

other similar concepts. In this study the quality of democracy is defined as the level 

of legitimacy in a democratic system with respect to democratic norms such as political 

participation, political competition, political equality, and the rule of law. According to 

this definition, the quality of democracy can be understood as a measure of how 

well or badly democratic countries perform in relation to certain democratic 

norms. I have identified four dimensions of the quality of democracy that I 

consider as basic and as engines for the quality of democracy and therefore very 

important dimensions of the quality of democracy. The four dimensions are 



43 

political participation, political competition, political equality, and the rule of law. 

The focus in this study will be on these four dimensions of the quality of 

democracy. It is now time to turn to the final objective of this chapter, which is to 

outline a model that will make it possible to examine the variation in the quality of 

democracy among the set of democracies included in this study. 

 

A model for explaining the variation in the quality of democracy 

What can explain the variation in the quality of democracy? Earlier research in the 

field has not used any common explanatory model for explaining the variation in 

the quality of democracy. Therefore it is necessary to develop a theoretical model 

for explaining this variation. I will start with explanatory models that have 

previously been used in research into other aspects of political performance such 

as, for example, democratization, public policy, and models of democracy when I 

develop an explanatory model for the quality of democracy. Roller (2005, 79) 

presented an explanatory model for comparative research on democracy. The 

model was developed from three studies on comparative research on democracy, 

namely those of Powell (1982), Putnam (1993) and Lijphart (1999). Figure 2.3 

presents the explanatory model. 

 
Figure 2.3 The explanatory model in comparative research on democracy  
 

Political 

performance

Socio-economic 

modernity

Political institutions

Socio-cultural 

factors
 

(Source Roller 2005, 79) 

 

The explanatory model consists of socioeconomic modernity, political institutions, 

and sociocultural factors. Roller (2005, 78-80) concluded that the arrangement of 

democratic institutions was of central importance. This was also found in the 

studies of Powell (1982), Putnam (1993), and Lijphart (1999). However, in Putnam’s 

study (1993) socioeconomic and sociocultural factors were also considered 

important and central for political performance. It is relevant to draw on Roller’s 

explanatory model on political performance when I develop the explanatory model 

for the quality of democracy. I will, however, make some changes in relation to 
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Roller’s model as I will add further factors. A discussion and a presentation follow 

below regarding the explanatory model for the concept quality of democracy 

employed in this study.   

Political institutional factors 

As previously mentioned, some earlier research concerning the models of 

democracy and political performance has originated from political institutions.24 

Most of the relationships that have been found are empirical relationships, and 

causal relationships have been difficult to establish. Lijphart (1999) started from 

institutions when he characterized the two different models of democracies, 

consensus democracies and majoritarian democracies.25 Lijphart used two different 

dimensions (clusters) when he described the differences between majority and 

consensus democracy, with each dimension consisting of five indicators. For the 

first dimension Lijphart used the term executive-parties dimension, and the 

indicators that are used are concentration of executive power, the executive–

legislative relationship, party systems, electoral systems, and interest group 

systems (pluralist interest group system versus corporatist interest group systems). 

The second dimension is called the federal-unitary dimension, and the five 

variables that are used are unitary versus federal government, concentration of 

legislative power, constitutional rigidity (flexible constitutions versus rigid 

constitutions), judicial review, and central bank dependence/independence. With 

these two dimensions Lijphart showed that there are two different models of 

democracies: majoritarian democracy and consensus democracy. The 

characteristics of consensus democracy on the first dimension (executive-parties 

dimension) were: executive power-sharing in broad coalition cabinets, an 

executive-legislative balance of power, a multiparty system, proportional 

representation, and interest group corporatism. Majoritarian democracy’s 

characteristics on the first dimension were: concentration of executive power in 

single-party majority cabinets, executive dominance, a two-party system, 

majoritarian and disproportional system of elections, and interest group pluralism. 

 

On the second dimension (federal-unitary dimension) the characteristics of 

consensus democracy identified were: federal and decentralized government, a 

division of legislative power between two equally strong but differently 

constituted houses, rigid constitutions that can be changed only by extraordinary 

majorities, laws that are subject to a judicial review of their constitutionality by 

supreme or constitutional courts, and independent central banks. The majoritarian 

democracy’s characteristics on the second dimension arrived at were: unitary and 

                                                           
24 See e.g. Parsons 2007 for a discussion about institutions and different definitions of institutions. 
25 See a longer review of Lijphart’s work earlier in this study.  



45 

centralized government, concentration of legislative power in a unicameral 

legislature, flexible constitutions that can be amended by simple majorities, 

systems in which legislatures have the final word on the constitutionality of their 

own legislation, and central banks that are dependent on the executive. Lijphart 

suggested the United Kingdom, New Zealand (before 1996), and Barbados as 

examples of majoritarian democracies and Switzerland, Belgium, and the 

European Union as a whole as examples of consensus democracies. When Lijphart 

compared the performance of majoritarian and consensus democracies, he 

established that in general consensus democracies were associated with a higher 

level of quality of democracy on the executive-parties dimension. Another finding 

was that consensus democracies were “kinder and gentler” and performed better 

when compared with majoritarian democracies on several indicators of 

macroeconomic management and the control of violence. 

 

In the pioneering book Contemporary Democracies, Powell (1982) demonstrated 

that constitutional arrangements were important determinates when explaining 

variation in different dimensions of political performance. For example Powell 

could show that presidential executives and majority electoral laws were 

negatively associated with voter turnout and positively associated with executive 

durability. In research concerning democratic durability, Hadenius (1994) 

demonstrated that the political institutional factor executive power was more 

important for democratic durability than other institutional factors. Hadenius 

(1994, 85) concluded that democracy thrived in parliamentary systems but had 

difficulty surviving in presidential systems. According to earlier findings 

concerning political institutions, for example the findings of Lijphart that political 

institutional arrangement affects the level of the quality of democracy, I will 

presume that political institutions affect the quality of democracy. Therefore, 

political institutional factors will be included in the explanatory model. 

Socioeconomic factors 

The study of the relationship between economic development and democracy 

(modernization theory) is frequently employed in the literature of political science, 

and a number of previous studies have found a strong relationship between 

economic development and democracy. For example Lipset (1959) noted that 

economic development (measured with different indicators of wealth, 

industrialization, urbanization, and education) was much higher in stable 

democracies compared with unstable democracies and dictatorships. And Lipset 

(1959, 75) wrote that “the more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it 

will sustain democracy.” Concerning the theoretical link between socioeconomic 

development and democracy, Lipset argued that socioeconomic development 
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leads to a growth of an independent middle class and the spread of education and 

literacy weakens the state power of the ruling elites in nondemocratic countries. 

Lipset (1959, 83) therefore stated that a high level of education and literacy creating 

belief in democratic norms and, for example, a large middle class supporting 

democratic parties and penalizing extremist groups, lead to the middle class 

obtaining enough economic and political power to demand democracy (see also 

Lipset 1994).26 

 

Hadenius (1992, 87) demonstrated that several socioeconomic variables were 

statistically associated with the level of democracy, and literacy was the variable 

that had the highest explanatory power of the socioeconomic variables. Hadenius 

(1994) concluded that the degree of economic development was an important 

condition for democratic durability. He also noted (1994, 85) that countries that 

have a higher standard of living were more likely than other countries to maintain 

political democracy. Barro (1999) demonstrated that a higher standard of living 

promotes democracy, while Huntington (1993, 21) stated: “Few relationships 

between social, economic, and political phenomena are stronger than that between 

the level of economic development and the existence of democratic politics.” 

Altman and Castiglioni (2009) found a positive relationship between the level of 

democracy and human development. However, in a study that covered 135 

countries between 1950 and 1990, Przeworski et al. (2000) demonstrated that 

economic development did not tend to generate democracies.27 Acemoglu et al. 

(2007) found no causal effect of income on democracy, and argued that the 

relationship between income and democracy depended instead on omitted factors 

such as historical factors. Based on the fact that many previous studies have found 

a relationship between economic development and democracy, I consider it 

reasonable to expect that socioeconomic standards also affect the level of the 

quality of democracy.  

Cultural and historical factors 

Previous research has found a relationship between culture and democracy and 

history and democracy and also between culture and policy outcomes and history 

and policy outcomes. Huntington (1993, 12) found that obstacles to 

democratization in sub-Saharan African countries, Islamic countries, and East 

Asian countries were political, cultural, and economic factors. And Huntington 

pointed out that absence of experience with democracy was one potential obstacle 

                                                           
26 Some scholars have found that countries with oil wealth (for example countries in the Middle East 

and North Africa) are an exception to the modernization theory; accordingly, these findings suggest 

that oil wealth has a negative effect on democracy (see e.g. Ross 2001). 
27 See Epstein et al. (2006) for a critique of Przeworski et al.’s (2000) analysis. 
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to democratization in these countries. Huntington noted that 23 of the 30 countries 

that were democratized between 1974 and 1990 had a prior history of democracy. 

Huntington (1993, 13) also stated: “It has been argued that the world’s great 

historic cultural traditions vary significantly in the extent to which their attitudes, 

values, beliefs, and related behavior patterns are conducive to the development of 

democracy.” Castles (1993) argued that factors such as culture and history are 

important when explaining the variation in policy outcomes. When Castles (1993) 

and others explored the pattern of policy outcomes in 18 Western democracies, 

they identified different types of families of nations. Castles’s (1993, 329) idea 

behind the concept families of nations was that nations should not be treated as 

single cases in comparative research, but instead as a part of patterned 

interrelationships of families of nations. The concept families of nations was 

defined in terms of shared geographical, linguistic, cultural, and/or historical 

attributes leading to distinctive patterns of public policy outcomes (Castles 1993, 

xiii). Castles (1993) identified five different families of nations in the Western 

democracies: the English-speaking family, the Scandinavian family, the 

Continental Western European family, the Southern European family, and the 

special cases Switzerland and Japan in a fifth family group. These five families of 

nations were shown to have different policy outcomes. When Roller examined the 

effectiveness of Western democracies in policy areas (14 indicators) she grouped 

the countries, as Castles (1993, 1998) proposed, into five families of nations. Roller 

(2005, 194) found statistically significant evidence to show that there were 

differences in policy outcomes between families of nations. Roller (2005, 218) 

therefore concluded: “Since this ‘families of nations’ concept is primarily a proxy 

for cultural differences, one can draw the conclusion that cultural differences that 

influence politicians, citizens, policies, and political institutions, play a central role 

in questions of performance.” 

 

Some earlier research has suggested that religion is an important determinant of 

democracy, and indeed Huntington (1993, 4) concluded that there has been a 

strong association between religion and democratization. Huntington’s view was 

that there was a positive relationship between Protestantism and democracy. 

Huntington demonstrated that most of the Protestant countries in the world had 

already become democracies by the early 1970s. Later on, in the third wave of 

democratization (1970s to 1980s), many Catholic countries became democracies, 

and Catholic countries such as Portugal, Spain, Mexico, Chile, Poland, and 

Hungary went on to become democracies (Huntington 1993, 4). Lipset (1994, 5) 

explained the positive relationship between democracy and Protestantism as being 

due to a much greater emphasis on individualism in Protestantism, compared with 

the traditionally close links between religion and the state in other religions such as 
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Catholicism, Orthodox Christianity, Islam, and Confucianism. Hadenius (1992) 

noted that Christianity and Protestantism (Protestantism in particular) had a 

positive effect on the level of democracy. The result was still statistically significant 

even when Hadenius controlled for socioeconomic factors. Barro (1999) found a 

negative relationship between democracy and Muslim and nonreligious countries 

even when he controlled for the standard of living. Also, Teorell (2010, 43) noted 

that the size of the Muslim population was negatively associated with 

democratization. However, when Teorell controlled for countries belonging to the 

Middle East and North Africa, and an extreme outlier (Gambia in 1994), the 

relationship was insignificant and he concluded “that the ‘Muslim’ gap is mostly 

an ‘Arab’ gap.” (Teorell did not find any positive Christian (or Protestant) effect on 

democratization.) Finally, Anckar (2011) demonstrated that the proportion of 

Christians in countries was positively related to the degree of democracy, and the 

proportion of Muslims in countries was negatively related to the degree of 

democracy. And Anckar (2011, 135) concluded that the importance of religion as a 

determinant of the degree of democracy has increased over time. 

 

Concerning diffusion effects on democracy and democratization (the level of 

democracy in one country interacts with the neighboring countries’ level of 

democracy), Huntington (1993, 7) concluded that there had been a snowballing 

effect of democratization. He stated that in the early 1990s in Eastern Europe there 

was a snowballing effect of democratization (see also Huntington 1984, 205-207 for 

a discussion about external influences on democratization). Other researchers have 

also found that neighbor diffusion was related to democratization (see e.g. Brinks 

and Coppedge 2006; Gleditsch and Ward 2006; Teorell 2010, 99). For example 

Brinks and Coppedge (2006, 463) noted that “countries tend to change their 

regimes to match the average degree of democracy or non-democracy found 

among their contiguous neighbors.” And Gleditsch and Ward (2006, 930) stated 

that “Domestic political processes are deeply affected by what goes on in 

neighboring societies.” Anckar (2011, 168-169) concluded that both religion and 

geographic proximity are relevant for explaining the occurrence or nonoccurrence 

of democracy. According to the observations mentioned above, it is reasonable to 

inquire into whether culture and history also affect the level of the quality of 

democracy.  

Physical factors 

In the classical book Size and Democracy from 1973, the authors Dahl and Tufte 

(1973, 1) raised the question: “is ‘democracy’ related in any way to ‘size’?” They 

considered several questions of size and democracy at both national and 

subnational levels. And Dahl and Tufte (1973, 12-16) set up several claims and 
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counterclaims about how democracy can be affected both by smaller sizes and 

larger sizes of areas such as citizen participation, security and order, unity and 

diversity, the common interest, loyalties, emotional life, rationality, and the control 

of leaders. In general, Dahl and Tufte found no empirical support to confirm that 

democracy was related to size, and they (Dahl and Tufte, 1973, 138) concluded: 

“No single type or size of unit is optimal for achieving the twin goals of citizen 

effectiveness and system capacity.” (italics omitted). They also concluded that 

“Democratic goals conflict, and no single unit or kind of unit can best serve these 

goals.” (italics omitted). Since Dahl and Tufte’s pioneering study, other researchers 

have examined if size is related to democracy and other kinds of political 

performance. For example Hadenius (1992, 125) found that larger countries 

(population and area) were less democratic than smaller countries. However, 

Hadenius concluded that the relationship was strong only at a low level of size, 

and he found a stronger relationship between islands and democracy (islands were 

more democratic). The relationship was still statistically significant when Hadenius 

controlled for socioeconomic variables, but when he controlled for Protestantism 

the relationship was insignificant.  

 

Diamond (1999) demonstrated that small countries were democracies to a greater 

extent than larger countries. For example when the third wave of democratization 

began in 1974, about half of the very small countries (with a population of less than 

one million) were democracies, whereas in the same time period only 23% of the 

larger countries were democracies (Diamond 1999, 117). Diamond (1999) also 

noted that at the beginning of 1998 close to 75% of the small countries were 

formally democracies compared with less than 60% of the larger countries. Ott 

(2000) found a statistical relationship between smaller countries (measured by 

population size) and a higher level of democracy. Ott (2000, 117) concluded that 

small states are more likely to be democratic than large states. Ott (2000, 122, 128) 

also noted that small states are more likely to remain democratic over time 

compared with large states. Anckar (2008) investigated the impact of physical 

variables on the degree of democracy. In bivariate regressions Anckar found that 

the degree of democracy was higher in smaller countries than in larger countries. 

However, when Anckar (2008, 454) controlled for other variables he found that the 

explanatory values of physical factors were clearly outweighed by socioeconomic 

development and religion. Teorell (2010, 53) found that smaller countries were 

more likely to democratize, and he stated that country size is a robust determinant 

of democratization.28 In a study of political performance, Powell (1982, 202) 

demonstrated that smaller country population size was associated with lower 

                                                           
28 For a further discussion concerning size and democracy see e.g. Anckar and Anckar 1995; Anckar, D. 

2004, 2010. 
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levels of riots and political deaths. Especially influenced by Dahl and Tufte, I will 

investigate if the quality of democracy is related in any way to size. Therefore I will 

add physical factors to the explanatory model.  

The developed explanatory model 

From the observations discussed above, an explanatory model for explaining the 

variation in the quality of democracy has been developed, and it is presented in 

Figure 2.4 below.  

 
Figure 2.4 A theoretical model for explaining the variation in the quality of democracy 

Quality of Democracy

Political institutional 

variables

Socioeconomic 

variables

Cultural variables

Physical variables

Historical variables

 
As Figure 2.4 shows, the independent variables I will use in the research consist of 

five sets of variables: political institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, 

cultural variables, historical variables, and physical variables. From the 

explanatory model shown above, five related expectations are drawn. The 

expectations are as follows:  

 

E1: Political institutional factors. It is expected that institutional arrangements such 

as a proportional electoral system, a large average district magnitude, 

parliamentarism, unicameralism, and unitary systems will affect the quality of 

democracy positively. 

 

E2: Socioeconomic factors. It is expected that a higher level of modernization will 

affect the quality of democracy positively. 

 

E3: Cultural factors. It is expected that there is a diffusion effect and a religion 

effect on the quality of democracy. It is expected that different geographical 
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regions in the world have different levels of quality of democracy. It is also 

expected that a high proportion of Protestants in a country’s population will have a 

positive effect on the quality of democracy; and it is expected that a high 

proportion of Muslims in a country’s population will have a negative effect on the 

quality of democracy. 

 

E4: Historical factors. It is expected that a long experience of democracy and an 

experience of a high level of democracy will affect the quality of democracy 

positively. 

 

E5: Physical factors. It is expected that the quality of democracy is more likely to 

thrive in smaller countries. Therefore it is expected that the size of countries will 

affect the quality of democracy negatively. 

 

These expectations will be tested through quantitative empirical analyses. 

Consideration will be given to both explanatory power and level of significance 

when the expectations are confirmed or rejected.29 Concerning explanatory models, 

Powell (1982, 202) stated that “The different dimensions of performance require 

different explanatory equations and different variables.” However, in this study 

the purpose is to use the same explanatory model for all four dimensions of the 

quality of democracy, and to examine whether the same model can explain the 

variation in different dimensions of the quality of democracy. 

  

Conclusion 

This chapter contains three sections and it has three distinctive objectives. The first 

objective is to distinguish the quality of democracy from other similar concepts 

employed in comparative politics. To achieve this, a categorization of performance 

and quality concepts in comparative politics is employed. The categorization starts 

from the concept political performance, and the suggestion is that political 

performance can be measured on the input side and the output side of the political 

system. As a result, political performance can be measured with input variables, 

output variables, and outcomes variables. The concept political performance is 

divided into two subconcepts, democratic performance and government 

performance. The main difference between the two subconcepts of political 

performance is that democratic performance deals with levels of democracy and 

democratic norms, whereas government performance deals with the impartiality of 

institutions, bureaucracy quality, macroeconomic management, and other policy 

                                                           
29 In the empirical chapters (4-7) the causal mechanisms between the independent variables and the 

dependent variables will be discussed in more detail. 
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performance such as, for example, the design of the welfare system. Democratic 

performance is mainly measured on the input side of the political system, whereas 

government performance is mainly measured on the output side of the political 

system. Democratic performance and government performance are also divided 

into different subconcepts. Democratic performance is divided into two 

subconcepts, democracy (level of democracy) and the quality of democracy. 

Government performance is also divided into two subconcepts, government 

effectiveness and the quality of government. 

 

The second objective of the chapter is to clarify what the quality of democracy 

stands for, and therefore the concept quality of democracy has been studied in 

detail. The review of some previous studies shows that several diverse dimensions 

and several diverse ways to operationalize and measure the quality of democracy 

have been used in the study of the quality of democracy. The overview of previous 

studies also shows that there is no consensus on what the concept quality of 

democracy stands for. According to the categorization of political performance 

concepts presented in this chapter (see Figure 2.2), I do not consider several of 

those indicators that have been used in previous research to be indicators of the 

quality of democracy. The main differences in how I treat the concept quality of 

democracy and how some other researchers have treated it are found in the 

equality dimension. In accordance with my categorization of political performance, 

I treat wealth, socioeconomic security, and socio-economic equality as indicators of 

social policy and as a subconcept of government effectiveness and not as indicators 

of the quality of democracy.  

 

The final objective of the chapter is to outline a model that will make it possible to 

examine the variation in the quality of democracy among the set of democracies 

included in this study. Therefore a theoretical model for explaining the variation in 

the quality of democracy has been developed. The explanatory model is derived 

from explanatory models that have previously been used in research into other 

kinds of political performance, for example democratization, public policy, and 

models of democracy. The developed explanatory model for explaining the 

variation in the quality of democracy consists of five sets of variables: political 

institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, historical 

variables, and physical variables. From the explanatory model a number of related 

expectations are drawn. This concludes chapter 2, and it is now time to present the 

methodological framework of the study. 
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

Introduction 

In this chapter I will outline the methodological framework of the present study. 

The chapter contains six sections and it has six distinctive objectives. The chapter 

starts with a section in which the research design for the study will be discussed 

and decided upon. The second section consists of a discussion about the selection 

of a democracy measure for the present study, resulting in a decision concerning 

which measure of democracy will be chosen to be applied in this study. The third 

section continues with the selection of cases and the time period that the study will 

cover, followed by the fourth section, which consists of the presentation and 

operationalization of the dependent variables. The fifth section continues with the 

presentation and operationalization of the independent variables, and the final 

section is a discussion concerning statistical considerations. 

 

Research design 

This study will have a comparative approach, and the general purpose of the study 

is to explain the variation in the quality of democracy. To achieve that purpose a 

research design must be employed. But what constitutes a research design? 

Gschwend and Schimmelfennig (2011, 1) stated that a “research design is a plan 

that specifies how you plan to carry out your research project and, particularly, 

how you expect to use your evidence to answer your research question.” De Vaus 

(2001, 9) argued that a research design is not just a work plan, and he declared: 

“The function of a research design is to ensure that evidence obtained enables us to 

answer the initial question as unambiguously as possible” (italics omitted). 

Consequently, a research design means detailing the intended structure of the 

research. King, Keohane, and Verba (1994, 13) maintained that all research designs 

can be divided into four components: the research question, the theory, the data, 

and the use of the data.30 The research question was posted in chapter 1 and the 

theory was presented in chapter 2, and so in this chapter of the study the data and 

the use of data will be presented. Gschwend and Schimmelfennig (2011, 7-14) 

suggested that there are a few basic types of research design, and they argued for 

two basic dichotomies. The first dichotomy is factor-centric versus outcome-centric 

research design, and the second is large-n versus small-n research design. 

Gschwend and Schimmelfennig’s suggestions of basic types of research design can 

be helpful when deciding which research design will be employed in this study. 

Turning first to n-research design, I see three and not two alternatives: 1) A small-n 

                                                           
30 See Gerring (2012) for a detailed discussion about research design. 
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research design, i.e. using a qualitative method to look in depth at a small number 

of cases, 2) A large-n research design, i.e. using a quantitative method and 

employing a limited number of independent variables in order to examine their 

effect on the dependent variable (quality of democracy) over a large number of 

cases, and 3) A research design that combines qualitative and quantitative methods 

(mixed methods).31 Looking at the factor-centric versus the outcome-centric design, 

the factor-centric design has the focus on the independent variable and the point of 

interest is to examine how one or a few independent variables affect the dependent 

variable (“does X affect Y”). On the other hand, the outcome-centric design has the 

focus on the dependent variable and the point of interest is to examine what 

explains the variation in the dependent variable (“what explains Y”). 

 

Previous research on the quality of democracy has shown limitations with respect 

to the generalization of empirical results. For example in Diamond and Morlino’s 

work (2005), six paired case study comparisons were employed; and concerning 

the results from the case studies, Diamond and Morlino (2005, xxxvi) concluded 

that “the empirical analysis does not suggest any relevant conclusion.” Also, other 

studies of the quality of democracy have included a limited number of cases in 

their research, and it has not been possible to generalize the results of the studies to 

all democracies in the world. From my point of view, a negative aspect of an 

approach that uses a limited number of democratic countries (cases) is that the 

results cannot be generalized to all kinds of democracies in the world. In this study 

a theoretical model will be tested and some expectations are drawn from the 

model. In the literature discussing research designs there are hesitations about 

using a small-n research design for testing theories, and for example King, 

Keohane, and Verba (1994, 211) were of the opinion that “the single observation is 

not a useful technique for testing hypotheses or theories.” Gerring (2012, 88, 365) 

argued: “More observations are better than fewer; hence, a larger “N” (sample size) 

is superior to a smaller N, all other things being equal.” Gerring wrote that the 

inference will be stronger for a given proposition if more evidence can be 

mustered, and he also stressed that providing empirical support motivates 

multiple observations. In this study, explanation, inference, and generalization are 

of central importance. And to arrive at an answer as to what explains the variation 

in the quality of democracy, to avoid invalid inferences, and to generalize the 

result to all stable democracies in the world I find it most relevant to employ a 

large-n research design built on a quantitative study using statistical analysis. The 

focus in the study is on the dependent variable and because of that the research 

                                                           
31 See Brady and Collier (2004) for a discussion of and insights into both qualitative and quantitative 

methods. 
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design is outcome centric. Consequently, in this study a large-n outcome-centric 

research design will be employed.32 

 

Selection of democracy measure 

Even if this study is about the quality of democracy, the concept democracy plays a 

role in the study.33 The selection of cases will be based on democratic countries, 

and also two of the independent variables are derived from the concept democracy 

(old-new democracies and degree of democracy).34 Therefore a democracy measure 

must be selected for the study. The selection of a democracy measure will mainly 

be based on four different demands: 

 

 For the classification of which countries in the world are democracies and 

which are not, it is necessary that the index offers a dichotomous 

measurement of democracy 

 The study deals with countries from all parts of the world, and the study 

also deals with microstates.35 Therefore it is important that the measure 

includes countries from all parts of the world and also includes 

microstates36 

 For operationalization of the independent variable old-new democracies, 

which is derived from Huntington’s (1991) concept waves of 

                                                           
32 Anckar (2008, 392-393) stated that there are two ways to approach a research problem: either the focus 

is on the dependent variable or on the independent variable. Anckar argues that when the focus is on 

the independent variable (“does X affect Y”), a deductive approach is needed. When the focus is on the 

dependent variable (“what explains Y”) Anckar argues that either a deductive or an inductive approach 

can be used. This study focuses on the dependent variable, and the approach can mainly be seen as 

deductive, but with some elements of an inductive approach (see e.g. chapter 5). 
33 For different definitions of democracy see e.g. Almond et al. 2004; Dahl 1971; Diamond and Morlino 

2005; Huntington 1991; Sartori 1987; Saward 1994; Schumpeter 1942; Przeworski et al. 2000; Vanhanen 

1997. 
34 My standpoint is that to analyze the quality of democracy is to analyze democratic norms in 

democratic countries, and therefore only democratic countries are of interest when analyzing the 

quality of democracy. Thus, I see it as a requirement that countries that are included in the research are 

democracies. For a similar standpoint see Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002). 
35 Microstates are often defined as countries that have one million inhabitants or less (see e.g. Anckar, D. 

2008, 69).  
36 A relevant question is whether microstates should be included in the research. In some comparative 

studies of countries microstates are excluded (see e.g. Vanhanen 1990) and in some studies microstates 

are included (see e.g. Anckar 2008). In this study microstates are included, and the main reason for this 

is that some previous research has shown that democracy is related to size. And to examine whether the 

quality of democracy is related to size it is also relevant to include microstates in the research. The 

inclusion of microstates will increase the variation in the physical independent variables, and another 

positive aspect of including microstates is that the number of cases in the research will increase. A 

negative aspect of including microstates is that some databases do not include data for microstates. 
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democratization, it is necessary that the measure has been produced 

through the time period 1974 to 2010 

 For the operationalization of the independent variable degree of 

democracy, it is necessary that the index offers a graded scale of the level 

of democracy 

 

As a result of this, I must investigate which measure(s) of democracy fulfill the 

four demands mentioned above, and therefore I will review some measures of 

democracy. A widely discussed question in the political science field is how 

democracy should be measured, and many measures (indexes) of democracy have 

been constructed through the years. Table 3.1 shows an overview of 12 different 

measures of democracy that have been developed from 1959 to the present. 

 
Table 3.1 An overview of twelve measures of democracy  

Democracy 

measure 

Sample 

size of 

countries 

Time periods of 

measure 

Scale Dimensions 

ACLP 141 (199) 1950–1990 

(Independence–

2008)37 

0 or 1 Contestation (and 

alternation of power) 

Arat 65–150 1948–1982 29–109 Participation, 

inclusiveness, 

competitiveness, and 

civil liberties 

(government 

coerciveness) 

Bollen 113–123 1960, 1965 0–100 Political liberties and 

popular sovereignty 

Coppedge 

and 

Reinicke 

170 1985, 2000 0–10 Contestation (and 

inclusiveness) 

Cutright 77 1940–196038 0–63 Contestation (legislative 

and executive) 

EIU 165 2006, 2008, 2010 0–10 Electoral process and 

pluralism, the 

functioning of 

government, political 

participation, political 

culture, and civil liberties 

Freedom 

House 

194 (2009) 1972–present 1–7  

(2–14) 

Political rights and civil 

liberties 

     

                                                           
37 In brackets, data for the version expanded by Cheibub et al. 2010. 
38 Scores for the time period were added together. 
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Table 3.1 continued 

Democracy 

measure 

Sample 

size of 

countries 

Time periods of 

measure 

Scale Dimensions 

Hadenius 132 1988 0–10 Elections and political 

freedoms 

Jackman 60 1960 0–100 Level of voter turnout, 

competitiveness of the 

party system, electoral 

irregularity, and freedom 

of the press 

Lipset 48 post-World War I 

period–1950s 

4 

categories 

Free elections 

Polity IV 163 (2009) 1800–present -10 to +10 

 

 

Competitiveness of 

participation, regulation of 

participation, 

competitiveness of 

executive recruitment, 

openness of executive 

recruitment,  and 

constraints on chief 

executive 

Vanhanen 170 (1999–

2001) 

1810–2010 0–100 Competition and 

participation 

     

Sources: Arat 1988; 1991; Bollen 1979; 1980; Cheibub et al. 2010; Coppedge and Reinicke 

1990; Cutright 1963; Finnish Social Science Data Archive; Freedom House; Hadenius 1992; 

Jackman 1973; Lipset 1959; Munck and Verkuilen 2002; Pemstein et al. 2010; Polity IV; 

Przeworski et al. 2000; The Economist Intelligence Unit´s index of democracy; The Polyarchy 

and Contestation Scales for 1985 and 2000; Vanhanen 1990; 1997; 2000; 2003.  

 

In a study from 1959, Lipset classified 48 countries by the degree of stability of 

their democracy in the time period ranging from the post-World War I period to 

the 1950s. Lipset included two different groups of countries, namely European 

and English-speaking countries, and Latin-American countries. He classified the 

European and English-speaking countries into two categories: 1) stable 

democracies and 2) unstable democracies and dictatorships. The Latin-American 

countries were also classified into two categories: 1) democracies and unstable 

dictatorships and 2) stable dictatorships. One interpretation is that Lipset used a 

dichotomous measure when he classified countries as democracies or 

dictatorships, and his measure was a measure of both democracy and stability. 

Lipset used different criteria for European and English-speaking countries 

compared with Latin-American countries when he classified the countries as 

democracies or dictatorships. Lipset did not explain why he used different criteria 
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when he classified countries. However, I suggest that the same criteria should be 

applied when democracy is measured for different regions and different countries 

in the world.  

 

In the early 1960s, Cutright (1963) constructed a democracy measure that he named 

the index of political development. Cutright was critical of the fact that Lipset had 

not scaled the indicator political regime (Cutright, 1963, 254). On this basis, 

Cutright developed an index that was on a continuous scale. The index was based 

on the legislative and executive branches of government. The index covered 77 

countries (African countries excluded), and the index was based on a 21-year time 

period (1940–1960). Each country could acquire 0 to 3 points per year (maximum 2 

points for the legislative branch of government and maximum 1 point for the 

executive branch of government) and the score that each country received for each 

year (1940–1960) was added to form a final measure. Accordingly, the index varied 

between 0 and 63. It can be interpreted that Cutright’s index was based more on 

political stability (democratic stability) than on the level of democracy. Ten years 

later, Jackman (1973) developed a measure of democracy that covered 60 countries 

in the year 1960 (Communist countries excluded). Jackman included four 

indicators in his measure of democracy, namely level of voter turnout, 

competitiveness of the party system, electoral irregularity, and freedom of the 

press. Each indicator was transformed into a scale from 0 to 100. The indicators 

were weighted equally and the index was created by taking the average of the 

indicators that were available for each country. It can be concluded that the main 

purpose behind developing measures of political regimes was, for Lipset (1959), 

Cutright (1963), and Jackman (1973), to test the relationship between economic and 

democratic development.39 

 

Bollen (1979; 1980) presented a new way to measure political democracy 

(POLDEM) that was based on the two dimensions political liberties and popular 

sovereignty. In the index of political democracy Bollen included three indicators of 

political liberties (press freedom, freedom of group opposition, and government 

sanctions) and three indicators of popular sovereignty (fairness of elections, 

executive selection, and legislative selection). The indicators were measured on 

different scales. For example the indicator freedom of the press was measured on a 

9-point scale and the variable fairness of election was measured on a 4-point scale, 

and each of the six indicators was transformed into a scale from 0 to 100. The final 

index was formed by using the average of the six indicators, and accordingly the 

final index (POLDEM), theoretically, ranged from 0 to 100. Bollen’s index covered 

                                                           
39 For an overview of further measures of democracy from the 1960s and 1970s see Bollen 1980 and Arat 

1991. 
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over 100 countries in each of the two years 1960 and 1965. Afterwards, Bollen 

enlarged the index to cover further years. 

 

In the 1990s several measures of democracy were constructed. Coppedge and 

Reinicke (1990) constructed a measure based on Dahl’s concept of polyarchy,40 and 

the measure was called the Polyarchy Scale. Coppedge and Reinicke included five 

indicators in the measure, namely freedom of expression, freedom of organization, 

media pluralism, the extent of the suffrage, and the holding of fair elections. The 

indicator extent of the suffrage was later excluded from Coppedge and Reinicke’s 

final measure, and the reason they gave for this exclusion was that the indicator 

contributed very little empirically to the measurement of polyarchy. The indicators 

were measured using a categorical scale with three or four categories for each 

indicator. In the final index the indicators were weighted equally, forming a scale 

from 0 to 10 (Guttman scale) where 0 indicated countries with full public 

contestation and 10 indicated countries that allowed no contestation. Coppedge 

and Reinicke (1990, 53-55) publicized their coding rules for their indicators, so it 

should be possible to replicate their study. For the reliability of the study, 

Coppedge and Reinicke used a third person to repeat the coding procedure for the 

indicators.  

 

Arat’s (1991) measure of democracy consisted of four dimensions of popular 

sovereignty: participation, inclusiveness, competitiveness, and civil liberties. Arat’s 

index covered a 35-year period and the number of countries included in the index 

varied between 29 and 109. The dimension participation was composed of four 

indicators: executive selection, legislative selection, legislative effectiveness, and 

the competitiveness of the nomination procedure. The four indicators were added 

together and generated the participation dimension. The second dimension 

inclusively ranged between 0 and 1. Countries without suffrage were given 0 

points, and 1 point was given to countries with full suffrage for citizens aged 18. A 

third dimension, competitiveness, consisted of two indicators that were added, viz. 

party legitimacy (0–3 points) and party competitiveness (1–2 points). The fourth 

dimension, civil liberties, was measured by an opposite indicator of civil liberties, 

namely the coerciveness of governments (lack of liberties). The final index was 

then calculated with the following equation: [(Participation x (1+ Inclusiveness)) 

+Competitiveness]-Coerciveness.  

 

Hadenius (1992) constructed an index of democracy, and his original index 

covered 132 countries in the Third World in 1988. The index consisted of two 

dimensions: elections and political liberties. Each dimension contained a number of 

                                                           
40 See Dahl 1971 for an overview of the concept polyarchy. 
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indicators. In the dimension elections, Hadenius included indicators such as 

universal suffrage (a scale that varies between 0 and 1) and meaningful elections. 

The indicator meaningful elections consisted of three subindicators: open elections, 

correct elections, and effective elections. In the other dimension, political liberties, 

three indicators were included: organizational freedoms, freedom of opinion, and 

political violence and oppression. The outcome of each dimension varied from 0 to 

24 points, and when adding the scores for the two dimensions the index varied 

between 0 and 48. However, Hadenius converted the scale in order to arrive at an 

index that ranged from 0 to 10 where high values indicated a high level of 

democracy.  

 

Vanhanen constructed a democracy index that he named the Index of 

Democratization (ID). Vanhanen used his index in several studies (see e.g. 

Vanhanen 1990; 1997; 2000; 2003). Vanhanen’s purpose was to provide a theoretical 

explanation for democratization and to test that explanation through empirical 

evidence. The Index of Democratization was Vanhanen’s indicator of democracy. 

According to Vanhanen, it was preferable to use quantitative indicators rather than 

subjective evaluations when measuring democracy (Vanhanen 1990, 12). Vanhanen 

included two dimensions in the index, namely competition and participation. He 

measured the competition dimension as the smaller parties’ share of the votes cast 

in parliamentary or presidential elections (or both). The measure was calculated by 

subtracting the percentage of the votes won by the largest party from 100. The 

dimension participation was measured by the proportion of the total population 

that actually voted in a parliamentary or presidential election (or both).41 In the 

construction of the index, Vanhanen treated the two indicators with equal 

importance, and therefore he gave the two indicators equal weighting. When 

Vanhanen constructed the Index of Democratization, he multiplied the percentages 

of the two indicators and then divided the outcome by 100. Thus, the Index of 

Democratization can theoretically vary between 0 and close to 100, where low 

values indicate a low degree of democratization and high values indicate a high 

degree of democratization. Vanhanen also applied a minimum threshold value as a 

requirement for democracies. The threshold value for competition was 30(%) and 

for participation 20(%). For a country to be classified as a democracy both 

threshold values had to be fulfilled (Vanhanen 2003, 65). Vanhanen included 

different numbers of countries in his index in different studies; for example in his 

2003 study 170 countries were included (population 200,000 or higher) and in his 

                                                           
41 In Vanhanen’s study (2003), referendums were included in the participation dimension. See 

Vanhanen (2003, 62) for calculations rules. 
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dataset from 2000, data for 187 countries were included.42 The main strength with 

the index is that it consists only of objective indicators. Another strength of 

Vanhanen’s index is its simplicity; it consists of a few components and it is 

relatively easy to calculate. A weakness of Vanhanen’s index is that it deals with 

indicators that are not normally treated as indicators of democracy.  

 

The ACLP index (Alvarez, Cheibub, Limongi, and Przeworski) used a nominal 

(dichotomous) measure of democracy, where countries are classified as either an 

autocracy or a democracy.43 The ACLP index was developed by Przeworski and 

his cowriters and has been used in different studies (see Alvarez et al. 1996; 

Przeworski et al. 1996; 2000). The ACLP index that was used in Przeworski et al.’s 

study (2000) covers the time period between 1950 and 1990, and in total 141 

countries are included; however, the index has now been expanded by Cheibub et 

al. (2010) to include data from 1946 (or date of independence) to 2008. The ACLP 

index has its focus on contestation, and countries are classified as democracies if: 1) 

the chief executive is elected, 2) the legislative is elected, 3) there is more than one 

political party, and 4) there is alternation in power (an incumbent regime has lost 

power). If countries do not fulfill these criteria they are classified as authoritarian 

(Przeworski et al. 2000, 14-29). According to the fourth criterion, alternation of 

power, the ACLP classified countries in which regimes had never lost an election 

as authoritarian countries. As is the case with many other measures of democracy, 

the ACLP index defines democracy narrowly and the index focuses on the electoral 

side of democracy and does not deal with political freedom. One strength of the 

ACLP measure is that it is easy to replicate, as the ACLP index shows its coding 

rules and coding process and the coding involves no subjectivity.  

 

The Economist Intelligence Unit’s index of democracy (EIU) consists of five 

dimensions, namely electoral process and pluralism, civil liberties, the functioning 

of government, political participation, and political culture. The index is based on 

the ratings for a total of 60 indicators in the five dimensions. The EIU index of 

democracy is scaled between 0 and 10, and the index covers 165 independent states 

and two territories. The index also uses an ordinal scale, distinguishing between 

four different types of regimes: full democracies (scores of 8 to 10), flawed 

democracies (6 to 7.9), hybrid regimes (4 to 5.9), and authoritarian regimes (below 

4). The EIU index utilizes a broad definition of democracy, and for example it 

includes political culture as a dimension of democracy. Large parts of the data 

sources in the EIU index are survey data, such as, for example the World Values 

                                                           
42 An updated version of Vanhanen’s Index of Democratization, which covers the time period 1810–

2010, is available at the Finnish Social Science Data Archive webpage. 
43 In some literature the ACLP is called PACL or Democracy-Dictatorship (DD). 
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Survey, and since 165 countries are included, this means that there is a lot of 

missing data for some of the indicators in the index. To fill the gaps of missing data 

the EIU used survey results for similar countries and expert assessment. One can 

say that the EIU index includes irrelevant indicators of democracy in it; for 

example I do not consider political culture to be a dimension of democracy or adult 

literacy to be an indicator of democracy. Other weaknesses of the EIU index are 

that it excludes 27 microstates and that it is calculated only for three years (2006, 

2008, and 2010).  

 

Nowadays, the Freedom House index is presumably the most widely used 

democracy index, and its ratings are widely used in empirical research.44 Freedom 

House has been rating the freedom status in each country of the world every year 

since 1972, and the research that covers 2009 (Freedom of the World 2010) consists 

of a total of 194 countries and 14 select territories.45 The Freedom House index 

includes two main categories: political rights and civil liberties. The two measures 

of political rights and civil liberties can be used separately but they are often used 

together. Political rights are based on three subcategories: electoral process, 

political pluralism and participation, and the functioning of government. These 

three subcategories consist of a total of 10 indicators (checklist questions). Civil 

liberties are based on four subcategories: freedom of expression and belief, 

associational and organizational rights, the rule of law, and personal autonomy 

and individual rights. These four subcategories consist of a total of 15 indicators 

(checklist questions). The subcategories are measured on an ordinal 5-point scale 

(0–4) (where 0 represents the lowest degree of freedom and 4 represents the 

highest degree of freedom).46 The scores for the subcategories are then separately 

added to measure the two main categories, viz. political rights and civil liberties. 

The highest score for political rights is 40 (10 x 4) and for civil liberties the highest 

score is 60 (15 x 4). Freedom House uses a scale from 1 to 7 when it measures 

political rights and civil liberties, where 1 indicates the highest degree of freedom 

and 7 indicates the lowest degree of freedom. For example a total score of between 

36 and 40 in political rights gives the value 1 on the rating score for political rights, 

and a total score of between 53 and 60 in civil liberties gives the value 1 on the 

rating score for civil liberties; accordingly, these results indicate the highest degree 

of political rights and civil liberties. The mean average for political rights and civil 

liberties determines the freedom status, and the freedom status is divided into 

                                                           
44 It should be mentioned that Freedom House, strictly speaking, measures freedom and not democracy. 

However, researchers and others normally use Freedom House data as measures of democracy. 
45 The Freedom House survey was established by Raymond D. Gastil. 
46 Except for the two additional discretionary questions (A and B) in political rights, where scores of 1 to 

4 may be added in question A, and scores of 1 to 4 may be subtracted in question B (see Freedom House 

Checklist Questions and Guidelines).  
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three different categories: free, partly free, and not free. Those countries that have 

the combined mean average of 1.0–2.5 for political rights and civil liberties are 

rated as free, countries with a mean average of 3.0–5.0 are rated as partly free, and 

countries with a mean average of 5.5–7.0 are rated as not free. The Freedom House 

index can also be used as a scale of 2–14 by adding the scores for political rights 

and civil liberties. The categorical variable free, partly free and not free countries is 

also an alternative that can be used as a measure of democracy. Further, Freedom 

House also measures a narrower concept of democracy called electoral democracy.  

 

Currently, there is an ongoing discussion about the pros and cons of the Freedom 

House indexes. Concerning the weakness of the index, Hadenius and Teorell (2005, 

16, 24) stated that Freedom House has a weakness in the methodological area that 

is due to the inclusion of irrelevant components. Bollen and Paxton (2000) found 

that Freedom House tends to disadvantage Marxist-Leninist countries and be an 

advantage to Christian countries, older countries, and monarchies.47 The coding 

rules in the Freedom House index have changed over time, and some researchers 

have therefore questioned the use of the index when comparing different time 

periods (see e.g. Cheibub et al. 2010, 403).48 Freedom House does not show its 

coding rules so replicability of their index is difficult. The strengths of the index are 

that it covers a relatively long time period (1972–present) and offers both a 

polychotomous measurement and a graded measurement of democracy.  

 

Polity IV is another widely used democracy index. Polity IV covers all independent 

countries with a total population of 500,000 or more, it has provided data since 

1800, and covered 163 countries in 2009. Polity IV provides two aggregate indexes, 

democracy (DEMOC) and autocracy (AUTOC). Both the democracy index and the 

autocracy index are measured on an ordinal scale, and the index consists of five 

expert-coded categorical indicators. The Polity IV democracy index and autocracy 

index include the following five dimensions: competitiveness of executive 

recruitment, openness of executive recruitment, constraints on the chief executive, 

regulation of participation, and competitiveness of participation; these five 

dimensions are weighted differently.49 The two indexes are normally used together 

by subtracting autocracy (AUTOC) from democracy (DEMOC), which provides the 

                                                           
47 Bollen and Paxton used data from 1972, 1975, 1980, 1984, and 1988. 
48 See Giannone (2010) for a comparison between the political rights and civil liberties checklists used by 

Freedom House in six different years. 
49 Scale weight DEMOC: The competitiveness of executive recruitment (0–2), the openness of executive 

recruitment (0-1), the constraints on the chief executive (0–4), and the competitiveness of political 

participation (0–3). Scale weight AUTOC: The competitiveness of executive recruitment (0–2), the 

openness of executive recruitment (0–1), constraints on the chief executive (0–3), regulation of 

participation (0–2), and the competitiveness of political participation (0–2). 



64 

Polity variable. The Polity variable oscillates from -10 (high autocracy) to +10 (high 

democracy). Accordingly, the Polity variable consists of a 21-point scale and the 

variable does not divide countries into subgroups such as democracies and 

nondemocracies.50 The polity dataset also offers a modified version of the Polity 

variable, which is called the Polity 2 variable. The Polity 2 variable has converted 

“standardized authority scores” to conventional policy scores, and therefore the 

Polity 2 variable can be used in time-series analyses.51 The strengths of Polity IV are 

that the index covers a long period of time and the coding rules and coding process 

are shown. A weakness of the index is that it does not deal so much with political 

freedom (only freedom of organization). Another weakness of the index is the 

exclusion of microstates.  

 

After this review of the 12 measures of democracy, it is now time to investigate 

which measures fulfill my demands and therefore can be seen as suitable for this 

study. Table 3.2 shows an overview of the 12 measures of democracy in relation to 

my four demands.  

 
Table 3.2 Twelve measures of democracy and four demands  

Democracy 

measure 

Sample size of 

countries 

Covers the  

period 1974–

2010 

Graded 

scale 

Dichotomous 

measurement 

ACLP Large Yes No Yes 

Arat Medium to large No Yes No 

Bollen Medium No Yes No 

Coppedge and 

Reinicke 

Large No Yes No 

Cutright Small No Yes No 

EIU Large, but excluding 

microstates 

No Yes No 

Freedom House Large Yes Yes Yes 

Hadenius Medium No Yes No 

Jackman Small No Yes No 

Lipset Small No No Yes 

Polity IV Large, but excluding 

microstates 

Yes Yes No 

Vanhanen Large, but excluding 

several microstates52 

Yes Yes Yes 

     

                                                           
50 See Treier and Jackman 2008 for a discussion about measurement error in Polity IV. 
51 See Polity IV Project: Dataset Users’ Manual. 
52 I consider Vanhanen’s dimensions of democracy as irrelevant dimensions of democracy; therefore 

even if Vanhanen’s measure (Index of Democratization) had fulfilled the four demands I would not 

have used it.   
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As Table 3.2 indicates, it is only Freedom House that fulfills all of my four 

demands. Freedom House includes a large number of countries—194 countries in 

2010—(Freedom in the World 2011), it covers the time period 1974–2010 (1972–

present), and it offers both a graded scale and a dichotomous measure of 

democracy.53 On the basis of my four demands and the comparison of 12 different 

measures of democracy, I will use the Freedom House index as the measure of 

democracy in this study. However, when the degree of democracy is used as an 

independent variable I will follow Hadenius and Teorell’s (2005) suggestion and 

use a combination of Freedom House and Polity IV measures of democracy as an 

indicator of the level of democracy, but in order to achieve robustness in the 

results, I will compare these results with those where the Freedom House index is 

a measure of democracy. Since I will mainly use the Freedom House index as a 

measure of democracy, I endorse the Freedom House definition of a free country as 

a definition of democracy. The definition reads as follows: “A free country is one 

where there is broad scope for open political competition, a climate of respect for civil 

liberties, significant independent civic life, and independent media.” 

 

Selection of cases 

The focus of the study is on the country level, i.e. the macro level, and the study 

will only include countries that fulfill the criteria for being democracies. Therefore 

a decision has to be taken concerning which countries in the world are to be 

identified as democracies and which are not. The Freedom House definition of free 

countries is used for rating the world’s countries as democracies or 

nondemocracies. Thus, countries are classified as democracies if they are rated as 

free by the Freedom House index, and as nondemocratic if they are rated as partly 

free or not free by Freedom House. Based on the Freedom House survey, which 

covers the year 2010 (Freedom in the World 2011), 87 of 194 countries are rated as 

free countries. Therefore, these countries should be included in this study; 

however, I delimit my selection to only include those nations that are stable 

democracies, meaning that they have been democratic throughout the period 2000–

2010, which is the main period that is covered in this study. The Freedom House 

annual surveys of countries’ democratic status are used for establishing the 

democratic status over the time period 2000–2010. The following nine democratic 

countries did not pass the demarcation (in brackets the year since when countries 

were continuously rated as free): Antigua and Barbuda (2004), Argentina (2003), 

Brazil (2002), Guyana (2006), Indonesia (2005), Peru (2001), Serbia (2003), Trinidad 

and Tobago (2005), and Montenegro (2009). Consequently, when this demarcation 

                                                           
53 Countries that are classified as free countries by Freedom House are identified as democracies and 

countries that are classified as partly free or not free countries are identified as nondemocracies. 
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is used, the sample consists of 78 democratic countries. However, there are some 

borderline cases: Argentina, Brazil, Lesotho, Mexico, Peru, and Serbia.54 Argentina 

slipped from being free to partly free in Freedom House surveys covering 2001 and 

2002. The Freedom House scores for political rights and civil liberties for Argentina 

were 3 and 3 for both 2001 and 2002, and consequently it was close to being rated 

as free (average 2.5). Both before and after these dates Argentina was rated as free. 

Brazil has been rated as free since 2002, but it was rated as partly free in 2000 (3, 3) 

and 2001 (3, 3). Peru has been rated as free continuously since 2001, and it was 

rated as partly free in 2000 (3, 3). Serbia is a difficult case. Before 2003 it was called 

Yugoslavia (the former Yugoslavia). In 2000 (4, 4) and 2001 (3, 3) Yugoslavia was 

rated as partly free, while in 2002 Yugoslavia was rated as free; from 2003 to 2006 

the country was called Serbia and Montenegro and was rated as free from 2003 to 

2006. In June 2006 Montenegro become an independent state, and since that time 

Serbia has been rated as free (2006–2010). Lesotho was rated as free between 2002 

and 2008, and in 2000 and 2001 it was rated as partly free (4, 4). In 2009 and 2010 

Lesotho was again rated as partly free (3, 3). Mexico was rated as free between 2000 

and 2009, but in 2010 Mexico slipped slightly to being partly free (3, 3).  

 

In this study I will make use of a set of dummy variables of geographic regions to 

find out whether there is a diffusion effect on the quality of democracy. From this 

aspect it can be seen as important that each region consists of a number of 

countries when regression analysis is employed. Only a few countries in the 

regions of Africa, Oceania, Scandinavia, and South America are included in the 

research, so it should be desirable to include more countries. Another reason to 

include more countries is that the opportunity to make generalizations and draw 

conclusions from the results of the research increases if the study consists of a 

greater number of countries. Therefore I have decided to include the borderline 

cases Argentina, Brazil, Lesotho, Mexico, Peru, and Serbia. This means that the 

sample consists of 84 countries. The following countries are thus included in the 

study: Andorra, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, 

Belize, Benin, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Cape Verde, Chile, Costa Rica, 

Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El 

Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Hungary, 

Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kiribati, Latvia, Lesotho, 

Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, 

Mexico, Micronesia, Monaco, Mongolia, Namibia, Nauru, Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Norway, Palau, Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Saint Kitts 

                                                           
54 Lesotho and Mexico were not rated as free countries in the Freedom House survey that covered 2010 

(Freedom in the World 2011). However, they have been rated as free countries for most of the time 

period 2000–2010, and are therefore considered as borderline cases.  
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and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, San Marino, Sao 

Tome and Principe, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, 

Suriname, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Tuvalu, United Kingdom, United States, 

Uruguay, and Vanuatu.  

Data and the time period of cover 

An important question is which time period the study should cover. When 

explaining the variation in the quality of democracy, a decision has to be taken 

about whether a cross-sectional or a longitudinal approach will be employed. For 

this model of empirical analysis, three types of data can be taken into 

consideration, namely time-series data, cross-section data, and pooled data 

(Gujarati and Porter, 2009, 22-23). In time-series data, the data for variables is 

collected in different time periods, for example monthly, annually, or decennially, 

i.e. variables are collected more than once. An example of time-series data is GDP 

measured each year from 1990 to 2000 in one country. In cross-section data, data 

for variables are collected once, at the same point in time, for example in the year 

2000. An example of cross-section data is GDP measured in all countries of the 

world in the year 2000. Pooled data is a combination of time-series data and cross-

section data; for example GDP is measured each year from 1990 to 2000 in all 

countries of the world.  

 

When explaining the variation in the quality of democracy in the stable 

democracies in the world, I see it as important to include data for more than one 

time period. Therefore I will employ a pooled-data approach. I see it as most 

relevant and interesting to cover time periods close to the present time period, and 

I cannot find any reason why a time period other than the present one would be 

more relevant and interesting to cover. The aim is therefore that the study will 

cover the time period of the first decade of the twentieth-first century. However, 

the five indicators of the quality of democracy that are employed in this study do 

not vary much from one year to another year (because, for example, parliamentary 

elections are held at intervals of 2 to 5 years). Therefore, in this study I do not see it 

as applicable to include data for all years in the first decade of the twentieth-first 

century and consequently I will consider three points of time from the first decade 

of the twentieth-first century, namely 2000, 2005, and 2010. In accordance with this, 

the time that is set for the three indicators of the quality of democracy, namely 

women’s representation in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, 

and the level of corruption will be 2000, 2005, and 2010. For the other two 

indicators that are employed in this study, voter turnout and party competition, it 

is not possible to use exact points of time as mentioned above because 

parliamentary elections have not taken place in all countries that are employed in 
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the study for these three years. Therefore I will employ the three latest 

parliamentary elections as measuring points for voter turnout and party 

competition. The dataset for the pooled-data analysis is composed of 252 cases 

(84*3).55 Now that the selection of cases and the time periods for the study have 

been decided, it is time to turn to the dimensions and indicators of the quality of 

democracy that are to be included in the study. 

 

Dimensions and indicators of the quality of democracy 

The overview in chapter 2 of some previous studies of the quality of democracy 

showed that several different dimensions of the quality of democracy had been 

employed. And as mentioned earlier, I find the different dimensions that have 

been suggested in the reviewed studies mainly as relevant dimensions of the 

quality of democracy. In chapter 2 I identified four dimensions that I consider as 

basic and as engines for the quality of democracy and therefore very important 

dimensions to consider. 56 And in this study the focus will be on these dimensions 

of the quality of democracy, and the aim is to work with these four dimensions in 

depth. The four dimensions are political participation, political competition, 

political equality, and the rule of law. The four dimensions will be measured 

through the employment of five indicators. Figure 3.1 presents an overview of the 

operationalization of the concept quality of democracy in this study. 

 
  

                                                           
55 Beck and Katz (1996, 2) distinguished TSCS data (time-series-cross-section models) from cross-

sectionally dominated panel data, and they argued that TSCS models include data for 20 or more 

annual observations in each unit. According to that, this study, which consists of three time periods, can 

be seen as consisting of cross-sectionally dominated panel data.  
56 For example Diamond and Morlino (2005, xl) concluded that competition and participation are 

engines of democratic quality. 
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Figure 3.1 Operationalization of the quality of democracy 
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The main concept in this study is the quality of democracy.57 The concept quality of 

democracy has four dimensions, and these four dimensions are measured with a 

total of five indicators.58 Data for the five indicators that measure the different 

dimensions are collected from several different data sources. The first dimension of 

the quality of democracy is political participation. In a democratic system it is 

important that the adult citizens influence the system’s decision-making process by 

exercising their legal rights, for example by joining civil society organizations 

and/or voting in elections.59 Participation is commonly measured by voter turnout, 

and as Figure 3.1 shows, in this study the dimension participation is also measured 

                                                           
57 IDEA = International IDEA (The International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance), IPU 

= Inter-Parliamentary Union, ParlGov = Parliament and government composition database, WIG = 

Women’s representation in governments, WIP = Women’s representation in parliaments.  
58 In the final empirical chapter, the four dimensions will be aggregated into a summary measure and 

the summary measure will be applied as a dependent variable. 
59 López-Pintor and Morlino (2005, 94) wrote that political participation can, simultaneously, also be 

considered to be a condition for better accountability and responsiveness. 
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by the indicator voter turnout. Political participation through voting can be seen as 

a cornerstone of a democratic system. If voter turnout is low, the legitimacy of the 

election can come into question. A low voter turnout may also indicate a lack of 

political participation of certain groups of people. Hence voter turnout is a very 

important indicator of the quality of democracy.  

 

The second dimension is political competition, which is measured by party 

competition. Diamond (1993, 96) stated: “Democracy is, by its nature, a system of 

institutionalized competition for power. Without competition and conflict, there is 

no democracy.” Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002, 85) wrote that effective 

competition is one of the key dimensions of the quality of democracy. Competition 

between parties is a cornerstone of a democratic system, and a weak opposition is 

therefore a problem for democracy. Therefore it can be stated that in a democratic 

system there must be effective political competition. On the basis of these 

examples, party competition is a very important indicator of the quality of 

democracy.  

 

The third dimension, political equality, is measured with two indicators, one 

elected body, and one unelected body. The motive for measuring the equality 

dimension with one elected body and one unelected body is that it is important to 

investigate whether the political parties and the people (who nominate and elect 

members of parliaments), as well as the political leaders (who elect the 

governments’ members) in the relevant countries give priority to gender equality 

in national politics. The indicator of the elected body is women’s representation in 

parliaments (lower house) and the indicator for the unelected body is women’s 

representation in governments. Without the active participation of women and the 

incorporation of women’s perspective at all levels of decision making, the goals of 

equality, development, and peace cannot be achieved (Beijing Platform for Action, 

Fourth World Conference on Women 1995). In a representative democratic system 

it is important that men and women are politically represented in the same 

proportions and on equal terms. A parliamentary seat and a government post can 

be viewed as two of the most powerful political positions of decision making, and 

therefore women’s political representations in parliaments and in governments are 

very important indicators of the quality of democracy.  

 

The fourth and last dimension is the rule of law dimension. In relation to this 

Diamond and Morlino (2005, xiii) stated that “an effective rule of law is also 

indispensable for a good democracy, in part because it guarantees—at least 

through the mechanism of a politically neutral and independent judiciary—the 

defense of citizens’ rights and equal status before the law and in the political 
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arena.” They (Diamond and Morlino 2005, xv) also wrote that “the rule of law is 

the base upon which every other dimension of democratic quality rests.” Certainly, 

in a democratic system it is important that all citizens are equal before the law. 

Therefore the rule of law is a very important dimension of the quality of 

democracy. The rule of law is measured by the indicator level of corruption. In a 

democratic system all citizens should be fairly and equitably treated by public 

officials. In a system in which corruption occurs, all citizens are not treated fairly 

and equitably by public officials, and therefore corruption is a very important 

indicator of the quality of democracy. 

Data sources and measurements for the indicators of the quality of 

democracy 

Concerning the measurements of the indicators of the quality of democracy, voter 

turnout is measured as the percentage of those registered on the electoral list who 

cast a vote (number voted/number registered) in parliamentary elections (lower 

house in countries with a bicameral parliament). Party competition is measured as 

the percentage of seats held by parties other than the largest party in parliament 

(lower house in countries with a bicameral parliament). Data for voter turnout are 

mainly collected from the International IDEA and the Inter-Parliamentary Union, 

and data for party competition are mainly collected from the parliament and 

government composition database (ParlGov), the Inter-Parliamentary Union, and 

Lundell and Karvonen. However, several other data sources have also been used 

for collecting data for voter turnout and party competition (see reference section). 

Women’s representation in parliaments is measured by the percentage of women’s 

representation in countries’ parliaments (lower house in countries with a bicameral 

parliament). Women’s representation in governments is measured by the 

percentage of women’s representation in countries’ governments. The corruption 

index is bounded between -2.5 and +2.5 where low values indicate a higher level of 

corruption and high values indicate a lower level of corruption. Data for women’s 

representation in parliaments and governments are mainly collected from the 

Inter-Parliamentary Union. Data for corruption are collected from the Control of 

Corruption Index (World Bank: The Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) 

project). 

An approach for measuring and examining the quality of democracy 

An approach for measuring and examining the quality of democracy has to be 

developed. And an important question is whether the dimensions and the 

indicators of the quality of democracy should be measured and examined 

individually or aggregated into an index. Previous studies of political performance 

have used different approaches to measure performance. For example Lijphart 
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(1999) measured each indicator individually, whereas Putnam (1993) created a 

summary index of the 12 performance indicators (Index of Institutional 

Performance). And Putnam (1993, 75) stated that “combining these diverse 

indicators into a single index reduces the idiosyncratic impact of any single 

measure.” On the other hand, by aggregating indicators to one single measure the 

variation in different indicators is hidden and important information about the 

different indicators can be missing. Therefore in this study the indicators will be 

measured and examined individually and aggregated into an index. The research 

strategy is first to analyze the five indicators individually and then to aggregate the 

five indicators into an aggregated index of the quality of democracy. As a result, 

six dependent variables are included in the empirical chapters of this research. 

 

Explaining the variation in the quality of democracy 

Independent variables 

Now it is time to turn to the independent variables that are included in the study. 

To test the expectations that are derived from the explanatory model formulated in 

chapter 2, a number of independent variables will be employed. The majority of 

the independent variables will be employed in all empirical chapters. And a major 

research issue will be to examine whether the same independent variables can 

explain the variation in all four dimensions of the quality of democracy. The 

theoretical justification for using this set of independent variables is based mainly 

on earlier research on the impact of different indicators on the quality of 

democracy and other political performance concepts. And the independent 

variables employed in the study have in previous research been shown to have a 

statistically significant effect on at least one indicator of the quality of democracy 

or on other political performance concepts. However, some of the independent 

variables’ relationships with some of the five indicators of the quality of democracy 

are relatively untested. Examining certain independent variables that are relatively 

untested within this area of research will hopefully extend our knowledge about 

which factors affect the variation in the quality of democracy. Table 3.3 presents an 

overview of the independent variables that are included in the study.  
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Table 3.3 An overview of the independent variables included in the study  

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic 

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Compulsory voting 

Disproportionality 

Effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties 

Unicameralism 

Territorial 

organization 

Executive power 

Quotas 

GDP/capita  

Literacy 

 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

Women’s 

suffrage 

 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

     

 

As the overview shows, nine political institutional variables, two socioeconomic 

variables, three cultural variables, three historical variables, and three physical 

variables will be included as independent variables in the study. 

Operationalization and measurement of the independent variables are discussed 

below. For information about the data sources for the independent variables, see 

the reference section.  

Political institutional variables 

The independent variable electoral system is divided into three categories: 

proportional systems, mixed systems, and majority systems (first-past-the-post, 

alternative vote, two-round systems).60 In the analyses, electoral systems are 

measured with three dummy variables, and the category proportional systems is 

used as the baseline variable. It is expected that countries that use a proportional 

electoral system will have a higher degree of the quality of democracy. The 

variable district magnitude will be measured through the use of the average 

district magnitude in each country. It is expected that countries with a larger 

average district magnitude will have a higher degree of the quality of democracy, 

and therefore it is expected that the coefficient will be positive.  

 

To elucidate whether divided power has an effect on the quality of democracy, I 

will apply three different sets of dummies to control for the potential effect that 

divided power has on the quality of democracy (legislative body, territorial 

organization, and executive power). First, I will examine whether it matters in 

relation to the quality of democracy whether a country has a unicameral legislative 

                                                           
60 SNTV (Single Non-Transferable Vote), which Vanuatu uses as an electoral system, is coded as a 

majority system.  
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instead of a bicameral legislative. Here I will apply a dummy variable for 

unicameralism, where the countries that have one chamber (unicameralism) are 

coded 1 and those countries that have two chambers (bicameralism) are coded 0.61 I 

expect that countries with unicameralism will have a higher degree of the quality 

of democracy, and therefore it is expected that the coefficient will be positive. The 

independent variable territorial organization is divided into three categories: 

federal systems, intermediate forms, and unitary systems. The three categories are 

applied in the regressions with three dummies, and the category unitary systems is 

used as the baseline variable. It is expected that unitary countries will have a 

higher level of the quality of democracy. The independent variable executive 

power is divided into three categories: parliamentary systems, semipresidential 

systems, and presidential systems. These three categories are applied in the 

regressions with three dummy variables, and the dummy for parliamentary 

systems is used as a baseline variable. It is expected that parliamentary countries 

will have higher levels of the quality of democracy.  

 

Four further political institutional independent variables will be included in some 

of the empirical chapters, namely compulsory voting, disproportionality, the 

effective number of parliamentary parties, and gender quotas. I will apply a 

dummy variable for compulsory voting, with which I will distinguish between a 

strict enforcement of compulsory voting and a weak enforcement of compulsory 

voting. Therefore in this research I will follow Siaroff and Merer’s (2002) approach 

and only include those countries that use strictly enforced compulsory voting as 

users of compulsory voting. (Siaroff and Merer (2002) used a dummy variable for 

those countries with strictly enforced compulsory voting.) Those countries that use 

a strict enforcement sanction of compulsory voting (Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 

Brazil, Chile, Cyprus, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Nauru, Peru, and Uruguay) are 

coded as 1. Countries that do not use compulsory voting are coded as 0. Those 

countries that use weak enforcement of compulsory voting (inter alia Costa Rica, 

Dominican Republic, Greece, and Mexico) are not coded as using compulsory 

voting. Austria and Switzerland (Schaffhausen) use compulsory voting only in a 

few regions and therefore these two countries are not coded as using compulsory 

voting. I expect turnout (quality of democracy) to be higher in countries where 

voting is compulsory and strictly enforced, and therefore it is expected that the 

coefficient for compulsory voting will be positive. 

 

To measure the degree of disproportionality (disproportion between parties’ vote 

share and seat share, the least squares index (Gallagher’s index) will be used (see 

Gallagher 1991). The least squares index measures disproportionality per election 

                                                           
61 See Tsebelis and Money (1997) for an overview of the concept bicameralism. 
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and runs from 0 to 100 (Gallagher 1991, 40). The equation for the index is as 

follows: 

LSq = √½∑ (vi-si)² 

As the equation shows, the difference between vote percentages (vi) and seat 

percentages (si) for each party are squared and then added together; this total is 

then divided by two, and then the square root of the total is taken. It is expected 

that countries with a low level of disproportionality have a higher turnout (quality 

of democracy). The least squares index increases when disproportionality 

increases, and therefore it is expected that the coefficient for disproportionality will 

be negative.  

 

The independent variable for party systems will be measured through the Laakso-

Taagepera index, i.e. the effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP) (see 

Laakso and Taagepera 1979). The index measures the number of parties in 

proportion to their relative size. The formula for the index is as follows:  

Ν = 1/ ∑ si² 

The index is calculated by squaring the fractional share of parliamentary seats held 

by each party, summing these squares, and then dividing 1 by this value; the 

higher the number (N) is above 2.0, the greater the distance from a pure two-party 

system. I will presuppose that a larger number of parliamentary parties will 

increase voter turnout (quality of democracy), and therefore it is expected that the 

coefficient for the party system will be positive.  

 

The quota for women is the final political institutional variable that will be applied 

in the study. And the independent variable quota has been divided into three 

different categories: 1) Countries that do not use quotas for women, either as 

legislative quotas or voluntary party quotas; 2) Countries where one or several 

parties use voluntary party quotas; and 3) Countries that use legislative quotas. 

Among the countries included in this research, only Taiwan uses quotas as 

reserved seats. Therefore in this study, reserved seats are categorized as a 

legislative quota. Denmark and Ghana are not coded as having quotas as, although 

they previously used quotas, they have since been abolished. In the regression 

analyses these categories are applied as three different dummies, where the 

dummy for no use of quotas is used as the baseline variable. It is expected that 

countries that use quotas will have higher female representation in parliaments 

(quality of democracy).  

Socioeconomic variables 

Two socioeconomic variables will be employed, viz. GDP/capita and literacy. 

GDP/capita is a variable that has been used in many previous studies to measure 



76 

socioeconomic development.62 Literacy (or illiteracy) is a variable that has 

previously been employed to measure socioeconomic development and/or human 

development (see e.g. Hadenius 1992; Altman and Castiglioni 2009). GDP/capita is 

measured in US$1000. Literacy is measured as the percentage of the total 

population that has the ability to read and write at a specified age. It is expected 

that a high level of GDP/capita and a high level of literacy affect the quality of 

democracy positively. Therefore it is expected that the coefficients for GDP/capita 

and literacy will be positive. 

Cultural variables 

Culture and cultural attitudes are phenomena that are difficult to capture in 

quantitative form. Even if the phenomena are difficult to capture, I still find it 

important to include measures of culture and cultural attitudes in quantitative 

studies, and one way to capture cultural differences in quantitative form is to use 

dummy variables. In this study I will consider three independent variables to 

capture the possible cultural differences concerning the quality of democracy. One 

of these independent variables will be applied as a set of dummy variables. The 

three cultural variables are geographic region, percentage (share) of Muslims in the 

population, and percentage (share) of Protestants in the population. The 

independent variable geographic region is applied to examine whether there is a 

diffusion effect with respect to the quality of democracy. And concerning the 

variable geographic region, I base this on Castles’s (1993; 1998) concept families of 

nations. I assume that shared geographical and cultural attributes lead to 

distinctive patterns in terms of the quality of democracy. Such a phenomenon can 

be seen as a diffusion effect, meaning that one country’s level of the quality of 

democracy interacts with its neighboring countries’ level of the quality of 

democracy. However, the selection of cases in this study is not the same as in 

Castles’s studies (1993, 1998), and therefore I cannot follow his grouping of 

nations. Instead I will divide the world into different regional categories. Previous 

comparative research has suggested different ways of doing this. For example 

Paxton and Kunovich (2003) used six regional categories in their study: Eastern 

Europe, South America, Asia, other nonwestern countries, western industrialized 

countries, and Scandinavian countries. Tripp and Kang (2008) used eight region 

dummies: Africa, the Americas, Asia, Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, 

the Middle East, the Pacific, Scandinavia, and Western Europe. In this research I 

will also use eight different region categories, and the categories are similar to 

Tripp and Kangs’ (2008) grouping. Compared with Tripp and Kang (2008), I have 

made two major changes. First, the category Americas is divided into two 

categories (South America, and North and Central America) and, second, the 

                                                           
62 See e.g. Vanhanen 2003, 97–98 for an overview of different measures of per capita national income. 
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category Middle East is added to the category Asia.63 The region categories made 

use of in this research are: Scandinavia, Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Africa, 

Asia, South America, North and Central America, and Oceania. In the analyses, the 

regions are measured through eight dummy variables. The region Scandinavia is 

used as a reference category.64  

 

Several researchers have established that the Nordic countries are special cases in 

several areas of the social world (see e.g. Delhey and Newton 2005; Holmberg 

2007). Delhey and Newton (2005, 320) noted that the Nordic countries, Norway, 

Sweden and Denmark, have the highest level of social trust of the 60 countries that 

were included in their study, and that the other two Nordic countries, Finland and 

Iceland, were not far behind. Delhey and Newton concluded that the Nordic 

countries are exceptional cases. Holmberg (2007) examined the “Good Society” 

(measured with an index that consists of three indicators: life expectancy, infant 

mortality, and life satisfaction), and he noted that the Nordic countries were top 

ranked as “good society countries.” And Holmberg (2007, 9) concluded that: “The 

small, rich and heavily taxed democratic welfare states up in the cold and rainy 

Northern Europe is [sic] closer to the Good Society than any other countries on 

Earth.” The phenomenon that the Nordic countries are exceptional cases is often 

called Nordic exceptionalism or Scandinavian exceptionalism, and this means that 

the Nordic countries are better than the norm or at least different from the norm 

(for a discussion and an overview of the concept see e.g. Allardt 2000; Browning 

2007; Strandberg 2006). Accepting a Nordic/Scandinavian exceptionalism thesis, I 

presuppose that there is also a Scandinavian exceptionalism with regard to the 

quality of democracy, and therefore it is expected that the region Scandinavia will 

have a higher level of the quality of democracy than other geographic regions. 

 

The independent variables percentage of Protestants in each country and 

percentage of Muslims in each country are employed to examine whether religion 

has any effect on the quality of democracy. It is expected that countries that have a 

higher level of Protestants in their population will have a higher level of the 

quality of democracy, and thus it is expected that the coefficient for Protestants will 

be positive. It is expected that countries with a higher proportion of Muslims in 

their population will have a lower level of the quality of democracy, and therefore 

it is expected that the coefficient for Muslims will be negative. 

                                                           
63 In this study only one country in the Middle East (Israel) is included, and therefore the Middle East is 

not considered as its own region category. 
64 In this study Scandinavia means the Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and 

Sweden. 
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Historical variables 

Two historical variables, length of democratic experience and degree of 

democracy, are included in all empirical chapters. To control for whether the 

length of democratic experience has any statistical relationship with the variation 

in the quality of democracy, I will adopt a wide classification of old and new 

democracies derived from Huntington’s concept waves of democratization, 

described in his book The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth 

Century (1991). I classify old democracies as those countries that were included in 

the two first democratization waves (1828–1974) and that therefore were 

democratized before 1974. New democracies are classified as those countries 

democratized during the third democratization wave and later (1974 onwards). 

This independent variable is applied in the regression analyses as a dummy 

variable where new democracies are given the value 0 and old democracies are 

given the value 1. It is expected that old democracies will have a higher level of the 

quality of democracy compared with new democracies.  

 

The second historical variable deals with the level of democracy, and in order to 

control for the robustness of the findings I will consider two measures of 

democracy. The main reason why I consider two measures of democracy is that 

research has found discrepancies between different measures of democracy even if 

the correlations between them are high (see e.g. Pemstein et al. 2010), and these 

discrepancies can affect the results of empirical research, depending on which 

measure of democracy is employed (see Högström 2013, forthcoming). The first 

measure that I will consider is the average of the Freedom House index (political 

rights and civil liberties) and the Polity IV index. In that measure, which I name 

FHPA, the Freedom House and the Polity IV indexes are transformed to a scale of 

0 to 10, and the scale ranges from 0 to 10 where 0 is least democratic and 10 most 

democratic. The version that is used in this study has imputed values for countries 

where data on Polity is missing by regressing Polity on the average Freedom 

House measure.65 To control for the robustness of the results, I will include a 

second measure of democracy, which is the Freedom House index (the average of 

political rights and civil liberties). In the Freedom House index, low figures 

indicate high levels of democracy, but in this study I inverse the scale so that high 

values indicate high levels of democracy.66 The inverse scale ranges between 1 and 

7 where 7 indicates the highest level of democracy and 1 indicates the lowest level 

of democracy. It is expected that a higher degree of democracy affects the quality 

of democracy positively. One further historical independent variable, women’s 

                                                           
65 The variable is collected from QoG dataset. 
66 The equation is 2*(4-X) +X. 
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suffrage, will be included in some of the empirical chapters. The variable women’s 

suffrage captures how many years have passed since women gained voting rights 

in national elections. It is expected that the coefficient for women’s suffrage will be 

positive, which indicates that countries in which women have had voting rights for 

a longer time period will have a higher level of political equality (quality of 

democracy). 

Physical variables 

I will consider three physical variables: population size, area size, and density. The 

measure size of population refers to the total population in each country and it is 

measured in millions of people. The size of the country’s territory is measured in 

square kilometers (km²); there are two different measures of area to consider: the 

total area (sum of all land and water areas delimited by international boundaries 

and/or coastlines) and the land area (excluding inland water bodies). Since the two 

measures are highly correlated (Pearson’s .999), the measure for land area will be 

applied here. Population density (population concentration) is measured as the 

number of people per square kilometer of the territory. It is expected that smaller 

countries (smaller population, smaller area, and smaller density) will have a higher 

degree of the quality of democracy. Area is highly correlated with density 

(Pearson’s .632) and with population size (Pearson’s .880), while the correlation 

between density and population is only -.187 (Pearson’s). To avoid 

multicollinearity in the multivariate regressions, I will not include the three 

physical variables in the same multivariate regression. Therefore I will follow the 

same strategy as Anckar (2008, 448) and include the physical variable that is most 

strongly related to the dependent variable in simple regressions. However, since 

the correlation between density and population size is weaker, both variables can 

be included in the same multivariate regression. For that reason, population size 

and density can be included in the same multivariate regression, but area cannot 

be included in the same multivariate regression as population size and/or density. 

Descriptive statistics for the independent variables 

Table 3.4 presents descriptive statistics for the quantitative independent variables 

that are included in the study.67 

 
  

                                                           
67 Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables will be presented in the empirical chapters.  
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Table 3.4 Descriptive statistics for quantitative independent variables 

Independent 

variables 

Minimum Maximum Mean Median Standard 

deviation 

N 

District 

magnitude 

1.00 250 16.41 4.50 38.56 252 

Disproportionality .26 33.10 8.04 5.45 7.53 224 

ENPP 1.00 10.37 3.38 3.03 1.72 237 

GDP/capita .28 186.18 17.89 7.72 23.84 252 

Literacy 34.70 100.00 92.66 97.25 11.51 252 

Percentage of 

Protestants 

.00 93.30 20.45 10.85 25.46 252 

Percentage of 

Muslims 

.00 81.20 3.30 .45 9.69 252 

Degree of 

democracy 

2.67 10.00 9.32 9.58 .98 252 

Women’s suffrage 6 117 61.13 59.00 22.99 252 

Population .01 1156.90 31.49 4.46 122.45 252 

Area 2.00 9161923 666062 64445 1859618 252 

Density 1.69 15837.00 348.68 99.66 1689.09 252 

       

 

As Table 3.4 indicates, some of the independent variables have large skewed 

distributions, and the independent variables that have the largest skewed 

distributions are the three physical variables: area, density, and population. Table 

3.4 also shows that the two variables disproportionality and effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties (ENPP) have missing data for several cases. 

 

Statistical considerations 

In this section I will briefly comment on my handling of data and discuss the 

problems faced when estimating regression equations in this study. 

Transformation of variables 

If variables are not normally distributed, one way to reduce the skewed 

distributions can be to transform the variables. Unfortunately, it often becomes 

more difficult to interpret the results from regressions if variables are transformed. 

However, I will control different relationships between the dependent variables 

and the independent variables. To establish the relationships I will run scatterplots 

and curve estimations. I will test several different statistical equations, for example 

linear, logarithmic, quadratic, and cubic. Four different relationships will be 

described below, and in the examples the dependent variable is women’s 

representation in governments and the independent variable is GDP/capita. In a 

linear relationship, the relationship between the independent variable and the 
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dependent variable is proportional (the relationship is expressed in a straight line). 

A change in the independent variable will always produce a corresponding change 

in the dependent variable. A linear relationship can be expressed as women’s 

representation in governments = f (GDP/capita). In a logarithmic relationship, 

women’s representation first shows a rapid increase followed by a period when the 

increase slows. A logarithmic relationship can be expressed as women’s 

representation in governments = f (ln GDP/capita). In a quadratic model, women’s 

representation first increases and then decreases, or is the reverse of this, first 

decreasing and then increasing. A quadratic relationship can be expressed as 

women’s representation in governments = f (GDP/capita, GDP/capita²). In a cubic 

model, women’s representation in governments first increases, then decreases, and 

then increases or is the reverse of this, first decreasing, then increasing, and then 

decreasing. A cubic relationship can be expressed as women’s representation in 

governments = f (GDP/capita, GDP/capita², GDP/capita³). The descriptive statistics 

for the independent variables included in this study show that some of the 

independent variables have skewed distributions. As mentioned above, the 

independent variables that have the largest skewed distributions are the three 

physical variables. To reduce the skewed distributions of these three variables I 

will transform them to logarithms.  

Missing data and data replacement 

As mentioned earlier, two independent variables, disproportionality and effective 

numbers of parliamentary parties, have missing data for several cases. To avoid a 

decline of cases I will use imputed values for the missing cases for these two 

variables.68 However, to control for the robustness of these results, I will also apply 

simple regressions with only observable data for disproportionality and effective 

numbers of parliamentary parties (see appendix A). 

Controlling regression equations 

Before establishing statistical analysis it is important to ensure that factors do not 

appear on both sides of the regression equation (see e.g. Bäck and Hadenius 2008). 

For this study I find it relevant and necessary to investigate in more detail the 

relationship between the dependent variable corruption and the independent 

variable level of democracy. The issue is whether corruption is measured in such a 

way that it contains items included in the Freedom House measure of democracy 

that is employed in this study as an independent variable. If that is the case 

corruption would appear on both sides of the regression equation when corruption 

is used as a dependent variable and degree of democracy is used as independent 

                                                           
68 For Micronesia, Palau, and Tuvalu there are no data available at all, neither for disproportionality nor 

ENPP for the three elections included in this study; therefore I will not use imputed values for them. 
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variable. Therefore I scrutinize the Freedom House measure of democracy in more 

detail.69 When examining the Freedom House checklist questions, the item of major 

concern seems to be in the political rights checklist; the second question deals with 

the functioning of government. The question is as follows: Is the government free 

from pervasive corruption? (italics added). Seven subquestions are added to the 

question and one subquestion reads: “Has the government implemented effective 

anticorruption laws or programs to prevent, detect, and punish corruption among public 

officials, including conflict of interest?” (italics added). Another question is as follows: 

“Are there independent and effective auditing and investigative bodies that function 

without impediment or political pressure or influence?” (italics added).70 The 

subcategories in Freedom House are in general measured on an ordinal 5-point 

scale (0–4); accordingly the question “is the government free from pervasive 

corruption?” can be scored from 0 to 4 where 0 represents the lowest degree of 

freedom and 4 represents the highest degree of freedom. The total score for 

political rights is 40, so the above question has a low influence on the total score for 

political rights. And it should be stressed that the Freedom House question asks 

whether the government is free from pervasive corruption. Thus even if countries 

achieve a high score on this question, corruption can still appear in these countries. 

To conclude, it can be seen that the Freedom House index handles corruption, but 

what I mean here is that it is about pervasive corruption, and the score for that 

question has a low influence on the total score for the Freedom House index; 

therefore I do not see the problem as so serious that the Freedom House index 

cannot be used as an independent variable when level of corruption is used as a 

dependent variable. It should also be mentioned that several previous studies have 

used the Freedom House index as an independent variable when level of 

corruption has been used as a dependent variable (see e.g. Kunicová and Rose-

Ackerman 2005; Sung 2004).   

Reverse causality 

To reduce the risk for reverse causality (an effect occurs before its cause), the 

independent variables should be measured prior to the dependent variables. 

Therefore the main rule in this study is that the independent variables are lagged 

by one year; they are therefore measured one year before the dependent variables 

are measured (see e.g. Teorell 2010, 34). However, there are some exceptions to this 

rule; for example data for the socioeconomic variable literacy are not available for 

all countries for different years in the time period that this study covers. Therefore 

data for literacy are collected from one time period in the 2000s. When controlling 

                                                           
69 See a previous section of chapter 3 for an overview of the Freedom House index. 
70 According to Freedom House, the authors do not have to consider every subquestion when they are 

scoring countries. 
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available data for the literacy rate (unesco.org), it is shown that the literacy rate is 

an indicator that has been stable over the last decade, and therefore I do not see 

that it is a major problem to only have one time period in which to measure 

literacy.  

Statistical analyses 

This research is based on comparisons, and I will use quantitative empirical 

analyses when I examine the variation in the quality of democracy in the world’s 

democracies. The expectations will be tested by regression analysis. Simple 

(bivariate) regression analysis and multivariate regression analysis are chosen as 

statistical tools for explaining the variation in the quality of democracy. 

Concerning the regression models, I will use the ordinary least squares (OLS) 

method when I run the estimations.71 The empirical analyses will start with simple 

regressions to establish whether there are some statistically significant 

relationships between the dependent variable and the independent variables. A p 

value < 0.10 will be accepted as statistically significant evidence in the 

regressions.72 The independent variables that have statistically significant 

relationships with the dependent variable will then be applied in the multivariate 

analyses.73 The multivariate models will be derived from the developed theoretical 

explanatory model (presented in chapter 2). And the first multivariate model will 

include the political institutional independent variable(s) that achieved statistical 

significance in the simple regressions. In the other multivariate models I will add 

one group each of the independent variables (socioeconomic, cultural, historical, 

and physical variables) that were statistically related to the dependent variable in 

the simple regressions. The last model consists of all independent variables that 

achieve statistical significance in the simple regressions. If none of the political 

institutional variables achieve statistical significance in the simple regressions, the 

multivariate regressions will start from the independent variable that achieve the 

highest statistical significance and the highest explanatory power in the simple 

regressions. Concerning the results of the regressions, I will mainly discuss the 

statistical significance, the unstandardized regression coefficient, the direction of 

the unstandardized regression coefficient, and the R-Squared statistic (R2) 

(adjusted R-Squared). It should be mentioned that methodologists in political 

science have discussed the merits and meanings of employing the R2 statistic in 

linear regression analysis (see e.g. Achen 1990; King 1986; 1990a; 1990b; Krueger 

                                                           
71 Beck and Katz (1996, 634) stated that OLS estimates of TSCS model are not optimal but often perform 

well in practical research situations. 
72 Many studies in political science use a p value at the .10 level as the weakest level of statistical 

significance. See for example Lijphart 1999; Teorell 2010. 
73 See e.g. Hadenius 1992 for a similar statistical approach. 
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and Lewis-Beck 2007; Lewis-Beck and Skalaban 1990a; 1990b; Luskin 1991). 

However, researchers who are normally skeptical about the use of the R2 statistic 

agree that R2 is a good measure when comparing different models with the same 

dependent variable (see e.g. King 1986, 677; King 1990a, 188). And in this study the 

R2 statistic will be used to compare the explanatory power of different theoretical 

models for the same dependent variable.  

 

In panel data analysis problems with heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation can be 

present. When using OLS regression on panel data there is therefore a need to 

consider several alternative specifications to OLS with standard errors, such as 

OLS with robust standard errors, OLS with panel-corrected standard errors 

(PCSEs), adding a lagged dependent variable (LDV), and random effects models. 

In the literature there have been discussions about various pitfalls and which 

specifications produce correct results and are therefore preferable when estimating 

panel data models (see e.g. Achen 2000; Beck and Katz 1995; 1996; Keele and Kelly 

2006; Kittel 1999; Kittel and Winner 2005; Plumper et al. 2005). For example when 

estimating TSCS models (time-series-cross-section models), Beck and Katz (1995) 

suggested replacing OLS standard errors with panel-corrected standard errors, and 

some researchers argue that if heteroskedasticity is present then robust standard 

errors or panel-corrected standard errors (PCSEs) are more trustworthy than OLS 

standard errors. Beck and Katz (1996) recommended including a lagged dependent 

variable in TSCS models. The main reason for including a lagged dependent 

variable is to eliminate problems with autocorrelation. However, other researchers 

(see e.g. Achen 2000; Keele and Kelly 2006; Kittel and Winner 2000; Plumper et al. 

2005) have been hesitant to employ a lagged dependent variable (LDV) in TSCS 

models. For example Achen (2000) and Keele and Kelly (2006) argued that a lagged 

dependent variable specification can cause the estimates of the coefficients to be 

biased. Another problem with using a lagged dependent variable is that it only 

leaves a small amount of variance for the independent variables (Plumper et al. 

2005, 338). Other researchers have recommended other robustness tests; for 

example Kittel and Winner (2005, 289) recommended applying cross-sectional 

regression analyses for validating pooled analyses. 

 

To control for the robustness of the results in this study, a range of alternative 

specifications of the models have been applied; if the results change significantly in 

the alternative specifications this indicates that the results are not robust. Examples 

of alternative specifications are models for each time period (2000, 2005, and 2010), 

models with between effect, and models with a lagged dependent variable 

included in the analysis (by dropping the panel for 2000 on the dependent 

variable). Also, specifications with the OLS standard errors replaced with robust 
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standard errors and panel-corrected standard errors (PCSEs) have been applied. In 

appendix A, six of these alternative specifications are presented for the final model 

in each empirical section included in the study, and the findings from the 

alternative specifications are discussed in the appendix. However, it should briefly 

be mentioned that the reanalysis with robust standard errors and PCSEs shows 

that OLS standard errors are close to the estimated robust standard errors, and the 

PCSEs which indicates that OLS standard errors perform well. And when the OLS 

standard errors perform well I find no reason to replace them, and therefore OLS 

standard errors are used in the specifications that are included in this study. 

Concerning the lagged dependent variable, the dataset in this study consists of 

three panels (three different years), and if a lagged dependent variable were to be 

included with the independent variables the dataset would be reduced by one 

third of the observations, and would therefore only consist of 168 observations 

instead of 252 observations. Of course it is problematic if the number of 

observations decreases by a third. Since the dataset only consists of three panels 

and a lagged dependent variable can cause other problems such as the coefficient 

estimates being biased, I have decided not to include a lagged dependent variable 

in the regression models. However, to control for the robustness of the results a 

lagged dependent variable is included in the alternative specifications of the final 

model in each empirical section, which is shown in appendix A. 

 

Several other controls will also be applied for controlling the robustness of the 

results. I will check for multicollinearity, outliers, and influential cases. Controlling 

the regression models for possible multicollinearity will be done with VIF statistics 

and by checking the internal correlation between the independent variables.74 

Controlling for outliers will be done with plots and boxplots. Cook’s distance 

measure and Q-Q plots will be used to detect influential observations and for 

controlling distributions and residuals statistics.75 The statistical software SPSS 

version 20.0 and STATA version 12 have been used for the statistical analyses.  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter deals with the methodological framework of the present study. The 

chapter starts with a discussion about the research design for the study and a 

decision is taken to employ a large-n outcome-centric research design. Only 

democratic countries are included in the study, and for the selection of cases a 

measure of democracy must be applied. After a discussion dealing with 12 

                                                           
74 For an overview and a discussion about the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and threshold levels see 

e.g. O’Brien (2007). 
75 Several robustness tests will be applied in appendix A. 
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different measures of democracy, it has been found that the Freedom House index 

is the measure of democracy that best fulfills the demands of this study. Therefore 

the selection of cases emanates from the Freedom House index, and in total the 

sample consists of 84 democratic countries. In total, four dimensions of the quality 

of democracy are included in the study (political participation, political 

competition, political equality, and the rule of law), and these four dimensions are 

measured with a total of five indicators (dependent variables). The indicators will 

be both measured and examined individually and then aggregated into an index. 

The five different groups of independent variables that are employed in the study 

(political institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, 

historical variables, and physical variables) have also been presented and 

operationalized. The final part of the chapter contains a discussion about statistical 

considerations, and a decision is taken to employ OLS regressions with standard 

errors. I now turn to the first empirical chapter, which deals with the political 

participation dimension of the quality of democracy. 
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CHAPTER 4 POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

Introduction 

It is now time to examine the variation in the quality of democracy; the first 

empirical chapter will deal with voter turnout, which is the indicator that measures 

the political participation dimension of the quality of democracy in this study. As 

mentioned earlier, previous research on the quality of democracy has not 

explained why there are variations in the quality of democracy. Therefore to get a 

clearer picture of what affects the variation in the quality of democracy I will start 

each of the empirical chapters (4–7) with a discussion on what previous research in 

each of the research areas relating to the individual indicators has found that 

affects the indicators of the quality of democracy.  

 

Theoretical framework 

Design 

Previous studies that have explored the variation in voter turnout have had 

different approaches concerning the number of countries and the type of elections 

included. The majority of earlier research concerning cross variation in turnout has 

focused on national parliamentary elections (lower house). There are also studies 

that focused on the variation in turnout at European parliamentary elections in EU 

countries (see e.g. Franklin 2001; Mattila 2003). Some studies only included one 

country and therefore explained the variation in turnout at district, municipality, 

or state level (see e.g. Ladner and Milner 1999). Many studies in the field have 

looked at a limited number of countries (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Jackman and Miller 

1995; Powell 1986). Powell (1986) examined mean turnout in 20 countries in the 

1960s and 1970s, and Jackman (1987) examined mean turnout in 19 industrial 

countries in the 1960s and 1970s. Jackman and Miller’s (1995) research included 

voter turnout between 1981 and 1990 in 22 industrial democracies with a 

population of over one million. Gray and Caul’s (2000) study included turnout in 

18 industrial democracies with populations greater than 500,000 between 1950 and 

1997. Kostadinova (2003) included data on turnout in 15 East European countries. 

Fornos et al.’s (2004) study covered voter turnout in 155 elections held in 18 Latin-

American countries from 1980 to 2000. There are also previous studies that have 

included a large number of countries. Siaroff and Merer (2002) included data from 

118 elections in 38 different European countries in the period 1990–2001. Blais and 

Dobrzynska (1998) used data on turnout in 91 different countries in 324 different 

elections in the period between 1972 and 1995. Finally, Endersby and Krieckhaus 

(2008) included data from 354 national legislative elections from 1972 until 2000. 
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Measures of voter turnout 

In previous studies concerning turnout there have in general been three different 

ways to measure turnout (Geys 2006): the percentage of those registered that casts 

a vote (see e.g. Blais and Dobrzynska 1998; Franklin 2001; Kostadinova 2003; 

Mattila 2003), the percentage of the eligible population that casts a vote (see e.g. 

Fornos et al. 2004; Jackman 1987), and the percentage of the voting-age population 

that casts a vote (see e.g. Gray and Caul 2000; Jackman and Miller 1995; Powell 

1986). Endersby and Krieckhaus (2008) measured voter turnout with two different 

measures: the percentage of those registered that cast a vote and the percentage of 

the eligible population that cast a vote. The difference in definition between the 

two measures, eligible population and voting-age population is that eligible 

population, excludes those in the voting-age population who did not have voting 

rights, such as foreigners and criminals (in some countries). Lijphart (1997, 5) 

suggested that the best way to measure voter turnout for comparative purposes is 

to use the figures that are based on the voting-age population. However, Lijphart 

concluded that he often used figures that are based on registered voters because 

these figures are sometime the only figures that are available. There are also 

studies in which no clear definition of turnout is given (see e.g. Ladner and Milner 

1999; Siaroff and Merer 2002).  

Explanatory factors 

A number of researchers have established that political institutional factors can 

explain most of the cross-national variation in voter turnout (see e.g. Jackman 1987; 

Jackman and Miller 1995). Other researchers have, on the other hand, found that 

socioeconomic and physical variables have an effect on the variation in turnout. 

For example Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) found empirical evidence that showed 

that the degree of illiteracy and the size of the population have a statistically 

significant impact on turnout. The following section contains an overview of earlier 

research findings concerning the effect of different independent variables on the 

variation in voter turnout. 

Political institutional variables 

Compulsory voting has been cited as a key explanatory variable in many previous 

studies on turnout. The theoretical link between compulsory voting and voter 

turnout is that compulsory voting increases the costs of not voting. Another 

theoretical assumption is that a citizen wants to be known as a law-abiding citizen, 

so they want to avoid being caught as a no-voting citizen when voting is 

compulsory, and therefore turnout increases if voting is compulsory (see e.g. Geys 

2006, 651-652). Past research found empirical evidence that showed that turnout is 

higher in countries where voting is compulsory (see e.g. Blais and Dobrzynska 
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1998; Fornos et al. 2004; Franklin 2001; Franklin et al. 2004; Jackman 1987; Jackman 

and Miller 1995; Mattila 2003; Powell 1986; Siaroff and Merer 2002). For example 

Jackman (1987) demonstrated that compulsory voting boosted turnout by about 13 

percentage points. Franklin et al. (2004) showed that compulsory voting increased 

turnout by 11%. Fornos et al. (2004, 932) found that turnout was about 20% higher 

in countries with compulsory voting with strict enforcement compared to countries 

with voluntary voting. Lijphart (1997) concluded that compulsory voting was the 

most important institutional factor to explain the variation in voter turnout. 

Lijphart (1997, 11) stated that an objection against compulsory voting is that it 

violates individual freedom, which is one of the democratic ideals. Lijphart argued, 

however, that compulsory voting only decreases individual freedom to a small 

degree compared with many other things, such as an obligation to pay taxes and to 

attend school from a certain age. It should be mentioned that there is a wide 

variation in the enforcement of compulsory voting laws. Some countries use 

strictly enforced sanctions against nonvoters, and some countries leave nonvoting 

unenforced. In some countries that use compulsory voting, a fine is imposed on 

those people who fail to cast a vote. Some countries have abolished compulsory 

voting, for example the Netherlands abolished compulsory voting in 1967 

(International IDEA 2011).  

 

Previous studies (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Jackman and Miller 1995; Kostadinova 

2003; Endersby and Krieckhaus 2008) found that turnout is higher when a 

proportional representation electoral system (PR) and/or larger districts are used. 

The theoretical link between voter turnout and proportional voting systems is that 

every single vote is of more importance in proportional systems (no wasted votes) 

compared with those in single-member districts and therefore citizens see voting in 

proportional systems elections as more meaningful. A causal link between district 

magnitude and voter turnout is that the smaller the district magnitude is, the 

smaller the chance is that one vote will make a difference, and therefore citizens 

find it more meaningful to vote if the district magnitude is larger. A similar 

theoretical assumption is that the proportionality of election outcomes in general is 

higher if the district magnitude is larger (Gallagher 1991, 50), and therefore citizens 

will see it as more meaningful to vote in elections if the district magnitude is larger. 

Kostadinova (2003) found that turnout was over 7% higher in PR multimember 

districts compared with elections in SMD (single-member districts). Blais and 

Dobrzynska (1998) showed that turnout was 3 points higher in PR systems than in 

non-PR systems. However, Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) found that the electoral 

system only had a weak effect on the variation in voter turnout. Endersby and 

Krieckhaus (2008, 608) noted that in full democracies turnout was on average 8 

percentage points higher in PR systems than in plurality-majoritarian systems. 
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Powell (1986) used an independent variable that he named nationally competitive 

election districts (type of electoral district). He divided the variable into four 

different groups and then coded each as follows: 1) single-member or winner-take-

all districts, 2) PR with three to five members per district, 3) large-district PR, and 

4) national election PR or a national pool for some legislative seats. By constructing 

the variable in this way, Powell indicated that he was not only interested in the 

type of electoral system but also in the district magnitude. In Powell’s research the 

variable was positive and statistically significant in multivariate analyses. Jackman 

(1987) and Jackman and Miller (1995) also combined the electoral system with 

district magnitude when they explained the cross-national variation in turnout, 

and they found that nationally competitive districts had an effect on turnout. 

Jackman (1987, 414) showed that nations with national districts, such as Israel and 

the Netherlands, had a 14 percentage points higher turnout than nations with 

single-member districts, such as New Zealand and the United Kingdom. Fornos et 

al. (2004) coded the variable nationally competitive election district in the same 

way as Powell (1986). However, they found that the variable had a negative 

significant impact on voter turnout (a contradictory result compared with that of 

Powell (1986)). Endersby and Krieckhaus (2008, 608) concluded that: “Electoral 

systems can influence voter participation rates, but context is important.”  

 

Kostadinova (2003, 744) stated that the degree of proportionality in the electoral 

system is an important element when voters make a decision about whether or not 

to participate in the election. In elections with a low degree of disproportionality, 

fewer votes are wasted and therefore voters should be more interested in 

participating when that is the case. Another theoretical justification for the degree 

of disproportionality’s relationship with voter turnout is that disproportional 

electoral systems punish minor parties and therefore citizens that support these 

parties have less incentive to vote (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Fornos et al. 2004). Earlier 

studies (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Jackman and Miller 1995) found that the degree of 

disproportionality (disproportion between votes and seats) has a negative effect on 

turnout, which indicates that a higher degree of disproportionality will decrease 

turnout. However, Fornos et al. (2004) found no statistically significant 

relationships between disproportionality and turnout.  

 

The closeness of the election is a factor that has often been analyzed in studies 

dealing with turnout. Closeness is often measured by the difference in the number 

of votes gained by the largest party and the second largest party in the election, 

and the difference between the percentage of the votes given to the first and the 

second candidate in the race has become the somewhat standard measure for the 

closeness of the race (Gays 2006). For example Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) 
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measured closeness through the difference in votes between the largest party and 

the second largest party. The proportion of seats held by the largest and the second 

largest party between the largest and the second largest party in terms of seats in 

the parliaments is another measurement of closeness (see e.g. Siaroff and Merer 

2002). The main suggestion in previous studies is that close elections would lead to 

a higher turnout (a small margin of victory indicates a close election). For example 

Powell (1986, 21) stated that close elections give citizens more reason to vote and 

parties more reason to mobilize voters. Earlier studies have often used the actual 

election result when they measure closeness, but some studies tried to estimate the 

closeness via previous election results or/and opinion polls (Geys 2006, 647). Blais 

(2006, 120) argued that there is a need for a more complex method to measure 

closeness, and he stated that in countries with coalition governments the closeness 

between the two major coalitions is more important than the closeness between the 

two major parties.  

 

However, the results for closeness are mixed. Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) found 

empirical evidence that showed that closeness had an effect on turnout, and they 

showed that when the gap between the largest party and the second party 

increases, the turnout decreases. Kostadinova (2003) noted that the coefficient for 

closeness was, as expected, negative but insignificant. Fornos et al. (2004) named 

the explanatory variable closeness for electoral competition, and they 

demonstrated that the variable had no statistical effect on voter turnout. Siaroff 

and Merer (2002) found no evidence that close elections boosted turnout. Similarly, 

Gray and Caul (2000) did not find any evidence that a change in closeness should 

have any statistical effect on the variation in voter turnout. Thus, the results are 

mixed. 

 

Researchers have not agreed theoretically about whether political fragmentation 

would increase or decrease voter turnout. Jackman (1987) argued that 

multipartyism produces coalition governments and therefore multipartyism would 

depress turnout. A theoretical argument for a positive effect is that if the number of 

parties increases, there is a higher probability that citizens will find a party that 

they share their political arguments with, which will increase the probability that 

citizens vote. Some studies (see e.g. Blais and Dobrzynska 1998; Jackman 1987; 

Jackman and Miller 1995; Kostadinova 2003) have found a negative relationship 

between the number of parties and turnout. Gray and Caul (2000) found empirical 

evidence that showed that when the number of parties with above a 5% vote share 

in national elections increases, the turnout decreases. Franklin et al. (2004) showed 

that the size of the largest party has an effect on turnout. However, Fornos et al. 

(2004) found no statistical relationship between multipartyism and turnout. Some 
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researchers (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Jackman and Miller 1995; Fornos et al. 2004) 

measured multipartyism with the Laakso and Taagepera index (1979), capturing 

the effective number of political parties in the legislature. Kostadinova (2003) 

operationalized multipartyism through the number of parties that had more than 

4% of the votes in an election. Again, the review finds that the results from 

previous research are mixed. 

 

Some research has found a negative relationship between the separation of powers 

(divided accountability) and voter turnout, and Blais and Dobrzynska (1998, 245) 

stated that the existence of other elected bodies could weaken the power of the 

national parliament. According to theoretical arguments for divided powers’ 

relationship with voter turnout, Blais (2006, 114) argued that the more powerful 

the body is that is being elected, the stronger the incentive is for citizens to vote. 

Earlier research has also found evidence that showed that unicameralism increases 

turnout and strong bicameralism decreases turnout. Jackman (1987), Jackman and 

Miller (1995), and Fornos et al. (2004) have presented empirical evidence that 

showed that turnout is higher in countries in which power is concentrated in one 

legislature (unicameralism). Siaroff and Merer (2002) applied dummy variables for 

an elected president and strong regional governments. The dummy for having an 

elected president was statistically significant and negative in multivariate 

regressions, and this indicates that voter turnout in parliamentary elections 

decreases if countries have an elected president. The dummy for strong regional 

governments was also statistically significant and negative in multivariate 

regressions. Powell (1982, 63-64) found that presidential systems have a lower 

voter turnout compared with parliamentary systems. All in all, previous research 

suggests that political institutions are expected to have an impact on voter turnout. 

Socioeconomic variables 

Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) found empirical evidence that showed that a higher 

degree of illiteracy depresses turnout. They (Blais and Dobrzynska 1998) also 

showed that economic development (GNP/capita) had a statistically significant 

impact on voter turnout (even when institutional variables were included in 

multivariate regressions). Fornos et al. (2004) noted that socioeconomic variables 

(urbanization, literacy, GDP/capita, change in GDP/capita) only had a small effect 

on turnout in Latin-American countries. Powell (1982, 38-39) presented results 

indicating that turnout was higher in more economically developed nations 

(measured with GDP/capita, literacy rate, and percentage employed in 

nonagricultural occupations). A theoretical link for the socioeconomic standard 

effect on voter turnout is that citizens in general are more politically informed and 

politically active in more economically developed countries, which positively 
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affects the number of citizens that vote. The previous research tends to support 

claims about an impact of socioeconomic variables on voter turnout. 

Cultural variables/regional patterns 

Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) used dummy variables for each continent (Europe 

was the reference category), and they found that voter turnout was particularly 

high in Oceania and low in Africa and North America. Siaroff and Merer (2002) 

found that there were regional differences in Europe concerning turnout. They 

showed that turnout was higher (mean turnout 80.8%)  in Nordic Europe (the five 

Nordic countries) and lower in post-Communist East-Central European countries 

(mean turnout 71.0%). However, the dummy for the Nordic countries was not 

significant, neither in bivariate regression nor in multivariate regressions. The 

dummy for East-Central European countries was significant in bivariate regression 

but nonsignificant in multivariate regressions.  

 

A number of earlier studies have applied dummy variables for countries that have 

had an extremely low turnout. Thus, Jackman and Miller (1995) showed that 

Switzerland and the USA had extremely low turnouts and therefore they applied 

dummy variables for these two countries in their analyses. Blais and Dobrzynska 

(1998) applied a dummy variable for Switzerland, and the dummy was statistically 

significant in several multiple regressions. Powell (1986) applied dummies for 

Switzerland and the USA and found that both dummies were statistically 

significant. Powell used the dummy for the USA because of their special 

registration rules (the USA uses voluntary voter registration and a large section of 

the population does not register for voting.) Powell (1986) concluded that the USA 

is unique in terms of the low registration rate of its population of voting age. One 

suggestion for why Switzerland has such a low turnout in national elections is that 

Switzerland has a high frequency of elections (referenda) and this phenomenon 

depresses the turnout in national elections (see e.g. Jackman and Miller 1995, 482). 

Siaroff and Merer (2002) applied a dummy variable for Switzerland, and they also 

applied a dummy for Malta, which had an extremely high turnout. In both 

bivariate and multivariate regressions, the Switzerland dummy was statistically 

significant but the dummy for Malta was only significant in the bivariate 

regression and not significant in the multivariate regression. Siaroff and Merer’s 

(2002) research showed that among the six different multiple regressions, the 

model that had the greatest explanatory power (.647) was the model that includes 

the dummy variable for Switzerland. The regional factor, as employed in previous 

research, appears to have an impact on voter turnout. 
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Historical variables 

Several researchers have examined whether the level of democracy is related to 

voter turnout. Concerning the theoretical link, Endersby and Krieckhaus (2008) 

argued that it is more meaningful to vote in a full democracy, and therefore 

turnout would be higher in countries with a high level of democracy. Fornos et al. 

(2004) applied a democracy variable (relying on data from Freedom House) that 

ranged between 0 (low democracy) to 10 (high democracy), and they demonstrated 

that the variable level of democracy has a strong positive effect on turnout. 

Endersby and Krieckhaus (2008) noted that voter turnout was higher in countries 

with a high level of democracy (Freedom House, political rights), and they 

concluded that turnout falls when countries become less democratic. Blais and 

Dobrzynska (1998) also applied a level of democracy variable, but they found the 

variable statistically insignificant when regressing on turnout. Endersby and 

Krieckhaus (2008) examined whether the age of the democracy affects voter 

turnout (new versus old democracies), but they found that the longevity of the 

democracy only had a small effect on voter turnout.  

Physical variables 

Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) noted that population size has a statistically 

significant negative effect on turnout. Franklin et al. (2004) showed that electorate 

size had a statistically significant negative effect on voter turnout. Gray and Caul 

(2000) found, in their pooled cross-section research, that when the voting-age 

population increases the turnout decreases. Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) 

demonstrated that turnout is higher in densely populated nations. Kaniovski and 

Mueller (2006) showed that community size and linguistic heterogeneity had a 

statistically significant negative relationship with turnout. However, Dahl and 

Tufte (1973, 44-5) found no significant relationship between turnout and 

population size, area, or density. Siaroff and Merer (2002) included a number of 

physical variables in their study, inter alia: total population, area, and population 

density. In bivariate regressions population density was the physical variable that 

achieved the highest level of statistical significance, and therefore they applied 

population density in multivariate regression models. However, when tested in the 

multivariate models, population density was insignificant. Different theoretical 

links between political participation and size have been suggested. Powell (1982, 

31) argued that in smaller political environments citizens can have more personal 

influence on politics, and therefore citizens in smaller countries would vote to a 

higher degree in elections. Geys (2006, 642) suggested that the larger a country is 

the smaller the chance is that one vote will make a difference, and therefore 

citizens find it more meaningful to vote in smaller countries. Previous research 

thus indicates that physical variables have an impact on voter turnout. 
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In this section it has been shown which independent variables have affected the 

varying levels of voter turnout.76 It is now time to discuss the operationalization of 

the dependent variable and the inclusion of cases.  

 

Data and analysis 

Operationalization of the dependent variable and the inclusion of cases 

In this part of the study the dependent variable is voter turnout at country level. I 

will examine voter turnout in the three latest elections in 84 democratic countries, 

and the elections that are included in the study were carried out between 1997 and 

2011. The total number of elections that are included in the study is 239.77 For the 

set of countries with a bicameral parliament, turnout rates in the lower house are 

included in the analyses. The measure I use for turnout is the percentage of those 

registered on the electoral list that casts a vote (number voted/number registered).78 

There is a problem with the accessibility of figures for the voting-age population 

for each election, because the voting-age population figures are often not available 

for the years the elections were carried out. Noncitizens who have no voting rights 

are also included in the voting-age population. However, the main reason why I 

measure turnout in number of people registered to vote is that databases often 

employ this method of measurement. For the validity of this research I will double-

check turnout results across different databases, and to ensure that I get data 

concerning turnout in all 239 elections measured in the same way, the best solution 

is to use number voted/number registered. In countries with two-round elections, 

for example France, Hungary, Lithuania, and Monaco (1998) the voter turnout is 

taken from the first round. 

                                                           
76 Concerning other explanatory variables on voter turnout, Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) found that 

voting age had an explanatory power on turnout, and they showed that lowering the voting age 

reduces turnout. Gray and Caul (2000) found a positive relationship between a growing proportion of 

the population aged between 30 and 69 years and higher levels of voter turnout. Mattila (2003) showed 

that weekend voting increases turnout.  
77 Elections excluded from the analysis because of missing participation data: Kiribati 2002, 2003; 

Marshall Island 1999, 2003; Micronesia 2005, 2009; Namibia 2009; Nauru 2007; Palau 2004; Samoa 2006, 

2011; Tuvalu 2006, 2010.  
78 There are contradictory pieces of information from different sources concerning the level of voter 

turnout for registered voters in some elections. The most contradictory information is presumably the 

voter turnout in the election in El Salvador 2003. There are sources such as IDEA that report a voter 

turnout of 28.42%, when other sources such as IPU report a voter turnout of 39% in the parliamentary 

election in El Salvador in 2003. IDEA reports that the number of registered electors was 3,537,091 and 

the total votes were 1,005,285, which give a voter turnout of 28.42%. Therefore in this study I use 28.42% 

as the voter turnout figure in the election in El Salvador 2003. 
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Mapping the dependent variable 

Before starting to explain the variation in the dependent variable, I will map the 

variation in the dependent variable. Table 4.1 shows the central trend and 

dispersion in the dependent variable voter turnout. 

 
Table 4.1 Central trend and dispersion in voter turnout 

Year Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 68.82 69.40 14.11 32.20 93.30 80 

2005 69.31 66.80 14.18 26.00 95.70 79 

2000 70.15 69.95 14.36 21.60 95.40 80 

Total 69.43 68.80 14.17 21.60 95.70 239 

 

The mean turnout for the 239 parliamentary elections is 69.43% (median 68.80%). 

The trend for the mean turnout for the three latest elections is shown to be 

negative. The mean turnout had declined marginally by 1.33 percentage units from 

the third latest (2000) election to the latest election (2010). The median turnout does 

not display any trend. Concerning the standard deviation, there is a marginal trend 

when it is declining over time. The minimum turnout for the 239 elections is 

21.60% and the maximum turnout is 95.70%. Hence the dependent variable varies 

between 21.60 and 95.70. In general the minimum turnout is shown to have 

declined and the lowest turnout has gone from 21.60% to 32.20% (from the third 

latest to the latest election). Maximum turnout shows no clear trend.  

 

The next step will be to explore the variation in turnout; does it mainly stem from 

variation within countries or from variation between countries? To achieve this I 

will run a scatterplot with the voter turnout for 2010 (the latest parliamentary 

election) on the Y-axis and the voter turnout for 2000 (the third latest 

parliamentary election) on the X-axis. Figure 4.1 shows the scatterplot.79 

 

 
  

                                                           
79 ISO 3166-1 codes are used for countries’ codes in the scatterplots applied in this study. See appendix B 

for full details of the countries’ codes. 
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Figure 4.1 Scatterplot—voter turnout 2000 and 2010  

 
The correlation between the latest (2010) and third latest (2000) turnout is .733 

(Pearson’s correlation), which indicates that many countries seem to have similar 

levels of voter turnout in the two elections. For example countries such as Malta, 

Australia, the Bahamas, and Uruguay have high levels of voter turnout in both 

elections; and countries such as Mali, Mexico, the United States, and Switzerland 

have low turnout in both elections. Countries such as Costa Rica, Argentina, 

Suriname, and Finland have turnouts close to the mean (turnout) in both elections. 

However, as Figure 4.1 indicates, there are countries that have varying levels of 

turnout in the two elections. Countries such as Palau, Romania, Lesotho, and 

Croatia have higher voter turnout in 2000 (third latest election) than in 2010 (latest 

election) and, correspondingly, countries such as El Salvador, Grenada, Sao Tome 

and Principe, and Cape Verde have higher voter turnout in 2010 than in 2000. To 

examine how much of the variation in voter turnout is across space and how much 

is across time, I run two different Anova tests with measures of association. The 

first test shows the relationship between space (countries) and voter turnout and 

the second test shows the relationship between time (years) and voter turnout.  
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Table 4.2 ANOVA test with Eta voter turnout 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

Voter turnout and space .926 .857 .000 239 

Voter turnout and time .039 .002 .836 239 

     

 

As shown in Table 4.2, the Eta squared indicates that 85.7% of the variation in voter 

turnout is between countries (space). The test for voter turnout and years (time) is 

statistically insignificant. However, the test between turnout and countries shows 

that the majority of the variation in voter turnout is across space and not across 

time. 

Independent variables    

The presentation and operationalization of the independent variables were 

presented in chapter 3. Table 4.3 gives an overview of the independent variables 

that will be included in this empirical chapter. 

 
Table 4.3 An overview of the independent variables included in chapter 4 

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic 

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Compulsory voting 

Disproportionality 

Effective numbers of 

parliamentary 

parties 

Unicameralism 

Territorial 

organization 

Executive power 

GDP/capita  

Literacy 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

     

 

As Table 4.3 displays, eight political institutional variables, two socioeconomic 

variables, three culture variables, two historical variables, and three physical 

variables are included as independent variables. For information about the data 

sources for the independent variables, see the reference section.  

Results 

Following on from this it is now time to turn to the results from the simple and 

multivariate regressions. The results section will start with the simple regressions 

on voter turnout. 
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Simple regressions 

Table 4.4 presents the findings from the simple regressions. 
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Table 4.4 Simple regressions on voter turnout 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .030 .021 239 

Constant (proportional) 71.630 1.239 57.811 .000   

Majority systems -4.167 2.065 -2.018 .045   

Mixed systems -5.797 2.564 -2.261 .025   

District magnitude. Regression    .654 .003 239 

Constant 69.250 1.000 69.257 .000   

District magnitude .011 .023 .449 .654   

Compulsory voting. Regression    .000 .192 239 

Constant  67.105 .879 76.362 .000   

Compulsory voting 19.148 2.523 7.590 .000   

Disproportionality. Regression    .417 .001 235 

Constant 

Disproportionality 

70.339 1.366 51.475 .000   

-.102 .126 -.813 .417   

ENPP. Regression    .261 .001 235 

Constant 67.476 2.034 33.178 .000   

ENPP .603 .536 1.126 .261   

Unicameralism. Regression    .826 .004 239 

Constant (bicameralism) 69.205 1.366 50.659 .000   

Unicameralism .407 1.845 .221 .826   

Territorial organization. Regression    .724 .006 239 

Constant (unitary systems)  69.966 1.138 61.502 .000   

Intermediate systems -1.424 2.689 -.530 .597   

Federal systems -1.633 2.327 -.702 .484   
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Table 4.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Executive power. Regression    .000 .086 239 

Constant (parliamentary) 72.426 1.166 62.114 .000   

Semipresidential -14.018 2.950 -4.752 .000   

Presidential -4.633 1.919 -2.414 .017   

GDP/capita. Regression    .000 .064 239 

Constant 66.544 1.128 59.011 .000   

GDP/capita .154 .037 4.141 .000   

Literacy. Regression    .000 .057 239 

Constant 41.995 7.066 5.943 .000   

Literacy .296 .076 3.913 .000   

Region. Regression    .000 .224 239 

Constant (Scandinavia) 79.311 3.223 24.605 .000   

Western Europe -3.530 3.623 -974 .331   

Eastern Europe -19.238 3.837 -5.014 .000   

Africa -12.578 3.970 -3.168 .002   

Asia -14.907 4.364 -3.416 .001   

South America -.006 4.364 -.001 .999   

North and Central America -15.966 3.693 -4.324 .000   

Oceania -3.816 4.364 -.874 .383   

Muslim population. Regression    .000 .103 239 

Constant 71.053 .920 77.242 .000   

Muslim population -.467 .088 -5.329 .000   

       



102 

Table 4.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Protestant population. Regression    .020 .019 239 

Constant 67.790 1.146 59.170 .000   

Protestant population .090 .038 2.345 .020   

Old-new democracies. Regression    .001 .044 239 

Constant (new democracies) 67.235 1.099 61.193 .000   

Old democracies 6.553 1.899 3.451 .001   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .049 239 

Constant 31.423 10.516 2.988 .003   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) 4.053 1.117 3.627 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .001 .043 239 

Constant 37.100 9.503 3.904 .000   

Degree of democracy (FH) 4.972 1.455 3.417 .001   

Population (Log). Regression    .003 .032 239 

Constant 85.776 5.565 15.415 .000   

Population -1.090 .366 -2.977 .003   

Area (Log). Regression    .099 .007 239 

Constant 74.552 3.227 23.102 .000   

Area -.482 .291 -1.656 .099   

Density (Log). Regression    .198 .003 239 

Constant 72.688 2.686 27.064 .000   

Density -.746 .578 -1.291 .198   
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Concerning the first political institutional variable electoral system, Table 4.4 

shows that the coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are negative, 

which is as expected, and the two coefficients reach statistical significance. The 

results indicate that elections using majority systems have a turnout that is 4.17 

percentage units lower than in elections employing proportional systems, whereas 

elections with mixed systems have a turnout that is 5.80 percentage units lower 

than in elections employing proportional systems. As Table 4.4 indicates, the 

coefficient for district magnitude is positive, which is as expected. However, the 

coefficient is statistically insignificant, which indicates that the size of the district 

magnitude has no statistically significant effect on voter turnout. Regarding the 

political institutional variable compulsory voting, the findings show that the 

coefficient is highly statistically significant and positive, which is as expected. The 

findings indicate that strict compulsory voting boosts voter turnout by over 19 

percentage units. Compulsory voting alone explains over 19% of the total variance 

in voter turnout. The findings in Table 4.4 confirm findings from earlier research 

that shows that compulsory voting has a positive and highly statistically 

significant effect on voter turnout. The coefficient for disproportionality is, as 

expected, negative, but the coefficient is insignificant, which indicates that the 

proportionality of the electoral system does not affect voter turnout. The coefficient 

for the effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP) is positive, which is as 

expected; however, the coefficient is statistically insignificant.  

 

Turning to the division of powers, Table 4.4 demonstrates that the coefficient for 

unicameralism is positive but insignificant. Therefore it can be established that 

unicameralism has no statistically significant effect on voter turnout. Looking at 

the variable territorial organization, it appears that the regression is statistically 

insignificant and the result indicates that territorial organization does not affect 

voter turnout. Regarding the executive power, the results indicate that it has a 

statistically significant relationship with voter turnout. The coefficient for 

semipresidential systems is statistically significant and the coefficient is, as 

expected, negative (-14.018). This result indicates that semipresidential systems 

have a turnout that is 14.02 percentage units lower than in elections in 

parliamentary systems. The coefficient for presidential systems is also negative (-

4.633) and statistically significant, which indicates that elections in presidential 

systems have a turnout that is 4.63 percentage units lower than in elections in 

parliamentary systems.  

 

Regarding the socioeconomic variables, the results in Table 4.4 indicate that 

GDP/capita and literacy have a statistically significant impact on voter turnout and 

that both coefficients are, as expected, positive. The results show that 
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socioeconomic modernization has a positive impact on voter turnout. Looking at 

the cultural variables, Table 4.4 shows that all geographic region dummy variables 

are negative, which is as expected. This fact indicates that Scandinavia (baseline 

variable) has a higher turnout than other regions. The dummies for Western 

Europe, South America, and Oceania are statistically insignificant, but the rest of 

the dummies are statistically significant. Eastern Europe has the lowest voter 

turnout of the eight regions and Eastern Europe has a turnout that is 19.24 

percentage units lower than in Scandinavia. Also, Africa, Asia, and North and 

Central America have a turnout that is more than 12 percentage units lower than in 

Scandinavia. The results suggest that there is a diffusion effect on voter turnout 

(the level of voter turnout in one country interacts with the level of voter turnout in 

the neighboring countries). Concerning the effect of the religious variables on voter 

turnout, the coefficient for Muslims in the population is shown to be statistically 

significant and negative, which indicates that the share of Muslims in the 

population has a negative impact on voter turnout. The coefficient for Protestants 

in the population is statistically significant and positive, which shows that the 

share of Protestants in the population has a positive impact on voter turnout.80   

 

Turning to the historical variables, the findings in Table 4.4 demonstrate that the 

coefficient for old-new democracies is statistically significant and positive, which 

indicates that a long experience of democracy has a positive effect on voter 

turnout. The coefficient for the historical variable degree of democracy (FHPA) is 

statistically significant and, as expected, the coefficient is positive. The coefficient 

for the other democracy variable (FH) is also shown to be statistically significant 

and positive and the two democracy variables do have a similar effect on voter 

turnout (4.9% and 4.3% respectively).81 The results indicate that countries that have 

a higher degree of democracy have a higher level of voter turnout. As the results in 

Table 4.4 show, the coefficients for the physical variables population size and area 

are statistically significant and, as expected, the coefficients are negative. The third 

physical variable, density, is insignificant. Accordingly, size measured with 

population and area is shown to have a negative impact on voter turnout (smaller 

countries have a higher voter turnout). 

                                                           
80 I have controlled for other possible religion effects on all dependent variables applied in this study, by 

including the independent variables the share of Catholics in the population and the share of Christians 

in the population. In bivariate regressions a small, statistically significant positive effect was found for 

the variable share of Christians in the population on all dependent variables except for the dependent 

variable party competition. No effect for the share of Catholics in the population was found on any 

dependent variable. 
81 In the multivariate regressions only the FHPA democracy measure will be included. 
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Multivariate regressions 

Summing up the results from the simple regressions, only three of the eight 

political institutional variables achieve accepted levels of statistical significance 

that are needed to be included in the multivariate regressions. The two 

socioeconomic variables, all three cultural variables, both historical variables, and 

two of the physical variables also fulfill the criteria needed to be included in 

multivariate regressions. Consequently, 12 independent variables will be included 

in the multivariate regressions. Below, six different multivariate regression models 

will be presented. In the first multivariate regression I will only include the 

political institutional variables that were statistically significant in the simple 

regressions. In models 2 to 5 I will add one group each of the independent 

variables that were statistically related to the dependent variable in the simple 

regressions. The last model will consist of all independent variables that achieved 

statistical significance in simple regressions. The multivariate regressions have 

been checked with VIF statistics for controlling for possible problems with 

multicollinearity. The models do not indicate any problem with multicollinearity 

(the highest VIF value for a scale variable is 4.157). Table 4.5 presents the findings 

from the multivariate regressions.82 

 

                                                           
82 See appendix A for further robustness tests. 
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Table 4.5 Multivariate regressions on voter turnout  

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 72.881*** (1.342) 55.352*** (7.375) 81.003*** (5.619) 

Majority systems -3.622** (1.776) -1.957 (1.847) 1.975 (2.438) 

Mixed systems -2.964 (2.202) -3.674* (2.189) -1.405 (2.172) 

Compulsory voting  20.066*** (2.498) 18.136*** (2.560) 17.671*** (3.008) 

Semipresidential -13.420*** (2.594) -12.855*** (2.668) -8.460*** (3.091) 

Presidential -8.801*** (1.731) -5.690*** (2.022) -5.521*** (2.126) 

GDP/capita  .055 (.037)  

Literacy  .165** (.077)  

Western Europe   -6.158 (5.399) 

Eastern Europe   -13.720** (5.530) 

Africa   -2.973 (5.662) 

Asia   -11.273* (6.277) 

South America   -9.446 (5.953) 

N & Central 

America 

  -16.107*** (5.458) 

Oceania   -9.100* (5.178) 

Muslim population    -.500*** (.083) 

Protestant 

population 

  -.014 (.058) 

Old-new 

democracies 

   

Degree of 

democracy 

   

Population (Log)    

Area (Log)    

    

Multiple R .571 .591 .687 

R² .326 .349 .472 

Adjusted R² .311 .330 .439 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 239 239 239 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 4.5 continued 

Independent 

variables 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 53.306*** (10.646) 73.886*** (1.342) 77.099*** (14.299) 

Majority systems -3.572** (1.767) -4.628*** (1.758) 1.627 (2.407) 

Mixed systems -2.574 (2.192) -2.275 (2.160) -.869 (2.233) 

Compulsory voting  19.167*** (2.509) 20.638*** (2.446) 17.394*** (3.058) 

Semipresidential -12.308*** (2.648) -12.151*** (2.560) -7.730** (3.066) 

Presidential -6.444*** (1.991) -7.903*** (1.711) -4.472** (2.163) 

GDP/capita   -.016 (.040) 

Literacy   .072 (.110) 

Western Europe   -7.453 (5.388) 

Eastern Europe   -14.048** (5.939) 

Africa   -3.430 (6.043) 

Asia   -10.096 (6.363) 

South America   -8.784 (6.383) 

N & Central 

America 

  -17.655*** (5.617) 

Oceania   -11.737** (5.451) 

Muslim population    -.433*** (.095) 

Protestant 

population 

  -.045 (.058) 

Old-new 

democracies 

1.909 (1.808)  2.655 (2.186) 

Degree of 

democracy 

1.927* (1.111)  -.134 (1.141) 

Population (Log)  -1.110*** (.317) -1.154*** (.373) 

Area (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

    

Multiple R .584 .599 .706 

R² .341 .359 .499 

Adjusted R² .321 .343 .456 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 239 239 239 

    

 

The first model consists of the political institutional variables that were statistically 

related to voter turnout in the simple regressions. The model explains 31.1% of the 

variation in voter turnout. The result in Table 4.5 shows that the coefficient for 

majority systems is statistically significant and negative, which is as expected. The 

coefficient for the other electoral system dummy, mixed systems, is negative, as 

expected, but the coefficient is statistically insignificant. The coefficient for 

compulsory voting is positive and highly significant, which is as expected. The two 

executive power dummy variables, semipresidential systems and presidential 

systems, are also statistically significant and the coefficients are negative, as 
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expected. In the second model the two socioeconomic variables, GDP/capita and 

literacy, are added. The model explains 33% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which means that the explanatory power is increased by 1.9 percentage 

units by adding the two socioeconomic variables to the political institutional 

variables (compared with model 1). In the second model the coefficient for mixed 

systems is statistically significant, with an expected negative sign. The coefficient 

for majority systems is insignificant. Compulsory voting still has a statistically 

significant positive effect on turnout, and semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems still have statistically significant negative effects on turnout. 

As model 2 shows, the socioeconomic variable GDP/capita is statistically 

insignificant. The other socioeconomic variable literacy has a positive, statistically 

significant impact on voter turnout even when controlling for political institutional 

variables and GDP/capita. 

 

In the third model the cultural variables are added to the political institutional 

variables. The model explains 43.9% of the variation in voter turnout, which is 12.8 

percentage units more when compared with the explanatory power in model 1. 

Except for mixed systems, which is statistically insignificant in model 3, the 

political institutional variables show similar results to those in model 2. 

Concerning the cultural variables, all region dummy variables have the expected 

negative signs and, with the exception of Western Europe, Africa, and South 

America, the regions’ coefficients achieve statistical significance. Turning to the 

religion variables, the coefficient for Muslims’ share of population is negative and 

highly statistically significant. The coefficient for Protestants’ share of population 

has become negative, but the coefficient is highly insignificant, which indicates that 

the share of Protestants in the population does not affect voter turnout when 

controlling for political institutional variables and other culture variables.  

 

In the fourth model the two historical variables are added to the political 

institutional variables. The model explains 32.1% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which is 1.00 percentage point higher than in model 1. In this model the 

dummy for majority systems reaches statistical significance and the coefficient is, 

as expected, negative. The dummy for mixed systems is still insignificant. The 

coefficients for compulsory voting, semipresidential systems and presidential 

systems, are still highly significant and have the expected signs. The variable level 

of democracy (FHPA) is slightly statistically significant and the coefficient is, as 

expected, positive. The other historical variable old-new democracies is 

insignificant. The fifth model would consist of the political institutional variables 

and the two physical variables population size and area. However, as mentioned 

earlier, the two physical variables, population size and area, are highly correlated 
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with each other (Pearson’s correlation .888). If these two variables are included in 

the same multivariate regression model, the risk for multicollinearity in the model 

will increase. To avoid the risk for multicollinearity I will instead run two different 

versions of model 5; the first version will include population size, and in the 

second version (alternative model) area will be included.83 The model with 

population size included explains 34.3% of the variation in the dependent variable, 

which is 3.2 percentage units higher compared with model 1. The political 

institutional variables show similar results to those shown in model 4 (majority 

systems, compulsory voting, semipresidential systems, and presidential systems 

are statistically related to turnout and mixed systems are not). The variable 

population size is statistically significant and the sign is, as expected, negative.84  

 

The sixth model, which is the last model, consists of all independent variables that 

achieved statistical significance in the simple regressions (except for area, which is 

included in an alternative version of model 6). The model explains 45.6% of the 

variation in the dependent variable, which is 14.5 percentage units higher than 

model 1. In the last model the electoral dummies majority systems and mixed 

systems are statistically insignificant. Compulsory voting, semipresidential 

systems, and presidential systems are still statistically significant, with the 

expected signs. The result from the last model shows that the coefficients for region 

dummies are still negative and the coefficients for Eastern Europe, North and 

Central America, and Oceania are statistically significant. The coefficient for 

Muslims’ share of population is still negative and highly statistically significant. 

The coefficient for population size is also significant, with the expected negative 

sign. In the last model the two socioeconomic variables and the two historical 

variables are shown to have nonsignificant effects on turnout, which is also true for 

the variable Protestants’ share of population.85  

  

                                                           
83 The results from the first (original) model will be reported in the text, when the results from the 

alternative model will be reported in a footnote. 
84 In the alternative model of model 5, where the physical variable population size is dropped and the 

other physical variable area is added, the political institutional variables showed similar results to those 

of the original model. The coefficient for area is statistically significant, with an expected negative sign. 
85 I ran an alternative version of model 6 by dropping the physical variable population size and adding 

the other physical variable area. In the alternative model the coefficient for the region Asia is significant, 

and the coefficient for area is insignificant. Otherwise, the alternative model showed similar results to 

those of the original model.  



110 

Conclusion 

In this chapter the political participation dimension of the quality of democracy is 

examined with the indicator voter turnout. The results show that political 

institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, historical 

variables, and physical variables affect voter turnout. However, the findings show 

that some variables perform better than others in explaining the variation of voter 

turnout in the stable democracies in the world. The statistical relationships 

between the two political institutional variables, compulsory voting and executive 

power, and the dependent variable voter turnout are shown to be robust. Both in 

simple regressions and in several multivariate regressions when controlling for 

other relevant factors, compulsory voting and the executive power variables 

semipresidential systems and presidential systems are highly statistically 

significant. The result indicates that strict compulsory voting boosts voter turnout 

by between 17 and 20 percentage units when controlling for other factors, and that 

semipresidential and presidential systems affect turnout negatively compared with 

parliamentary systems. The findings in both simple regression and multivariate 

regressions also indicate that the relationship between the cultural variable 

Muslims’ share of population and voter turnout is robust. Thus, a higher share of 

Muslims in the population has a negative impact on voter turnout. Also, the 

physical variable population size’s relationship with voter turnout seems to be 

robust in both simple regression and in multivariate regressions. The result 

suggests that population size has a negative effect on turnout, which indicates that 

smaller countries have higher voter turnout. A diffusion effect measured with 

different geographic regions’ variables is shown to have a statistically significant 

relationship with voter turnout. The geographic region Scandinavia has the highest 

turnout of the eight different regions. The simple regressions for the region 

dummies explain 22.4% of the variation in voter turnout. However, not all of the 

region dummies are statistically significant in simple and multivariate regressions, 

and therefore I do not consider the region variable to be as robust as a determinant 

of voter turnout as the variables mentioned above.  

 

The findings also indicate that a number of statistical relationships that are found 

in simple regressions are not shown to be robust in multivariate regressions when 

controlling for other relevant factors. For example the variables GDP/capita, the 

share of Protestants in the population, and old-new democracies’ relationships 

with voter turnout are statistically significant in simple regressions but are 

insignificant in multivariate regressions. For the variables level of democracy and 

literacy, the results are mixed. In simple regressions and when controlling for 

political institutional variables they are shown to be statistically positively related 

to voter turnout, but when controlling for other relevant factors their relationship 



111 

with voter turnout is insignificant. Also, the results are mixed for the political 

institutional variable electoral system. In simple regression both majority systems 

and mixed systems are statistically negatively related to voter turnout. In 

multivariate regressions majority systems is, in three of six models, statistically 

significant and negatively related to turnout, but majority systems is statistically 

insignificant in the other three models. Mixed systems is insignificant in five of six 

multivariate regressions. Concerning the physical variable area, it is statistically 

related to turnout in both simple regression and in multivariate regression when 

controlling for political institutional variables. However, when controlling for 

other independent variables (the alternative model 6) area is statistically 

insignificant. Results from the chapter show that the political institutional variables 

district magnitude, disproportionality, party systems, unicameralism, and 

territorial organization have no statistically significant effect on voter turnout. In 

addition, the physical variable density does not affect voter turnout. 

 

When the empirical results are summed up, it can be established that voter turnout 

is mostly affected by compulsory voting, executive power, the share of the 

population that is Muslim, population size, and the diffusion effect. According to 

the results, it can also be established that political institutional variables, except 

compulsory voting, executive power, and majority electoral systems have a 

surprisingly small effect on voter turnout. Some findings in this study confirm the 

results of earlier research, for example that compulsory voting has a highly 

positive, statistically significant relationship on voter turnout. (see e.g. Blais and 

Dobrzynska 1998; Fornos et al. 2004; Franklin 2001; Franklin et al. 2004; Jackman 

1987; Jackman and Miller 1995; Mattila 2003; Powell 1986; Siaroff and Merer 2002). 

Another example that confirms the results of earlier research is that Blais and 

Dobrzynska (1998) found that population size had a statistically significant 

negative effect on turnout. 

 

The results from this chapter also show some contradictory results when compared 

with some earlier research in the field. For example Jackman (1987) and Jackman 

and Miller (1995) found that the degree of disproportionality had a negative effect 

on turnout, and inter alia Blais and Dobrzynska (1998), Jackman (1987), Jackman 

and Miller (1995), and Kostadinova (2003) found a statistically significant negative 

relationship between the number of parties and turnout. Blais and Dobrzynska 

(1998) also demonstrated that voter turnout was higher in densely populated 

nations. My conclusion concerning the contradictory results is that the 

independent variables such as disproportionality and party systems do not have 

the same effect on voter turnout in all stable democracies in the world when 

compared with what is observed in Western democracies. Therefore I argue that 
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the theoretical models concerning voter turnout (see e.g. Jackman 1987; Jackman 

and Miller 1995; Powell 1986) do not hold when all democracies in the world are 

included. Thus my suggestions for research in the future are to run different 

analyses for different kinds of democracies (for example new democracies versus 

old democracies, democracies with low economic development versus democracies 

with high economic development) and from such a design to develop new 

theoretical models to explain the variation in voter turnout.  

 

When summing up the results from this chapter, the most important findings are: 

 

 Political institutional variables such as compulsory voting and executive 

power are important determinants of voter turnout 

 The cultural variable Muslims’ share of the population is an important 

determinant of voter turnout 

 The physical variables population size and area size affect voter turnout 

negatively, but the effect is not strong 
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CHAPTER 5 POLITICAL COMPETITION 

Introduction 

After examining the political participation dimension of the quality of democracy, 

it is now time to examine the second dimension of the quality of democracy. The 

second empirical chapter will deal with party competition, which is the indicator 

that measures the political competition dimension of the quality of democracy in 

this study. Competition between parties can be seen as a cornerstone in a 

democratic system, and a weak opposition can be seen as a serious problem for 

democracy. This view is stressed by Hill (1994, 53), who stated that “[e]ffective 

competition between rival political views is central to democracy.” Therefore it is 

true that a democratic system aspiring to reach a high level of the quality of 

democracy requires a strong parliamentary opposition.  

 

Theoretical framework 

Political competition is a well-known concept in political science, and for example 

a search on Web of Science shows that there are 4305 articles that mention 

“political competition.”86 However, the literature that has examined the 

determinants of political competition is neither extensive nor comprehensive.87 In 

the subsequent section a review of previous findings concerning political 

competition will be presented.  

 

Previous research has established a relationship between political competition and 

electoral systems. In a study that covered 87 legislative elections in sub-Saharan 

Africa, Van de Walle (2003, 303-304) noted that the leading parties in 

proportionality systems have 60.2% of the seats, in TRS (two-round majority) 

systems the leading parties have 61.9% of the seats, and in FPTP (first-past-the-

post) systems the leading parties have 69.6% of the seats. In a binary comparison 

between Ghana and South Africa, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi (2005, 247) stated that 

Ghana has one of the most competitive party systems in Africa, and that because 

South Africa’s party system is dominated by one party (ANC) the party system is 

therefore less competitive in South Africa. They argued that the differences 

between Ghana’s and South Africa’s party system competition were rooted in inter 

alia different electoral systems.   

                                                           
86 Searched using the phrase “political competition” on Web of Science (time span 1945–2011) December 

13, 2011. 
87 Many previous studies concerning political competition deal with it at the state level in the USA; see 

e.g. Aistrup 1993; Hill 1994; Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993; Pfeiffer 1967. 
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Concerning a relationship between socioeconomic standards and party 

competition, Wright (2008, 239), who used data for 92 new democracies born since 

1946, found that countries with higher modernization have higher levels of initial 

political competition. Wright (2008, 238) suggested a causal link between 

modernization and political competition where “a more educated and urban 

citizenry demands more political competition.” Van de Walle (2003, 308) 

hypothesized that political competition would be positively correlated with 

democracy, and he stated that dominating parties can take advantage of their 

position of strength and try to stay in power at the expense of political and civil 

rights. And Van de Walle (2003, 309) demonstrated that countries with fragmented 

party systems (measured by the percentage of legislative seats held by the largest 

party) have a higher degree of democracy compared with countries with party 

dominant systems. Discussing a potential diffusion effect in political competition, 

Van de Walle (2003) presented results showing that the typical emerging party 

system in sub-Saharan Africa consisted of one dominant party and a large number 

of small, unstable parties. Also, Bogaards (2000) found that almost every country in 

Africa has dominant party systems and he (Bogaards 2000, 164) stated that 

“African political systems are widely faulted for their lack of competition and 

competitiveness.” 

 

Vanhanen has in several studies combined political participation and political 

competition into an index and used this index as a dependent variable (see e.g. 

Vanhanen 1990; 1997; 2003). As political participation and political competition are 

also included as dependent variables in this study, it is of interest to see which 

independent variables Vanhanen applied when he explained the variation in his 

index. Vanhanen’s main independent variable was resource distribution (power 

resources) (Vanhanen 2003, 80). To measure resource distribution he employed 

explanatory variables such as urban population, nonagricultural population, 

students (in universities and other institutions of higher education), literates, 

family farms, and the degree of decentralization of nonagricultural economic 

power resources (see e.g. Vanhanen 1990). From the six independent variables 

Vanhanen constructed three different indexes to measure different dimensions of 

resource distribution. Finally, he combined the three indexes into an Index of 

Power Resources (IPR). In Vanhanen’s study (2003) urban population and 

nonagricultural population were excluded as explanatory variables, and Vanhanen 

(2003, 97) included per capita national income as an explanatory variable. 

 

Even though the literature available to explain the causes of the variation in 

political competition is not extensive, several theoretical assumptions can be 

formulated about which factors affect the variation in political competition and 
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why these factors affect the variation. The party system is a factor that can affect 

political competition. More precisely, if there is a large number of parties that each 

win many parliamentary seats, one consequence is that the largest party wins 

fewer seats, which will lead to greater political competition. The type of electoral 

system can also affect political competition. Following Duverger’s law, 

proportional electoral systems should increase the number of parties in the 

parliaments, which would lead to greater political competition. Presidentialism can 

affect political competition negatively. With presidentialism the legislative has less 

power, which may imply that political parties are weaker. As mentioned above, 

Van de Walle (2003, 308) hypothesized that political competition would be 

positively correlated with democracy, and he argued that dominating parties can 

take advantage of their position of strength and try to stay in power at the expense 

of political and civil rights. Therefore, if the political competition is low, as is the 

case with a strong dominating party in power, the dominant party can take action 

in order to stay in power, which can weaken political and civil rights. Also, the 

experience of democracy as a political regime can be seen to affect the level of 

political competition. If countries have been democracies for a long period of time 

it is probably the case that new parties have had a longer period of time to emerge 

to a greater extent, which would imply that political competition should be greater 

in old democracies compared with new democracies. Finally, it can be expected 

that a diffusion effect will occur in political competition, for example previous 

research has found that almost all countries in Africa have a dominant party 

system, which is probably related to a lower level of political competition (see e.g. 

Bogaards 2000; 2004). 

 

The explanations presented above give some insights into which factors affect 

political competition, and they can be applied as a starting point when examining 

the determinants of political competition. However, in this chapter I will use the 

same set of explanatory variables drawn from the explanatory model that was 

employed to explain the variation in the political participation dimension. It is now 

time to discuss the measures of political competition. 

Measures of political competition 

Over the years numerous measures of political competition have been developed 

(see e.g. Aistrup 1993; Altman and Pérez-Liñán 2002; Vanhanen 1997). Aistrup 

(1993, 435) included three basic components in the state legislative party 

competition index he developed: the proportion of seats contested by each party, 

the proportion of seats won by each party, and the percentage of votes for each 

party. Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) measured competition using the weighted 

difference between the share of seats held by the government and the opposition 
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parties in the lower chamber. Vanhanen (1997, 34) measured competition by 

subtracting the percentage of the votes won by the largest party from 100. Other 

researchers, for example Villarreal (2002, 481), measured political competition as 

the proportion voting for candidates from parties other than the largest party in 

the most recent election. Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi (2005, 249) used the percentage 

of votes won by the largest party and the percentage of votes won by the other 

parties.  

 

Data and analysis 

Operationalization of the dependent variable and the inclusion of cases  

As mentioned above, there are several alternative ways to measure political 

competition. Some measures of political competition can be applied as one of 

several indicators to examine whether a political regime is democratic or not (see 

e.g. Arat 1991; Jackman 1974). For example in a democratic system different 

political parties are allowed and political leaders have the right to compete for 

votes in elections. In this study only democratic countries are included, and thus 

political parties are allowed and political leaders have the right to compete for 

votes in elections in all countries included in the study. Here the interest is instead 

the level of political competition (quality of democracy) and therefore a measure 

that measures political competition more precisely is required.88 After careful 

consideration I have found two measures of political competition that it is possible 

to employ in this study, namely the percentage of votes gained by all parties other 

than the largest party and the percentage of seats gained by all parties other than 

the largest party. One way to measure political competition is to follow 

Vanhanen’s method of using votes for the parties other than the largest party. 

However, several countries included in this study do not report the proportion of 

votes for parties in elections (for example countries such as Kiribati and Nauru), 

and using votes for parties other than the largest party in this study would mean 

having missing data for 25 cases, which I see as problematic. Using seats for parties 

other than the largest party as a measure of political competition is a good 

alternative for measuring political competition in this study. Concerning access to 

data, there are accessible data that report distribution of seats for 241 of the 252 

                                                           
88 In this study the time period of interest is 2000 to 2010 (the three latest parliamentary elections) and 

therefore I see some limitations in the use of, for example, the measure alternation in power (absence of 

alternation or alternation in three elections) because there will be such a small variation in the 

dependent variable to explain. And if alternation in power is used as the dependent variable, the 

variable would be applied as a binary dependent variable; and because an index will be employed later 

in this study, I prefer all indicators of the quality of democracy to be measured with quantitative 

variables.  
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cases included in this study, which indicates that data are missing for 11 cases; this 

is similar to the amount of missing data for other dependent variables employed in 

this study (voter turnout and corruption). Thus I will measure political competition 

as the percentage of seats held by parties other than the largest party in 

parliaments (lower house).89 I name the measure party competition. Consequently, 

when I measure political competition I consider it more important to measure the 

opposition parties’ access to the legislature (parliamentary seats) rather than the 

election outcomes (votes for the opposition parties). I theorize that if the largest 

party has a large number of seats in the parliament this will indicate the absence of 

strong opposition party/parties, which will indicate a low degree of political 

competition. The opposite, which is if an opposition party/parties has a large 

number of seats in the parliaments, will indicate a high degree of political 

competition.90 To achieve a high degree of the quality of democracy it is necessary 

that opposition parties are represented in the national legislative to a large extent.  

 

As mentioned above, the dependent variable in this chapter is party competition at 

country level. The party competition data are taken from the three latest 

parliamentary elections in each country (the same elections that are used to 

measure voter turnout), and the elections that will be included in the study 

occurred between 1997 and 2011. The total number of cases that is included in the 

study is 241.91 Countries with a bicameral parliament the party competition in the 

lower house are included in the analyses.  

Mapping the dependent variable 

The next step is mapping the dependent variable, and Table 5.1 shows the central 

trend and dispersion in the dependent variable party competition. 

 
Table 5.1 Central trend and dispersion in party competition 

Year Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 52.26 52.60 16.02 12.50 83.04 81 

2005 52.11 52.47 16.04 12.50 82.65 80 

2000 49.00 53.05 21.14 0.00 83.33 80 

Total 51.13 52.73 17.88 0.00 83.33 241 

 

                                                           
89 To distinguish parties and party alliances, I follow Vanhanen (2003, 57) and use the following rule: if a 

party belongs permanently to a larger alliance, then it should not be regarded as a separate party. 
90 A higher degree of political competition can, for example, lead to political instability; however, in this 

study the quality of democracy is of interest and the study will not consider other consequences of 

political competition. 
91 Cases excluded from the analysis because of missing data: Marshall Island 1999, 2003; Micronesia 

2005, 2007, 2009; Palau 2000, 2004, 2008; Tuvalu 2002, 2006, 2010.  
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The minimum party competition is 0.00 and the maximum party competition is 

83.33, which indicates that the dependent variable varies between 0.00 and 83.33. It 

can be seen as surprising that the lowest value in party competition is 0.00, which 

indicates that the largest party gained all parliamentary seats. This suggests that 

the party competition is as low as possible. There are two cases in which the party 

competition is 0.00, and those were in Grenada in 1999 and in Monaco in 1998. In 

Lesotho in 1998 the party competition was also very low (1.25). The mean party 

competition for the 241 cases is 51.13 and, as Table 5.1 indicates, the trend for the 

mean party competition is shown to be positive. The mean party competition has 

increased 3.26 percentage units from 2000 to 2010. The median does not display 

any clear trend. Concerning the standard deviation, it shows a trend of decline in 

the variation of party competition. Turning to the minimum values, the minimum 

scores for party competition have increased, and the lowest party competition has 

gone from 0.00 to 12.50 (from 2000 to 2010). Maximum party competition shows no 

clear trend and, as Table 5.1 displays, the maximum values for party competition 

have only changed marginally in the period 2000–2010. To get a general view of 

the variation in party competition a scatterplot will be employed. Figure 5.1 shows 

a scatterplot with party competition 2010 on the Y-axis and party competition 2000 

on the X-axis.  
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Figure 5.1 Scatterplot—party competition 2000 and 2010 

 
The correlation between party competition in 2000 and party competition in 2010 is 

.733 (Pearson’s correlation), which suggests that many countries have similar levels 

of party competition both in 2000 and in 2010. And as Figure 5.1 displays, countries 

such as Belgium, Brazil, Finland, the Netherlands, and Vanuatu have high levels of 

party competition in both 2000 and 2010, whereas countries such as Monaco, 

Grenada, Belize, and Mali have low levels of party competition both in 2000 and in 

2010. Countries such as Bulgaria, Ghana, Australia, and Chile have proportions of 

party competition that are close to the average in both 2000 and 2010. As Figure 5.1 

indicates, some countries have varying levels of party competition in 2000 and 

2010, meaning that countries such as Dominica, Taiwan, Samoa, and Hungary 

have higher levels of party competition in 2000 compared with 2010 and, 

correspondingly, countries such as Lesotho, Mongolia, Nauru, and Saint Lucia 

have higher levels of party competition in 2010 compared to 2000. To examine how 

much of the variation in party competition is across space and how much of the 

variation is across time, two Anova tests with Eta will be employed, and Table 5.2 

presents the results. 
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Table 5.2 ANOVA test with Eta party competition 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

PC and space .909 .826 .000 241 

PC and time .084 .007 .430 241 

     

 

The first test in Table 5.2 shows that the relationship between space (countries) and 

party competition equals an Eta squared of 82.6%. The other test shows the 

relationship between time (years) and party competition; here, however, the test is 

statistically insignificant. Nevertheless, the test with party competition and 

countries establishes that the largest part of the variation in party competition is 

across space and not across time. 

Independent variables    

Table 5.3 exhibits the independent variables that will be included in this empirical 

chapter.  

 
Table 5.3 An overview of the independent variables included in chapter 5 

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic 

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Compulsory voting 

Disproportionality 

Effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties 

Unicameralism 

Territorial organization 

Executive power 

GDP/capita 

Literacy 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

 

 

 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

 

     

 

As Table 5.3 displays, eight political institutional variables, two socioeconomic 

variables, three cultural variables, two historical variables, and three physical 

variables are included as independent variables.  

Results  

It is now time to turn to the results of the statistical analyses, and the results section 

starts with a presentation of the results of the simple regressions. 

Simple regressions 

Results of the analyses of the simple regressions are displayed in Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4 Simple regressions on party competition 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .000 .268 241 

Constant (Proportional) 59.383 1.347 44.086 .000   

Majority systems -20.913 2.241 -9.333 .000   

Mixed systems -11.862 2.796 -4.243 .000   

District magnitude. Regression    .000 .047 241 

Constant 49.367 1.226 40.262 .000   

District magnitude .103 .029 3.595 .000   

Compulsory voting. Regression    .006 .028 241 

Constant  49.930 1.214 41.145 .000   

Compulsory voting 9.633 3.439 2.801 .006   

Disproportionality. Regression    .000 .558 241 

Constant 65.899 1.143 57.676 .000   

Disproportionality -1.819 .104 -17.421 .000   

ENPP. Regression    .000 .640 241 

Constant 23.139 1.521 15.215 .000   

ENPP 8.336 .403 20.663 .000   

Unicameralism. Regression    .089 .008 241 

Constant (bicameralism) 48.934 1.721 28.428 .000   
Unicameralism 3.946 2.308 1.710 .089   
Territorial organization. Regression    .000 .092 241 

Constant (unitary systems)  47.464 1.347 35.246 .000   
Intermediate systems 7.645 2.803 2.727 .007   
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Table 5.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Federal systems 15.641 3.257 4.803 .000   
Executive power. Regression    .005 .036 241 

Constant (parliamentary) 50.472 1.505 33.529 .000   
Semipresidential 10.920 3.699 2.952 .003   
Presidential -1.752 2.493 -.703 .483   
GDP/capita. Regression    .207 .003 241 

Constant 49.995 1.458 34.292 .000   

GDP/capita .061 .048 1.266 .207   

Literacy. Regression    .017 .019 241 

Constant 29.532 9.073 3.255 .001   

Literacy .233 .097 2.399 .017   

Region. Regression    .000 .287 241 

Constant (Scandinavia) 68.131 3.897 17.481 .000   

Western Europe -13.488 4.380 -3.079 .002   

Eastern Europe -5.759 4.639 -1.241 .216   

Africa -31.193 4.773 -6.535 .000   

Asia -16.416 5.277 -3.111 .002   

South America -9.253 5.277 -1.753 .081   

North and Central America -28.979 4.465 -6.490 .000   

Oceania -17.505 5.214 -3.357 .001   

Muslim population. Regression    .191 .003 241 

Constant 51.655 1.218 42.407 .000   
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Table 5.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Muslim population -.153 .117 -1.310 .191   

Protestant population. Regression    .378 .001 241 

Constant 50.332 1.463 34.410 .000   

Protestant population .043 .048 .884 .378   

Old-new democracies. Regression    .050 .012 241 

Constant (new democracies) 49.526 1.405 35.252 .000   

Old democracies 4.768 2.423 1.968 .050   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .043 .013 241 

Constant 23.986 13.392 1.791 .075   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) 2.899 1.425 2.034 .043   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .032 .015 241 

Constant 25.143 12.103 2.077 .039   

Degree of democracy (FH) 4.000 1.855 2.157 .032   

Population (Log). Regression    .000 .106 241 

Constant 48.259 1.211 39.854 .000   

Population 2.423 .447 5.419 .000   

Area (Log). Regression    .000 .082 241 

Constant 33.320 3.918 8.504 .000   

Area 1.674 .353 4.737 .000   

Density (Log). Regression    .289 .001 241 

Constant 54.477 3.356 16.235 .000   

Density -.768 .723 -1.062 .289   
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Turning first to the political institutional variables, the results show that electoral 

systems have a statistically significant impact on party competition. The 

coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are negative, which is as 

expected, and both coefficients reach statistical significance. The result indicates 

that party competition in majority systems is 20.91 percentage units lower than in 

proportional systems and that party competition in mixed systems is 11.86 

percentage units lower than in proportional systems. The coefficient for the 

variable district magnitude is statistically significant, with the expected positive 

sign. The findings suggest that larger district magnitudes affect the level of party 

competition positively. Concerning compulsory voting, the regression analysis 

indicates that party competition is statistically significantly higher in countries that 

have strict compulsory voting than in countries that do not. The coefficient for 

disproportionality is statistically significant, with an expected negative sign. The 

results suggest that electoral systems with lower levels of disproportionality affect 

party competition positively. The coefficient for effective number of parliamentary 

parties (ENPP) is statistically significant, with a positive sign, which is also as 

expected. The findings indicate that party competition is affected positively by a 

higher number of effective parties in parliaments. As the results in Table 5.4 show, 

the simple regressions with disproportionality and effective number of 

parliamentary parties have quite high R2 values (55.8% and 64.0% respectively). 

 

Regarding unicameralism, the regression analysis indicates that party competition 

is statistically significantly higher in countries that have unicameralism than in 

countries that have bicameralism. The result is as expected. The results in Table 5.4 

further indicate that territorial organization also affects party competition, and the 

results suggest that intermediate systems and federal systems have higher levels of 

party competition compared with unitary systems. These results are unexpected. 

Looking at the independent variable executive power, the regression is statistically 

significant and the coefficient for semipresidential systems is statistically 

significant with an unexpected positive sign. The coefficient for presidentialism is 

negative, as expected, but insignificant. This result suggests that semipresidential 

systems are positively related to party competition (compared with parliamentary 

systems) and that presidential systems are not statistically related to party 

competition. For the two socioeconomic variables GDP/capita and literacy, the 

results are mixed. The coefficient for GDP/capita is statistically insignificant, which 

means that GDP/capita does not affect party competition. The coefficient for 

literacy is statistically significant with a positive sign, which is as expected. The 

findings indicate that higher literacy rates affect party competition positively. 

Next, turning to the cultural variables, the regression for geographic region is 

shown to be statistically significant and the coefficients for all dummy variables 
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except for Eastern Europe achieve statistical significance. The coefficients have the 

expected sign (negative), which indicates that Scandinavia (baseline variable) has 

higher levels of party competition than other regions. The results also indicate that 

the two regions of Africa and North and Central America are the regions that have 

the lowest level of party competition. The regressions for the other two cultural 

variables, Muslim population and Protestant population, are statistically 

insignificant, which means that the share of Muslims and the share of Protestants 

in the population in countries do not affect the level of party competition. 

 

Looking at the historical variables, the variable old-new democracies is shown to 

have a statistically significant impact on party competition. As expected, the sign 

for the coefficient is positive, which indicates that old democracies have higher 

levels of party competition than new democracies. The second historical variable, 

degree of democracy (FHPA), has the expected sign (positive) and the coefficient is 

statistically significant. This result suggests that countries with a higher degree of 

democracy have a higher level of party competition when compared with 

countries with a lower degree of democracy. The second democracy variable (FH) 

shows a similar relationship with the dependent variable, as the FHPA democracy 

variable shows. Turning finally to the physical variables, the findings indicate that 

population size and country area have a statistically significant impact on party 

competition. The coefficients for population size and area are positive, which is 

unexpected. The results suggest that countries with a larger area and a larger 

population size are positively related to party competition. The coefficient for the 

third physical variable, density, is statistically insignificant, which means that 

population density does not affect party competition. 

Multivariate regressions 

Summing up the simple regressions, 14 of the 18 independent variables achieve the 

required levels of statistical significance to be included in the multivariate 

regressions. The variables that do not fulfill the criteria for being included in 

multivariate regressions are GDP/capita, Muslim population, Protestant 

population, and density. Below, six different multivariate regression models will 

be presented. In the first multivariate regression I will only include the political 

institutional variables that were statistically significant in the simple regressions. In 

models 2 to 5 I will add one group of the independent variables to each model that 

were statistically related to the dependent variable in the simple regressions. The 

last model consists of all independent variables that achieved statistical 

significance in the simple regressions. The multivariate regressions have been 

checked with VIF statistics, thus controlling for possible problems with 

multicollinearity. The models do not indicate any problem with multicollinearity 
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(the highest VIF value for a scale variable is 3.089). Table 5.5 reports the results 

from the six multivariate regression models. 

 
Table 5.5 Multivariate regressions on party competition 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 39.752*** (1.828) 33.125*** (5.038) 41.772*** (2.564) 

Majority systems -2.283* (1.365) -1.794 (1.405) .397 (1.749) 

Mixed systems -.947 (1.468) -1.187 (1.475) -.065 (1.577) 

District magnitude -.022* (.013) -.023* (.013) -.020 (.013) 

Compulsory voting  -1.157 (1.651) -1.937 (1.738) .036 (1.993) 

Disproportionality -1.101*** (.083) -1.100*** (.083) -1.133*** (.084) 

ENPP 5.428*** (.359) 5.520*** (.364) 5.339*** (.368) 

Unicameralism 5.313*** (1.072) 5.372*** (1.071) 5.088*** (1.105) 

Intermediate 

systems 

.100 (1.237) -.061 (1.239) .836 (1.281) 

Federal systems 6.564*** (1.762) 6.468*** (1.759) 5.903*** (1.734) 

Semipresidential 6.779*** (1.542) 6.593*** (1.544) 5.315*** (1.921) 

Presidential -3.635*** (1.085) -2.823** (1.226) -.699 (1.479) 

Literacy  .066 (.047)  

Western Europe   -1.923 (2.102) 

Eastern Europe   .096 (2.478) 

Africa   -8.892*** (2.701) 

Asia   -3.122 (2.787) 

South America   -5.739* (3.113) 

N & Central 

America 

  -2.773 (2.536) 

Oceania   -7.107** (2.820) 

Old-new 

democracies 

   

Degree of 

democracy 

   

Population (Log)    

Area (Log)    

    

Multiple R .924 .925 .932 

R² .854 .856 .869 

Adjusted R² .847 .848 .859 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 241 241 241 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 5.5 continued 

Independent 

variables 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 35.998*** (7.141) 39.052*** (1.811) 47.954*** (9.317) 

Majority systems -2.572* (1.360) -1.976 (1.345) -.747 (1.744) 

Mixed systems -.934 (1.453) -1.751 (1.467) -.160 (1.608) 

District magnitude -.021* (.013) -.024* (.012) -.020 (.013) 

Compulsory voting  -1.449 (1.681) -.211 (1.652) .594 (2.023) 

Disproportionality -1.076*** (.083) -1.066*** (.082) -1.114*** (.086) 

ENPP 5.387*** (.364) 5.243*** (.358) 4.973*** (.388) 

Unicameralism 6.001*** (1.102) 6.708*** (1.150) 6.784*** (1.263) 

Intermediate 

systems 

-.038 (1.233) -.271 (1.221) 1.173 (1.342) 

Federal systems 6.341*** (1.744) 5.054*** (1.801) 4.810*** (1.819) 

Semipresidential 7.913*** (1.587) 6.321*** (1.522) 5.676*** (1.890) 

Presidential -2.528** (1.265) -4.720*** (1.125) -1.732 (1.534) 

Literacy   -.112* (.063) 

Western Europe   .114 (2.218) 

Eastern Europe   3.372 (2.852) 

Africa   -7.837** (3.243) 

Asia   -1.608 (2.944) 

South America   -1.316 (3.561) 

N & Central 

America 

  .238 (2.747) 

Oceania   -4.368 (2.980) 

Old-new 

democracies 

2.784** (1.151)  3.438** (1.404) 

Degree of 

democracy 

.219 (.700)  .102 (.728) 

Population (Log)  .755*** (.249) .425 (.302) 

Area (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

    

Multiple R .927 .927 .937 

R² .859 .860 .877 

Adjusted R² .851 .853 .865 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 241 241 241 

    

 

As model 1 in Table 5.5 shows, political institutional variables have a high 

explanatory power on party competition, explaining 84.7% of the variation. The 

coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are negative, which is as 

expected; however, the coefficient for majority systems is marginally statistically 

significant and the coefficient for mixed systems is highly insignificant. The results 

suggest that the electoral system is not an important determinant of party 
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competition when controlling for other political institutional variables. The 

coefficient for district magnitude is statistically significant, but compared with the 

simple regression the sign has changed from positive to negative, which is 

unexpected. The result indicates that a smaller district magnitude is associated 

with a higher level of party competition. The coefficient for compulsory voting is 

highly insignificant, which indicates that the relationship between compulsory 

voting and party competition ceases to appear when controlling for other political 

institutional variables. The variables disproportionality, effective number of 

parliamentary parties, and unicameralism are highly statistically significant in 

model 1, with the expected signs. The results suggest that the three variables are 

important determinants of party competition even when controlling for other 

political institutional variables. Turning to territorial organization, the result is 

mixed. The coefficient for intermediate systems is highly statistically insignificant, 

whereas the coefficient for federal systems is statistically significant with an 

unexpected positive sign. The results suggest that federal systems affect party 

competition positively compared with unitary systems when controlling for other 

political institutional variables; intermediate systems do not affect party 

competition when controlling for other political institutional variables. The result 

for the executive power dummies shows that semipresidential systems have a 

statistically higher level of party competition compared with parliamentary 

systems, and presidential systems have a statistically lower level of party 

competition compared with parliamentary systems. 

 

The second model contains the political institutional variables and the 

socioeconomic variable literacy. As Table 5.5 shows, the explained part of the 

variation in party competition increases only marginally when adding literacy to 

the political institutional variables (0.1 percentage point). In the second model 

majority systems is, surprisingly, statistically insignificant, but otherwise the 

political institutional variables show similar results to those in model 1. The 

coefficient for the socioeconomic variable literacy is statistically insignificant, 

which indicates that literacy does not affect party competition when controlling for 

political institutional variables. The third model consists of the political 

institutional variables and the region dummies. The model explains 85.9% of the 

variation in the dependent variable, which indicates that the explanatory power 

increases 1.2 percentage units (compared with model 1). Concerning the political 

institutional variables, disproportionality, effective number of parliamentary 

parties, unicameralism, federal systems, and semipresidential systems are 

statistically significant in model 3 (with positive signs, except for 

disproportionality, which has a negative sign). The other political institutional 

variables are insignificant. Three region dummies (Africa, South America, and 
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Oceania) are statistically significant, with expected negative signs. The result 

shows that Africa, South America, and Oceania have lower levels of party 

competition compared with Scandinavia when controlling for political institutional 

variables. However, the strong diffusion effect in party competition that was found 

in simple regressions is clearly reduced when controlling for political institutional 

variables. 

 

In the fourth model the two historical variables are added to the political 

institutional variables. The model explains 85.1% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which is 0.4 percentage units higher than in model 1. The regression 

analysis shows that the coefficient for majority systems has become statistically 

significant, with an expected negative sign in model 4. The result suggests that 

majority systems affect party competition negatively when controlling for other 

political institutional variables and historical variables. The coefficient for mixed 

systems is insignificant. District magnitude displays a statistical relationship with 

party competition, with an unexpected negative sign, which indicates that a lower 

district magnitude has a positive impact on party competition. Disproportionality, 

effective number of parliamentary parties, and unicameralism are still statistically 

significant, with the expected signs. Turning to territorial organization, the results 

are mixed. The coefficient for federal systems is statistically significant, with an 

unexpected positive sign, while the coefficient for intermediate systems is 

insignificant. The two executive power dummies, semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems, are statistically related to party competition, with an 

unexpected positive sign for semipresidential systems and an expected negative 

sign for presidential systems. Concerning the historical variables, the coefficient for 

old-new democracies is statistically significant, with an expected positive sign, 

which indicates that old democracies affect party competition positively. The 

coefficient for degree of democracy is highly insignificant, which means that the 

degree of democracy does not affect party competition when controlling for other 

variables in model 4. 

 

In the fifth model the physical variable population size is added to the political 

institutional variables, and compared with model 1 the adjusted R2 increased by 0.6 

percentage units to 85.3%. In model 5 the political institutional variables show 

similar results to those in model 4, except for majority systems, which is 

insignificant in model 5. The coefficient for the physical variable population size is 

statistically significant, with an unexpected positive sign. The result suggests that 
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population size affects party competition positively when controlling for political 

institutional variables.92 

 

The final model (model 6) consists of all independent variables that were 

statistically related to the dependent variable in the simple regressions (except the 

physical variable area). The model explains 86.5% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which is 1.8 percentage units higher than in model 1. Looking at the 

political institutional variables, disproportionality, effective number of 

parliamentary parties, unicameralism, federal systems and semipresidential 

systems are all statistically significant (with positive signs, except for 

disproportionality, which has a negative sign). The other political institutional 

variables are insignificant. Turning to the region dummies, only the region dummy 

for Africa is statistically significant with an expected negative sign. The result 

indicates that Africa has a lower level of party competition than Scandinavia when 

controlling for other factors in model 6. The socioeconomic variable literacy is 

statistically significant, with an unexpected negative sign, which suggests that a 

lower literacy rate is associated with a higher level of party competition when 

controlling for other variables in model 6. Turning to the historical variables, the 

coefficient for old-new democracies is statistically significant, with an expected 

positive sign, which indicates that old democracies have a positive impact on party 

competition. The coefficient for the other historical variable degree of democracy is 

highly insignificant, which indicates that the degree of democracy does not affect 

party competition when controlling for other factors in model 6. Finally, the 

coefficient for the physical variable population size is statistically insignificant, 

which means that population size does not affect party competition when 

controlling for other variables in model 6.93 

 

Conclusion 

In this chapter the purpose has been to examine the determinants of party 

competition, which is the indicator that measures the political competition 

dimension of the quality of democracy in this study. The findings show that 

                                                           
92 I ran an alternative version of model 5 by dropping the physical variable population size and adding 

the other physical variable area. Besides the dummy for majority systems, which was statistically 

significant (with an expected negative sign), in the alternative model the political institutional variables 

showed similar results to those in the original model 5. The coefficient for area was statistically 

significant, with an unexpected positive sign in the alternative model. 
93 I ran an alternative model of model 6 by dropping the physical variable population size and adding 

the other physical variable area. The results for the independent variables employed in both models 

were similar. The coefficient for area was statistically insignificant in the alternative model. 
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political institutional variables perform well to explain the variation in party 

competition and the political institutional variables explain nearly 85% of the 

variation in party competition. The empirical evidence suggests that 

unicameralism, low electoral disproportionality, and a high level of the effective 

number of parliamentary parties affect party competition positively. Regarding 

executive power, the findings show that semipresidential systems affect party 

competition positively and presidential systems affect party competition 

negatively. The empirical evidence also indicates that lower district magnitude 

affects party competition positively and that federal systems affect party 

competition positively compared with unitary systems. The results suggest that 

electoral systems have a surprisingly small effect on party competition when 

controlling for other variables. 

 

The socioeconomic variables only have a small effect on party competition. 

GDP/capita is statistically insignificant in the simple regression, and literacy, which 

is statistically positively associated with party competition in the simple 

regression, is marginally significant and negatively associated with party 

competition in one of two multivariate models. The diffusion effect measured with 

different geographic regional variables is shown to have a statistically significant 

relationship with party competition in simple regressions. However, the statistical 

relationship almost disappears when controlling for other variables. And in the 

multivariate models there is only one piece of strong empirical evidence, namely 

that Africa has lower levels of party competition compared with Scandinavia, and 

some empirical support for the two regions of South America and Oceania having 

lower levels of party competition than Scandinavia. Concerning the historical 

variables, the findings indicate that old democracies affect party competition 

positively. The second historical variable degree of democracy does not affect the 

level of party competition when controlling for other variables. Lastly, the results 

show that the physical variables area and population size affect party competition 

positively. 

 

The most important findings in this chapter are: 

 Political institutional variables are very important determinants of party 

competition 

 The historical variable old-new democracies is an important determinant 

of party competition, and the findings show that old democracies have a 

positive impact on party competition 

 The physical variables population size and area affect party competition 

positively 
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CHAPTER 6 POLITICAL EQUALITY  

Introduction 

After having examined the political participation dimension and the political 

competition dimension of the quality of democracy, it is now time to examine the 

third dimension of the quality of democracy, political equality. And in this 

empirical chapter the political equality dimension of the quality of democracy will 

be examined by using the elected body, women’s representation in parliaments 

and the unelected body, women’s representation in governments. The first part of 

the chapter deals with women’s representation in parliaments and the second part 

deals with women’s representation in governments. Thus in this part of the study I 

will examine the determinants of women’s representation in parliaments and 

governments in the democratic countries in the world. 

 

Women’s representation in parliaments 

Theoretical framework  

There is considerable variation among the world’s countries in terms of female 

representation in parliaments. Previous research addressing this phenomenon has 

identified different explanatory variables; it has been established that political 

institutional variables, cultural variables, socioeconomic variables, and historical 

variables do have a statistically significant impact on the variation in the female 

representation in parliaments. 

Political institutional variables 

Earlier research has found that women’s representation in parliaments is higher 

when a proportional electoral system is used (see e.g. Caul 1999; Kenworthy and 

Malami 1999; Matland and Studlar 1996; Paxton 1997; Reynolds 1999; Rule 1981; 

Rule 1987; Studlar and McAllister 2002; Wide 2006). Matland and Studlar’s (1996) 

study, which includes 23 national parliaments for the period from 1945–1993, 

demonstrated that female representation is higher when a proportional electoral 

system is used rather than a majority electoral system in single-members’ districts. 

For example they found that female representation in parliaments that use a 

proportional electoral system was 6.0% in 1970 and had increased to 20.2% by 1993. 

This can be compared with 2.2% in 1970, when a majority electoral system in 

single-members’ districts was used, and by 1993 this proportion had increased to 

9.5%. In a study that covers 20 OECD democracies over a 50-year period (1950–

2000), McAllister and Studlar (2002) noted that the form of electoral system 
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explains much of the variance of female representation in national parliaments. 

Their result demonstrated that the use of a first-past-the-post (FPTP) system 

reduced women’s representation in parliaments by close to 10% compared with the 

use of a party list system. Paxton (1997) showed, in a study that covered 108 

countries in the year 1988, that parliaments with proportional representational 

systems (when holding other variables constant) have 3.5% more women in 

national parliaments than other parliaments. In terms of the positive effect that 

proportional electoral systems have on female representation in parliaments, 

Matland (1998) noted remarkable differences between advanced industrialized 

democracies and democracies in developing countries (LDCs). In advanced 

industrialized democracies, the electoral system had a strong, statistically 

significant effect (coefficient 15.63 sig .01), but in democracies in developing 

countries the coefficient was ten times smaller (1.56) and it was not statistically 

significant. Matland (1998, 120) concluded that there appears to be a minimum 

level of development (threshold) needed in order for variables such as the electoral 

system to have an effect on female representation in national parliaments. 

However, Kenworthy and Malami (1999) demonstrated that the structure of the 

electoral system has an effect on female representation in both rich industrialized 

countries and less-developed countries.  

 

Some studies (Matland and Studlar 1996; Rosenbluth, Salmond, and Thies 2006; 

Rule 1987) have demonstrated that large district magnitudes (the number of seats 

per district) have a positive effect on female representation in parliaments. 

However, when Matland (1993) examined the district magnitude’s effect in 

Norway (Stortinget) over a 40-year period, he found that party magnitude (the 

number of seats a party has in a district) had a greater explanatory power than 

district magnitude. Matland’s findings were that the level of female representation 

in parliaments is higher if the number of parties is fewer and if party sizes are 

larger. The theoretical assumption relating proportional electoral systems, higher 

district magnitude, and women’s representation in parliaments is that when there 

are several seats in each district, political parties nominate women for 

parliamentary positions to a greater extent. So, when political parties have a 

greater chance of winning several seats in districts, this will increase the chance 

that women will be nominated and elected (see e.g. Rule 1987, 478-479; Tripp and 

Kang 2008, 343; Kenworthy and Malami 1999, 237).94  

 

In order to increase the female representation in national parliaments, many 

countries have implemented gender quotas, and previous research has 

                                                           
94 Correspondingly, in single-member district systems parties only nominate one candidate, which 

decreases the chance for women to be party candidates in the district.  
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demonstrated that the use of quotas is positively related to women’s representation 

in parliaments (see e.g. Tripp and Kang 2008).95 In general, the quotas can be 

divided into two different types: the legislative quota and the voluntary party 

quota (Dahlerup and Freidenvall 2005; Dahlerup 2006). The main difference 

between the two quota systems is that the legislative quota forces all parties in the 

country to use quotas, whereas the voluntary party quota means that individual 

parties voluntarily use quotas in their regulations. The legislative quota is usually 

inscribed in the constitution and/or the electoral law, and requires that a certain 

percentage of the political parties’ eligible candidates must be women (for example 

30%).96 If any party does not use quotas in legislative quota systems, legal sanctions 

against them can be mandated. Argentina was the first country in the world to 

introduce and adopt into national electoral law legislative quotas for all political 

parties. This happened at the beginning of the 1990s (Hughes and Paxton 2008, 

246). In Europe, legislative gender quotas have not been particularly common, but 

the trend is that the use of legislative gender quotas is increasing and countries 

such as Belgium, France, Portugal, Spain, and Slovenia are now using them. It is, 

however, more common for Asian, African, and South American countries to use 

quotas that have been adopted as part of the constitution and/or electoral law. In 

2007, approximately 40 countries in the world made use of legislative quotas. 

 

Norway was the first country in which political parties used voluntary gender 

quotas. This happened during the mid-1970s, when the Socialist Left Party (SV) 

and the Liberal Party (V) were the first to adopt voluntary party quotas (Matland 

and Studlar 1996, 717, 723). Sweden and South Africa are other countries in which 

certain parties use voluntary party quotas; for example South Africa’s largest 

party, the ANC, introduced a voluntary 30% quota for women in 1993. In 2007 

there were approximately 50 countries that used voluntary quotas at the party 

level (Dahlerup and Freidenvall 2008, 7). This means that approximately half of the 

world’s countries use some type of quota to increase female representation in 

national parliaments. It should be mentioned that it is not only democratic 

countries in the world that use various types of quotas in politics. Examples of 

countries that are not viewed as democracies but that use gender quotas are 

Rwanda, Mozambique, Afghanistan, and Iraq. A number of countries do not use 

any type of gender quota at all, but nevertheless demonstrate high female 

representation in their parliaments, and two such countries are Finland and 

Denmark. Some liberal democracies, for example New Zealand and the USA, have 

                                                           
95 See Krook (2009) for paired comparisons of six cases of quota reform. See Franceschet, Krook, and 

Piscopo, eds. (2012) for in-depth case studies on the impact of quotas on politics. 
96 It is more common for a mandated quota to be adopted in electoral law than in a constitution (Global 

Database of Quotas for Women). 
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distanced themselves from quotas in politics since they see quotas as contrary to 

principles of nondiscrimination and equity. Several post-Communist countries in 

Europe also avoid quotas since they associate quotas with Communism and radical 

feminism; they prefer the liberal democracy model that has maximum individual 

freedom and minimal state involvement (Dahlerup and Freidenvall 2008, 30). 

There are also countries that have previously used some type of gender quota that 

have now abolished it; examples of such countries are Denmark, Ghana, 

Venezuela, and the former Soviet Union. Regarding which type of gender quota is 

most effective, Dahlerup (2006, 295) stated that legislative quotas and voluntary 

party quotas are both equally effective or ineffective in increasing female 

representation in politics.  

 

Reserved seats is also a type of gender quota, and for example Krook (2009, 6) 

divided quotas into three different types: reserved seats, party quotas, and 

legislative quotas. Reserved seats, when defined as gender quotas, guarantee 

women a certain number of seats in the parliament. Gender quotas in the form of 

reserved seats are not common in democratic countries, and they are generally 

used in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East (Dahlerup 2006, 286; Krook 2009, 27).97  

 

Previous studies have examined the progress and the impact of gender quotas. For 

example in a study that includes 71 parties in 11 developed industrial countries 

during the period 1975–1995, Caul (2001) found that the largest increase in the 

adoption of gender quotas took place during the period 1985–1992. During this 

period the adoption of quotas increased from 5 parties to 20 parties. In her study 

Caul also demonstrated that leftist parties, to a greater extent than other parties, 

adopted quotas during the period in question.98 Matland and Studlar (1996) noted 

that parties nominate women and adopt voluntary party quotas in a process of 

contagion (diffusion). Caul (2001) also found that parties adopt voluntary party 

quotas in a process of contagion; her results supported Matland and Studlar’s 

contagion theory.99 Tripp and Kang (2008) examined quotas’ effect on female 

representation in national parliaments. Published in 2008, their study is 

particularly recent and contains data from the year 2006 for 153 countries. Tripp 

and Kang argued that many earlier studies about female representation in national 

parliaments did not take into consideration the institutional factor of gender 

                                                           
97 In this study, reserved seats are treated as being included in the category legislative quota. 
98 There are also studies that show that left-wing parties are more open than are other parties to 

selecting female parliamentary candidates (Caul 1999; Kenworthy and Malami 1999; Matland 1993; 

Reynolds 1999; Rule 1987).  
99 Matland and Studlar’s (1996) definition of contagion theory is as follows: “Contagion theory suggests 

that traditional parties will feel pressured to nominate more women if one of their political rivals, 

usually a smaller party farther to the left, starts to promote representation of women.” 



136 

quotas. And several previous studies dealt with data that dates from before the 

middle of the 1990s which was the time period when many countries began to use 

gender quotas. In Tripp and Kang’s study, female representation was 15.9% on 

average, and 77 of the 153 countries included in their study used some kind of 

gender quota. Tripp and Kang concluded that two institutional factors, quotas and 

a proportional electoral system, are the two factors of greatest importance for 

achieving a higher level of female representation in national parliaments. The 

theoretical link between quotas and women’s representation in parliaments is that 

parties and/or countries that use quotas want to reach a certain minimum level of 

female representation in parliaments, and therefore those parties and/or countries 

that have not reached that minimum level will use quotas to increase the female 

representation.  

Socioeconomic variables 

Some researchers have tested whether there is a relationship between the level of 

economic development and gender equality. For example Semyonov (1980) found 

that women’s participation in the labor force was positively related to economic 

development. Inglehart and Norris (2003, 34-35) noted that gender equality and 

GDP/capita have a relatively strong relationship to each other. There are also 

researchers who have examined whether there is a relationship between economic 

development and women’s representation in politics. The theoretical agreement is 

that economic development will lead to a weakening of traditional values, which 

will then lead to an increase in women’s political representation. For example 

Studlar and McAllister (2002) demonstrated that economic development promotes 

female representation in parliaments. However, Kenworthy and Malami (1999) 

found that the level of economic development has no direct effect on female 

representation in parliaments.  

Cultural variables 

Hughes and Paxton (2008, 252-253) argued that diffusion is an important force for 

change, and they stated that “Countries around the world look to regional leaders 

or countries with shared borders, religions, languages, and cultures for examples 

of how to address common problems.” Hughes and Paxton (2008, 252) further 

argued that the diffusion effect also includes women’s political representation. 

And some earlier research has used geographic region dummy variables to test the 

relationship between cultural differences and female representation in politics 

(diffusion effect). Kenworthy and Malami (1999), Paxton (1997), Paxton and 

Kunovich (2003), and Tripp and Kang (2008) found that female representation in 

parliaments was higher in Scandinavia than in other geographic regions. Paxton 

(1997) concluded that Scandinavian countries have a strong positive effect upon 
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women’s representation in parliaments even after controlling for variables such as 

the position of women in the social structure and proportional representation. 

Paxton (1997, 455-456) suggested that there is something unique about the 

Scandinavian countries and their relationship with the high level of women’s 

representation in parliaments (see also Paxton and Hughes 2007, 222-223). Previous 

research has also demonstrated that religious factors have a statistical relationship 

with women’s representation in parliaments. For example Kenworthy and Malami 

(1999), Paxton (1997), Reynolds (1999), and Tripp and Kang (2008) have used a set 

of dummy variables representing the dominating religious tradition in each 

country and have examined the relationship between different religious traditions 

and female representation in the world. Paxton’s (1997) findings showed that 

Roman Catholicism had a negative effect on female representation in parliaments, 

while Kenworthy and Malami (1999) found that Protestantism as a dominating 

religion had a positive effect on female representation in parliaments. Paxton and 

Kunovich (2003) measured religion as the percentages of Catholics, Muslims, and 

Orthodox religious adherents there were in different countries, and they 

demonstrated that countries with larger Muslim populations had lower levels of 

female representation in parliaments than other countries. Rule (1987) found a 

statistically significant negative relationship with a country’s proportion of 

Catholic adherents and the proportion of women in parliaments. The theoretical 

assumption relating religion and women’s political representation is that Catholic 

and Muslim countries have more conservative gender ideologies that will affect 

women’s political representation negatively. Correspondingly, Protestant countries 

have a more liberal gender ideology that will affect women’s political 

representation positively. 

Historical variables 

It has been demonstrated in earlier research that historical variables have a 

statistically significant relationship with women’s political representation. Some 

studies have examined the relationship between the level of democracy and female 

representation in parliaments (Kenworthy and Malami 1999; Paxton 1997; Paxton 

and Kunovich 2003; Tripp and Kang 2008). The theoretical assumption is that 

underrepresented groups in politics (for example women) will have better 

opportunities to be included in politics if the level of democracy is high. However, 

Paxton (1997) found a significant negative relationship between democracy and 

female representation in parliaments, and Kenworthy and Malami (1999), Paxton 

and Kunovich (2003), and Tripp and Kang (2008) found no statistically significant 

relationship between the level of democracy and female representation in 

parliaments. Women’s suffrage is another historical variable that has been shown 

to be related to women’s representation in parliaments. Kenworthy and Malami 
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(1999) demonstrated that the historical granting of suffrage to women has had a 

strong and significant effect on female representation in parliaments. Studlar and 

McAllister (2002) also found that early enfranchisement of women has had a 

positive effect upon female representation in parliaments. The theoretical link 

proposed between women’s suffrage and women’s representation in parliaments is 

that when political parties and voters are more accustomed to women being 

included in politics there is a higher chance that parties will nominate women for 

election. This will increase voters’ will to vote for women, which will lead to more 

women being elected (see e.g. Tripp and Kang 2008, 344).  Following on from the 

review of previous research findings on what affects the variation in women’s 

representation in parliaments, it is now time to proceed with the empirical 

analysis, where the first step is to map the dependent variable. 

 

Data and analysis 

Mapping the dependent variable 

This part of the chapter will examine the determinants of the variation in women’s 

representation in national parliaments in 84 democratic countries, using pooled 

data for 2000, 2005, and 2010, which means that the study consist of 252 cases. The 

dependent variable is the percentage of female representation in the countries’ 

parliaments. For countries with a bicameral parliament, only women’s 

representation in the lower house is included in this research. Table 6.1 shows the 

central trend and dispersion in the dependent variable. 

 
Table 6.1 Central trend and dispersion in women’s representation in parliaments 

Year Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 19.22 18.50 11.56 0.00 46.40 84 

2005 17.20 15.55 10.44 0.00 45.30 84 

2000 14.78 12.75 9.76 0.00 42.70 84 

Total 17.07 15.00 10.72 0.00 46.40 252 

 

By comparing the means for women’s representation in parliaments for the three 

years, the trend in women’s representation in parliaments is shown to be positive; 

women have made gains averaging 4.44 percentage units, from 14.78% to 19.22% 

(2000 to 2010). For the same time period the median has increased by 5.75 

percentage units (from 12.75% to 18.50%). The minimum level is 0.00 in all three 

time periods. The maximum level displays a positive trend and the maximum level 

of women’s representation in parliaments has increased by 3.70 percentage units, 

from 42.70% to 46.40% (2000–2010). The next step is to investigate the variation in 

the level of women’s representation in parliaments within the countries as well as 
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between the countries. Figure 6.1 shows a scatterplot with women’s representation 

in parliaments in 2010 on the Y-axis and women’s representation in parliaments in 

2000 on the X-axis. 

 
Figure 6.1 Scatterplot—women’s representation in parliaments 2000 and 2010 

 
The correlation between women’s representation in 2000 and 2010 is high at .815 

(Pearson’s), which suggests that many countries had similar levels of female 

representation in parliaments in 2000 and 2010. As Figure 6.1 displays, four 

countries, Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, and Tuvalu had no female representation in 

parliaments in either 2000 or 2010. Figure 6.1 also shows that countries such as 

Sweden, the Netherlands, Iceland, and Finland had high levels of female 

representation in parliaments in both 2000 and 2010. Countries such as El Salvador, 

Lithuania, Luxembourg, and the United Kingdom had a percentage of female 

representation in parliaments that was close to average in both 2000 and 2010. 

However, as Figure 6.1 indicates, there were countries that had varying levels of 

female representation in parliaments in 2000 and 2010. Countries such as Grenada, 

Botswana, Belize, and Saint Kitts and Nevis had a higher percentage of women in 

parliaments in 2000 compared with 2010, and correspondingly countries such as 
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Andorra, Lesotho, Liechtenstein, and Costa Rica had a higher percentage of 

women in parliaments in 2010 compared with 2000. To examine how much of the 

variation in women’s representation is across space and how much is across time I 

run two different Anova tests with measures of association. The first test shows the 

relationship between space (countries) and women’s representation in parliaments, 

and the other test shows the relationship between time (years) and the dependent 

variable.  

 
Table 6.2 ANOVA test with Eta women’s representation in parliaments 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

WIP and space .939 .881 .000 252 

WIP and time .170 .029 .026 252 

     

 

The results in Table 6.2 demonstrate that 88.1% of the variation in women’s 

representation in parliaments is between countries, and only 2.9% of the variation 

is between the time periods. Thus, it can be established that the majority of the 

variation in women’s representation in parliaments is across space and not across 

time. 

Independent variables    

The presentation and operationalization of the independent variables were 

presented in chapter 3. Table 6.3 presents an overview of the independent variables 

that will be included in this empirical part of the chapter.  

 
Table 6.3 An overview of the independent variables included in chapter 6 

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic  

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Quotas 

Unicameralism 

Territorial organization 

Executive power 

GDP/capita 

Literacy 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

Women’s 

suffrage 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

 

     

 

As the overview of the independent variables shows, six political institutional 

variables, two socioeconomic variables, three cultural variables, three historical 

variables, and three physical variables will be included as independent variables in 

the empirical parts of the chapter that deal with women’s representation in 

parliaments. Next, I will explore the statistical results. 
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Results 

Simple regressions 

The results from the simple regressions on women’s representation in parliaments 

are displayed in Table 6.4.
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Table 6.4 Simple regressions on women’s representation in parliaments 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .000 .206 252 

Constant (proportional) 21.189 .842 25.179 .000   

Majority systems -10.922 1.340 -8.151 .000   

Mixed systems -3.125 1.747 -1.789 .075   

District magnitude. Regression    .065 .010 252 

Constant 16.534 .731 22.624 .000   

District magnitude .032 .017 1.851 .065   

Quotas. Regression     .000 .101 252 

Constant (no quotas) 13.380 .928 14.417 .000   

Voluntary party quotas 6.836 1.380 4.952 .000   

Legislative quotas 7.629 1.998 3.818 .000   

Unicameralism. Regression    .049 .011 252 

Constant (bicameralism) 18.573 1.017 18.270 .000   
Unicameralism -2.676 1.354 -1.976 .049   
Territorial organization. Regression    .049 .016 252 

Constant (unitary systems)  16.246 .836 19.440 .000   
Intermediate systems .597 1.671 .357 .721   
Federal systems 4.838 1.960 2.468 .014   
Executive power. Regression    .004 .036 252 

Constant (parliamentary) 19.046 .887 21.484 .000   
Semipresidential -5.120 2.211 -2.315 .021   
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Table 6.4 continued  

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Presidential -4.298 1.451 -2.963 .003   
GDP/capita. Regression    .000 .141 252 

Constant 14.008 .783 17.880 .000   

GDP/capita .171 .026 6.493 .000   

Literacy. Regression    .000 .083 252 

Constant -8.347 5.256 -1.588 .113   

Literacy .274 .056 4.872 .000   

Region. Regression    .000 .388 252 

Constant (Scandinavia) 38.933 2.166 17.978 .000   

Western Europe -17.998 2.434 -7.395 .000   

Eastern Europe -22.800 2.578 -8.845 .000   

Africa -24.237 2.652 -9.138 .000   

Asia -27.239 2.932 -9.289 .000   

South America -21.433 2.932 -7.309 .000   

North and Central America -23.158 2.481 -9.334 .000   

Oceania -31.647 2.652 -11.931 .000   

Muslim population. Regression    .160 .004 252 

Constant  17.388 .712 24.411 .000   

Muslim population -.098 .070 -1.408 .160   

Protestant population. Regression    .016 .019 252 

Constant 15.756 .859 18.349 .000   

Protestant population .064 .026 2.431 .016   
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Table 6.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Old-new democracies. Regression    .000 .158 252 

Constant (new democracies) 14.105 .752 18.746 .000   

Old democracies 9.209 1.327 6.939 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .003 .031 252 

Constant -1.876 6.357 -.295 .768   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) 2.032 .678 2.996 .003   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .001 .043 252 

Constant -5.138 6.403 -.802 .423   

Degree of democracy (FH) 3.423 .982 3.486 .001   

Women’s suffrage. Regression    .000 .206 252 

Constant 4.019 1.713 2.346 .020   

Women’s suffrage .213 .026 8.136 .000   

Population (Log). Regression    .000 .103 252 

Constant 15.724 .685 22.954 .000   

Population 1.362 .249 5.468 .000   

Area (Log). Regression    .000 .109 252 

Constant 5.569 2.136 2.608 .010   

Area 1.105 .196 5.640 .000   

Density (Log). Regression    .010 .022 252 

Constant 21.881 1.980 11.053 .000   

Density -1.096 .424 -2.585 .010   
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As the results in Table 6.4 show, the independent variable electoral system 

achieves a statistically significant relationship with women’s representation in 

parliaments; and the coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are 

highly statistically significant, with the expected negative signs. The result 

suggests that female representation in parliaments in countries with majority 

systems is 10.92 percentage units lower than in countries with proportional 

systems, and female representation in parliaments in countries with mixed systems 

is 3.13 percentage units lower than in those with proportional systems. The second 

political institutional variable, district magnitude, also achieves statistical 

significance in relation to women’s representation in parliaments, and the result 

suggests that a higher district magnitude affects women’s representation in 

parliaments positively. As shown in Table 6.4, the independent variable quota has 

a statistically significant relationship with women’s representation in parliaments. 

As expected, the coefficients for voluntary party quota and legislative quota are 

positive and the coefficients are statistically significant. The coefficient for 

voluntary quota indicates that female representation in parliaments in voluntary 

party quota systems is 6.84 percentage units higher than in systems without 

quotas. Similarly, female representation in countries with legislative quotas 

systems is shown to be 7.63 percentage units higher than in countries without 

quota systems.  

 

The independent variable unicameralism is also shown to be statistically 

significant, with a negative coefficient for unicameralism. The result indicates that 

women’s representation in parliaments is lower in countries with unicameralism 

than in countries with bicameralism. The result is unexpected. Turning to 

territorial organization, the results in Table 6.4 indicate that territorial organization 

has a statistically significant effect on female representation in parliaments. And 

unexpectedly, the coefficients for intermediate systems and federal systems have 

positive signs, which suggests that intermediate systems and federal systems have 

higher female representation in parliaments compared with unitary systems. The 

independent variable executive power is also shown to be statistically related to 

female representation in parliaments. And the coefficients for semipresidential 

systems (-5.120) and presidential systems (-4.298) are statistically significant and 

negative. The result suggests that semipresidential systems and presidential 

systems have lower female representation in parliaments than parliamentary 

systems (5.12 percentage points and 4.30 percentage points respectively). Looking 

at the two socioeconomic variables, the coefficients for GDP/capita and literacy 

achieve statistical significance and the coefficients are positive, which is as 

expected. The result shows that a higher GDP/capita and a higher literacy rate 

affect women’s representation in parliaments positively.   
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Proceeding to the cultural variables, the regression for geographic region is shown 

to be statistically significant. The geographic dummies explain as much as 38.8% of 

the variation in women’s representation in parliaments. All region dummies are 

highly statistically significant and, as expected, the coefficient for Scandinavia 

(baseline variable) is positive. The results indicate that Scandinavia has higher 

female representation in parliaments than other regions. The findings show that 

female representation in the other regions’ parliaments is more than 17 percentage 

units lower than in Scandinavia, and that Oceania is the region that has the lowest 

level of female representation in parliaments. Oceania’s level of female 

representation in national parliaments is about 31 percentage points lower than 

Scandinavia’s, and the level of female representation in the regions Asia, Africa, 

and North and Central America is more than 23 percentage units lower than in 

Scandinavia. On the basis of these findings, one may suggest that there is a 

diffusion effect in women’s representation in parliaments (the level of women’s 

representation in one country interacts with the level of women’s representation in 

neighboring countries). Turning to the two religious variables, the coefficient for 

Muslim population is negative but statistically insignificant, which suggests that 

the proportion of the Muslim population in countries does not affect the level of 

women’s representation in parliaments. On the other hand, the coefficient for 

Protestant population is positive and statistically significant, which indicates that 

the size of the Protestant population in countries affects women’s representation in 

parliaments positively. 

 

Concerning the historical variables, the variable old-new democracies achieves 

statistical significance. The coefficient for old democracies is positive (9.209), which 

is as expected. The results indicate that female representation in parliaments in old 

democracies is 9.21 percentage points higher than in new democracies. The 

variable degree of democracy (FHPA) is also, as expected, positive and the 

coefficient is significant, which indicates that a higher degree of democracy is 

positively related to women’s representation in parliaments. The second measure 

of democracy (FH) shows similar results to the FHPA measure of democracy. (The 

FH measure explains 1.2 percentage points more of the variation in the dependent 

variable.) As the regression analysis shows, the third historical variable, women’s 

suffrage, achieves statistical significance and the coefficient is positive, which is as 

expected. The result indicates that in countries in which women have had voting 

rights for a longer time period, women’s representation in parliaments is affected 

positively. Looking at the three physical variables, the results indicate that they are 

statistically related to women’s representation in parliaments. However, the 

coefficients for population size and area are positive, which is unexpected. The 

results suggest that a larger population size and a larger country area are 
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positively related to women’s representation in parliaments. The coefficient for the 

third physical variable, population density, is negative, as expected, which 

indicates that countries with a lower density are positively associated with the 

dependent variable. 

Multivariate regressions 

In summary, the results of the simple regressions showed that all independent 

variables except Muslim population have a statistically significant relationship 

with women’s representation in parliaments. By establishing multivariate 

regression models the relationship between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable will be clearer. The multivariate analysis comprises six 

different models. The first model consists of the political institutional variables, 

and to each of the models 2 to 5 one of the other four groups of independent 

variables will be added together with the political institutional variables. The sixth 

model includes all the independent variables that were statistically related to the 

dependent variable in simple regressions. The multivariate regressions have been 

checked with VIF statistics. The models do not indicate any problem with 

multicollinearity (the highest VIF value for a scale variable is 4.470). Table 6.5 

shows the results of the six models examining women’s representation in 

parliaments.  
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Table 6.5 Multivariate regressions on women’s representation in parliaments 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 23.126*** (1.780) 13.428** (5.478) 40.895*** (4.086) 

Majority systems -10.885*** (1.492) -9.362*** (1.516) -7.279*** (1.705) 

Mixed systems -4.020** (1.729) -4.356** (1.694) -.103 (1.633) 

District magnitude  -.010 (.016) -.008 (.015) .018 (.014) 

Voluntary p. quota 2.430* (1.410) 2.045 (1.385) 1.553 (1.293) 

Legislative quota 5.655*** (2.061) 5.354*** (2.043) 5.793*** (1.895) 

Unicameralism -1.522 (1.294) -1.695 (1.268) -2.365* (1.228) 

Intermediate 

systems 

.215 (1.435) .094 (1.403) -.417 (1.314) 

Federal systems 3.468* (1.854) 2.629 (1.828) 4.772*** (1.640) 

Semipresidential -7.647*** (1.939) -6.391*** (1.944) -4.149* (2.188) 

Presidential -6.637*** (1.328) -4.138*** (1.480) -3.516** (1.549) 

GDP/capita  .082*** (.027)  

Literacy  .078 (.056)  

Western Europe   -20.460*** (3.585) 

Eastern Europe   -22.487*** (3.740) 

Africa   -19.522*** (3.897) 

Asia   -26.416*** (4.240) 

South America   -24.416*** (4.086) 

N & Central 

America 

  -20.023*** (3.684) 

Oceania   -24.087*** (3.294) 

Protestant 

population  

  -.010 (.036) 

Old-new 

democracies 

   

Degree of 

democracy 

   

Women’s suffrage    

Population (Log)    

Area (Log)    

Density (Log)    

    

Multiple R .592 .621 .743 

R² .351 .386 .551 

Adjusted R² .324 .355 .517 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 252 252 252 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 6.5 continued 

Independent 

variables 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 10.375* (5.856) 14.109*** (2.655) -9.869 (8.906) 

Majority systems -10.553*** (1.379) -10.237*** (1.445) -7.323*** (1.573) 

Mixed systems -3.476** (1.579) -3.945** (1.666) -1.810 (1.553) 

District magnitude  -.003 (.015) -.010 (.015) .018 (.013) 

Voluntary p. quota -.737 (1.365) .578 (1.420) -.881 (1.300) 

Legislative quota 3.272* (1.913) 3.991** (2.020) 3.915** (1.811) 

Unicameralism -.575 (1.207) -.088 (1.288) -.071 (1.215) 

Intermediate 

systems 

.634 (1.328) .436 (1.383) -.483 (1.232) 

Federal systems 1.712 (1.704) 1.546 (1.837) 2.265 (1.618) 

Semipresidential -5.504*** (1.857) -8.460*** (1.877) -3.011 (2.014) 

Presidential -2.627* (1.366) -8.081*** (1.319) -2.457* (1.469) 

GDP/capita   .065** (.027) 

Literacy   .205*** (.060) 

Western Europe   -10.859*** (3.857) 

Eastern Europe   -14.815*** (3.995) 

Africa   -3.813 (4.400) 

Asia   -16.565*** (4.387) 

South America   -15.316*** (4.291) 

N & Central 

America 

  -8.666** (3.946) 

Oceania   -12.728*** (3.653) 

Protestant 

population  

  .028 (.036) 

Old-new 

democracies 

5.867*** (1.357)   -.300 (1.451) 

Degree of 

democracy 

.393 (.601)  .700 (.583) 

Women’s suffrage .107*** (.028)  .075** (.033) 

Population (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

Area (Log)  .934*** (.210) .861*** (.244) 

Density (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

    

Multiple R .685 .633 .797 

R² .469 .400 .636 

Adjusted R² .440 .373 .597 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 252 252 252 

    

 

The first model explains 32.4% of the variation in the dependent variable. As 

model 1 in Table 6.5 shows, there is a statistically significant relationship between 

the electoral system and women’s representation in parliaments. The coefficients 
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for majority systems (-10.885) and mixed systems (-4.020) are, as expected, negative 

and significant, which indicates that majority systems and mixed systems affect 

women’s representation in parliaments negatively even when controlling for other 

political institutional variables. Concerning gender quotas, the analysis indicates 

that quota is still statistically related to women’s representation in parliaments 

when holding other political institutional variables constant. The coefficients for 

voluntary party quota and legislative quota are positive, as expected, and the 

results suggest that the use of quotas affects female representation in parliaments 

positively compared with no use of quotas. The two variables district magnitude 

and unicameralism are shown to be statistically insignificant in relation to 

women’s representation in parliaments when controlling for other political 

institutional variables. For the variable territorial organization the results are 

mixed. The dummy for intermediate systems is highly statistically insignificant, 

which suggests that intermediate systems are not related to women’s 

representation in parliaments. The dummy for federal systems is statistically 

significant and positive, which indicates that federal systems have a positive 

impact on women’s representation in parliaments. Concerning executive power, 

the analysis indicates that semipresidential systems and presidential systems are 

statistically negatively related to women’s representation in parliaments compared 

with parliamentary systems. 

 

In the second model the two socioeconomic variables are added to the political 

institutional variables, and compared with model 1 the adjusted R2 only increased 

by 3.10 percentage units. The dummies for majority systems and mixed systems 

once again have significant effects in the expected direction. The coefficients for 

voluntary party quota and legislative quota are positive, but surprisingly only the 

coefficient for legislative quota is statistically significant. The result indicates that 

there is no statistically significant evidence that voluntary party quotas affect 

women’s representation in parliaments when controlling for other variables in 

model 2. District magnitude and unicameralism are still statistically insignificant, 

and the dummies for territorial organization (intermediate systems and federal 

systems) are also insignificant in the second model. The coefficients for 

semipresidential systems and presidential systems are still statistically significant, 

with the expected negative signs. Proceeding to the socioeconomic variables, the 

coefficient for GDP/capita is statistically significant, with the expected positive 

sign. The coefficient for literacy is positive, as expected, but the coefficient is 

insignificant. The result suggests that GDP/capita affects women’s representation 

in parliaments positively even when controlling for other variables in model 2, 

while the literacy rate does not. 
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The third model consists of the political institutional variables and the cultural 

variables. The adjusted R2 increases to 51.7%, which is 19.3 percentage units higher 

than in model 1. As Table 6.5 displays, the coefficient for majority systems is still 

statistically significant and negative, which is as expected. The coefficient for the 

other electoral system dummy, mixed systems, is statistically highly insignificant. 

The results for the quotas dummies show similar results to those in model 2; 

legislative quota is statistically significant, with the expected positive sign, and 

voluntary party quota is statistically insignificant. District magnitude is still 

insignificant, but the coefficient for unicameralism has become statistically 

significant, with a negative sign. Concerning territorial organization, the dummy 

for federal systems is statistically significant, with a positive sign, whereas the 

dummy for intermediate systems is statistically insignificant. The coefficients for 

semipresidential systems and presidential systems are still statistically significant, 

with the expected negative signs. Turning to the cultural variables, all coefficients 

for the region dummies are highly significant and highly negative (varying 

between -19.522 and -26.416), which indicates that Scandinavia has higher levels of 

female representation in parliaments compared with other regions. The results 

suggest that there is a diffusion effect in women’s representation in parliaments 

even when controlling for other variables in model 3. The religious variable share 

of Protestants is statistically insignificant. 

 

In the fourth model the three historical variables are added to the political 

institutional variables. The model explains 44.0% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which indicates that the explanatory power is increased by 11.6 

percentage units by adding the three historical variables (compared with model 1). 

The coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are statistically 

significant, with the expected negative signs. The coefficient for voluntary party 

quota is highly insignificant and the coefficient for legislative quota is statistically 

significant, although only by a narrow margin. The executive power dummies are 

statistically significant, with the expected negative signs. District magnitude, 

unicameralism, and the territorial organization dummies are statistically 

insignificant. The historical variables, old-new democracies and women’s suffrage, 

achieve statistical relationships with the dependent variable, and the coefficients 

are positive, as expected. The third historical variable, degree of democracy, 

achieves no statistically significant relationship with women’s representation in 

parliaments when controlling for political institutional variables and other 

historical variables. 

 

In model 5 the physical variables are added to the political institutional variables. 

However, as mentioned earlier, area is highly correlated with population size and 
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density and therefore all three physical variables will not be included in the same 

multivariate regression model. As the simple regressions show, area is more 

strongly associated with women’s representation in parliaments than population 

size and density, and therefore only the physical variable area will be included 

with the political institutional variables. The model explains 37.3% of the variation 

in the dependent variable, which indicates that the explanatory power is increased 

by 4.9 percentage units by adding area to the political institutional variables 

(compared with model 1). The results indicate once again that majority systems 

and mixed systems have a statistically significant negative effect on women’s 

representation in parliaments. The dummies for quota show similar results to those 

in model 4; voluntary party quota is statistically insignificant and legislative quota 

is statistically significant, with the expected positive sign. Semipresidential systems 

and presidential systems are once again statistically related to women’s 

representation in parliaments, with the expected negative signs. District 

magnitude, unicameralism, intermediate systems, and federal systems are 

statistically insignificant. Turning to the physical variable area, the analysis 

indicates that when holding political institutional variables constant, area is still 

statistically related to women’s representation in parliaments. The coefficient for 

area is positive, which indicates that a larger country size affects women’s 

representation in parliaments positively.100  

 

Finally, the sixth and last model consists of the independent variables that 

achieved a statistical relationship with the dependent variable in the simple 

regressions (except population size and density). The model explains 59.7% of the 

variation in the dependent variable, which is 27.3 percentage units higher when 

compared with the explanatory power in model 1. The regression analysis 

indicates that the dummy for majority systems is statistically negatively related to 

women’s representation in parliaments. The coefficient for the other electoral 

system dummy, mixed systems, is statistically insignificant. The results for the 

quotas dummies are similar to the results in previous models; legislative quota is 

statistically significant, with the expected positive sign, and voluntary party quota 

is statistically insignificant. As shown in Table 6.5, the results for the executive 

power dummies are mixed. The dummy for presidential systems is statistically 

related to the dependent variable, with the expected negative sign, while the 

dummy for semipresidential systems is statistically insignificant. The political 

institutional variables district magnitude, unicameralism, intermediate systems, 

                                                           
100 I ran an alternative version of model 5 by dropping the physical variable area and adding the other 

two physical variables, population size and density. The political institutional variables showed similar 

results in the alternative model to those in the original model. The coefficients for population size and 

density were statistically significant, with an unexpected positive sign for population size and an 

expected negative sign for density. 
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and federal systems are insignificant in model 6. The two socioeconomic variables 

are statistically significant, with the expected positive signs, and these results 

suggest that GDP/capita and literacy have a positive impact on women’s 

representation in parliaments when controlling for other variables in model 6. 

Looking at the cultural variables, the region coefficients, except for Africa, are still 

highly statistically significant and negative. The results indicate that Scandinavia 

has a higher level of female representation in parliaments even when other 

variables in model 6 are controlled for. The cultural variable share of Protestants in 

the population is statistically insignificant, and this is also true for the two 

historical variables old-new democracies and degree of democracy. The third 

historical variable, women’s suffrage, is significant, with the expected positive 

sign. Finally, the physical variable area is statistically significantly related to the 

dependent variable, with an unexpected positive sign.101    

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of the first part of this chapter is to examine the causes of the variation 

in women’s representation in parliaments. The findings show that political 

institutional variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, historical 

variables, and physical variables affect the level of women’s representation in 

parliaments. Nevertheless, the results suggest that some variables perform better 

than others in explaining the variation. Concerning the political institutional 

variables, the results show that the form of the electoral system is an important 

variable when explaining the variation in women’s representation in parliaments; 

and the findings confirm the results of earlier research which show that women’s 

representation in parliaments is higher when a proportional electoral system is 

used (see e.g. Caul 1999; Kenworthy and Malami 1999; Matland and Studlar 1996; 

Paxton 1997). The findings also suggest that majority systems are more negatively 

related to women’s representation in parliaments compared with mixed systems. 

The findings also indicate that the use of a legislative quota is positive for women’s 

representation in parliaments. However, the other form of quota, voluntary party 

quota, seems not to have the same positive effect as a legislative quota. When 

controlling for variables other than political institutional variables, the relationship 

between voluntary party quota and women’s representation in parliaments no 

                                                           
101 I ran an alternative version of model 6 by dropping the physical variable area and adding the other 

two physical variables, population size and density. The coefficient for presidential system was slightly 

insignificant in the alternative model, but otherwise the alternative model showed similar results to 

those in the original model. The coefficients for population size and density were statistically 

significant, with an unexpected positive sign for population size and an expected negative sign for 

density. 
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longer attains statistical significance. And the conclusion is that legislative quotas 

are more effective in increasing female representation in parliaments than 

voluntary party quotas. The result can be seen as contradictory to the findings of 

Dahlerup (2006, 295), who stated that legislative quotas and voluntary party 

quotas are both equally effective or ineffective in increasing female representation.  

 

Another political institutional variable that seems to be important when explaining 

the variation in women’s representation in parliaments is executive power, and the 

findings suggest that parliamentary systems is associated with higher levels of 

female representation in parliaments compared with semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems. Concerning socioeconomic development, a higher 

GDP/capita and a higher literacy rate seem to have a positive effect on women’s 

representation in parliaments even after controlling for other variables. The 

findings also indicate that there is a diffusion effect in women’s representation in 

parliaments (the level of women’s representation in one country interacts with the 

neighboring countries’ level of women’s representation in parliaments). The results 

indicate that Scandinavia has the highest percentage of female parliamentary 

representation. The findings are robust both in a simple regression and in 

multivariate regressions. Among the historical variables women’s suffrage seems 

to be the factor that is most strongly related to women’s representation in 

parliaments, and there is statistical evidence that countries that have had voting 

rights for women for a longer period of time have higher levels of female 

representation in parliaments. The results confirm previous research (see e.g. 

Kenworthy and Malami 1999). Turning to the physical variables, the findings 

demonstrate that area and population size affect women’s representation in 

parliaments positively, and these results are unexpected. Regarding density, the 

results indicate that countries with a lower population density have a higher level 

of female representation in parliaments. 

 

In summary, the most important findings from the first part of this chapter are as 

follows: 

 Political institutional variables such as electoral system, executive power, 

and legislative quota are important determinants of women’s 

representation in parliaments  

 The proportion of women’s representation in parliaments differs greatly 

between regions of the world, which indicates that there is a diffusion 

effect in women’s representation in parliaments 

 The historical variable women’s suffrage is an important determinant of 

women’s representation in parliaments  
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Women’s representation in governments 

In the second part of this empirical chapter the political equality dimension of the 

quality of democracy will be examined by considering the unelected body, 

women’s representation in governments.  

 

Theoretical framework  

The majority of previous studies concerning female representation in politics deals 

only with female representation in parliaments and not with female representation 

in governments. Since a government post can be viewed as one of the most 

powerful political positions that a woman can hold, it seems strange that the 

literature does not address this issue to a greater extent. However, two studies that 

deal both with women’s representation in parliaments and in governments have 

been produced by Reynolds and by Siaroff. Reynolds’s (1999) research, which 

covered 180 countries, showed that 8.7% of governmental ministers were women 

and that 38 countries of the 180 countries studied did not have any women in their 

governments. In the multivariate regression model for female representation in 

governments, Reynolds used institutional, political, cultural, and socioeconomic 

independent variables when he examined the variation in women’s representation 

in governments. For example Reynolds found statistical evidence to show that 

female representation in governments was higher in countries in which 

Catholicism was the dominating religion when compared with countries that had 

Buddhism or Eastern Orthodox Christianity as the dominating religion. Reynolds 

also demonstrated that the history of women’s participation in the political and 

electoral sphere had a statistical relationship with women’s representation in 

governments. Furthermore, Reynolds found no statistically significant relationship 

between the level of democracy and women’s representation in governments. 

Reynolds’s study also indicated that population size, the number of parties in the 

cabinet, the type of electoral system, and executive power 

(parliamentary/presidential) have no statistically significant relationship with 

women’s representation in governments. Reynolds stated that history and culture 

were important factors for explaining the variation in women’s representation in 

governments.   

 

Siaroff (2000) examined the variation in female representation in 28 industrial 

democratic countries’ parliaments and governments, and he used data that was 

current for the end of 1998. Siaroff’s different multiple regressions on women’s 

representation in governments explained between 24% and 31% of the variation. 

For example Siaroff noted that leftist and center governments were characterized 
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by having more female ministers than rightist governments. Siaroff also found that 

Scandinavian countries were associated with a higher level of female 

representation in governments. Other  published studies that deal with women’s 

representation in governments were produced by Davis (1997), Escobar-Lemmon 

and Taylor-Robinson (2005), and Whitford, Wilkins, and Ball (2007). Davis’s data 

cover 15 Western European countries and demonstrated that the female 

representation in governments for the period 1968–1992 was on average 9.8% 

(Davis 1997, 13, 84). Davis concluded that female representation in governments 

was higher in 1992 than in 1968 in all 15 Western European countries except for 

Portugal. For the period 1968–1975, Davis found statistically significant evidence to 

show that coalitions of parties of the left or center‐left had a higher female 

representation in governments than did coalitions of the right or center right. But, 

for the period 1985–1992, the same variable was not statistically significant. In 

some multivariate regressions Davis also found empirical evidence to show that 

the Nordic countries had higher levels of female representation in governments 

than other countries.  

 

Whitford, Wilkins, and Ball (2007) examined the representation of women in 

ministerial and subministerial positions in 72 countries in 1996. They demonstrated 

that the proportion of women in ministerial positions was higher under open-list 

PR systems than in closed-list PR systems and SMP systems (single-member 

plurality). Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005) examined women’s 

representation in governments in 18 Latin-American countries from 1980 to 2003. 

They noted that the female representation in governments in Latin America had 

increased rapidly, and on an average the proportion of female cabinet ministers in 

Latin America (2003) was higher than the global average (18% and 12% 

respectively). Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005, 829, 840) argued that 

the diffusion effect had been influential in Latin America, and they stated that the 

diffusion effect explained the rapid expansion of the number of women in Latin-

American cabinets.102 Also, Krook and O’Brien (2010) found that women’s cabinet 

representation differed between regions, and their results showed that female 

representation in cabinets was lower in Asian and Eastern European countries than 

in Western industrialized countries. Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005) 

demonstrated that socioeconomic development measured with the human 

development index was positively related to women’s representation in 

governments.   

 

                                                           
102 See Adams and Scherpereel (2010, unpublished paper) for an overview of trends in women’s 

ministerial representation. 
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In the literature there are no extensive discussions about the causes of the variation 

in women’s representation in governments, but several theoretical assumptions 

can still be formulated about what the relevant factors are and why they would 

affect the variation in the proportion of female ministers in governments. I expect 

that many theoretical assumptions about women’s political representation will be 

the same whether they deal with female representation in parliaments or in 

governments. For example the theoretical assumption that underrepresented 

groups in politics (for example women) will have better opportunities to be 

included in parliaments if the degree of democracy is high would also be relevant 

for women’s representation in governments. Similarly, I find it reasonable to 

expect that there are diffusion effects, Muslim effects, and Protestant effects on 

women’s representation in cabinets as well as on women’s representation in 

parliaments. And concerning an expected relationship between economic 

development and women’s representation in governments, a relevant assumption 

is that socioeconomic modernization will lead to new cultural attitudes and a 

weakening of traditional values. This will then lead to more women being included 

in politics in general, which should also affect women’s representation in cabinets 

positively.  

 

Concerning the relationship between the form of the electoral system and women’s 

representation in governments, a theoretical link is that coalition governments are 

more common in countries that use proportional systems, and if each of the parties 

that belongs to a coalition government wants women from its party to have a 

ministerial position, this will lead to an increase in the number of women in the 

government. Theoretical assumptions about the relationships between the length 

of time that a country has had women’s suffrage and women’s representation in 

cabinets can also be formulated. For example whether and for how long it has been 

the norm for women to be included and visible in politics can affect the level of 

female ministers in the cabinet. If the norm has been that women have had the 

right to vote and run for office in countries for a long period of time, the chance 

will increase that presidents/premier ministers will appoint a higher level of 

women to the cabinet compared with countries in which women have had the 

right to vote and run for office for only a short period of time.  

 

According to the discussion above, I will retain the same independent variables in 

this part of the chapter as were used in the section that examined the determinants 

of women’s representation in parliaments. Many of these independent variables 

have been included in previous research mentioned above concerning women’s 

representation in governments. However, it should be mentioned that there is no 

strong theoretical argument, for example, for including quotas as an independent 
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variable when the dependent variable is women’s representation in governments. 

Nevertheless, previous research has demonstrated that quotas affect women’s 

representation in parliaments positively. Accordingly, I theorize that the use of 

quotas for increasing women’s representation in parliaments will have a 

contagious, positive effect on women’s representation in governments.  

 

Data and analysis 

Mapping the dependent variable 

The dependent variable in this part of the study is the share (percentage) of 

government seats held by women in the 84 democratic countries for the years 2000, 

2005, and 2010. The total number of cases included in this part of the study is 

250.103 Table 6.6 shows the central trend and dispersion in the dependent variable. 

 
Table 6.6 Central trend and dispersion in women’s representation in governments 

Year Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 21.80 21.40 13.94 0.00 63.20 84 

2005 17.40 15.40 12.94 0.00 52.40 83 

2000 17.52 16.20 12.89 0.00 55.00 83 

Total 18.92 17.60 13.37 0.00 63.20 250 

 

The mean for the 250 cases is 18.92 and the median is 17.60. As the findings in 

Table 6.6 show, the mean has declined marginally between 2000 and 2005. 

However, the mean increased 4.40 percentage units from 2005 to 2010, and that 

boost can be seen as high for such a short period of time. The median shows a 

similar pattern: a decline from 2000 to 2005, and then a large increase (6.00 

percentage units) from 2005 to 2010. The minimum value is 0.00 in all three 

periods, which indicates that a country/some countries do not have any women in 

the cabinet. The maximum value shows the same pattern as the mean and the 

median, with a decline of 2.60 percentage units (2000–2005) and then a large 

increase of 10.80 percentage units (2005–2010). To get a general view of the 

variation in the dependent variable a scatterplot will be employed. Figure 6.2 

shows a scatterplot with women’s representation in governments in 2010 on the Y-

axis and women’s representation in governments in 2000 on the X-axis.  

 

 

 

                                                           
103 Kiribati in 2000 and Micronesia in 2005 are excluded from the analysis because of missing data for 

women’s representation in governments. 
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Figure 6.2 Scatterplot—women’s representation in governments 2000 and 
2010 

 
The correlation between women’s representation in governments in 2000 and in 

2010 is .616 (Pearson’s). The correlation is considerably weaker than the 

corresponding correlation for women’s representation in parliaments, which is 

.815. The results suggest that the variation in women’s representation in 

governments is higher than the variation in women’s representation in 

parliaments. The scatterplot shows that four countries, Nauru, Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu, have no female representation in governments either 

in 2000 or in 2010; on the other hand, countries such as Finland, Sweden, Norway, 

and Cape Verde have high levels of female representation in governments both in 

2000 and in 2010. Countries such as Serbia, Italy, Ireland, and Peru have 

proportions of female representation in governments close to the average in both 

2000 and 2010. As Figure 6.2 indicates, some countries have varying percentages of 

women’s representation in governments in 2000 and 2010. Countries such as 

Barbados, Romania, New Zealand, and Bahamas have a higher percentage of 

women in governments in 2000 than in 2010, and correspondingly countries such 

as Sao Tome and Principe, Spain, Lesotho, and Greece have a higher percentage of 

women in governments in 2010 than in 2000. To examine how much of the 
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variation is across space and how much is across time, two Anova tests with Eta 

will be employed. Table 6.7 shows the results. 

 
Table 6.7 ANOVA test with Eta women’s representation in governments 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

WIG and space .856 .733 .000 250 

WIG and time .154 .024 .052 250 

     

 

The first test shows the relationship between space (countries) and the dependent 

variable, whereas the second test shows the relationship between time (years) and 

the dependent variable. As the results in Table 6.7 show, 73.3% of the variation in 

women’s representation in governments is in space (between countries) and only 

2.4% of the variation is in time (between years). Thus, it can be established that the 

majority of the variation in women’s representation in governments is across 

space.  

 

Results 

Next I will turn to the statistical results from the simple and multivariate 

regressions. 

Simple regressions 

The results of the analysis from the simple regressions are displayed in Table 6.8.
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Table 6.8 Simple regressions on women’s representation in governments  

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .000 .077 250 

Constant (proportional) 22.397 1.131 19.795 .000   

Majority systems -8.609 1.815 -4.743 .000   

Mixed systems -4.202 2.348 -1.789 .075   

District magnitude. Regression    .561 .003 250 

Constant 19.128 .921 20.765 .000   

District magnitude -.013 .022 -.582 .561   

Quotas. Regression     .002 .043 250 

Constant (no quotas) 16.058 1.204 13.332 .000   

Voluntary party quotas 6.449 1.783 3.617 .000   

Legislative quotas 2.318 2.576 .900 .369   

Unicameralism. Regression    .084 .008 250 

Constant (bicameralism) 20.566 1.270 16.195 .000   
Unicameralism -2.944 1.697 -1.735 .084   
Territorial organization. Regression    .376 .000 250 

Constant (unitary systems)  18.058 1.051 17.186 .000   
Intermediate systems 2.146 2.116 1.014 .312   
Federal systems 2.891 2.493 1.160 .247   
Executive power. Regression    .063 .014 250 

Constant (parliamentary) 20.532 1.118 18.363 .000   
Semipresidential -5.763 2.834 -2.034 .043   
Presidential -3.057 1.837 -1.664 .097   
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Table 6.8 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

GDP/capita. Regression    .000 .090 250 

Constant 15.824 1.011 15.649 .000   

GDP/capita .172 .034 5.073 .000   

Literacy. Regression    .041 .013 250 

Constant 5.061 6.804 .744 .458   

Literacy .150 .073 2.052 .041   

Region. Regression    .000 .335 250 

Constant (Scandinavia) 44.847 2.815 15.932 .000   

Western Europe -21.438 3.164 -6.776 .000   

Eastern Europe -30.194 3.350 -9.012 .000   

Africa -23.140 3.448 -6.712 .000   

Asia -33.869 3.811 -8.886 .000   

South America -30.719 3.811 -8.060 .000   

North and Central America -28.480 3.225 -8.831 .000   

Oceania -33.911 3.488 -9.721 .000   

Muslim population. Regression    .889 .004 250 

Constant  18.877 .896 21.073 .000   

Muslim population .012 .087 .140 .889   

Protestant population. Regression    .009 .023 250 

Constant 17.158 1.069 16.053 .000   

Protestant population .087 .033 2.641 .009   
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Table 6.8 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Old-new democracies. Regression    .000 .159 250 

Constant (new democracies) 15.191 .943 16.106 .000   

Old democracies 11.503 1.657 6.942 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .002 .034 250 

Constant -5.813 7.924 -.734 .464   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) 2.655 .846 3.138 .002   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .046 250 

Constant -9.585 7.986 -1.200 .231   

Degree of democracy (FH) 4.397 1.225 3.588 .000   

Women’s suffrage. Regression    .000 .087 250 

Constant 8.134 2.316 3.512 .001   

Women’s suffrage .176 .035 4.969 .000   

Population (Log). Regression    .000 .051 250 

Constant 17.687 .886 19.966 .000   

Population 1.217 .322 3.783 .000   

Area (Log). Regression    .000 .068 250 

Constant 7.462 2.746 2.717 .007   

Area 1.098 .251 4.369 .000   

Density (Log). Regression    .007 .025 250 

Constant 25.264 2.465 10.250 .000   

Density -1.446 .528 -2.737 .007   
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As the results displayed in Table 6.8 show, the variable electoral system is 

statistically related to women’s representation in governments. The coefficients for 

majority systems and mixed systems are statistically significant and negative, 

which is as expected. The results suggest that the level of women in cabinet 

positions in countries with majority systems is 8.61 percentage points lower than in 

countries with proportional systems, and the level of women in cabinet positions in 

countries with mixed systems is 4.20 percentage points lower than in countries 

with proportional systems. The coefficient for district magnitude is statistically 

insignificant and therefore it can be established that the size of the district 

magnitude has no statistical relationship with women’s representation in 

governments. Turning to the independent variable quota, the regression is 

statistically significant and the coefficient for voluntary party quota is significant 

and positive, which is as expected. The coefficient for legislative quota is also 

positive but the coefficient is insignificant. The result suggests that voluntary party 

quotas are positively related to women’s representation in governments, while 

legislative quotas are not related. Concerning unicameralism, the regression 

analysis indicates that the percentage of women in cabinets is statistically 

significantly lower (2.94 percentage points) in countries that have unicameralism 

than in countries that have bicameralism, and this result is unexpected. The 

independent variable territorial organization’s relationship with the percentage of 

women in governments is statistically insignificant. As shown in Table 6.8, there is 

a statistically significant relationship between executive power and the percentage 

of cabinet positions held by women. The coefficients for semipresidential systems 

and presidential systems are significant and negative, which indicates that 

countries with these two executive systems have lower levels of female 

representation in cabinets than countries with parliamentary systems (5.76 and 3.06 

percentage units respectively).  

 

The two socioeconomic variables GDP/capita and literacy achieve statistically 

significant relationships with the dependent variable. The coefficients for 

GDP/capita and literacy are, as expected, positive, which indicates that higher 

GDP/capita and literacy rates have a positive impact on women’s representation in 

governments. Turning to the cultural variables, the regression for geographic 

region is statistically significant and the coefficients for all dummy variables 

achieve statistical significance. The regression explains 33.5% of the variation in the 

dependent variable. The coefficients have the expected signs (negative), which 

indicates that Scandinavia (baseline variable) has higher female representation in 

governments than other regions. The results also show that Western Europe is the 

region that has the second highest female representation in governments. Female 

representation in governments in Western Europe is 21.44 percentage units lower 



165 

than in Scandinavia. The results also indicate that Oceania and Asia are the regions 

that have the lowest level of female representation in governments. Oceania’s level 

of female representation in governments is 33.91 percentage units lower than 

Scandinavia’s, and Asia’s level of female representation in governments is 33.87 

percentage units lower than Scandinavia’s. The results indicate that there is a 

diffusion effect in women’s representation in governments. The regression for the 

cultural variable Muslim population is highly statistically insignificant, and the 

result suggests that the share of the Muslim population in countries does not affect 

the level of women’s representation in cabinets. The second religious variable, 

Protestant population, is statistically significant and the coefficient is, as expected, 

positive, which indicates that a bigger share of Protestants in the population in 

countries is positively related to the level of women’s representation in cabinets.  

 

Concerning the historical variables, the variable old-new democracies is shown to 

have a statistically significant relationship with women’s representation in 

governments. As expected, the sign for the coefficient is positive (11.503), which 

indicates that female representation in governments in old democracies is 11.50 

percentage units higher than in new democracies. The second historical variable, 

degree of democracy (FHPA), has the expected sign (positive) and the coefficient is 

statistically significant. The result shows that countries with a higher level of 

democracy have a higher level of female representation in governments. The 

second democracy variable (FH) shows a similar relationship with the dependent 

variable, as the FHPA shows. The third historical variable, women’s suffrage, also 

achieves a statistically significant relationship with women’s representation in 

governments and the coefficient is, as expected, positive, which indicates that a 

longer time period of women’s voting rights is positively associated with women’s 

representation in governments. Finally, the results indicate that all three physical 

variables each achieve a statistically significant relationship with women’s 

representation in governments. The coefficients for population size and area are 

positive, which is unexpected. The results suggest that countries with a larger area 

and a larger population size are positively related to the dependent variable. The 

coefficient for the third physical variable, density, is negative, which is as expected, 

and the results suggest that countries with a lower density are positively 

associated with women’s representation in governments. 

 

Multivariate regressions 

The summary of the results from the simple regressions shows that all 

independent variables except district magnitude, territorial organization, and 

Muslim population achieved a statistical relationship with the dependent variable 
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women’s representation in governments. The next step will be to run multivariate 

regressions that will include the independent variables that achieved a statistical 

relationship with women’s representation in governments in simple regressions. 

The multivariate analyses consist of six different models. The first model contains 

the political institutional variables, and to each of the models 2 to 5 I will add one 

of the other four groups of the independent variables together with the political 

institutional variables. The last model will comprise all the independent variables 

that were significantly statistically related to the dependent variable in the simple 

regressions. The models do not indicate any problem with multicollinearity (the 

highest VIF value for a scale variable is 4.435). Table 6.9 presents the results of the 

six models examining women’s representation in governments.  
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Table 6.9 Multivariate regressions on women’s representation in governments 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 24.918*** (2.270) 22.658*** (7.783) 57.637*** (5.633) 

Majority systems -8.644*** (2.039) -7.026*** (2.076) -4.138* (2.317) 

Mixed systems -3.927* (2.328) -4.252* (2.291) -.229 (2.145) 

Voluntary p. quota 2.963 (1.993) 2.666 (1.969) .877 (1.817) 

Legislative quota .716 (2.854) .818 (2.847) 2.239 (2.621) 

Unicameralism -3.066* (1.705) -3.092* (1.675) -5.576*** (1.576) 

Semipresidential -8.432*** (2.739) -6.131** (2.779) -3.749 (3.093) 

Presidential -3.695** (1.868) -1.262 (2.098) 1.010 (2.168) 

GDP/capita  .126*** (.038)  

Literacy  -.015 (.079)  

Western Europe   -31.171*** (5.008) 

Eastern Europe   -37.127*** (5.124) 

Africa   -30.623*** (5.384) 

Asia   -42.598*** (5.848) 

South America   -43.195*** (5.670) 

N & Central 

America 

  -35.226*** (5.127) 

Oceania   -33.644*** (4.587) 

Protestant 

population  

  -.100** (.050) 

Old-new 

democracies 

   

Degree of 

democracy 

   

Women’s suffrage    

Population (Log)    

Area (Log)    

Density (Log)    

Multiple R .388 .434 .648 

R² .150 .188 .420 

Adjusted R² .126 .158 .383 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 250 250 250 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 6.9 continued 

Independent 

variables 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 7.208 (8.095) 14.134*** (3.673) 4.191 (13.075) 

Majority systems -9.260*** (1.915) -8.135*** (1.993) -4.710** (2.250) 

Mixed systems -3.439 (2.163) -3.997* (2.270) -.971 (2.123) 

Voluntary p. quota -.814 (1.966) .702 (2.039) -2.268 (1.894) 

Legislative quota -2.129 (2.708) -1.651 (2.857) -.801 (2.643) 

Unicameralism -.987 (1.635) -.850 (1.768) -1.655 (1.722) 

Semipresidential -3.891 (2.690) -8.956*** (2.674) -1.993 (2.990) 

Presidential -1.219 (1.939) -5.451*** (1.883) 1.332 (2.151) 

GDP/capita   .037 (.039) 

Literacy   .182** (.088) 

Western Europe   -21.910*** (5.601) 

Eastern Europe   -28.974*** (5.640) 

Africa   -16.257*** (6.397) 

Asia   -33.939*** (6.325) 

South America   -33.647*** (6.161) 

N & Central 

America 

  -23.962*** (5.727) 

Oceania   -23.575*** (5.228) 

Protestant 

population  

  -.073 (.052) 

Old-new 

democracies 

9.649*** (1.952)  2.066 (2.104) 

Degree of 

democracy 

.999 (.841)  1.261 (.835) 

Women’s suffrage .065* (.040)  .021 (.049) 

Population (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

Area (Log)  1.076*** (.293) 1.108*** (.339) 

Density (Log)  Alternative model Alternative model 

Multiple R .528 .442 .696 

R² .279 .196 .485 

Adjusted R² .249 .169 .437 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 250 250 250 

    

 

The first model, which consists of the political institutional variables, explains 

12.6% of the variation in the dependent variable. As shown in Table 6.9, the 

coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are statistically significant and 

the coefficients are, as expected, negative (-8.644 and -3.927 respectively). The 

result indicates that countries with majority systems and mixed systems have 

lower female representation in governments than countries with proportional 

systems when controlling for other political institutional variables. Turning to the 



169 

independent variable quotas, the coefficients for voluntary party quota and 

legislative quota are statistically insignificant. The result suggests that quotas do 

not affect the percentage of women in governments when controlling for other 

political institutional variables. Concerning unicameralism, the regression analysis 

indicates that the percentage of women in governments is significantly lower in 

countries with unicameralism than in countries with bicameralism. The results in 

model 1 also suggest that semipresidential systems and presidential systems are 

statistically negatively related to women’s representation in governments 

compared with parliamentary systems.  

 

In the second model the two socioeconomic variables are added to the political 

institutional variables, and compared with model 1 the adjusted R2 increased by 3.2 

percentage units to 15.8%. The coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems 

are still statistically significant and negative. Also, the dummies for voluntary 

party quota and legislative quota show similar results to those in model 1 

(insignificant coefficients). Unicameralism in model 2 is also significantly 

negatively related statistically with the dependent variable. Concerning executive 

power, the coefficient for semipresidential systems is statistically significant and 

negative. However, the coefficient for presidential systems has turned out to be 

highly statistically insignificant. The result suggests that when controlling for 

socioeconomic variables and other political institutional variables presidential 

systems do not affect women’s representation in governments. The results for the 

two socioeconomic variables are mixed. The coefficient for GDP/capita is 

statistically significant and positive, which is as expected, whereas the coefficient 

for literacy is highly statistically insignificant. The result indicates that GDP/capita 

has a statistically significant positive impact on women’s representation in 

governments, and literacy does not, when controlling for other variables in model 

2.  

 

The third model consists of the political institutional variables and the cultural 

variables. The model explains 38.3% of the variation in women’s representation in 

governments, and compared with the primary model (model 1) the explanatory 

power has increased by 25.7 percentage units. In model 3 the coefficient for 

majority systems is statistically significant and the coefficient is, as expected, 

negative. The coefficient for mixed systems is statistically insignificant. The 

coefficients for voluntary party quota and legislative quota are still statistically 

insignificant, and the coefficient for unicameralism in model 3 is statistically 

significant and negative. Also, the coefficients for semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems are statistically insignificant in model 3. As shown in Table 

6.9, all region dummy variables have the expected negative signs and all 
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coefficients achieve statistical significance. The unstandardized regression 

coefficients vary between -30.623 (Africa) and -43.195 (South America). The results 

indicate that when controlling for other variables in model 3, female representation 

in governments in Scandinavia is between 30.62 percentage units and 43.20 

percentage units higher than in other regions. The cultural variable share of 

Protestants in the population is also statistically significant, but the coefficient is 

negative, which is unexpected. The result suggests that the share of Protestants is 

negatively related to women’s representation in governments when controlling for 

other variables in model 3.  

 

In the fourth model the historical variables are added to the political institutional 

variables. The model explains 24.9% of the variation in the dependent variable, and 

compared with model 1 the adjusted R2 has increased by 12.3 percentage units. The 

dummies for electoral system show similar results to those in model 3; the 

coefficient for majority systems is statistically significant, and the dummy for 

mixed systems is statistically insignificant. The coefficients for voluntary party 

quota and legislative quota are still statistically insignificant. The coefficient for 

unicameralism is highly insignificant in model 4, and the coefficients for 

semipresidential systems and presidential systems are statistically insignificant. 

Proceeding to the historical variables, the regression analysis indicates that the 

percentage of women in governments is statistically significantly higher in old 

democracies than in new democracies even when controlling for other variables in 

model 4. Concerning the other two historical variables, the coefficient for women’s 

suffrage is positive and slightly statistically significant, while the coefficient for 

degree of democracy is statistically insignificant. 

 

In the fifth model the physical variable area is added to the political institutional 

variables, and compared with model 1 the adjusted R2 increased by 4.3 percentage 

units to 16.9%. The coefficients for majority systems and mixed systems are 

statistically significant and the coefficients are, as expected, negative. The 

coefficients for voluntary party quota and legislative quota are also statistically 

insignificant in the fifth model, and unicameralism is also insignificant. 

Semipresidential systems and presidential systems are significant, with the 

expected negative signs. The coefficient for the physical variable area is statistically 

significant, with an unexpected positive sign. The result suggests that countries’ 

area affects women’s representation in governments positively even when 

controlling for other variables in model 5.104 The final model (model 6) consists of 

                                                           
104 I ran an alternative model of model 5 by dropping the physical variable area and adding the other 

two physical variables, population size and density. Apart from the dummy for mixed systems, which 

was statistically insignificant in the alternative model, the political institutional variables showed 
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all of the independent variables that were statistically significantly related to the 

dependent variable in the simple regressions (except the two physical variables 

population size and density). The model explains 43.7% of the variation in the 

dependent variable, which is 31.10 percentage units higher than in model 1. As the 

results in Table 6.9 show, the coefficient for majority systems is statistically 

significant, with the expected negative sign. The other political institutional 

variables are statistically insignificant in model 6. For the two socioeconomic 

variables the results are mixed. Literacy is statistically related to women’s 

representation in governments (with the expected positive sign), whereas 

GDP/capita achieves no significant relationship with the dependent variable. As 

the results in Table 6.9 show, the coefficients for all the region dummy variables 

are statistically significant, with the expected negative signs. The cultural variable 

share of Protestants and the three historical variables (old-new democracies, 

degree of democracy, and women’s suffrage) are statistically insignificant in the 

sixth model. Finally, the coefficient for area is statistically significant, with an 

unexpected negative sign.105   

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of the second part of this chapter has been to examine the causes of 

the variation in women’s representation in governments. The results indicate that 

all five groups of independent variables that are included in the explanatory model 

affect the proportion of women’s representation in governments. However, the 

explanatory power of the explanatory model is not so impressive, and for example 

the political institutional variables only explain 12.6% of the variation in the 

dependent variable. Concerning the political institutional variables’ relationship 

with women’s representation in governments, the results show that the 

relationship is not very robust. Variables that are statistically related to the 

dependent variable in some multivariate models are statistically insignificant in 

other multivariate models. However, there is some empirical support for the 

political institutions’ effect on women’s representation in governments. The results 

indicate that majority systems is a robust determinant of women’s cabinet 

representation, and the findings show that majority electoral systems have a 

                                                                                                                                                    
similar results to those in the original model 5. The coefficients for population size and density were 

statistically significant, with an unexpected positive sign for population size and an expected negative 

sign for density. 
105 I ran an alternative version of model 6 by dropping the physical variable area and adding the other 

two physical variables, population size and density. Concerning the physical variables, the coefficient 

for population size was statistically significant with an unexpected positive sign, and the coefficient for 

density was statistically insignificant. The results for the independent variables employed in both 

models were similar in the two models.  
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negative impact on the proportion of females in cabinets. Some results also indicate 

that mixed electoral systems has a negative impact on women’s representation in 

governments. There is also some empirical evidence that indicates that 

unicameralism (compared with bicameralism) and semipresidentialism and 

presidentialism (compared with parliamentarism) are negatively related to the 

proportion of female cabinet ministers.  

 

The findings also suggest that socioeconomic development is associated with a 

higher level of female representation in governments; however, the findings are 

not robust. Turning to the cultural effects on women’s representation in 

governments, the findings suggest that there is also a diffusion effect in women’s 

representation in governments (the level of women’s representation in government 

in one country interacts with the neighboring countries’ levels of women’s 

representation in governments). Thus, it can be concluded that shared 

geographical and cultural attributes lead to distinctive patterns of women’s 

representation in governments. Concerning historical variables, the results indicate 

that old democracies and countries that have had voting rights for women for a 

long period of time have a positive effect on women’s representation in 

governments. The physical variables show the same pattern as shown in women’s 

representation in parliaments: area and population size affect women’s 

representation in governments positively, and population density affects the level 

of female representation in governments negatively. 

 

In summary, the most important findings from the second part of this chapter are 

as follows: 

 

 The political institutional variable electoral system is an important 

determinant of women’s representation in governments 

 The proportion of women’s representation in governments differs a lot 

between regions of the world, which indicates that there is a diffusion 

effect in women’s representation in governments 

 The physical variables population size and area affect the proportion of 

women’s representation in governments positively, but the effect is not 

strong 

  



173 

Conclusion—political equality 

The empirical results from this chapter, which deals with the political equality 

dimension of the quality of democracy, show that the two indicators in many ways 

are affected by the same independent variables. Majority systems and mixed 

systems (especially majority systems) have a negative impact both on women’s 

representation in parliaments and on women’s representation in governments. The 

executive power system is also a political institutional variable that affects both 

indicators of the equality dimension; and semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems have a negative effect on women’s representation in 

parliaments and governments. However, the negative effect on women’s 

representation in parliaments is stronger than on women’s representation in 

governments. Socioeconomic development also seems to have a positive effect on 

both indicators of the equality dimension. The findings also show that there is a 

diffusion effect both in women’s representation in parliaments and in women’s 

representation in governments (the level of women’s representation in one country 

interacts with the neighboring countries’ levels of women’s representation). And 

the findings demonstrate that the region Scandinavia has much higher levels of 

female representation in parliaments and governments than other regions, which 

suggests that there is a Scandinavian exceptionalism in the political equality 

dimension of the quality of democracy. Concerning historical variables, old 

democracies seem to have a higher level of political equality than new 

democracies, and countries with a long history of women’s suffrage have a higher 

level of political equality than countries with a shorter experience of women’s 

suffrage. Concerning the physical variables, area and population size have a 

positive impact on the proportion of women’s representation in parliaments and 

governments. And regarding density, the results indicate that countries with a 

lower population density achieve a higher level of political equality. 

 

The empirical results in this chapter also indicate that the developed explanatory 

model for the quality of democracy explains the variation in women’s political 

representation in parliaments more than it explains the variation in women’s 

representation in governments. For example political institutional variables explain 

32.4% of the variation in women’s representation in parliaments and only 12.6 % of 

the variation in women’s representation in governments. A similar phenomenon is 

shown in the other multivariate models. It is now time to turn to the rule of law 

dimension, which is the final dimension of the quality of democracy that is 

included in this study. 
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CHAPTER 7 THE RULE OF LAW 

Introduction 

This empirical chapter will deal with corruption, which is the indicator that 

measures the rule of law dimension of the quality of democracy in this study. In a 

democratic system all citizens should be fairly and equitably treated by public 

officials. In a system in which corruption occurs, all citizens are not treated fairly 

and equitably by public officials. Hence corruption can be seen as a very important 

indicator of the quality of democracy. Therefore the purpose of this chapter is to 

study the determinants of corruption in the world’s democratic countries to 

examine why (political) corruption is more common in some democratic countries 

than in other democratic countries? 

 

Theoretical framework 

Definitions of corruption 

Corruption can be seen as a relationship between the state and the private sector 

(Rose-Ackerman 1999, 113). The term corruption is difficult to define and there are 

differing definitions of corruption in use. Corruption can also have different 

meanings in different countries. A public official who aids friends can be seen as 

exemplary in some countries, but in other countries this can be seen as corruption 

(Rose-Ackerman 1999, 5). Treisman (2000, 399) defined corruption as “the misuse 

of public office for private gain.” Rose-Ackerman (1999, 91) used a similar 

definition: “Corruption is the misuse of public power for private gain.” Gerring 

and Thacker (2004, 300) defined corruption generally as “an act that subverts the 

public good for private or particularistic gain” (italics omitted). However, Gerring 

and Thacker (2004) also used a narrow definition of political corruption as “an act 

by a public official (or with the acquiescence of a public official) that violates legal 

or social norms for private or particularistic gain” (italics omitted). Tran (2010, 271) 

stated that a broad definition of corruption is: “To carry on their functions, 

politicians and public servants are given certain public power, which they can 

abuse for their own benefits. This power abuse for personal gains is generally 

defined as corruption.” Even though there are many different definitions of 

corruption, Jain (2001, 73) concluded that there is a consensus in these different 

definitions that corruption refers to acts in which the power of public office is used 

for personal gain in a manner that contravenes the rules of the game. Kunicová and 

Ackerman (2005, 577) stated that their definition of corruption as “the misuse of 

public office for private financial gain by an elected official” is a standard 

definition of corruption in comparative studies. 
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Explanatory factors 

Previous research on corruption has found a number of political institutional 

variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, and historical variables that 

have been shown to be statistically related to corruption.  

Political institutional variables  

Some previous research concerning corruption has investigated whether political 

institutional factors have any relationship with different levels of corruption. 

Ackerman (1999, 143) stated that separation between political powers 

(legislative/executive) (federal states) can be elements of anticorruption strategies. 

However, Treisman (2000), who used data for 64 countries, found that federal 

states were more corrupt than unitary states. Treisman (2000, 433) suggested the 

following theoretical link: “the competition of different autonomous levels of 

government to extract bribes from the same economic actors is likely to lead to 

‘overgrazing’.” In a study that covered 125 countries, Gerring and Thacker (2004) 

also found that unitary forms of government reduce levels of corruption. These 

findings are supported by another study by Kunicová and Ackerman (2005), which 

found that federal systems were more corrupt. Gerring and Thacker (2004) 

demonstrated that corruption in parliamentary states was lower than in 

presidential states. Similarly, Lederman et al. (2005) noted that corruption tends to 

decrease with parliamentary systems. Kunicová and Ackerman (2005) also found 

that presidentialism was a significant predictor of higher levels of corruption. Tran 

(2010) examined the corruption in the Asia-Pacific region, and he noted that 

parliamentary countries had a lower level of corruption than presidential countries 

and semipresidential countries. Kunicová and Ackerman (2005, 5) argued that the 

theoretical argument that presidential countries would have a higher level of 

corruption is that “a president who controls the executive branch has rent-creating 

possibilities that can be used for personal gain.” 

 

In a study that covered over 90 democracies, Kunicová and Ackerman (2005) 

demonstrated that proportional electoral systems were associated with higher 

levels of corruption than plurality systems. Persson et al. (2003) found empirical 

evidence to show that countries with smaller electoral districts tended to have 

higher levels of corruption, and they concluded that electoral institutions have a 

strong influence on political corruption. Yet, the results of previous research about 

the relationship between electoral systems and corruption cannot be seen as 

convincing. I will, however, follow the causal mechanism suggested by Persson et 

al. (2003, 960-961), which is that voters prefer political candidates who are honest 

and have the same ideological views as them. If only one candidate can be elected 

in each district, voters can have problems finding a candidate who is both honest 
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and shares the same ideological views. And if voters find a candidate who has the 

same ideological views but is dishonest, they may vote for that candidate because 

there are no other candidates who share their ideological views. When the district 

magnitude is larger there is a better chance that voters will find candidates who are 

both honest and share the same ideological views.   

Socioeconomic variables 

GDP/capita has been cited as a key explanatory variable in many previous studies 

concerning the level of corruption. Past research has found empirical evidence to 

show that the level of corruption is lower in countries that have higher GDP/capita. 

For example Treisman (2000) demonstrated that countries with higher levels of 

GDP/capita were less corrupt than countries with lower levels of GDP/capita. 

Similarly, Montinola and Jackman (2002) showed that higher levels of GDP/capita 

reduce levels of corruption and that the level of economic development has a 

strong impact on corruption. Those findings were supported by studies by inter 

alia Collier (2002), Gerring and Thacker (2004), and Kunicová and Ackerman 

(2005). Tran (2010, 290) noted a positive relationship between corruption and 

literacy rates, but Tran stated that an increased literacy in the population does not 

guarantee a reduction in corruption. Concerning theoretical links between 

economic development and corruption, Treisman (2000, 404) suggested that 

economic development will increase the spread of education, literacy, and 

depersonalized relationships, which will lead to an increase in the odds that an 

abuse will be noticed and challenged. Another suggested link is that in countries 

with a low level of socioeconomic development, wages in the public sector are in 

general lower, and low-paid government officials will to a higher extent yield to 

temptation to corrupt behavior to increase their income, for example by taking 

bribes (see Montinola and Jackman 2002, 154). 

Cultural variables/regional patterns 

Treisman (2000) demonstrated that countries with Protestant traditions were less 

corrupt, and he stated that the percentage of Protestants in a country’s population 

is a robust predictor of lower levels of corruption. Concerning the causal 

mechanisms, Treisman (2000, 403) argued that in “hierarchical religions” such as 

Catholicism, Eastern Orthodoxy, and Islam, challenges to office-holders are rarer 

than in religions such as Protestantism, which can be seen as a more egalitarian or 

individualistic religion. Also, Gerring and Thacker (2004) found that Protestantism 

was strongly and negatively associated with levels of corruption. Lederman et al. 

(2005) included region dummies in their analysis, and they found that the regions 

East Europe and Central Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean had higher 

levels of corruption than expected (the control group was Western Europe and 
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North America). They stated that these regions had problems with corruption. 

Montinola and Jackman (2002) applied a set of dummy variables, and they found 

empirical evidence to show that when controlling for GDP/capita the region of 

North Africa and the Middle East and the region of Latin America had higher 

levels of corruption than Western industrialized countries. However, when they 

controlled for GDP/capita and factors such as democracy, government size, and 

being an OPEC state (Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries), all 

region coefficients became insignificant. Jain (2001, 101) argued that cultural 

attributes are important when explaining whether countries allow corruption to 

grow or not. For example Jain stated that countries such as the Scandinavian 

countries and New Zealand do not allow corruption to grow. A theoretical link 

between a diffusion effect and levels of corruption is that the political will for 

anticorruption reforms differs in the regions of the world. Thus, some regions can 

be seen to tolerate higher levels of corruption than other regions (see e.g. Tran 

2010, 1-2).  

Historical variables 

Previous studies have examined whether a long experience of democratic rule is 

related to lower levels of corruption. A theoretical link between a long-term 

democratic rule and corruption is that older democracies have had a longer period 

of time to find effective systems to fight corruption (for example anticorruption 

reforms) than new democracies. Gerring and Thacker (2004) noted that long-term 

democratic rule led to less corruption. Similarly, Lederman et al. (2005) found that 

democratic stability decreased levels of corruption. Treisman (2000) also showed 

that a long experience of democracy was a predicator for lower levels of 

corruption. Treisman (2000) found no statistically significant relationship between 

the current level of democracy and the level of corruption. Treisman suggested 

that it is the length of democratic experience that has a positive effect, resulting in 

lower levels of corruption, and not the current level of democracy. However, 

Chowdhury (2004) demonstrated that the current degree of democracy has a 

significant effect on corruption. Similarly, Lederman et al. (2005) showed that 

democracy is related to lower levels of corruption. Montinola and Jackman (2002, 

161) found that democracy affects the level of corruption, and they concluded that 

the relationship was nonlinear. Hung (2004) tested the relationship between 

democracy and corruption with a linear model, a quadratic model, and a cubic 

model, and he found statistically significant relationships between democracy and 

corruption in all three models. However, Hung concluded that the relationship fits 

best with a cubic model. Accordingly, it can be concluded from previous research 
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concerning the relationship between the current level of democracy and corruption 

that the results are mixed.106  

 

Data and analysis 

Operationalization of the dependent variable and the inclusion of cases 

There exist several different corruption indexes. Some examples of these 

corruption indexes are: the Transparency International Corruption Perceptions 

index (CPI), the International Country Risk Guide (ICRG), GALLUP International, 

and the Control of Corruption Index (GRAFT).107 Previous research has established 

that the different corruption indexes are highly correlated (see e.g. Treisman 2000; 

Lederman et al. 2005), and for example Lederman et al. (2005, 9) stated that the 

different corruption indexes are each measuring common phenomena.108 

 

Many previous studies that examined corruption have used Transparency 

International’s annual index (CPI) as a dependent variable (see e.g. Collier 2002; 

Chowdhury 2004; Sung 2004). Other corruption indexes have also been used, for 

example Lederman et al. (2005) used the ICRG corruption index as a dependent 

variable, and Kunicová and Ackerman (2005) used the Control of Corruption Index 

(GRAFT) as a dependent variable. In this chapter the Control of Corruption Index 

will be used as the dependent variable, and the main reason for this is that it covers 

a large number of the countries that are included in this study.109 The Control of 

Corruption Index is bounded between -2.5 and +2.5 where low values indicate a 

higher level of corruption and high values indicate a lower level of corruption. 

This chapter will examine the determinants of the variation in corruption in 2000, 

2005, and 2010. The total number of cases included in the chapter is 242.110 In the 

subsequent section, the chapter continues with the mapping of the dependent 

variable.  

                                                           
106 Concerning other explanatory variables, Chowdhury (2004) and Lederman et al. (2005) found that 

freedom of the press was associated with a lower level of corruption. When Treisman (2000) checked 

countries’ colonial historical relationships against corruption levels, he found that countries with 

histories of British rule were less corrupt. 
107 For a review of international indicators of corruption see Lederman et al. 2005 and Treisman 2000.  
108 For a discussion concerning difficulties in measuring levels of corruption see Lancaster and 

Montinola 1997. 
109 The definition of corruption used by the Control of Corruption Index (Kaufmann et al. 2010, 4) is as 

follows: “Control of Corruption (CC) – capturing perceptions of the extent to which public power is 

exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as ‘capture’ of 

the state by elites and private interests.” 
110 Cases excluded from the analysis because of missing data: Monaco 2000, 2005, 2010; Nauru 2000, 

2005; Palau 2000, 2005; San Marino 2000, 2005, 2010.  
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Mapping the dependent variable 

Table 7.1 shows the central trend and dispersion in corruption. 

 
Table 7.1 Central trend and dispersion in corruption 

Corruption Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 .663 .545 .893 -.830 2.37 82 

2005 .683 .610 .874 -.960 2.36 80 

2000 .658 .520 .975 -1.13 2.58 80 

Total .668 .595 .911 -1.13 2.58 242 

 

The mean corruption level for the 242 cases is .668, and as the figures indicate there 

is no clear trend in the corruption level among the democratic countries; the mean 

increased from 2000 to 2005, but decreased in 2010. The median does not display a 

clear trend either. The minimum level shows a positive trend and decreased in 

both 2005 and 2010. The maximum level was highest in 2000, decreased in 2005, 

and then increased marginally in 2010. The next step will be to study whether there 

is a variation in corruption within countries or whether the variation is between 

countries. To do so I will first run a scatterplot with the corruption level for 2010 on 

the Y-axis and the corruption level for 2000 on the X-axis. Figure 7.1 shows the 

scatterplot. 
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Figure 7.1 Scatterplot—corruption 2000 and 2010 

 
The correlation between corruption in 2000 and 2010 is high at .916 (Pearson’s), 

which indicates that a large number of countries seem to have similar levels of 

corruption in both 2000 and 2010. As the scatterplot shows, countries such as 

Denmark, Finland, New Zealand, and Sweden have low levels of corruption in 

both 2000 and 2010, and correspondingly countries such as the Dominican 

Republic, Mali, Benin, and Mongolia, when compared with other democratic 

countries, have high levels of corruption in both 2000 and 2010.111 And countries 

such as Slovenia, Taiwan, Costa Rica, and Mauritius have corruption levels close to 

average in both 2000 and 2010. Figure 7.1 indicates that some countries, for 

example Greece, Suriname, Italy, and the United Kingdom, have lower levels of 

corruption in 2000 than in  2010 and countries such as Vanuatu, Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, Saint Vincent and Grenadines, and Serbia have lower levels of corruption in 

2010 than in 2000. However, in general the scatterplot suggests that the variation in 

corruption within countries is very low (2000–2010). To examine how much of the 

variation in corruption is across space and how much is across time, I ran two 

                                                           
111 May I remind readers that high values in the scatterplot indicate lower levels of corruption and low 

values indicate higher levels of corruption. 
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different Anova tests with measures of association. The first test shows the 

relationship between space (countries) and corruption and the second test shows 

the relationship between time (years) and corruption.  

 
Table 7.2 ANOVA test with Eta corruption 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

Corruption and space .978 .956 .000 242 

Corruption and time .012 .000 .983 242 

     

 

As shown in Table 7.2, the Eta squared for corruption and space indicates that 

95.6% of the variation in corruption is between countries. The test for corruption 

and time is statistically insignificant. However, the test for corruption and space 

shows that it can be established that almost all of the variation in corruption in the 

democratic countries is across space and not across time. 

Independent variables    

Table 7.3 presents an overview of the independent variables that will be included 

in this empirical chapter.  

 
Table 7.3 An overview of the independent variables included in chapter 7 

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic  

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Unicameralism 

Territorial 

organization 

Executive power 

GDP/capita  

Literacy 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

 

     

 

As the overview of the independent variables shows, 15 independent variables are 

included in this chapter: five political institutional variables, two socioeconomic 

variables, three cultural variables, two historical variables, and three physical 

variables. For information about the data sources for the independent variables see 

the reference section.  
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Results  

Simple regressions 

As the starting point for analyzing the data I will run simple regressions, and Table 

7.4 displays the results of these simple regressions. 
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Table 7.4 Simple regressions on corruption 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .095 .011 242 

Constant (proportional) .773 .081 9.579 .000   

Majority systems -.282 .130 -2.174 .031   

Mixed systems -.082 .171 -.481 .631   

District magnitude. Regression    .740 .004 242 

Constant .676 .063 10.649 .000   

District magnitude -.001 .002 -.333 .740   

Unicameralism. Regression    .006 .026 242 

Constant (bicameralism) .842 .086 9.820 .000   
Unicameralism -.319 .116 -2.747 .006   
Territorial organization. Regression    .111 .010 242 

Constant (unitary systems)  .595 .072 8.219 .000   
Intermediate systems .104 .148 .703 .483   
Federal systems .350 .168 2.089 .038   
Executive power. Regression    .000 .221 242 

Constant (parliamentary) 1.050 .069 15.174 .000   
Semipresidential -.715 .170 -4.218 .000   
Presidential -.916 .113 -8.070 .000   
GDP/capita. Regression    .000 .480 242 

Constant .143 .055 2.601 .010   

GDP/capita .032 .002 14.945 .000   
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Table 7.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Literacy. Regression    .000 .228 242 

Constant -2.793 .410 -6.808 .000   

Literacy .037 .004 8.503 .000   

Region. Regression    .000 .440 242 

Constant (Scandinavia) 2.263 .176 12.853 .000   

Western Europe -.860 .200 -4.293 .000   

Eastern Europe -2.054 .210 -9.802 .000   

Africa -2.189 .216 -10.148 .000   

Asia -1.867 .238 -7.831 .000   

South America -1.969 .238 -8.257 .000   

North and Central America -1.760 .202 -8.723 .000   

Oceania -1.888 .221 -8.539 .000   

Muslim population. Regression    .000 .052 242 

Constant .743 .060 12.298 .000   

Muslim population -.022 .006 -3.769 .000   

Protestant population. Regression    .000 .058 242 

Constant .485 .073 6.650 .000   

Protestant population .009 .002 3.985 .000   

Old-new democracies. Regression    .000 .485 242 

Constant (new democracies) .226 .051 4.413 .000   

Old democracies 1.354 .090 15.100 .000   
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Table 7.4 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .316 242 

Constant -4.139 .457 -9.067 .000   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) .517 .049 10.589 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .356 242 

Constant -4.504 .449 -10.037 .000   

Degree of democracy (FH) .798 .069 11.589 .000   

Population (Log). Regression    .177 .003 242 

Constant .629 .065 9.671 .000   

Population .033 .024 1.354 .177   

Area (Log). Regression    .154 .004 242 

Constant .365 .220 1.656 .099   

Area .028 .020 1.429 .154   

Density (Log). Regression    .530 .003 242 

Constant .776 .181 4.283 .000   

Density -.025 .040 -.629 .530   
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As Table 7.4 shows, the regression analysis for the political institutional variable 

electoral system is statistically significant and the coefficients for majority and 

mixed systems are negative, which indicates that they are statistically related to 

higher levels of corruption compared with proportional systems. The coefficient 

for district magnitude is highly insignificant, which suggests that the size of the 

district magnitude does not affect the level of corruption. The independent variable 

unicameralism is shown to be statistically related to the dependent variable, with 

an unexpected negative coefficient. The result suggests that corruption is higher in 

countries with unicameralism than in countries with bicameralism. Turning to 

territorial organization, the regression analysis is statistically insignificant, which 

indicates that territorial organization is not statistically related to corruption. 

Concerning the variable executive power, the results in Table 7.4 show that the 

variable is statistically associated with the level of corruption. As expected, the 

coefficients for semipresidential systems and presidential systems are negative, 

which indicates that semipresidential and presidential systems have a higher level 

of corruption than parliamentary systems. 

 

Proceeding next to the socioeconomic variables, the coefficient for GDP/capita is 

statistically significant and, as expected, the coefficient is positive. The result 

indicates that a higher GDP/capita is associated with a lower level of corruption. 

The adjusted R² for GDP/capita is high, with a value of .48, which indicates that 

GDP/capita explains 48% of the variation in corruption. According to that result, 

GDP/capita is shown to be a highly significant predictor when explaining the 

variation in corruption. The second socioeconomic variable, literacy, also appears 

to have a statistically significant relationship with corruption. The coefficient for 

literacy is, as expected, positive, which indicates that higher levels of literacy are 

associated with lower levels of corruption. Moving to the cultural variables, the 

regression for geographic region is shown to be statistically significant, and the 

regression explains as much as 44% of the variation in the dependent variable. The 

coefficients for the region dummies are, as expected, negative, and thus the 

findings indicate that Scandinavia (baseline variable) has a lower level of 

corruption than other regions. Western Europe is the region that has the second 

lowest level of corruption. Africa, then Eastern Europe and South America are the 

regions that have the highest levels of corruption. The findings suggest that there is 

a diffusion effect in corruption (the level of corruption in one country interacts 

with the neighboring countries’ levels of corruption). Turning to the two religious 

variables, the coefficient for Muslim population is statistically significant, with the 

expected negative sign. The result suggests that the proportion of the Muslim 

population in countries is related to higher levels of corruption. The coefficient for 

the other religious variable, Protestant population, is positive and statistically 
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significant, which indicates that the share of Protestant population in countries is 

positively related to lower levels of corruption. Concerning the historical variables, 

the coefficient for old-new democracies is statistically significant and the 

regression explains 48.5% of the variation in corruption. As expected, the 

coefficient for old democracies is positive, which indicates that old democracies 

have a lower level of corruption than new democracies. As shown in Table 7.4, the 

other historical variable, degree of democracy (FHPA), is statistically related to the 

dependent variable, and also this independent variable has a high explanatory 

power (31.6%). As expected, the coefficient is positive, which suggests that a higher 

degree of democracy is associated with a lower level of corruption.112 The second 

democracy variable (FH) shows a statistical relationship with corruption that is 

similar to that of the FHPA measure of democracy (the explanatory power is 4 

percentage units higher with the FH measure as an independent variable). Finally, 

examining the physical variables, the results in Table 7.4 show that none of the 

three physical variables, population, area, and density, achieve a statistically 

significant relationship with corruption. Therefore it can be established that 

physical variables do not affect the level of corruption.  

Multivariate regressions 

In simple regressions 10 independent variables are shown to have a statistically 

significant relationship with corruption (three political institutional variables, two 

socioeconomic variables, three cultural variables, and two historical variables).113 

Since none of the physical variables achieve statistical significance in the simple 

regressions, they will not be included in the multivariate analyses, and therefore 

only five multivariate models will be employed in this chapter. Below, five 

different multivariate regression models will be presented. In the multivariate 

regressions I will begin with the political institutional variables that were 

statistically related to corruption in the simple regressions; and therefore in the 

first multivariate regression I will only include the political institutional variables 

that were statistically significant in the simple regressions. To each of the models 2 

                                                           
112 As noted above, previous research on corruption has discussed whether the relationship between 

corruption and the degree of democracy is linear or nonlinear. When controlling the relationship 

between the variable degree of democracy (FHPA) and the level of corruption with different statistical 

equations, the result indicates that the relationship fit as well with a linear model as with nonlinear 

models. The best fit is the cubic model, followed by the quadratic model, and then the linear model. All 

three statistical equations are statistically significant; the cubic model has an adjusted R² at 43.9%, the 

quadratic model’s is at 39.8% and the linear model has an adjusted R² at 31.6%. Due to the relationship 

between the current degree of democracy and the level of corruption fitting well with a linear model, 

the linear model will be included in the multivariate models. 
113 Also, the second variable, which measures the degree of democracy (FH), is statistically significant in 

the simple regressions, but as usual only one of the democracy variables (FHPA) will be included in the 

multivariate regressions.  
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to 4 I will add one group of the independent variables that were statistically related 

to the dependent variable in the simple regressions. The last model will consist of 

all independent variables that achieved statistical significance in the simple 

regressions. The multivariate regressions have been checked with VIF statistics to 

detect potential problems with multicollinearity. The models do not indicate any 

problem with multicollinearity (the highest VIF value for a scale variable is 3.827). 

Table 7.5 reports the results from the multivariate regression models. 

 
Table 7.5 Multivariate regressions on corruption  

Independent variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 1.429*** (.102) -1.060*** (.381) 2.745*** (.321) 

Majority systems -.487*** (.112) -.029 (.095) .092 (.147) 

Mixed systems -.136 (.145) -.037 (.114) .220 (.135) 

Unicameralism  -.311*** (.100) -.198** (.079) -.272*** (.094) 

Semipresidential -.827*** (.163) -.480*** (.133) -.244 (.177) 

Presidential -.962*** (.110) -.348*** (.099) -.461*** (.128) 

GDP/capita  .024*** (.002)  

Literacy  .018*** (.004)  

Western Europe   -1.183*** (.306) 

Eastern Europe   -2.168*** (.310) 

Africa   -1.992*** (.318) 

Asia   -2.010*** (.354) 

South America   -1.844*** (.339) 

N & Central America   -1.991*** (.311) 

Oceania   -2.006*** (.278) 

Muslim population    -.012** (.005) 

Protestant population   -.003 (.003) 

Old-new democracies    

Degree of democracy    

    

Multiple R .553 .763 .735 

R² .306 .583 .540 

Adjusted R² .291 .570 .512 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 242 242 242 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 7.5 continued 

Independent variables Model 4 Model 5  

Constant -2.170*** (.369) -2.625*** (.543)  

Majority systems -.400*** (.078) .078 (.106)  

Mixed systems -.021 (.101) .186* (.098)  

Unicameralism  -.029 (.074) -.035 (.073)  

Semipresidential -.300** (.119) -.134 (.127)  

Presidential -.365*** (.085) -.280*** (.092)  

GDP/capita  .009*** (.002)  

Literacy  .018*** (.005)  

Western Europe  -.737*** (.228)  

Eastern Europe  -1.035*** (.251)  

Africa  -.437* (.253)  

Asia  -1.028*** (.265)  

South America  -.495* (.271)  

N & Central America  -.940*** (.238)  

Oceania  -1.024*** (.214)  

Muslim population   .000 (.004)  

Protestant population  -.003 (.002)  

Old-new democracies .997*** (.086) .615*** (.092)  

Degree of democracy .303*** (.038) .234*** (.036)  

    

Multiple R .817 .877  

R² .668 .770  

Adjusted R² .658 .751  

Sig .000 .000  

N 242 242  

    

 

As Table 7.5 shows, model 1, which contains the political institutional variables, 

explains 29.1% of the variation in corruption. The results for the electoral dummies 

are mixed. The coefficient for majority systems is statistically significant and the 

coefficient has, as expected, a negative sign. The coefficient for mixed systems is 

statistically insignificant. The variable unicameralism achieves statistical 

significance and the coefficient is negative, which indicates that countries with 

unicameralism have higher levels of corruption than countries with bicameralism 

when controlling for other political institutional variables. The coefficients for 

semipresidential systems and presidential systems achieve a statistically significant 

relationship with corruption. The coefficients are, as expected, negative, which 

indicates that semipresidential systems and presidential systems are associated 

with a higher level of corruption than parliamentary systems when controlling for 

other political institutional variables. In the second model the two socioeconomic 

variables are added to the political institutional variables. The model explains 

57.0% of the variation in the dependent variable, which indicates that the adjusted 
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R2 increased by 27.9 percentage units in model 2 compared with model 1. In model 

2 the coefficients for the electoral system dummies, majority systems and mixed 

systems, are statistically insignificant. The variable unicameralism achieves 

statistical significance and the coefficient is still negative, which is unexpected. The 

coefficients for semipresidential systems and presidential systems are statistically 

significant and the coefficients are, as expected, negative. Turning to the 

socioeconomic variables, the coefficients for GDP/capita and literacy are 

statistically significant, with the expected positive signs, which indicates that 

higher levels of GDP/capita and higher literacy rates are associated with lower 

levels of corruption even when controlling for other variables in model 2.  

 

The third model consists of the political institutional variables and the cultural 

variables. The model explains 51.2% of the variation in the dependent variable, 

which indicates that the explanatory power is increased by 22.1 percentage units 

by adding the cultural variables (compared with model 1). The regression analysis 

shows that both majority systems and mixed systems are statistically insignificant. 

The variable unicameralism is still statistically related to corruption, with the 

unexpected negative sign. Concerning the variable executive power, the coefficient 

for presidential systems is statistically significant and negative, which is as 

expected. The coefficient for semipresidential systems is negative, which is as 

expected, but the coefficient is insignificant. Proceeding next to the cultural 

variables, all coefficients for region dummies are statistically significant and the 

coefficients are negative, which indicates that Scandinavia has lower levels of 

corruption than the other regions even when controlling for political institutional 

variables and other cultural variables. When an estimation of the effect of the 

religious variables on corruption is made, the coefficient for Muslims in the 

population is shown to be statistically significant and negative, which indicates 

that the share of Muslims in the population is negatively related to corruption. The 

coefficient for the share of Protestants in the population is statistically insignificant.  

 

In the fourth model the two historical variables are added to the political 

institutional variables. The model explains 65.8% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which is 36.7 percentage units higher than in model 1. As shown in Table 

7.5, the coefficient for majority systems is statistically significant, with the expected 

negative sign. The other electoral system dummy, mixed systems, is statistically 

insignificant. The coefficient for unicameralism is also insignificant. The two 

dummy variables, semipresidential systems and presidential systems, are 

statistically significantly related to corruption, with the expected negative signs. 

Turning to the historical variables next, the variable old-new democracies is 

statistically associated with corruption. As expected, the coefficient is positive, 
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which demonstrates that old democracies have lower levels of corruption than new 

democracies. The other historical variable, degree of democracy, also achieves 

statistical significance with corruption, and the sign is in the expected direction 

(positive), which shows that a higher level of democracy is associated with a lower 

level of corruption.  

 

Lastly, the fifth model consists of all of the independent variables that achieved 

statistical significance in the simple regressions. The model explains 75.10% of the 

variation in corruption, which is 46 percentage units higher than in model 1. As the 

regression analysis indicates, the coefficient for mixed systems is statistically 

significant, with an unexpected positive sign. The coefficient for majority systems 

is insignificant, and the variable unicameralism is also statistically insignificant. 

For the executive power dummies the results are mixed; presidential systems is 

statistically negatively related with corruption, which is as expected, whereas 

semipresidential systems is statistically insignificant. The coefficients for 

GDP/capita and literacy are statistically significant and, as expected, the 

coefficients are positive. All coefficients for region dummies are statistically 

significant, with negative signs, which is as expected. The two religious variables 

(Muslim population and Protestant population) are statistically insignificant in the 

fifth model. The two historical variables (old-new democracies and degree of 

democracy) show similar results to those in model 4, since both are statistically 

related to corruption and have the expected signs. 

  

Conclusion 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the determinants of corruption, which is 

the indicator that measures the rule of law dimension of the quality of democracy 

in this study. The results show that socioeconomic variables, historical variables, 

cultural variables, and political institutional variables affect the level of corruption 

in the democratic countries in the world. Empirically, I have confirmed earlier 

findings that GDP/capita is an important determinant of corruption, meaning that 

a higher GDP/capita is associated with a lower level of corruption. Also, the other 

socioeconomic variable, literacy, is shown to be an important determinant of 

corruption; a higher literacy rate is associated with a lower level of corruption. The 

findings in this chapter also show that the two historical variables, degree of 

democracy and old-new democracies, are important determinants of corruption. 

Concerning the current level of democracy’s relationship with corruption, the 

findings in this study do not support Treisman’s (2000) research, which found no 

statistically significant relationship between the current level of democracy and the 

level of corruption. Rather, the findings support the research results of Chowdhury 
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(2004), Hung (2004), Lederman et al. (2005), and Montinola and Jackman (2002), 

who all demonstrated that the current degree of democracy has a statistically 

significant effect on corruption. Regarding the other historical variable, old-new 

democracies, it appears that old democracies have a lower level of corruption than 

new democracies. These findings support the work of Gerring and Thacker (2004), 

Lederman et al. (2005), and Treisman (2000), who all found that a long experience 

of democracy predicted lower levels of corruption. The findings concerning the 

relationship between the two historical variables and corruption is shown to be 

robust, and the result holds also when controlling for other variables. 

 

The findings suggest that there is also a diffusion effect with respect to corruption 

(the level of corruption in one country interacts with the neighboring countries’ 

levels of corruption), and it can be concluded that shared geographical and cultural 

attributes lead to distinctive patterns of corruption. When controlling for other 

variables, the results suggest that Scandinavia is the region with the lowest level of 

corruption and Eastern Europe is the region with the highest level of corruption. 

Accordingly, the findings suggest a Scandinavian exceptionalism in relation to 

corruption. Concerning the other cultural variables, there is some empirical 

evidence that shows that a higher proportion of a Muslim population in countries 

is related to a higher level of corruption. Turning to the political institutional 

variables’ effect on corruption, the results indicate that presidentialism is a robust 

determinant of corruption. The findings also show that presidential systems are 

associated with a higher level of corruption when compared with parliamentary 

systems. These findings support the results of earlier research (see e.g. Gerring and 

Thacker 2004; Lederman et al. 2005; Kunicová and Ackerman 2005; Tran 2010). 

There is also some empirical evidence that indicates that semipresidentialism 

(compared with parliamentarism), unicameralism (compared with bicameralism), 

and majority electoral systems (compared with proportional electoral systems) are 

related to a higher level of corruption.  

 

Some findings in this chapter can be seen as contrary to the results of previous 

research. For example the finding that majority electoral systems are associated 

with higher levels of corruption is contrary to what Kunicová and Ackerman 

(2005) presented. Some previous research has also found that territorial 

organization is related to the level of corruption, and for example Treisman (2000), 

Gerring and Thacker (2004), and Kunicová and Ackerman (2005) found that federal 

states were more corrupt than unitary states. The findings in this chapter, however, 

show that territorial organization is not statistically related to corruption. Finally, 

the three physical variables, population, area, and density, achieved no statistically 
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significant relationship with corruption in simple regressions, and therefore it can 

be established that physical factors do not affect the level of corruption. 

 

To sum up, the most important findings in this chapter are: 

 

 Socioeconomic factors such as GDP/capita and literacy are very important 

determinants of corruption 

 Historical factors such as the duration of the democracy and the degree of 

democracy are very important determinants of corruption 

 The level of corruption differs greatly between regions of the world, which 

indicates that there is a diffusion effect in the level of corruption 

 

With this I have now completed the individual examination of the four dimensions 

of the quality of democracy that are included in this study. In the next chapter, 

which is the last empirical chapter, the four dimensions will be examined as one 

whole. 
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CHAPTER 8 INDEX OF THE QUALITY OF DEMOCRACY 

Introduction 

So far in this study I have analyzed the five indicators of the quality of democracy 

individually. In this final empirical chapter I will turn my attention to the five 

indicators of the quality of democracy as one whole combined into a summary 

measure (single index).114 The summary measure can be seen as a measure of the 

overall level of the quality of democracy in the four dimensions. The purpose of 

this chapter is threefold: first, to examine the relationship between the indicators of 

the quality of democracy; second, to construct a summary measure of the four 

dimensions of the quality of democracy that are included in this study; and third, 

with the constructed summary measure applied as a dependent variable, explain 

the variation in the quality of democracy in the democratic countries in the world.  

 

Relationships between the indicators of the quality of 
democracy 

First I will investigate how the five indicators of the quality of democracy that are 

included as dependent variables in this study are related to each other and 

whether they contain one common latent variable of the quality of democracy. To 

form a true picture of the relationships I will, to start with, run correlations 

between the five indicators. Table 8.1 shows the correlation matrix for the five 

indicators of the quality of democracy. 

 
Table 8.1 Correlation matrix—five indicators of the quality of democracy 

Indicator Voter turnout Party 

competition 

WIP WIG Corruption 

Voter turnout 1     

Party competition .003 1    

WIP .140** .288*** 1   

WIG .096 .167*** .667*** 1  

Corruption .350*** .168** .550*** .533*** 1 

      

*** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), ** correlation is significant at the 0.05 

level (2-tailed). 

 

As the correlation matrix shows, there is a strong relationship between the two 

indicators of the equality dimension, women’s representation in parliaments and 

                                                           
114 Theoretical frameworks for the five indicators have been discussed in the previous empirical 

chapters and therefore no separate theoretical framework will be presented in this empirical chapter. 
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women’s representation in governments. The relationships between corruption 

and women’s representation in parliaments and governments are also relatively 

strong. The other relationships are weaker than .50. Two relationships are 

statistically insignificant, namely between voter turnout and party competition, 

and between voter turnout and women’s representation in governments. Based on 

the correlation matrix, it is doubtful whether the five indicators constitute a single 

variable of the quality of democracy. To establish whether the five indicators of the 

quality of democracy constitute one or several underlying factors, a factor analysis 

will be applied. I will run a factor analysis with a principal component analysis as 

the extraction method.115 First I will apply a scree test that is based on eigenvalues 

to determine the number of factors for the five indicators of the quality of 

democracy. Figure 8.1 shows the scree test.  

 
Figure 8.1 Scree test—five indicators of the quality of democracy 

 
 

                                                           
115 See Kim and Mueller 1978 for an introduction to factor analysis. 



196 

The results of the scree test make it clear that the first factor has an eigenvalue 

above 2.3 (2.33) and the second factor has an eigenvalue close to 1 (1.03).116 A 

normal criterion is to retain factors (components) with eigenvalues over 1 (see e.g. 

Kim and Mueller 1978, 49). In the scree test shown in Figure 8.1, the second factor 

has an eigenvalue of 1.03, which suggests that the five indicators of the quality of 

democracy can be seen neither as a one-factor solution nor as a two-factor solution. 

However, as the eigenvalue for the second factor is so close to 1 it is reasonable to 

argue that the five indicators of the quality of democracy arrive at a one-factor 

solution. Table 8.2 presents the factor matrix with a one-factor solution. 

 
Table 8.2 Factor matrix—five indicators of the quality of democracy 

Dimension Factor 1 

Voter turnout .383  

Party competition .379 

WIP .853 

WIG .817 

Corruption .801 

  

 

As the factor matrix in Table 8.2 shows, the factor loading is high for women’s 

representation in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, and 

corruption. And as the factor analysis also shows, it is women’s representation in 

parliaments that has the strongest factor loading of .85. The variables women’s 

representation in governments and corruption have almost equally strong factor 

loadings of .82 and .80 respectively, whereas the factor loads are low for voter 

turnout and party competition, with a factor loading of .38 for both voter turnout 

and party competition.117 As the results indicate, both in correlation analysis and in 

factor analysis the strongest relationship of the five indicators is between women’s 

representation in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, and 

corruption. The conclusion from the factor analysis suggests that it is possible to 

identify one common factor representing the five different indicators capturing the 

quality of democracy. Therefore the next issue to be studied is: how can one 

construct an index to measure the common factor that has been arrived at? 

Accordingly, after this examination of the relationship between the five indicators 

of the quality of democracy, different index constructions will be described and 

discussed in the next section. 

 

                                                           
116 The first factor accounts for 46.55% of the variance. 
117 With a two-factor solution, the second factor loading is high for voter turnout and party competition, 

the voter turnout variable is the strongest variable, with a factor loading of .76, and the political 

competition variable has a factor loading of -.59. 
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Index construction 

Different index constructions 

There are many different techniques available to construct an index, and before a 

discussion about the index construction for this study I will examine how other 

researchers have constructed indexes. Therefore I will briefly describe and discuss 

five different ways to construct an index as they have been presented in the 

research literature. The five indexes are: the Index of Institutional Performance, the 

Index of Democratization, the Good Society index, the Index of the Quality of 

Democracy in Latin America, and the General Effectiveness Index. The five indexes 

can be seen as a mix of indexes that have been applied to measure different 

concepts of political performance. Table 8.3 presents an overview of the 

constructions of the five indexes.  
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Table 8.3 An overview of the five different index constructions 

 Index of 

Institutional 

Performance 

Index of 

Democratization 

Good Society Index Index of Quality of 

Democracy in Latin 

America 

General Effectiveness 

Index 

Units 

 

Regions Countries Countries Countries Countries 

Number of 

indicators 

12 (3 dimensions) 

 

2 3 3 14 (4 dimensions) 

Aggregation Factor scores Multiplying the two 

percentages and 

dividing the outcome 

by 100 

Each country’s rank 

added up and 

divided by 3  

 

Factor scores 

(average, product, Z-

scores) 

Standardization 

Weighting Different weights 

(factor loading) 

Equality Equality Different weights 

(factor loading) 

Each dimension equal 

weight 

N 20 172 71 18 21 
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When Putnam (1993) studied institutional performance in 20 regions in Italy, he 

constructed the Index of Institutional Performance. Three performance dimensions 

were included in the index (policy processes, policy pronouncements, and policy 

implementation). The three dimensions were measured with 12 indicators in total 

(policy processes was measured with three indicators, policy pronouncements was 

measured with two indicators, and policy implementation was measured with 

seven indicators). The aggregation of the Index of Institutional Performance is 

based on factor scores.118  

 

Vanhanen constructed a democracy index that he named the Index of 

Democratization (ID) (see e.g. Vanhanen 1997). Vanhanen included two 

dimensions in the index: competition and participation. He measured the 

competition dimension using the smaller parties’ share of the votes cast in 

parliamentary or presidential elections (or both). The measure was calculated by 

subtracting the percentage of the votes won by the largest party from 100. The 

participation dimension was measured by using the percentage of the total 

population that actually voted in parliamentary or presidential elections (or both). 

In the construction of the index, Vanhanen treated the two indicators with the 

same importance, and therefore he gave the two indicators the same weight. When 

Vanhanen aggregated the index, he multiplied the percentages of the two 

indicators and then divided the outcome by 100. Thus, the Index of 

Democratization can, theoretically, vary between 0 and nearly 100, where low 

values indicate a low degree of democratization and high values indicate a high 

degree of democratization.  

 

Holmberg (2007) constructed the Good Society index (GSI). Holmberg defined a 

good society as a society in which “newborn infants should survive, people should 

grow old before they die and in between people should be satisfied with their 

lives.” When Holmberg constructed the index, he included three indicators that 

were theoretically related to the quality of life of humans. The indicators were 

infant mortality, life expectancy, and life satisfaction. The three indicators were 

weighted equally and the index was based on ranks. The index was built up by 

using each country’s ranking in relation to the three indicators, which were added 

up and divided by three. In total 71 countries were included in the index. 

Therefore the index varied between 1 and 71, where low numbers represented 

countries that were ranked high on the index and high numbers represented 

countries that were ranked low on the index.  

 

                                                           
118 See DiStefano, Zhu, and Mîndrilã 2009 for a presentation about using factor scores. 
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Altman and Pérez-Liñán (2002) measured and compared the quality of democracy 

in 18 Latin-American countries. They explored three dimensions of the quality of 

democracy: civil rights, participation, and effective competition. Altman and Pérez-

Liñán used factor scores as a summary measure of the quality of democracy. 

However, they also constructed other summary measures of the quality of 

democracy, such as the average value (the three dimensions added together and 

then divided by three), the product of the three dimensions (the three dimensions 

multiplied) and Z-scores (the unweighted average of the three dimensions’ 

standardized scores). They found that the results were extremely consistent for all 

four summary measures. Only two countries changed position in the ranking if 

average, product, or Z-scores were used instead of factor scores.119  

 

Roller (2005) included four policy areas (domestic security policy, economic policy, 

social policy, and environmental policy) when she investigated political 

effectiveness in 21 countries. In total, the four policy areas were measured with 14 

indicators. Roller constructed a summary measure (index) of the four policy areas, 

which she named the General Effectiveness Index. The General Effectiveness Index 

was based on standardization, and Roller transformed each indicator so that they 

were measured on the same scale (0-100), where low values indicate bad 

performance (worst practice) and high values indicate good performance (best 

practice). In the final index, Roller (2005, 181) used the mean of the standardized 

variables for the four policy areas as the summary measure (General Effectiveness 

Index). It should be mentioned that Roller included different numbers of indicators 

in each policy area to avoid policy areas with many indicators being 

overrepresented in the index. Roller (2005, 72) constructed subindexes for each 

policy area so that each of the policy areas were included, with equal weight in the 

final index (General Effectiveness Index).  

Discussion 

As the overview of the five different indexes shows, there are different ways to 

construct indexes. Concerning aggregation of indexes, I do not consider ranks (see 

Holmberg 2007) as a good measure to use in regressions. In terms of rank 

measurement, only the rank position between the countries is included and 

therefore there is the same distance between each of the cases irrespective of the 

differences in the scores that were used to rank them. Vanhanen (1997) multiplied 

the percentages of the two indicators and then divided the outcome by 100, and if 

the indicators included in the index are measured on the same scale as Vanhanen’s 

index construction (percentage) it can be seen that it is a relevant construction to 

multiply the indicators. However, it should be mentioned that multiplying two 

                                                           
119 For a more detailed overview of Altman and Pérez-Liñán’s (2002) study see chapter 2 of this study. 
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indicators tends to disadvantages cases that have values with a greater difference 

between the indicators, and  advantages cases where the differences in the values 

for the indicators is smaller.  

 

Using factor scores can be seen as a useful technique for constructing a summary 

measure (see e.g. Altman and Pérez-Liñán 2002; Putnam 1993). However, if the 

indicators/dimensions that will be included in the index will be weighted equally, I 

see standardization as a better technique for constructing an index (see e.g. Altman 

and Pérez-Liñán 2002; Roller 2005). Standardization of indicators can also be seen 

as an easier technique to understand compared with factor scores, and in 

descriptive statistics it is easier to understand standardized values than factor 

scores (factor loadings). If the dimensions included in the index consist of a 

different number of indicators, and each dimension should have equal weight, I 

see it as a useful technique for initially constructing subindexes for each dimension 

to ensure that each of the dimensions has equal weight in the final index (see Roller 

2005, 72). Concerning the Index of Institutional Performance, it is surprising that 

Putnam (1993) did not construct three subindexes before he created the final Index 

of Institutional Performance, as the three dimensions included in the index were 

measured with a different number of indicators (policy processes was measured 

with three indicators, policy pronouncements was measured with two indicators, 

and policy implementation was measured with seven indicators). As Putnam 

included seven indicators of policy implementation in the index, it can be seen that 

he treated that dimension as more important than the policy processes dimension 

and the policy pronouncements dimension. It is also surprising that researchers 

(see e.g. Altman and Pérez-Liñán 2002; Putnam 1993) use factor scores as a 

summary measure without theoretical justification of why indicators included in 

the index should be weighted differently.   

Index construction for this study 

It is now time to construct an index for this study.120 An important question that 

must be dealt with concerning the index construction is the weighting of the 

different dimensions. Within this study, a well-founded issue is whether political 

participation, political competition, political equality, and the rule of law are 

equally important dimensions of the quality of democracy or whether one of them 

is or several of them are more important than the others. However, I have not 

found any theoretical or empirical argument that one or several of the dimensions 

should be considered more important for the quality of the democracy than the 

other dimensions. Therefore I will treat the four different dimensions as equally 

                                                           
120 The OECD Handbook on Constructing Composite Indicators includes useful technical guidelines 

and a “checklist” to follow during the process of index construction. 
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important dimensions of the quality of democracy, and so the four dimensions are 

weighted equally. However, as the political equality dimension is measured with 

two indicators and the other dimensions are measured with one indicator, to avoid 

overestimation of the equality dimension I will first construct a subindex for that 

dimension. Here I will use an index that I constructed in an earlier study (see 

Högström 2012). The index is called women’s representation in national politics, 

and it deals with women’s representation both in parliaments and in governments. 

The two factors in the index, women’s representation in parliaments and women’s 

representation in governments, have equal weight. Each indicator of the equality 

dimension, women’s representation in parliaments and women’s representation in 

governments, is weighted to half of their original values. Both indicators are 

measured in percentages and therefore the subindex is calculated as follows: the 

sum of the percentage of women’s representation in parliaments and the 

percentage of women’s representation in governments divided by two. For 

example, female representation in Canada was 22.1% in parliament and 29.7% in 

government in 2010. This gives a value of 25.9% for female representation in 

Canada in 2010 ((22.1 + 29.7) /2 = 25.9).  

 

An important issue for this study is how to combine the four dimensions of the 

quality of democracy into a summary measure (index). After considering different 

index constructions, I have found two index constructions that are more suitable 

for this study than others: the average of the four dimensions and the factor scores. 

However, since I treat the four dimensions as equally important I find the average 

of the four dimensions as a more suitable summary measure of the quality of 

democracy than factor scores. Thus I will use the average value of the four 

dimensions of the quality of democracy ((political participation + political 

competition + political equality + rule of law) /4) as a summary measure of the 

quality of democracy.121 The four dimensions of the quality of democracy are not 

all measured on the same scale. Therefore it is necessary to standardize each 

dimension when measuring the average of the dimensions. For that reason I have 

standardized the dimensions, so each dimension has a mean of 0 and a standard 

deviation of 1 (Z-scores). In the measurement, high values indicate a high level of 

the quality of democracy and low values indicate a low level of the quality of 

democracy. Instead of using the name average value, I have decided to name the 

summary measurement Index of the Quality of Democracy (IQoD).  

 

                                                           
121 For addressing concerns relating to reliability and validity, researchers such as Hill (1980, 407) 

recommend a research strategy that uses repeated measures of the same concept. And in this study the 

factor scores (one-factor solution) is an alternative dependent variable of the summary measure of the 

quality of democracy. 
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The second purpose of this chapter, to construct an index of the quality of 

democracy, has now been addressed. The third purpose, to explain the variation of 

the quality of democracy with the constructed index as a dependent variable, will 

be the focus of the second part of this chapter. In the empirical analyses I will, as in 

the other empirical chapters, run regressions. Thus the Index of the Quality of 

Democracy (IQoD) will be applied as the dependent variable.122 The total number 

of cases included in the IQoD in this chapter is 228.123 

 

Data and analysis 

Mapping the dependent variable 

Table 8.4 presents the central trend and dispersion in the dependent variable 

IQoD.124 

 
Table 8.4 Central trend and dispersion in the IQoD 

Year Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum N 

2010 .1041 -.0005 .6690 -1.48 1.59 77 

2005 .0550 -.0757 .5995 -1.09 1.45 75 

2000 -.0193 -.0989 .6844 -1.64 1.59 76 

Total .0468 -.0612 .6514 -1.64 1.59 228 

 

The data in Table 8.4 show that the mean and the median in the IQoD has 

increased both from 2000 to 2005 and from 2005 to 2010.125 Consequently, the level 

of the quality of democracy measured with the IQoD has a positive trend in the 

time period 2000–2010. The minimum and maximum levels of the IQoD show no 

clear trend. To get a better view of the variation in the dependent variable a 

scatterplot will be employed. Figure 8.2 presents a scatterplot with the IQoD for 

2010 on the Y-axis and the IQoD for 2000 on the X-axis. 

 
  

                                                           
122 The correlation between the IQoD and the alternative dependent variable factor scores (a one-factor 

solution) is .983 (Pearson’s, sig .000). 
123 Cases excluded from the analysis because of missing data: Kiribati (two cases), Marshall Island (two 

cases), Micronesia (three cases), Monaco (three cases), Namibia (one case), Nauru (two cases), Palau 

(three cases), Samoa (two cases), San Marino (three cases), and Tuvalu (three cases).  
124 The standardization of the indicators has been calculated using the 228 cases. 
125 Of the 79 countries that have values for all five indicators included in the IQoD, Denmark, then 

Sweden, Finland, Iceland, and Norway are the countries that have the highest mean in the IQoD. Mali, 

then the Marshall Islands, Belize, the Dominican Republic, and Jamaica are the countries that have the 

lowest mean in the IQoD. In appendix B the mean and the rank for all 79 countries in the IQoD are 

shown. 
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Figure 8.2 Scatterplot—IQoD 2000 and 2010 

 
The correlation between the IQoD in 2000 and 2010 is .890 (Pearson’s), which 

suggests that many countries have similar levels of the quality of democracy in 

2000 and 2010. As Figure 8.2 shows, countries such as Denmark, Sweden, Iceland, 

and Finland have high levels of the quality of democracy in both 2000 and 2010. 

Figure 8.2 also shows that countries such as Mali, Mongolia, Belize, and the 

Dominican Republic have low levels of the quality of democracy in both 2000 and 

2010. Countries such as Argentina, Brazil, Czech Republic, and Latvia have levels 

of the quality of democracy that are close to average in both 2000 and 2010. As 

Figure 8.2 indicates, there are also countries that have varying levels of democratic 

quality in 2000 and 2010. Countries such as Taiwan, Hungary, Slovakia, and 

Romania have higher levels of the quality of democracy in 2000 than in 2010 and, 

correspondingly, countries such as Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Cape Verde, 

Lesotho, and Saint Kitts and Nevis have higher levels of the quality of democracy 

in 2010 than in 2000. To examine how much of the variation in the IQoD is across 

space and how much is across time, I ran two different Anova tests with measures 

of association. 
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Table 8.5 ANOVA test with Eta IQoD 

Variables Eta Eta Squared Sig N 

IQoD and space .963 .926 .000 228 

IQoD and time .078 .006 .501 228 

     

 

As shown in Table 8.5, the Eta squared for the IQoD and space indicates that 92.6% 

of the variation in the IQoD is between countries. The test for the IQoD and time is 

statistically insignificant. However, the test for the IQoD and space establishes that 

almost all of the variation in the IQoD is across space and not across time. 

Independent variables 

In total, 20 independent variables have been used so far in this study, and the 

independent variables are grouped into five different groups: political institutional 

variables, socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, historical variables, and 

physical variables. Many of the independent variables have been used in all the 

previous empirical chapters. Some of the independent variables have been used in 

only one or two empirical chapters. However, in this chapter all of the independent 

variables that have been used earlier in the study are included. Table 8.6 presents 

the independent variables that are included in this chapter.  

 
Table 8.6 An overview of the independent variables included in chapter 8  

Political institutional 

variables 

Socioeconomic 

variables 

Cultural 

variables 

Historical 

variables 

Physical 

variables 

Electoral system 

District magnitude 

Compulsory voting 

Disproportionality 

Effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties 

Unicameralism 

Territorial organization 

Executive power 

Quotas 

GDP/capita  

Literacy 

Geographic 

region 

Muslim 

population 

Protestant 

population 

Old-new 

democracies 

Degree of 

democracy 

Women’s 

suffrage 

 

Population 

Area 

Density 

 

     

 

As Table 8.6 shows, nine political institutional variables, two socioeconomic 

variables, three cultural variables, three historical variables, and three physical 

variables are included as independent variables.  
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Results 

Simple regressions 

The empirical analyses will follow the same pattern as in previous empirical 

chapters. Thus the empirical analyses will start with simple regressions examining 

whether there is any statistically significant relationship between the dependent 

variable and the independent variables. A p value < 0.10 will be accepted as 

statistically significant evidence in the simple regressions. The independent 

variables that have a statistically significant relationship with the dependent 

variable will then be applied in multivariate analyses. Table 8.7 presents the 

findings from the simple regressions. 
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Table 8.7 Simple regressions on the IQoD 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Electoral system. Regression    .000 .158 228 

Constant (proportional) .276 .053 5.153 .000   

Majority systems -.593 .091 -6.550 .000   

Mixed systems -.345 .113 -3.052 .003   

District magnitude. Regression    .201 .003 228 

Constant .024 .047 .508 .612   

District magnitude .001 .001 1.284 .201   

Compulsory voting. Regression    .000 .059 228 

Constant  -.014 .045 -.317 .752   

Compulsory voting .497 .128 3.895 .000   

Disproportionality. Regression    .000 .214 228 

Constant .387 .057 6.723 .000   

Disproportionality -.043 .005 -7.916 .000   

ENPP. Regression    .000 .167 228 

Constant -.488 .088 -5.567 .000   

ENPP .156 .023 6.830 .000   

Unicameralism. Regression    .586 .003 228 

Constant (bicameralism) .072 .063 1.138 .256   
Unicameralism -.047 .087 -.545 .586   
Territorial organization. Regression    .002 .044 228 

Constant (unitary systems)  -.049 .052 -.944 .346   
Intermediate systems .192 .110 1.749 .082   
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Table 8.7 continued  

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Federal systems .410 .122 3.352 .001   

Executive power. Regression    .000 .110 228 

Constant (parliamentary) .244 .054 4.494 .000   
Semipresidential -.434 .134 -3.230 .001   
Presidential -.455 .089 -5.092 .000   
Quotas. Regression    .000 .071 228 

Constant (no quotas) -.146 .064 -2.283 .023   
Voluntary party quotas .394 .090 4.376 .000   
Legislative quotas .154 .127 1.214 .226   
GDP/capita. Regression    .000 .389 228 

Constant -.304 .045 -6.820 .000   

GDP/capita .020 .002 12.062 .000   

Literacy. Regression    .000 .197 228 

Constant -2.197 .300 -7.317 .000   

Literacy .024 .003 7.535 .000   

Region. Regression    .000 .582 228 

Constant (Scandinavia) 1.392 .109 12.795 .000   

Western Europe -.880 .124 -7.110 .000   

Eastern Europe -1.586 .129 -12.249 .000   

Africa -1.799 .134 -13.425 .000   

Asia -1.700 .147 -11.538 .000   

South America -1.263 .147 -8.571 .000   
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Table 8.7 continued 

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

North and Central America -1.757 .125 -14.096 .000   

Oceania -1.146 .160 -7.175 .000   

Muslim population. Regression    .000 .085 228 

Constant .117 .044 2.656 .008   

Muslim population -.019 .004 -4.689 .000   

Protestant population. Regression    .000 .145 228 

Constant -.146 .050 -2.901 .004   

Protestant population .011 .002 6.287 .000   

Old-new democracies. Regression    .000 .316 228 

Constant (new democracies) -.220 .044 -4.995 .000   

Old democracies .772 .075 10.289 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .207 228 

Constant -2.694 .356 -7.576 .000   

Degree of democracy (FHPA) .295 .038 7.753 .000   

Degree of democracy. Regression    .000 .242 228 

Constant -2.959 .353 -8.388 .000   

Degree of democracy (FH) .465 .054 8.569 .000   

Women’s suffrage. Regression    .000 .191 228 

Constant -.803 .121 -6.611 .000   

Women’s suffrage .013 .002 7.384 .000   

Population (Log). Regression    .163 .004 228 

Constant .009 .051 .178 .859   

Population .027 .019 1.401 .163   
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Table 8.7 continued 

Variable  Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Area (Log). Regression    .053 .012 228 

Constant -.285 .176 -1.618 .107   

Area .030 .016 1.943 .053   

Density (Log). Regression    .146 .005 228 

Constant .228 .132 1.736 .084   

Density -.043 .029 -1.460 .146   
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Starting with the political institutional variables and the electoral systems, the 

regression analysis indicates that the level of the quality of democracy is 

statistically significantly lower in majority systems and in mixed systems than in 

proportional electoral systems. The results in Table 8.7 also indicate that 

compulsory voting, a low level of electoral disproportionality, and a larger number 

of effective parliamentary parties are positively related to the IQoD. The results 

also show that intermediate systems and federal systems have higher levels of the 

quality of democracy when compared with unitary systems, and that 

semipresidential and presidential systems have lower levels of the quality of 

democracy when compared with parliamentary systems. The findings also indicate 

that the use of a voluntary party quota (for increasing women’s representation in 

parliaments) is associated with a higher level of the quality of democracy 

compared with no use of a quota. The other quota dummy, legislative quota, is 

statistically insignificant. The results show that the variables district magnitude 

and unicameralism have no statistically significant relationship with the IQoD. 

Concerning the two socioeconomic variables, GDP/capita and literacy, the results 

indicate that they each have a statistically significant relationship with the IQoD. 

The coefficients for the two socioeconomic variables also have the expected 

positive signs, which indicate that a higher GDP/capita and a higher literacy rate 

are positively associated with the IQoD. 

 

 Turning to the cultural variables next, all geographic region dummies are shown 

to be statistically associated with the IQoD. As expected, Scandinavia is shown to 

be the region that has the highest degree of the quality of democracy, followed by 

Western Europe and Oceania. Africa is the region that has the lowest degree of the 

quality of democracy, followed by North and Central America and Asia. The 

regression for the religious variable Muslim population is statistically significant, 

with an expected negative sign, which suggests that a higher share of a Muslim 

population in countries affects the level of the IQoD negatively. The second 

religious variable, Protestant population, is also statistically significant and the 

coefficient is, as expected, positive, which indicates that a higher share of a 

Protestant population in countries has a positive impact on the IQoD. Proceeding 

to the historical variables, old-new democracies, degree of democracy, and 

women’s suffrage, all three of them are shown to be statistically associated with the 

IQoD. The coefficients for the three variables have the expected signs. The results 

indicate that old democracies have higher levels of the quality of democracy, 

measured with the IQoD, than new democracies have. A high degree of democracy 

is positively related to the IQoD, and countries in which women have had voting 

rights for a longer time period have higher levels of the quality of democracy, 

measured with the IQoD. Concerning the second democracy variable (FH), it 
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shows a similar relationship with the IQoD as the FHPA shows.126 Regarding the 

three physical variables, the results indicate that area is statistically positively 

related to the IQoD whereas population size and density are not statistically 

related to the IQoD.  

Multivariate regressions 

Once the results from the simple regressions have been summarized, it is clear that 

16 independent variables achieved a statistical relationship with the dependent 

variable IQoD. These 16 variables consist of seven political institutional variables, 

two socioeconomic variables, three cultural variables, three historical variables, 

and one physical variable. The next step will be to run multivariate regressions that 

will include the independent variables that achieved a statistical relationship with 

the IQoD in simple regressions. The first model consists of the political 

institutional variables, and to each of the models 2 to 5 one of the four groups of 

independent variables will be added to the political institutional variables. The 

sixth model consists of all of the independent variables that were statistically 

related to the dependent variable in the simple regressions. The multivariate 

regressions have been checked with VIF statistics in order to control for potential 

problems with multicollinearity. The tests do not indicate any problem with 

multicollinearity (the highest VIF value for a scale variable is 5.092). Table 8.8 

displays the results from the six different multivariate models.     

 

  

                                                           
126 The FH measure of democracy explains 3.5 percentage units more of the variation in the dependent 

variable than the FHPA does. 
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Table 8.8 Multivariate regressions on the IQoD 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant .417*** (.127) -1.115*** (.294) 1.314*** (.211) 

Majority systems -.283*** (.102) -.101 (.090) -.035 (.101) 

Mixed systems -.136 (.098) -.121 (.085) -.008 (.082) 

Compulsory voting .409*** (.117) .204* (.104) .297** (.115) 

Disproportionality -.030*** (.006) -.023*** (.005) -.020*** (.005) 

ENPP .024 (.024) .065*** (.021) .034* (.020) 

Intermediate 

systems 

.072 (.086) .041 (.074) -.128* (.070) 

Federal systems .089 (.106) -.011 (.091) .126 (.082) 

Semipresidential -.564*** (.108) -.421*** (.096) -.134 (.109) 

Presidential -.643*** (.079) -.229*** (.083) -.255*** (.083) 

Voluntary p. quota .140* (.076) .054 (.066) .078 (.063) 

Legislative quota .135 (.118) .014 (.102) .101 (.097) 

GDP/capita  .012*** (.002)  

Literacy  .011*** (.003)  

Western Europe   -.867*** (.185) 

Eastern Europe   -1.431*** (.193) 

Africa   -1.192*** (.200) 

Asia   -1.404*** (.221) 

South America   -1.308*** (.209) 

N & Central 

America 

  -1.398*** (.191) 

Oceania   -1.109*** (.187) 

Muslim population   -.013*** (.003) 

Protestant 

population  

  .000 (.002) 

Old-new 

democracies 

   

Degree of 

democracy 

   

Women’s suffrage    

Area (Log)    

    

Multiple R .713 .802 .857 

R² .508 .643 .735 

Adjusted R² .483 .621 .709 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 228 228 228 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table 8.8 continued  

Independent 

variables 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant -1.237*** (.294) .187 (.172)  -1.645*** (.471) 

Majority systems -.390*** (.079) -.293*** (.101) -.091 (.086) 

Mixed systems -.136* (.077) -.154 (.098) -.067 (.070) 

Compulsory voting .366*** (.092) .430*** (.117) .144 (.099) 

Disproportionality -.024*** (.005) -.030*** (.006) -.018*** (.004) 

ENPP .029 (.019) .020 (.024) .064*** (.018) 

Intermediate 

systems 

.024 (.068) .054 (.086) -.140** (.060) 

Federal systems -.042 (.083) -.004 (.115) -.025 (.081) 

Semipresidential -.288*** (.089) -.596*** (.109) -.129 (.090) 

Presidential -.264*** (.070) -.700*** (.084) -.110 (.072) 

Voluntary quota -.079 (.062) .096 (.079) -.071 (.058) 

Legislative quota -.019 (.092) .110 (.118) .014 (.084) 

GDP/capita   .003* (.002) 

Literacy   .012*** (.003) 

Western Europe   -.556*** (.177) 

Eastern Europe   -1.016*** (.180) 

Africa   -.451** (.201) 

Asia   -.998*** (.202) 

South America   -.773*** (.195) 

N & Central 

America 

  -.916*** (.182) 

Oceania   -.656*** (.172) 

Muslim population   -.006** (.003) 

Protestant 

population  

  -.001 (.002) 

Old-new 

democracies 

.532*** (.063)  .197*** (.067) 

Degree of 

democracy 

.135*** (.028)  .098*** (.025) 

Women’s suffrage .003** (.001)  .003** (.001) 

Area (Log)  .028* (.014) .015 (.013) 

    

Multiple R .842 .719 .910 

R² .709 .517 .827 

Adjusted R² .689 .490 .805 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 228 228 228 

    

 

The first model consists of the political institutional variables that were statistically 

related to the dependent variable in the simple regressions. The model explains 

48.3% of the variation in the dependent variable IQoD. The regression analysis in 
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Table 8.8 indicates that the results for the electoral dummies are mixed. The 

coefficient for majority systems is statistically significant and the coefficient has, as 

expected, a negative sign. The coefficient for mixed systems is statistically 

insignificant. The two variables compulsory voting and disproportionality are 

shown to be statistically related to the IQoD, and the signs of the coefficients are as 

expected. The two executive power dummies, semipresidential systems and 

presidential systems, are also statistically related to the IQoD when controlling for 

other political institutional variables (with expected negative signs). Turning to the 

gender quotas, the analysis indicates that voluntary party quota is statistically 

positively related to the IQoD when holding other political institutional variables 

constant. The coefficient for the other quota dummy, legislative quota, is 

statistically insignificant. The variable effective numbers of parliamentary parties 

and the territorial organization dummies intermediate systems and federal systems 

do not achieve any statistical relationship with the IQoD when controlling for other 

institutional variables. 

 

In the second model the two socioeconomic variables are added to the political 

institutional variables. The model explains 62.1% of the variation in the dependent 

variable, which indicates that the explanatory power has increased by 13.8 

percentage units by adding the two socioeconomic variables (compared with 

model 1). Concerning the political institutional variables in the second model, 

compulsory voting, disproportionality, effective numbers of parliamentary parties, 

and the two executive dummies, semipresidential systems and presidential 

systems, are statistically related to the IQoD, and the signs for the coefficients are 

in the expected direction. The dummies for majority systems, mixed systems, 

intermediate systems, federal systems, voluntary party quota, and legislative quota 

do not achieve any statistically significant relationship with the IQoD when 

controlling for other institutional variables and socioeconomic variables. The 

coefficients for the socioeconomic variables GDP/capita and literacy are statistically 

significant and positive in model 2, which indicates that a higher GDP/capita and a 

higher literacy rate have a positive impact on the IQoD when controlling for 

political institutional variables. 

 

The third model consists of the political institutional variables and the cultural 

variables. The model explains 70.9% of the variation in the IQoD, and compared 

with the primary model (model 1) the explanatory power has increased by 22.6% 

percentage units. In the third model the coefficients for compulsory voting, 

disproportionality, and effective numbers of parliamentary parties are still 

statistically significant, with the expected signs. The results for the territorial 

organization dummies are mixed in the third model. The dummy for intermediate 
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systems is significant, with an expected negative sign, while the dummy for federal 

systems is still insignificant. Also, the results for the executive power dummies are 

mixed. The dummy for presidential systems is statistically significant, with an 

expected negative sign, whereas the dummy for semipresidential systems is 

statistically insignificant. The electoral system dummies and the quota dummies 

are also statistically insignificant in model 3. As the results in model 3 show, all 

region dummy variables have the expected negative signs and all regional 

coefficients achieve statistical significance. The results indicate that when 

controlling for other variables in model 3, Scandinavia has a higher level of quality 

of democracy compared with other regions. The results suggest that there is a 

diffusion effect in the quality of democracy when controlling for other variables in 

model 3. Proceeding to the two religious variables, the variable share of Muslims in 

the population is statistically significant, with an expected negative sign. The 

results suggest that the share of Muslims in the population affects the IQoD 

negatively when controlling for other variables in model 3. The second religious 

variable, share of Protestants in the population, is statistically insignificant. 

 

Model 4 contains the political institutional variables and the three historical 

variables. The model explains 68.9% of the variation in the dependent variable, 

which is 20.6 percentage units higher than in model 1. In model 4 the electoral 

dummies majority systems and mixed systems are statistically significant, with 

signs in the expected negative direction. Also, compulsory voting, 

disproportionality, and the two executive power dummies, semipresidential 

systems and presidential systems, are statistically related to the IQoD in model 4, 

with signs in the expected direction. The other political institutional variables are 

statistically insignificant in model 4. Concerning the historical variables, the 

variable old-new democracies is shown to be statistically related to the IQoD and, 

as expected, the coefficient for old democracies is positive, which indicates that old 

democracies affect the quality of democracy positively when compared with new 

democracies. The coefficient for the variable degree of democracy is statistically 

significant and, as expected, the coefficient is positive, which indicates that 

countries with a higher level of democracy are associated with a higher level of the 

quality of democracy. The coefficient for the third historical variable, women’s 

suffrage, is also statistically significant, with an expected positive sign.  

 

In the fifth model the physical variable area is added to the political institutional 

variables and, as Table 8.8 shows, the explained part of the variation in the IQoD 

increases only marginally (0.7 percentage points) when adding area to the political 

institutional variables). The coefficient for mixed systems is statistically 

insignificant in model 5; otherwise, the political institutional variables show similar 
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results to those in model 4. The coefficient for the physical variable area is 

statistically significant, with an unexpected positive sign. Thus the results suggest 

that countries’ area is positively related to the IQoD when controlling for political 

institutional variables. 

 

The final model (model 6) consists of all of the independent variables that were 

statistically related to the IQoD in the simple regressions. The model explains 

80.5% of the variation in the IQoD, which is 32.2 percentage units higher than in 

model 1. In model 6 only the political institutional variables disproportionality, 

effective numbers of parliamentary parties, and the territorial organization dummy 

variable intermediate systems are statistically related to the IQoD. Thus, the other 

political institutional variables are statistically insignificant when controlling for 

other variables in model 6. Turning to the other independent variables, the results 

show that the coefficients for the socioeconomic variables GDP/capita and literacy 

are statistically significant and the coefficients are, as expected positive. The results 

in model 6 show that all coefficients for the region dummies are still statistically 

significant and negative, which is as expected. Thus, the results suggest that there 

is a diffusion effect in the IQoD when controlling for other variables in model 6. 

The religious variable share of Muslims in the population is statistically significant, 

with an expected negative sign. The result suggests that the share of Muslims in 

the population is negatively related to the IQoD when controlling for other 

variables in model 6. The second religious variable, share of Protestants in the 

population, is statistically insignificant. Concerning the three historical variables, 

old-new democracies, degree of democracy and women’s suffrage, they all achieve 

a statistical relationship with the IQoD, and the directions of the sign are as 

expected (positive). Finally, the physical variable area is statistically insignificant 

when controlling for other variables in model 6. 

 

Conclusion 

In this chapter an index that consists of four dimensions of the quality of 

democracy is constructed. The Index of the Quality of Democracy (IQoD) is then 

used as a dependent variable when the variation in the quality of democracy is 

explained. The results show that all five groups of independent variables affect the 

variation in the IQoD. However, the physical variables’ effect on the IQoD is only 

marginal. Concerning the political institutional variables’ effect on the IQoD, the 

results indicate that low electoral disproportionality, compulsory voting, and a 

higher number of effective parliamentary parties affect the IQoD positively. The 

results also show that semipresidential and presidential systems have a negative 

impact on the IQoD. There is also empirical evidence that demonstrates that 
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majority electoral systems affect the IQoD negatively. Some results also suggest 

that intermediate systems affect the IQoD negatively compared with unitary 

systems. The socioeconomic variables GDP/capita and literacy rate are also 

statistically related to the IQoD. A higher GDP/capita and a higher literacy rate 

seem to have a positive effect on the IQoD even after controlling for other 

variables. Regarding the cultural variables, the geographic regions’ relationship 

with the IQoD seems to be robust in this chapter. Both in simple regressions and in 

several multivariate regressions when controlling for other variables, the region 

dummies are highly statistically significant. The dummies are also negative in the 

different regression models, which indicates that Scandinavia has a higher level of 

the quality of democracy than other regions. The results suggest that there is a 

diffusion effect in the IQoD (the level of the quality of democracy in one country 

interacts with the neighboring countries’ levels of the quality of democracy). The 

findings also indicate a Scandinavian exceptionalism in the IQoD. Also, the 

religious variable share of Muslims in the population is shown to be statistically 

related to the IQoD; these findings indicate that a larger share of Muslims in the 

population affects the IQoD negatively. 

 

The findings also indicate that the relationships between the quality of democracy 

index and each of the historical variables, old-new democracies, degree of 

democracy, and women’s suffrage are shown to be robust. Old democracies have a 

positive impact on the IQoD when compared with new democracies, and a high 

level of democracy affects the quality of democracy positively. Early voting rights 

for women also seem to have a positive effect on the IQoD. Lastly, and as 

mentioned earlier, the results suggest that physical variables only affect the IQoD 

marginally, and in this chapter only the physical variable area has a statistically 

significant effect on the dependent variable, and the effect is positive. 

 

The most important findings in this chapter are: 

 

 Political institutional variables such as electoral disproportionality and 

executive power are important determinants of the IQoD 

 Socioeconomic variables and historical variables are important 

determinants of the IQoD 

 The level of the IQoD differs greatly between regions of the world, which 

indicates that there is a diffusion effect in the IQoD 
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CHAPTER 9 CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

This concluding chapter contains five sections, and the main purpose of the 

chapter is to summarize the empirical results from the study. In the first section the 

results for the independent variables’ effect on the quality of democracy will be 

summarized. Also in the first section, the supporting evidence for the expectations 

outlined in chapter 2 will be summed up, and the support for the causal 

mechanisms, addressed in the theoretical discussions, will be discussed. In the 

second section the support for the suggested explanatory model will be 

summarized. The third section contains a discussion of policy recommendations 

based on the empirical results from the study, and in the fourth section the 

contribution of the study will be outlined. In the final section (section 5) I turn back 

to the research question and answer it, and finally I make suggestions for further 

research on the quality of democracy. 

 

Summary of the results for the independent variables 

I will start by summarizing the results for the independent variables’ effect on the 

quality of democracy. To get an overview of the empirical results for the 

independent variables I will first summarize the findings in a table. Table 9.1 

shows if and when the independent variables are statistically related to the 

dependent variables in the multivariate regressions and whether those 

relationships are positive or negative (+ or -).  
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Table 9.1 Independent variables’ statistical relationship with the QoD in multivariate models 

Variable VT PC WIP WIG Corr IQoD Total 

Political institutional 

variables 

       

Majority systems (-) 3/6  (-) 2/6 (-) 6/6 (-) 6/6 (-) 2/5 (-) 3/6 22/35 

Mixed systems (-) 1/6 ( ) 0/6 (-) 4/6 (-) 3/6 (+) 1/5 (-) 1/6 10/35 

District magnitude Not sig in S.R127 (-) 4/6 ( ) 0/6 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R 4/12 

Compulsory voting (+) 6/6 ( ) 0/6 Not included Not included Not included (+) 5/6 11/18 

Disproportionality Not sig in S.R (-) 6/6 Not included Not included Not included (-) 6/6 12/12 

ENPP Not sig in S.R (+) 6/6 Not included Not included Not included (+) 3/6 9/12 

Unicameralism Not sig in S.R (+) 6/6 (-) 1/6 (-) 3/6 (-) 3/5 Not sig in S.R 13/23 

Intermediate systems Not sig in S.R ( ) 0/6 ( ) 0/6 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R (-) 2/6 2/18 

Federal systems Not sig in S.R (+) 6/6 (+) 2/6 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R ( ) 0/6 8/18 

Semipresidential systems (-) 6/6 (+) 6/6 (-) 5/6 (-) 3/6 (-) 3/5 (-) 4/6 27/35 

Presidential systems (-) 6/6 (-) 4/6 (-) 6/6 (-) 2/6 (-) 5/5 (-) 5/6 28/35 

Voluntary party quotas Not included Not included (+) 1/6 ( ) 0/6 Not included (+) 1/6 2/18 

Legislative quotas Not included Not included (+) 6/6  ( ) 0/6 Not included ( ) 0/6 6/18 

Socioeconomic variables        

GDP/capita ( ) 0/2 Not sig in S.R (+) 2/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 7/10 

Literacy (+) 1/2 (-) 1/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 8/12 

        

                                                           
127 Not sig in S.R = Not statistically significant in simple regression. 
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Table 9.1 continued 

Variable VT PC WIP WIG Corr IQoD Total 

Cultural variables        

Western Europe ( ) 0/2 ( ) 0/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 8/12 

Eastern Europe (-) 2/2 ( ) 0/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 10/12 

Africa ( ) 0/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 1/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 9/12 

Asia (-) 1/2 ( ) 0/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 9/12 

South America ( ) 0/2 (-) 1/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 9/12 

North and Central America (-) 2/2 ( ) 0/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 10/12 

Oceania (-) 2/2 (-) 1/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 (-) 2/2 11/12 

Muslim population (-) 2/2 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R (-) 1/2 (-) 2/2 5/6 

Protestant population ( ) 0/2 Not sig in S.R ( ) 0/2 (-) 1/2 ( ) 0/2 ( ) 0/2 1/10 

Historical variables        

Old democracies ( ) 0/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 8/12 

Degree of democracy (FHPA) (+) 1/2 ( ) 0/2 ( ) 0/2 ( ) 0/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 5/12 

Women’s suffrage Not included Not included (+) 2/2 (+) 1/2 Not included (+) 2/2 5/6 

Physical variables        

Population (Log) (-) 2/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R 7/8 

Area (Log) (-) 1/2 (+) 1/2 (+) 2/2 (+) 2/2 Not sig in S.R (+) 1/2 7/10 

Density (Log) Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R (-) 2/2 (-) 1/2 Not sig in S.R Not sig in S.R 3/4 
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Turning first to the electoral system’s effect on the quality of democracy, the 

summary in Table 9.1 shows that majority electoral systems, when compared with 

proportional electoral systems, affect all the indicators of the quality of democracy 

negatively. Mixed electoral systems also seem to affect the quality of democracy 

negatively, but the effect is not as clear as the effect of majority systems. For 

example mixed systems are not found to have any effect on party competition. The 

negative effect for majority systems and mixed systems seems to be most clear for 

women’s representation in parliaments and for women’s representation in 

governments. Concerning the other political institutional variables, district 

magnitude seems only to affect party competition and not the other indicators of 

the quality of democracy, and the results indicate that a smaller district magnitude 

affects party competition positively. Compulsory voting has a strong positive effect 

on voter turnout, and the effect is also positive on the IQoD. The two variables 

electoral disproportionality and the effective number of parliamentary parties 

seem to have a strong effect on party competition and on the IQoD. And the results 

suggest that low electoral disproportionality and a higher number of effective 

parliamentary parties affect party competition and the IQoD positively.  

 

Unicameralism seems to affect four out of the six indicators of the quality of 

democracy, with varying impacts. However, the direction of the effect differs: 

unicameralism affects party competition positively, but affects women’s 

representation in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, and 

corruption negatively. Regarding territorial organization’s effect on the quality of 

democracy, intermediate systems seem to have a weak to medium negative effect 

on the IQoD, whereas federal systems affect party competition and women’s 

representation in parliaments positively. The effect on party competition is strong, 

while the effect on women’s representation in parliaments is weak to medium. The 

findings suggest that semipresidential systems and presidential systems affect all 

six indicators of the quality of democracy. Semipresidential systems seems to have 

a positive effect on party competition; apart from this, semipresidential systems 

and presidential systems affect the quality of democracy negatively compared with 

parliamentary systems. Turning to gender quotas (for increasing women’s 

parliamentary representation), legislative quotas has a strong positive effect on 

women’s representation in parliaments whereas voluntary party quotas’ effect on 

women’s representation in parliaments is weak when controlling for other 

variables.  

 

As is shown in Table 9.1, the socioeconomic standard, measured with the 

GDP/capita and the literacy rate, seems to affect the quality of democracy 

positively. The strongest effect is found in corruption and in the IQoD, followed by 
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the two indicators of political equality. The effect on voter turnout is weak, and in 

relation to party competition no clear effect for the socioeconomic standard is 

found. 

 

Moving to the cultural variables, the findings suggest that there is a diffusion effect 

in the quality of democracy (the level of the quality of democracy in one country 

interacts with the neighboring countries’ levels of the quality of democracy). And it 

can be concluded that shared geographical and cultural attributes lead to 

distinctive patterns of the quality of democracy. The findings also show that the 

region Scandinavia have higher levels of the quality of democracy than the other 

regions of the world, which indicates a Scandinavian exceptionalism in the quality 

of democracy. The diffusion effect and the Scandinavian exceptionalism seem to be 

strongest for women’s representation in parliaments, women’s representation in 

governments, corruption, and for the IQoD, and weaker in voter turnout and in 

party competition. Regarding the two religious variables, the findings suggest that 

the proportion of the population in a country that is Muslim affects voter turnout, 

corruption, and the IQoD negatively. The proportion of the population in a 

country that is Protestant seems to affect women’s representation in governments 

negatively, but the finding is not robust. Concerning the historical variables, the 

results indicate that old democracies have higher levels of the quality of democracy 

than new democracies, and except for voter turnout this result is found for all 

indicators of the quality of democracy. A high degree of democracy seems to affect 

voter turnout, corruption, and the IQoD positively. The third historical variable, 

women’s suffrage, has a positive effect on women’s representation in parliaments, 

women’s representation in governments, and the IQoD. Physical variables also 

seem to affect the quality of democracy. However, the direction of the effect differs; 

population size and area seems to have a positive effect on party competition, 

women’s representation in parliaments, and women’s representation in 

governments (and area also has a positive effect on the IQoD), whereas population 

size and area have a negative effect on voter turnout. Population density affects the 

two equality indicators negatively. 

 

Overall, from summarizing the results displayed in Table 9.1, it is clear that some 

independent variables have a statistically significant effect on all dependent 

variables, whereas other independent variables only have a statistically significant 

effect on one or a few dependent variables. Next I turn to grouping the 

independent variables by considering their effect on the quality of democracy and 

then summing up the support for the expectations that were raised in chapter 2.  
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Summing up the support for the expectations 

Several expectations (E1–E5) have been drawn from the theoretical explanatory 

model (see chapter 2), and in this section I will scrutinize whether there is any 

empirical support for the expectations. To get a clear picture of the extent to which 

the different independent variables affect the quality of democracy, I will group 

the independent variables into six groups: strong effect (positive/negative), 

medium effect (positive/negative), and weak (or no) effect (positive/negative). The 

explanatory power (in simple and multivariate regressions) and the level of 

statistical significance were taken into account when the independent variables 

were grouped. Table 9.2 gives a general summary of the independent variables’ 

effect on the quality of democracy, including a discussion of how well the 

theoretically formulated expectations have matched the empirical tests.  

 
Table 9.2 Summary of the independent variables’ effect on the quality of democracy 

 Positive effect Negative effect 

Strong effect Diffusion 

Old democracies 

Majority electoral systems 

Presidential systems 

Semipresidential systems 

Diffusion 

Medium effect Literacy rate 

GDP/capita 

Effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties 

Degree of democracy 

Women’s suffrage 

Area size 

Population size 

Compulsory voting 

Muslim population 

Mixed electoral systems 

Disproportionality 

Unicameralism 

 

Weak or no effect Federal systems 

Legislative quota 

Voluntary party quota 

Population density 

District magnitude 

Intermediate systems 

Protestant population 

 

As Table 9.2 indicates, there is support for the expectation E1 that political 

institutional factors affect the quality of democracy. And the results show that 

majority electoral systems, presidential executive systems, and semipresidential 

executive systems have a strong negative effect on the quality of democracy. Mixed 

electoral systems, a higher level of electoral disproportionality, and unicameralism 

have a medium negative effect, while a higher number of effective parliamentary 

parties and compulsory voting have a medium positive effect on the quality 

democracy. District magnitude and intermediate systems have a weak negative 

effect, whereas federal systems, legislative quota, and voluntary party quota have a 
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weak positive effect on the quality of democracy. The two socioeconomic variables, 

literacy rate and GDP/capita, have a medium positive effect on the quality of 

democracy, and therefore there is also support for the expectation E2 that a higher 

modernization standard is associated with a higher level of the quality of 

democracy. 

 

Turning to the results for the cultural factors, Table 9.2 shows that there is also 

support for E3, since there is a strong diffusion effect on the quality of democracy. 

Different regions in the world have different levels of the quality of democracy, 

and therefore the diffusion effect can be seen as both positive (for example for 

Scandinavian countries) and negative (for example for Asian countries). 

Concerning a religious effect on the quality of democracy, the results support a 

negative Muslim effect, but no Protestant effect is found. There is also support for 

E4, meaning that historical factors affect the quality of democracy. Old 

democracies have a strong positive effect on the quality of democracy, whereas 

degree of democracy and women’s suffrage have a medium positive effect on the 

quality of democracy. Turning to the physical variables, there is no support for E5, 

which is that smaller countries are associated with higher levels of the quality of 

democracy. Area size affects all indicators except corruption, and the effect is 

positive for all indicators except for voter turnout. Population size affects all 

indicators except corruption and the IQoD, and the effect is positive for all 

indicators except for voter turnout. The impact for area size and population size on 

the quality of democracy is in general not strong, so the effect on the quality of 

democracy can be seen as medium. The third physical variable, population 

density, has a weak negative effect on the quality of democracy. 

  

As noted above, the summary of the independent variables’ effect on the quality of 

democracy shows that some of the independent variables have an effect on all of 

the dependent variables, while other variables have an effect on a few or only one 

dependent variable. However, some of the independent variables seem to affect 

different indicators of the quality of democracy in different directions. For example 

semipresidential systems affects party competition positively and the other 

indicators negatively. Unicameralism affects party competition positively and 

women’s representation in parliaments, women’s representation in governments, 

and corruption negatively. Area affects voter turnout negatively and party 

competition, women’s representation in parliaments, women’s representation in 

governments, and the IQoD positively. Similarly, population size affects voter 

turnout negatively and party competition, women’s representation in parliaments, 

and women’s representation in governments positively. It should be noted that in 

the cases where the effect of independent variables is in a different direction, it is 
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either in relation to voter turnout or party competition that the different effect 

exists. And as the correlation analysis and the factor analysis in chapter 8 show, it 

is party competition and voter turnout that are the dependent variables that have 

the weakest relationship with the other dependent variables. That may be the 

reason why some independent variables show an effect in a different direction for 

party competition and voter turnout when compared with the effect on the other 

dependent variables.  

 

This part of the chapter has shown that most of the theoretical expectations 

outlined in the study have been supported by empirical evidence. Next I will look 

at the causal mechanisms addressed in the theoretical discussions. 

Causal mechanisms 

In the theoretical discussions in the empirical chapters, several causal relationships 

between the independent variables and the dependent variables were suggested. 

As the findings in the empirical chapters have shown, several of those causal 

relationships have been supported by empirical evidence. In this section I will sum 

up some of these causal mechanisms.  

 

Let’s first look at chapter 4, where the findings show that voter turnout is higher if 

voting is compulsory. The causal link here is twofold. First, compulsory voting 

increases the costs for individual citizens of not voting, and to avoid sanctions for 

nonvoters, a higher proportion of citizens vote if voting is compulsory. Second, 

citizens want to be known as law-abiding citizens and therefore they want to avoid 

being caught as nonvoting citizens when voting is compulsory. It is also the case 

that proportional electoral systems have higher voter turnout than majority 

electoral systems, and the suggested causal link is that every single vote is of more 

importance in proportional systems (no wasted votes) compared with in single-

member districts, and therefore citizens find it more meaningful to vote in 

proportional systems elections. Voter turnout is higher if the executive power takes 

the form of parliamentarism rather than when the executive power is 

semipresidentialism or presidentialism, and the mechanism here is that the more 

powerful the elected body is, the stronger the incentive is for citizens to vote. The 

findings have also demonstrated that voter turnout is higher in smaller countries 

and that the mechanism for this is that in smaller political environments citizens 

have more personal influence on politics, and therefore citizens in smaller 

countries vote to a higher degree in elections. An additional theoretical explanation 

is that the larger a country is the smaller the chance is that one vote will make a 

difference, and therefore citizens find it more meaningful to vote in smaller 

countries.   
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In chapter 5 the findings demonstrate that party competition is greater if the 

number of effective parliamentary parties is higher. And the suggested causal link 

here is that if a large number of parties wins more parliamentary seats the 

consequence is that the largest party wins fewer seats, which leads to greater party 

competition. Concerning executive power, presidentialism affects political 

competition negatively, and the mechanism here is that with presidentialism as the 

executive power the legislature have less power, which implies that the political 

parties are weaker. The results in chapter 5 also show that the experience of 

democracy as a political regime affects the level of political competition positively. 

The causal link suggested here is that if countries have been democracies for a long 

period of time new parties have had longer to emerge to a greater extent, which 

leads to party competition being higher in old democracies than in new 

democracies. 

 

In chapter 6 several of the suggested causal relationships are supported by 

empirical evidence. There are higher levels of women in parliaments when a 

proportional electoral system is used, and the causal assumption between 

proportional electoral systems and women’s representation in parliaments is that 

when there are several seats in each district, political parties nominate more 

women for parliamentary positions. Accordingly, when political parties have a 

greater chance of winning several seats in districts, it increases the chance that 

women will be nominated and elected. Also, women’s representation in 

governments is higher when a proportional electoral system is applied, and a 

causal link for this is that coalition governments are more common in countries 

that use proportional systems. Each of the parties that belongs to a coalition 

government wants women from its party in ministerial positions, which leads to 

an increase in the number of women in the government. Women’s representation 

in parliaments is also higher when legislative quotas are applied. To avoid legal 

sanctions against them, political parties follow the rules of legislative quotas, and 

therefore they nominate a higher share of women as eligible. That leads to a higher 

level of women being elected, which results in the level of women in parliament 

being higher when legislative quotas are used. Economic development is another 

factor that has a positive effect both on women’s representation in parliaments and 

on their representation in governments, and the suggested mechanism here is that 

economic development leads to new cultural attitudes and a weakening of 

traditional values, which affect women’s representation in parliaments and 

governments positively.  

 

The causal link suggested between women’s suffrage and women’s representation 

in parliaments is that when political parties and voters are more accustomed to 
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women being included in politics there is a higher chance that parties will 

nominate women to be elected, and more voters will vote for women, which leads 

to more women being elected. A similar causal mechanism for the relationship 

between the length of women’s suffrage and women’s representation in 

governments is supported by the findings. Thus, if the norm has been that women 

have been included and visible in politics for a long period of time, the chances 

increase that presidents/premier ministers will appoint more women to the 

government. Accordingly, if the norm has been that women have been accustomed 

to being involved in politics and have been accepted in politics for a long period of 

time, it increases the level of women’s representation in both parliaments and 

governments. The findings indicate a strong diffusion effect in both women’s 

representation in parliaments and governments. The mechanism here is that 

countries are influenced and affected by and feel pressure from their surrounding 

environment. When a country is building up a political system in which women 

have a high level of political representation, it leads to the neighboring countries 

being influenced and affected by this and feeling pressurized to also have a high 

level of female representation in politics, which leads to a higher level of women’s 

political representation in these countries too. However, if women’s political 

representation is low throughout a whole geographic region, the countries in that 

region are not influenced or affected by this, nor do they feel pressure from the 

surrounding environment to increase women’s representation in politics in the 

country, and therefore the level of women’s political representation does not 

increase in that region.    

 

Finally, looking at chapter 7, the findings demonstrate that several of the suggested 

causal relationships between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable are supported by empirical evidence. The suggested causal link between 

socioeconomic development and corruption is twofold. First, economic 

development increases the spread of education, literacy, and depersonalized 

relationships, which leads to an increase in the chances that an abuse will be 

noticed and challenged. Second, in countries with a low level of socioeconomic 

development, wages in the public sector are low in general, and low-paid 

government officials yield to the temptation of corrupt behavior to a greater extent 

to increase their income, for example by taking bribes. The causal link between a 

long-term democratic rule and corruption is that older democracies have had a 

longer period of time to find effective systems to fight corruption (for example 

anticorruption reforms) than new democracies. The diffusion effect that is also 

found in corruption demonstrates that countries are influenced and affected by 

and feel pressure from the surrounding environment. When a country has a low 

level of corruption, the neighboring countries are influenced and affected by this 
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and feel pressure to also have low levels of corruption, which leads to low levels of 

corruption in the whole region. A similar theoretical link between the diffusion 

effect and levels of corruption is that the political will for anticorruption reforms 

differs in the regions of the world. Thus, some regions tolerate higher levels of 

corruption than other regions, and therefore the level of corruption differs greatly 

between geographic regions in the world. 

 

As noted above, several of the suggested causal mechanisms have been supported 

by empirical evidence throughout this study, and these results have been as 

expected. However, the findings in this study have also demonstrated some 

unexpected results. As mentioned above, the findings that the physical variables, 

area and population size, affect the political competition dimension and the 

equality dimension of the quality of democracy positively is unexpected. 

According to these unexpected findings a causal relationship between the political 

competition and the political equality dimensions of the quality of democracy and 

the physical variables population size and area size has to be developed. Here, the 

hypothetical causal relationship between party competition and population size 

suggested by Dahl and Tufte (1973) can be helpful. Dahl and Tufte (1973) 

suggested a positive relationship between party competition and population 

size.128 Based on the hypothetical causal relationship between party competition 

and population size suggested by Dahl and Tufte (1973, 100-101), I propose the 

following reformulated causal mechanism between population size, area size and 

political competition: in countries with a larger population size and/or a larger area 

size there is more specialization and differentiation among the population, which 

leads to greater political diversity. A higher level of political diversity leads to the 

relative support for the leading party/parties being smaller, which leads to a 

greater level of political competition. The causal relationship can be summarized as 

follows:  

 

Greater population size and/or area sizemore specialization and 

differentiationmore political diversityless relative support for leading party vs. 

other partiesmore party competition. 

 

A similarly reformulated causal mechanism between population size, area size, 

and political equality (women’s representation in parliaments and women’s 

representation in governments) can be developed. I suggest the following 

reformulated causal mechanism between population size, area size, and political 

                                                           
128 Anckar (1998) found that larger countries have a higher number of political parties, and the voting 

support for the largest party is smaller in larger countries. These findings support the hypothetical 

causal relationship suggested by Dahl and Tufte. 
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equality: in countries with a larger population size and/or a larger area size there is 

more specialization and differentiation among the population, which leads to more 

political diversity. A higher level of political diversity leads to more requests for 

political equality. Those requests increase the pressure on political parties and 

political leaders to increase the level of political equality. And in response to the 

requests, political parties and political leaders work towards a higher level of 

political equality, which leads to an increased level of political equality (for 

example an increase in women’s representation in parliaments and governments). 

The causal relationship can be summarized as follow:  

 

Greater population size and/or area sizemore specialization and 

differentiationmore political diversitymore requests for political 

equalitymore pressure on political parties and political leaders for a higher level 

of political equalitymore political equality. 

 

Overall, the causal mechanisms suggested in the theoretical discussions have been 

confirmed by empirical evidence, and the causal mechanisms have been 

reformulated for the two causal mechanisms that were not supported by empirical 

evidence. Following this discussion of the individual independent variables’ effect 

on the quality of democracy, I now turn to the five groups of independent 

variables and consider their total effect on the quality of democracy. 

 

Summary of the support for the explanatory model 

It is not only the statistical significance of individual independent variables that is 

of interest when summing up the results; it is also of interest to examine the total 

variance in the dependent variables explained using different regression models. 

There are textbooks (see e.g. Kennedy 2003) that argue that the R2 statistic should 

not be used to compare models with different dependent variables. This is mainly 

based on the assumption that the range of the variation in the dependent variable 

can affect the R2. Therefore the data in Table 9.3 should be seen as a summary of 

the findings for different models with the same dependent variable and not as a 

direct comparison between R2 statistics for models with different dependent 

variables. Table 9.3 summarizes how the developed explanatory model has 

performed in explaining the variation in the quality of democracy.  
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Table 9.3 Explained variance in multivariate models 

Model VT PC WIP WIG Corr IQoD 

Pol. Inst 31.1% 84.7% 32.4% 12.6% 29.1% 48.3% 

Pol. Inst and Soci 33.0% 84.8% 35.5% 15.8% 57.0% 62.1% 

Pol. Inst and Cult 43.9% 85.9% 51.7% 38.3% 51.2% 70.9% 

Pol. Inst and Hist 32.1% 85.1% 44.0% 24.9% 65.8% 68.9% 

Pol. Inst and Phys 34.3% 85.3% 37.3% 16.9% No model 49.0% 

All sig variables 45.6% 86.5% 59.7% 43.7% 75.1% 80.5% 

Mean explained 

variance  

36.7% 85.4% 43.4% 25.4% 55.6% 63.3% 

       

 

The first row in Table 9.3 informs us about the explanatory power of the political 

institutional variables on the six dependent variables that measure the quality of 

democracy. Rows two to five show the explanatory power when one group of 

variables is added (socioeconomic, cultural, historical, or physical variables) to the 

political institutional variables. Row six shows the explanatory power for the full 

models where all of the independent variables that achieved statistical significance 

in simple regressions are included. The full models explain between 43.7% and 

86.5% of the variation in the quality of democracy. Row seven shows the mean of 

the explained variance for each dependent variable, and this varies between 25.4% 

and 85.4% in relation to the six dependent variables that measure the quality of 

democracy.  

 

Regarding the dependent variable voter turnout, the political institutional 

variables explain 31.1% of the variation in it. By adding socioeconomic variables, 

historical variables, or physical variable (population size or area size) to political 

institutional variables, the explained variance in voter turnout only increases 

marginally (between 1 and 3.2 percentage points). Including cultural variables has 

a stronger effect, and the explained part in voter turnout increases by 12.8 

percentage points to 43.9%. As mentioned earlier, the political institutional 

variables perform well in explaining the variation in party competition (84.7%). 

Therefore, by adding other groups of independent variables to the political 

institutional variables, the explained part of the variance only increases by 0.1 to 

1.2 percentage points. And in the full model, where all of the significant variables 

from the simple regressions are included, the explanatory power only increases by 

1.8 percentage points compared with the model where only political institutional 

variables are included.  

 

Proceeding to the two dependent variables that measure the political equality 

dimension of the quality of democracy, the results show that 32.4% of the variation 

in women’s representation in parliaments is explained by the political institutional 
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variables. By adding other groups of independent variables the explained part of 

the variance increases from 3.1 percentage points to 19.3 percentage points. The 

explanatory power is increased the most by adding cultural variables and 

historical variables (19.3 and 11.6 percentage points respectively), and the least 

increase in the explained variance occurs by adding socioeconomic variables and 

physical variables (3.1 and 4.9 percentage points respectively). In the models in 

which women’s representation in governments is applied as a dependent variable, 

the political institutional variables explain only 12.6% of the variation. And by 

adding socioeconomic variables (GDP/capita and literacy) the explained part only 

increases by 3.2 percentage units, and, correspondingly, by adding the physical 

variable area the explained variance increases by 4.3 percentage units. However, 

cultural and historical variables seems to have a stronger effect on women’s 

representation in governments, and by adding cultural variables (region dummies 

and Protestant population) the explained part increases by 25.7 percentage units, 

and, correspondingly, by adding historical variables the explanatory power 

increases by 12.3 percentage units. Concerning corruption, the political 

institutional variables explain 29.1% of the variation. However, by adding 

socioeconomic variables, cultural variables, or historical variables to the political 

institutional variables the explained variance in corruption increases greatly. The 

increase in explanatory power is 22.1 percentage points by adding cultural 

variables, 27.9 percentage points by adding socioeconomic variables, and 36.7 

percentage points by adding historical variables. Regarding the quality of 

democracy index (IQoD) that has been constructed, the political institutional 

variables explain 48.3% of the variation in it. By adding socioeconomic variables, 

cultural variables, or historical variables the explained part increases from 13.8 

percentage points to 22.6 percentage points. Adding the physical variable area size 

has only a marginal effect, and the explained variance increases by only 0.7 

percentage points.  

 

The results displayed in Table 9.3 indicate that all five groups of variables affect 

the quality of democracy; and the results also give valuable indications that some 

groups of variables are more important than others when explaining the variation 

in the quality of democracy. However, to control for whether the indications in 

Table 9.3 are correct I will run some final multivariate regressions. In these 

regressions I will estimate the explanatory power for each group of variables for 

each dependent variable.129 Table 9.4 shows the individual explanatory power of 

the five groups of independent variables for each of the dependent variables. 

 

                                                           
129 In each regression model the independent variables for each group of variables that were statistically 

significant in simple regression are included.  
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Table 9.4 Explained variance for each variable group in multivariate models 

Model VT PC WIP WIG Corr IQoD Mean 

Pol. Institutional 31.1% 84.7% 32.4% 12.6% 29.1% 48.3% 39.7% 

Socioeconomic 8.7% 1.9% 16.7% 8.7% 53.1% 43.4% 22.1% 

Cultural 32.2% 28.7% 38.7% 34.6% 45.5% 61.6% 40.2% 

Historical 6.5% 1.5% 25.7% 17.8% 60.5% 42.0% 25.7% 

Physical 3.2% 10.6% 11.0% 6.4% No model 1.2% 5.4% 

All sig variables 45.6% 86.5% 59.7% 43.7% 75.1% 80.5% 65.2% 

        

 

Turning first to the explanatory power for the dependent variable voter turnout, 

the results in Table 9.4 show that political institutional variables and cultural 

variables have the highest explanatory power, with slightly over 30% each. As the 

results also indicate, the socioeconomic, historical, and physical variables each 

explain less than 10% of the variation in voter turnout. Proceeding to party 

competition, political institutional variables have an extremely high explanatory 

power (84.7%), while socioeconomic and historical variables have a very low 

explanatory power (less than 2%). Cultural variables explain 28.7% and physical 

variables explain 10.6% of the variation in party competition. Concerning the 

dependent variable women’s representation in parliaments, each of the five groups 

of variables explains more than 10% of the variation, and cultural variables and 

political institutional variables have the highest explanatory power. Regarding the 

other equality variable, women’s representation in governments, cultural variables 

have the highest explanatory power, followed by historical and political 

institutional variables. The results also indicate that the group of socioeconomic 

variables and the group of physical variables each explains less than 10% of the 

variation in women’s representation in governments. Turning to the results for 

corruption, the results displayed in Table 9.4 show that historical (60.5%), 

socioeconomic (53.1%), and cultural variables (45.5%) have a very high explanatory 

power on corruption. Political institutional variables explain 29.1% of the variation, 

while physical variables have no statistical explanatory power on corruption. With 

regard to the IQoD, each of the cultural, political institutional, historical, and 

socioeconomic variables explains more than 40% of the variation, while physical 

variables only explain 1.2% of the variation in the IQoD. 

 

Considering the findings presented in Table 9.3 and Table 9.4, the conclusion is 

that cultural variables and political institutional variables outperform 

socioeconomic, historical, and physical variables in relation to their explanatory 

power on the quality of democracy. Consequently, cultural and political 

institutional variables are the two most important groups of variables when 

explaining the variation in the quality of democracy in the democratic countries in 

the world. Concerning the other groups of variables, I see historical variables as 
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slightly more important than socioeconomic variables when explaining the 

variation in the quality of democracy. The physical variables constitute the group 

of variables that has the least importance out of the five groups of variables when 

explaining the variation in the quality of democracy. I now proceed to the third 

section, where policy recommendations will be presented. 

  

Policy implications 

As mentioned earlier, the aim of the present study is to explain the variation in the 

quality of democracy. Thus the aim is not to make policy recommendations; 

however, some of the results of the study can be translated into policy 

recommendations. The results of this study show that democracies differ greatly in 

their degree of the quality of democracy. And a relevant question is: what is 

needed to achieve a high level of the quality of democracy? Or, more specifically, 

what can newborn democracies or democracies that are already established and 

that have a low level of the quality of democracy do to increase their level of the 

quality of democracy? The results from this study show that proportional electoral 

systems, parliamentary executive systems, diffusion (i.e. geographical location), 

old democracies (i.e. historical heritage), and a high level of socioeconomic 

development are important factors for achieving a high level of the quality of 

democracy. However, culture and history are difficult or impossible to change, and 

socioeconomic development can also be difficult to increase at a rapid pace. 

Consequently, the best way of increasing the level of the quality of democracy may 

be to choose political institutions that seem to foster a high level of the quality of 

democracy, such as parliamentarism as the executive power system and a 

proportional system as the electoral system. To put this clearly, to increase the 

possibility of democratic countries achieving a high level of the quality of 

democracy they should avoid majority electoral systems and presidential or 

semipresidential executive systems.  

 

Contribution of the study 

It is important to give an account of the contribution of the present study. First I 

will turn back to the question of why it is important to study the quality of 

democracy. As pointed out by several researchers (see e.g. Lipset 1994; Diamond 

1996), legitimacy is important in a democratic system. What I mean by this is that 

to maintain legitimacy in a democratic system it is important to have a high level 

of the quality of democracy, for example a high level of political participation, a 

high level of political competition, a high level of political equality, and a high 

level of the rule of law. A low level of the quality of democracy can be seen as a 
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threat to legitimacy in a democratic system, and as an extension of this a low level 

of legitimacy is a serious problem for a democracy as a political regime. Therefore 

it is important to examine what factors explain the various levels of the quality of 

democracy in the democratic countries in the world. In the introduction of the 

study three shortcomings from previous research regarding the quality of 

democracy were identified: 

 

 No systematic attempts to explain the variation in the quality of 

democracy 

 No consensus on what constitutes the quality of democracy 

 Limited number of countries covered 

 

The contribution of this study is to address the identified shortcomings, and that 

has been achieved by:  

 Developing a theoretical explanatory model for explaining the variation in 

the quality of democracy 

 Completing a categorization of different concepts of performance and 

quality in comparative politics; and the concept quality of democracy has 

been differentiated from similar concepts 

 Covering all stable democracies in the world  

 Including, as a further contribution of the study, the policy 

recommendations mentioned above 

 

Conclusion 

Lastly, it is time to turn back to the research question, answer it, and make 

suggestions for further research on the quality of democracy. As previously 

mentioned, the research question is: What explains the varying levels of the quality of 

democracy in the democratic countries in the world, and do political institutions matter? 

The findings in this study clearly demonstrate that political institutions matter in 

relation to the quality of democracy in the democratic countries in the world. And 

it can be concluded that political institutional variables have a statistical 

explanatory power on all of the four dimensions of the quality of democracy that 

were employed in this study. However, the results also show that cultural 

variables, historical variables, socioeconomic variables, and physical variables 

affect the quality of democracy. Therefore it can also be concluded that the 

explanatory model that has been developed for explaining the variation in the 

quality of democracy does not need to be reformulated. One important conclusion 

from the study is that researchers should not focus as intensively on only political 

institutional variables, for example as Lijphart (1999) did when explaining the 



236 

variation in the quality of democracy. Even though the explanatory model need 

not be reformulated, it has to be adjusted to the findings. Figure 9.1 shows the 

adjusted explanatory model for explaining the variation in the quality of 

democracy.  

 
Figure 9.1 The adjusted theoretical explanatory model for explaining the variation in 
the quality of democracy 

Quality of Democracy

Political institutional 

variables

Socioeconomic 

variables

Historical variables

Cultural variables

Physical variables

  
 

The adjusted explanatory model suggests that cultural and political institutional 

variables are the two most important groups of variables when explaining the 

variation in the quality of democracy. As Figure 9.1 also shows, the historical and 

socioeconomic variables are the third and fourth most important groups of 

variables respectively when explaining the variation in the quality of democracy. 

Finally, the adjusted explanatory model indicates that the group of physical 

variables is the least important group of variables when explaining the variation in 

the quality of democracy.  

 

With this conclusion, the end of the study has been reached. However, there are 

still several research questions concerning the quality of democracy that can be 

seen as important for researchers to examine in the future. I will briefly outline 

three of these. The first question is: has the importance of different independent 

variables that explain the variation in the quality of democracy changed over time 

(for example during the years 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010)? The second question is: 

does the quality of democracy vary greatly between different regions in the same 

country, and whether similar factors can explain the variation in the quality of 

democracy both on a regional level and on a country level? Finally, further 
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research is needed to explain the diffusion effect and the Scandinavian 

exceptionalism. Thus, the third question is: what can further explain the diffusion 

effect and the Scandinavian exceptionalism with respect to the quality of 

democracy? The suggestion for further research on this topic is to employ 

longitudinal case studies and small-n studies to examine why the democracies in 

Scandinavia have such a high level of the quality of democracy compared with 

democracies in other geographic regions. 
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SVENSK SAMMANFATTNING 

Denna avhandling behandlar ämnet demokratikvalité. Syftet med avhandlingen är 

att förklara variationen i demokratikvalité bland världens stabila demokratiska 

länder. Forskningsfrågan för avhandlingen är följande: Vad förklarar de 

varierande nivåerna av demokratikvalité i de demokratiska länderna i världen, har 

politiska institutioner någon inverkan? 

 

Teoretiskt särskiljs i avhandlingen begreppet demokratikvalité från andra liknade 

begrepp inom jämförande politik, och det klargörs vad demokratikvalité står för. I 

denna avhandling definieras demokratikvalité enligt följande: nivån av legitimitet i 

ett demokratiskt system med hänsyn till demokratiska normer som politiskt 

deltagande, politisk konkurrens, politisk jämlikhet, och rättsstatens principer. 

Totalt inkluderas fyra dimensioner av demokratikvalité som betraktas som mycket 

viktiga. De inkluderade dimensionerna är: politiskt deltagande, politisk 

konkurrens, politisk jämlikhet, och rättsstatens principer. Dessa fyra dimensioner 

av demokratikvalité mäts med totalt fem olika indikatorer (valdeltagande, 

partipolitisk konkurrens, kvinnors representation i parlamenten, kvinnors 

representation i regeringar, och korruptionsnivå). För att förklara variationen i 

demokratikvalité har en teoretisk förklaringsmodell utvecklats. 

Förklaringsmodellen består av fem olika grupper av förklaringsvariabler: politiskt 

institutionella variabler, socioekonomiska variabler, kulturella variabler, historiska 

variabler, och fysiska variabler. Metodologiskt appliceras en ”large-n outcome-

centric” forskningsdesign, och en statistisk metod används för att undersöka vilka 

effekter de fem variabelgrupperna har på de fyra dimensionerna av 

demokratikvalité. I undersökningen inkluderas totalt 84 stabila demokratier och 

det är demokratikvalitén på den nationella nivån som undersöks. Den 

huvudsakliga undersökningsperioden är 2000-2010. Nedan redogörs kortfattat för 

de viktigaste empiriska resultaten i avhandlingen. 

 

Resultaten för valdeltagande visar att politiskt institutionella variabler som 

röstplikt, och parliamentarism som form av verkställande makt har en positiv 

effekt på valdeltagandet. Även kulturella variabler har effekt på valdeltagandet 

och resultaten visar att en högre andel muslimer i länders befolkning påverkar 

valdeltagandet negativt. Fysiska variabler som befolkningsmängd och area har en 

negativ men relativt svag effekt på valdeltagandet, och dessa resultat visar att 

mindre länder har högre valdeltagande än vad större länder har.  

 

När det gäller partipolitisk konkurrens så visar resultaten att politiska institutioner 

spelar en stor roll. Även den historiska variabeln nya-äldre demokratier är en 

viktig determinant för partipolitisk konkurrens och resultaten visar att äldre 
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demokratier har en högre grad av partipolitisk konkurrens jämfört med nya 

demokratier. De fysiska variablerna befolkningsmängd och area har en positiv 

effekt på partipolitisk konkurrens. Detta innebär att större länder har en högre 

grad av politisk konkurrens än vad mindre länder har. 

 

Den politiska jämlikhetsdimensionen av demokratikvalité mäts med två 

indikatorer. Den första indikatorn är kvinnors representation i parlamenten. 

Resultaten visar att politiskt institutionella variabler som valsystem, verkställande 

makt, och könskvotering är betydelsefulla determinanter för indikatorn kvinnors 

representation i parlament. Resultaten visar också att proportionella valsystem, 

parlamentarism som form av verkställande makt, och lagstiftade könskvoter har 

en positiv effekt på kvinnors representation i parlamenten. Resultaten visar även 

att andelen kvinnor i parlamenten varierar kraftigt mellan olika geografiska 

regioner i världen. Exempelvis har de nordiska länderna en hög andel av kvinnor i 

parlamenten medan regioner som Oceanien och Asien har låga andelar av kvinnor 

i parlamenten. Dessa resultat indikerar att det finns en diffusionseffekt och en 

nordisk (skandinavisk) exceptionalism vad gäller den kvinnliga representationen i 

parlamenten bland världens demokratiska länder. Resultaten visar även att den 

historiska variabeln kvinnlig rösträtt påverkar andelen kvinnlig representationen i 

parlamenten. Detta innebär att länder som har haft kvinnlig rösträtt under en lång 

tidsperiod har en högre andel kvinnlig representation i parlamenten i jämförelse 

med de länder som har haft kvinnlig rösträtt under en kortare tidsperiod. 

 

Den andra indikatorn som mäter politisk jämlikhet är kvinnors representation i 

regeringar. Resultaten visar att den politiskt institutionella variabeln valsystem är 

en viktig determinant för andelen kvinnor i regeringar, och resultaten visar att 

proportionella valsystem har en positiv effekt på den kvinnliga representationen i 

regeringar. Resultaten indikerar att det även finns en diffusionseffekt vad gäller 

kvinnors representation i regeringar, och de nordiska länderna har en högre andel 

kvinnor i regeringar vilket tyder på en nordisk (skandinavisk) exceptionalism även 

inom kvinnors representation i regeringar. De fysiska variablerna 

befolkningsstorlek och area har en positiv effekt på den kvinnliga representationen 

i regeringar. 

 

Den sista dimensionen av demokratikvalité som undersöks i avhandlingen är 

rättsstatens principer (rule of law). Denna dimension mäts med indikatorn 

korruption. Resultaten visar att de socioekonomiska variablerna BNP/capita och 

andelen läskunniga i befolkningen är viktiga determinanter för korruption. Även 

historiska variabler som erfarenhet av demokratiskt styre och demokratinivå har 

effekt på demokratiers korruptionsnivåer. Resultaten visar att det även finns en 
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diffusionseffekt med avseende på korruption. Den empiriska undersökningen 

avslutas med att de fyra dimensionerna av demokratikvalité slås ihop till ett index 

som benämns IQoD (Index of the Quality of Democracy). Resultaten visar att 

politiska institutioner som disproportionalitet vid val och den verkställande 

maktens form är viktiga determinanter för IQoD. En låg nivå av disproportionalitet 

vid val och parlamentarism som verkställande makt har en positiv effekt på IQoD. 

Även socioekonomiska och historiska variabler är viktiga determinanter för IQoD. 

Slutligen visar resultaten att det även finns en diffusionseffekt ifråga om 

variationen i IQoD. 

 

Sammantaget visar de empiriskt resultaten i avhandlingen att kulturella variabler 

och politiskt institutionella variabler har störst effekt av de fem variabelgrupperna 

för att förklara variationen inom demokratikvalitén. När det gäller de andra tre 

variabelgrupperna så har historiska variabler aningen större effekt än vad 

socioekonomiska variabler har. Fysiska variabler är den variabelgrupp som har 

minst effekt för att förklara variationen i demokratikvalité bland de fem 

variabelgrupperna. En viktig slutsats är att det bästa sättet att öka nivån på 

demokratins kvalitet är att välja politiska institutioner som parlamentarism som 

form av den verkställande makten och ett proportionellt valsystem. I klartext 

innebär detta, att demokratiska länder som strävar att uppnå en hög nivå av 

demokratikvalité bör i första hand undvika att använda majoritetsvalsystem, och 

presidentiella eller semipresidentiella former av den verkställande makten.  

 

 

Nyckelord: demokratikvalité, stabila demokratier, politiska institutioner, politiskt 

deltagande, politisk konkurrens, politisk jämlikhet, rättsstatens principer  
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APPENDIX A ROBUSTNESS TESTS 

In addition to the robustness test reported in the text, I have applied three further 

robustness tests, which will be reported in this appendix. In the first test, simple 

regressions will be carried out with voter turnout, party competition, and the IQoD 

applied as dependent variables, and disproportionality and effective numbers of 

parliamentary parties (ENPP) with only observed data as independent variables. 

The purpose of this test is to establish whether the results of the simple regressions 

will be similar with only observed data when compared with the results using 

imputed data for the independent variables disproportionality and effective 

numbers of parliamentary parties. Table A1 shows the results.130 

 

                                                           
130 I remind the readers that disproportionality and the effective numbers of parliamentary parties are 

the two independent variables for which imputed values are included for the cases where observable 

data are missing. 
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Table A1 Robustness tests—simple regressions 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

Disproportionality (imputed values excluded) 

(VT). Regression 

   .550 .003 222 

Constant  70.736 1.308 54.080 .000   

Disproportionality -.071 .119 -.599 .550   

       

Disproportionality (imputed values excluded) 

(PC). Regression 

   .000 .559 224 

Constant 65.766 1.159 56.723 .000   

Disproportionality -1.775 .105 -16.849 .000   

       

Disproportionality (imputed values excluded) 

(IQoD). Regression 

   .000 .223 216 

Constant .417 .057 7.352 .000   

Disproportionality -.043 .005 -7.923 .000   
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Table A1 continued 

Variable Coefficient Std. error T-value Sig Adjusted R² N 

ENPP. (imputed values excluded) (VT). 

Regression 

   .230 .002 232 

Constant 67.245 2.030 33.131 .000   

ENPP .641 .533 1.203 .230   

       

ENPP. (imputed values excluded) (PC). 

Regression 
   .000 .636 237 

Constant 23.441 1.541 15.210 .000   
ENPP 8.274 .407 20.341 .000   

       
ENPP. (imputed values excluded) (IQoD). 

Regression 
   .000 .167 226 

Constant -.480 .088 -5.472 .000   
ENPP .155 .023 6.798 .000   
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As the results in Table A1 show, when party competition and the IQoD are applied 

as dependent variables in simple regressions, the two independent variables 

disproportionality and ENPP are statistically significant. And the direction and 

size of each of the coefficients and the explanatory power are similar to the 

regressions with the imputed values included. As Table A1 also shows, with voter 

turnout as a dependent variable in simple regressions, disproportionality and 

ENPP are statistically insignificant with the imputed values excluded too. 

Accordingly, the results for disproportionality and ENPP are similar when the 

imputed values are included as well as when the imputed values are excluded. 

 

In the next section the robustness of the results will be tested in the multivariate 

models. This will be done by controlling for whether unusual cases have an 

extraordinary effect on the multivariate models. To control the unusual cases’ 

impact on the regression, the most unusual (influential) cases will be deleted and 

the multivariate regression will be run again, then the result of the two regressions 

(original model and control model) will be compared. To locate the influential 

cases, Cook’s distance (Cook’s D), which measures both discrepancy and leverage, 

will be used (see e.g. Fox 1991 for an overview).131 I have decided to investigate the 

cases that have a Cook’s D value of .090 or higher in the multivariate models. There 

are in total four multivariate models that have cases with a Cook’s D value of .090 

or higher. The results reported in Table A2 are the results with the most influential 

cases removed from the regressions. 

 
  

                                                           
131 A combination of discrepancy (unusual Y value) and leverage (unusual X value) results in a strong 

influence. 
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Table A2 Robustness tests—multivariate regressions 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 (VT.M2) Model 2 (WIG.M2) Model 3 (Corr.M2) 

Constant 60.117*** (7.407) 23.622*** (7.628) -1.023*** (.363) 

Majority systems -1.647 (1.817) -6.433*** (2.042) .009 (.090) 

Mixed systems -3.525 (2.150) -2.674 (2.291) -.037 (.109) 

Compulsory voting 18.226*** (2.515)   

Unicameralism  -2.888* (1.642) -.145* (.076) 

Semipresidential -12.496*** (2.623) -4.868* (2.751) -.414*** (.127) 

Presidential -5.546*** (1.987) -.227 (2.081) -.291*** (.095) 

Voluntary p. quota  1.832 (1.944)  

Legislative quota  .144 (2.795)  

GDP/capita .062* (.036) .211*** (.046) .030*** (.003) 

Literacy .111 (.078) -.046 (.078) .016*** (.004) 

    

Multiple R .586 .471 .789 

R² .343 .222 .622 

Adjusted R² .324 .192 .610 

Sig .000 .000 .000 

N 238 248 240 

    

In each row, the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard 

errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at 

the .10 level. 
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Table A2 continued  

Independent variables Model 4 (IQoD.M3)   

Constant 1.186*** (.210)   

Majority systems -.045 (.099)   

Mixed systems -.031 (.081)   

Compulsory voting .281** (.112)   

Disproportionality -.020*** (.005)   

ENPP .030 (.020)   

Intermediate systems -.149** (.068)   

Federal systems .115 (.080)   

Semipresidential -.132 (.106)   

Presidential -254*** (.081)   

Voluntary p. quota .087 (.062)   

Legislative quota .128 (.095)   

Western Europe -.734*** (.185)   

Eastern Europe -1.304*** (.193)   

Africa -1.076*** (.199)   

Asia -1.261*** (.220)   

South America -1.177*** (.208)   

N & Central America -1.295*** (.189)   

Oceania -.917*** (.192)   

Muslim population -.013*** (.003)   

Protestant population  .002 (.002)   

    

Multiple R .863   

R² .745   

Adjusted R² .720   

Sig .000   

N 227   

    

 

The first multivariate model in Table A2 is model 2 for voter turnout (see chapter 

4), and the model includes political institutional variables and socioeconomic 

variables. Mali in 2000 (voter turnout in 1997) is the case that has a Cook’s D value 

that is higher than .090 (.092), and it has been removed from the control model. By 

removing the most influential case, the signs and sizes of all the coefficients remain 

almost the same in the control model as those in the original model. The 

explanatory power for the model has only changed marginally (decreased 0.6 

percentage points in the control model). Concerning the statistical significance of 

the independent variables, there is some diversity between the two models. The 

dummy variable for mixed electoral systems is slightly statistically significant in 

the original model (.095), and in the model where the most unusual case has been 

removed (control model) mixed electoral systems is slightly statistically 

insignificant (.102). GDP/capita is statistically insignificant in the original model 
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but is slightly significant in the control model. The second socioeconomic variable, 

literacy, is statistically significant in the original model but is insignificant in the 

control model.  

 

The second model shown in Table A2 is model 2 for women’s representation in 

governments (see chapter 6), where the most influential cases, Monaco in 2005 and 

2010, have been removed (Cook’s D .091 and .094 respectively). The model consists 

of political institutional variables and socioeconomic variables. The signs and sizes 

of all of the coefficients remain almost the same in the control model as those in the 

original model. The explanatory power for the model increases by 3.4 percentage 

points in the control model. One independent variable, the dummy variable for 

mixed electoral systems, differs in statistical significance; it is significant at the 10% 

level in the original model and statistically insignificant in the control model. 

 

The third model in Table A2 is model 2 for corruption (see chapter 7), with the two 

influential cases, Liechtenstein in 2005 and 2010, removed (Cook’s D .106 and .341 

respectively). Political institutional variables and socioeconomic variables are 

included in the model. The explanatory power is 4.0 percentage points higher in 

the control model than in the explanatory power in the original model. The signs 

and sizes of all of the coefficients are similar in both models; and also the same 

independent variables are statistically significant in both models.  

 

The fourth model shown in Table A2 is model 3 for the IQoD (see chapter 8), and 

in the control model the influential case, the Marshall Islands in 2010, has been 

removed (Cook’s D .095). The model consists of political institutional variables and 

cultural variables. The explanatory power is 1.1 percentage points higher in the 

control model than in the original model. The signs and sizes of all of the 

coefficients are similar in both models. One independent variable, effective 

numbers of parliamentary parties, shows diversity in its statistical significance; it is 

slightly statistically significant in the original model and is statistically insignificant 

in the control model. 

 

It is noted that three of the four multivariate models that have the most influential 

cases are variants of model 2, which consists of political institutional variables and 

socioeconomic variables. And in two of the models it is microstates (Monaco and 

Liechtenstein) that are the influential cases. These two microstates have very high 

GDP/capita (and literacy rates) but not correspondingly high levels for the 

dependent variables. For example Monaco in 2005 has the third highest level of 

GDP/capita (of 250 cases) but have the lowest level of women’s representation in 

governments (0%) of the 250 cases. Therefore it is surprising that an influential case 
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such as Monaco 2005 does not affect the regression model to a higher extent than, 

for example, model 2 for women in governments. A summary of the robustness 

tests of the multivariate models is that the findings show that the explanatory 

power for the models changed only marginally, and the signs and sizes of all of the 

coefficients remained almost the same in the control models as those in the original 

models. Thus, a few independent variables that were statistically significant in the 

original models turned out to be statistically insignificant in some of the models 

where the influential cases were removed (or vice versa); I conclude that the results 

in the multivariate models only change marginally when the most influential cases 

are removed.  

 

In the final section in this appendix, the robustness of the results will be tested by 

seven different (one original and six alternative) specifications of the final model 

for each empirical section included in the study (six final models). The first 

specification is the original specification that is presented in the study (OLS 

regression with standard errors). The second specification is the cross-section panel 

for 2010. The third specification is OLS with robust standard errors and the fourth 

is OLS with panel-corrected standard errors (PCSEs). The fifth specification is a 

between regression (regression on group means) and the sixth specification is a 

GLS regression with AR(1) disturbances. The final specification includes a lagged 

dependent variable (LDV) as an independent variable, and PCSEs are also used in 

this final specification. Tables A3 to A8 show the results. 
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Table A3 Alternative specifications—model 6 voter turnout 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant 77.099*** (14.299) 71.639** (28.284) 77.099*** (14.894) 77.099*** (18.820) 75.628*** (25.093) 86.827*** (18.233) 20.668* (11.686) 

Majority systems 1.627 (2.407) -2.842 (4.285) 1.627 (2.477) 1.627 (3.314) 1.281 (3.923) .604 (3.420) -1.449 (1.755) 

Mixed systems -.869 (2.233) -5.248 (3.923) -.869 (2.171) -.869 (2.970) -.204 (3.830) -2.817 (2.783) -3.640** (1.653) 

Compulsory voting 17.394*** (3.058) 16.213*** (5.333) 17.394*** (2.556) 17.394*** (4.175) 18.279*** (4.881) 17.685*** (4.360) 5.822** (2.413) 

Semipresidential -7.730** (3.066) -6.300 (5.129) -7.730*** (2.053) -7.730* (4.175) -7.117 (4.740) -7.469* (4.315) -.994 (2.288) 

Presidential -4.472** (2.163) -7.159* (3.778) -4.472* (2.336) -4.472 (2.927) -5.454 (3.397) -5.802* (3.043) -.816 (1.634) 

GDP/capita -.016 (.040) -.001 (.058) -.016 (.031) -.016 (.049) -.018 (.077) -.017 (.042) -.012 (.029) 

Literacy .072 (.110) -.016 (.200) .072 (.101) .072 (.150) .082 (.179) .126 (.155) .060 (.081) 

Western Europe -7.453 (5.388) -10.438 (9.623) -7.453 (7.305) -7.453 (7.316)  -7.746 (8.379) -7.747 (7.559) .185 (4.078) 

Eastern Europe -14.048** (5.939) -15.394 (10.465) -14.048** (7.134) -14.048* (8.069) -14.592 (9.517) -15.036* (8.289) -5.819 (4.418) 

Africa -3.430 (6.043) -.946 (11.130) -3.430 (7.899) -3.430 (8.138) -2.436 (9.530) -2.947 (8.277) 4.229 (4.634) 

Asia -10.096 (6.363) -7.720 (11.359) -10.096 (7.779) -10.096 (8.621) -9.915 (10.052) -9.559 (8.829) .370 (4.841) 

South America -8.784 (6.383) -2.351 (11.303) -8.784 (7.772) -8.784 (8.689) -8.587 (10.327) -9.599 (8.932) 1.094 (4.722) 

N & Central America -17.655*** (5.617) -13.908 (10.086) -17.655** (7.267) -17.655** (7.604) -17.154* (8.942) -17.231** (7.765) -1.825 (4.374) 

Oceania -11.737** (5.451) -12.963 (9.685) -11.737* (6.141) -11.737 (7.220) -12.947 (8.405) -11.785 (7.304) 4.009 (4.464) 

Muslim population -.433*** (.095) -.360** (.169) -.433*** (.089) -.433*** (.132) -.421*** (.156) -.417*** (.138) -.131* (.072) 

Protestant population -.045 (.058) -.089 (.104) -.045 (.080) -.045 (.077) -.046 (.087) -.053 (.079) .028 (.045) 

Old-new democracies 2.655 (2.186) 5.008 (3.846) 2.655 (2.029) 2.655 (2.974) 2.730 (3.514) 2.941 (3.076) -.081 (1.629) 

Degree of democracy -.134 (1.141) 1.487 (2.638) -.134 (1.201) -.134 (1.371) -.073 (2.171) -1.588 (1.113) .372 (1.042) 

Population (Log) -1.154*** (.373) -1.588** (.669) -1.154*** (.342) -1.154** (.509) -1.145* (.608) -1.197** (.527) -.408 (.280) 

LDV       .590*** (.052) 

        

        

In each row (in Tables A3–A8), the unstandardized regression coefficients are listed first, followed by standard errors in brackets: ***significant at the .01 

level, **significant at the .05 level, *significant at the .10 level. 
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Table A3 continued 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

R²/ overall R² .499 .566 .499 .499 .497 .493 .739 

Adjusted R² .456 .429      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 239 80 239 239 239 239 154 
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Table A4 Alternative specifications—model 6 party competition 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant 47.954*** (9.317) 60.747*** (18.838) 47.954*** (9.961) 47.954*** (11.472) 49.481*** (16.208) 43.669*** (11.034) 49.547*** (12.014) 

Majority systems -.747 (1.744) -1.898 (3.139) -.747 (1.655) -.747 (2.169) -3.042 (3.080) .257 (2.186) .755 (2.157) 

Mixed systems -.160 (1.608) .094 (2.966) -.160 (1.630) -.160 (1.990) -2.034 (2.815) .519 (1.899) 1.055 (1.980) 

District magnitude -.020 (.013) -.030 (.023) -.020* (.011) -.020 (.016) -.019 (.019) -.020 (.017) -.026* (.016) 

Compulsory voting .594 (2.023) -1.468 (3.657) .594 (1.764) .594 (2.639) .336 (3.129) .331 (2.737) -.691 (2.496) 

Disproportionality -1.114*** (.086) -1.046*** (.183) -1.114*** (.081) -1.114*** (.090) -.890*** (.196) -1.221*** (.076) -.949*** (.104) 

ENPP 4.973*** (.388) 4.811*** (.678) 4.973*** (.443) 4.973*** (.457) 4.966*** (.696) 5.004*** (.408) 4.458*** (.450) 

Unicameralism 6.784*** (1.263) 4.147* (2.351) 6.784*** (1.340) 6.784*** (1.646) 7.501*** (1.988) 6.011*** (1.681) 4.400*** (1.635) 

Intermediate systems 1.173 (1.342) 1.063 (2.443) 1.173 (1.410) 1.173 (1.753) 1.087 (2.081) .987 (1.802) 1.305 (1.693) 

Federal systems 4.810*** (1.819) 2.781 (3.461) 4.810** (2.054) 4.810** (2.364) 5.852** (2.902) 4.087* (2.429) 3.337 (2.344) 

Semipresidential 5.676*** (1.890) 5.631 (3.452) 5.676*** (1.670) 5.676** (2.492) 6.034** (2.900) 5.218** (2.605) 4.727** (2.364) 

Presidential -1.732 (1.534) -.971 (2.770) -1.732 (1.523) -1.732 (2.001) -1.626 (2.413) -1.579 (2.071) -224 (1.885) 

Literacy -.112* (.063) -.096 (.117) -.112 (.080) -.112 (.083) -.095 (.100) -.128 (.085) -.061 (.080) 

Western Europe .114 (2.218) .437 (4.147) .114 (1.886) .114 (2.919) -.318 (3.433) .190 (3.039) .322 (2.778) 

Eastern Europe 3.372 (2.852) 2.906 (5.195) 3.372 (2.570) 3.372 (3.757) 2.310 (4.408) 3.882 (3.924) 3.452 (3.546) 

Africa -7.837** (3.243) -8.454 (6.025) -7.837** (3.288) -7.837* (4.257) -8.386 (5.033) -7.599* (4.408) -7.455* (4.085) 

Asia -1.608 (2.944) -4.109 (5.393) -1.608 (2.541) -1.608 (3.875) -2.191 (4.546) -1.242 (4.027) -3.346 (3.665) 

South America -1.316 (3.561) -1.172 (6.559) -1.316 (3.354) -1.316 (4.673) -2.857 (5.547) -.550 (4.862) -.692 (4.422) 

N & Central America .238 (2.747) -2.499 (5.138) .238 (2.420) .238 (3.614) -.316 (4.245) .374 (3.753) -1.706 (3.429) 

Oceania -4.368 (2.980) -3.676 (5.362) -4.368* (2.269) -4.368 (3.884) -3.044 (4.601) -4.462 (4.019) -6.259* (3.705) 

Old-new democracies 3.438** (1.404) 4.588* (2.547) 3.438*** (1.223) 3.438* (1.834) 3.350 (2.178) 3.116* (1.895) 4.071** (1.775) 

Degree of democracy .102 (.728) -1.086 (1.654) .102 (.707) .102 (.855) -.334 (1.368) .821 (.738) -.995 (1.038) 

Population (Log) .425 (.302) .073 (.546) .425 (.291) .425 (.392) .600 (.483) .350 (.405) -.811 (.377) 

LDV       .124*** (.042) 
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Table A4 continued 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

R²/ overall R² .877 .866 .877 .877 .873 .876 .878 

Adjusted R² .865 .815      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 241 81 241 241 241 241 160 

        



 

 

253 

Table A5 Alternative specifications—model 6 women’s representation in parliaments 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant -9.869 (8.906) .302 (18.299) -9.869 (8.893) -9.869 (11.982) -4.434 (16.561) -15.638 (11.750) -.875 (6.649) 

Majority systems -7.323*** (1.573) -9.991*** (3.014) -7.323*** (1.325) -7.323*** (2.214) -7.516*** (2.691) -7.178*** (2.256) -4.278*** (1.029) 

Mixed systems -1.810 (1.553) -.674 (2.979) -1.810 (1.681) -1.810 (2.097) -1.723 (2.799) -1.630 (1.872) -.856 (1.038) 

District magnitude .018 (.013) .027 (.025) .018 (.015) .018 (.019) .016 (.023) .021 (.019) .004 (.008) 

Voluntary p. quota -.881 (1.300) -1.941 (2.525) -.881 (1.214) -.881 (1.788) -.855 (2.291) -.940 (1.687) -1.431* (.838) 

Legislative quota 3.915** (1.811) 2.691 (3.294) 3.915** (1.944) 3.915* (2.353) 3.068 (3.580) 3.701* (2.069) 1.664 (1.168) 

Unicameralism -.071 (1.215) 1.972 (2.344) -.071 (1.191) -.071 (1.676) .057 (2.132) -.296 (1.569) 1.436* (.786) 

Intermediate systems -.483 (1.232) -.676 (2.396) -.483 (1.141) -.483 (1.739) -.544 (2.095) -.198 (1.799) -.740 (.786) 

Federal systems 2.265 (1.618) 3.286 (3.105) 2.265 (1.619) 2.265 (2.280) 2.591 (2.769) 2.056 (2.353) .802 (1.036) 

Semipresidential -3.011 (2.014) -2.541 (3.912) -3.011* (1.670) -3.011 (2.835) -2.907 (3.447) -2.532 (2.930) -.919 (1.303) 

Presidential -2.457* (1.469) -5.349* (2.826) -2.457* (1.370) -2.457 (2.071) -2.680 (2.501) -1.631 (2.122) -3.130*** (.940) 

GDP/capita .065** (.027) .034 (.043) .065** (.025) .065* (.035) .041 (.052) .094*** (.029) .008 (.017) 

Literacy .205*** (.060) .292** (.119) .205*** (.053) .205** (.085) .219** (.104) .193** (.088) .107*** (.040) 

Western Europe -10.859*** (3.857) -14.439* (7.389) -10.859*** (3.621) -10.859** (5.422) -12.037* (6.613) -8.343 (5.537) -3.619 (2.500) 

Eastern Europe -14.815*** (3.995) -20.739*** (7.750) -14.815*** (3.800) -14.815*** (5.588) -16.514** (6.915) -12.756** (5.706) -5.414** (2.666) 

Africa -3.813 (4.400) -7.261 (8.459) -3.813 (4.379) -3.813 (6.101) -6.107 (7.714) .157 (6.070) -1.771 (2.876) 

Asia -16.565*** (4.387) -22.706*** (8.394) -16.565*** (4.039) -16.565*** (6.117) -18.306** (7.619) -13.388** (6.151) -6.409** (2.922) 

South America -15.316*** (4.291) -17.624** (8.142) -15.316*** (4.346) -15.316** (6.011) -16.922** (7.392) -12.519** (6.090) -4.128 (2.843) 

N & Central America -8.666** (3.946) -12.966* (7.513) -8.666** (3.778) -8.666 (5.494) -10.237 (6.865) -5.939 (5.499) -3.429 (2.574) 

Oceania -12.728*** (3.653) -15.735** (7.039) -12.728*** (3.428) -12.728** (5.069) -14.409** (6.398) -9.958** (5.065) -3.040 (2.446) 

Protestant population .028 (.036) -.030 (.069) .028 (.034) .028 (.050) .016 (.061) .052 (.052) -.400* (.023) 

Old-new democracies -.300 (1.451) 1.136 (2.833) -.300 (1.342) -.300 (2.037) -.302 (2.492) -1.365 (2.081) .477 (.932) 

Degree of democracy .700 (.583) -.243 (1.542) .700 (.636) .700 (.655) .342 (1.333) .777 (.506) .006 (.569) 

Women’s suffrage .075** (.033) -.018 (.069) .075** (.035) .075* (.045) .053 (.059) .131*** (.042) .051** (.022) 

Area (Log) .861*** (.244) 1.244** (.484) .861*** (.240) .861** (.342) .861** (.420) .776** (.346) .546*** (.159) 

LDV       -.802*** (.046) 
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Table A5 continued 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

R²/ overall R² .636 .701 .636 .636 .632 .629 .857 

Adjusted R² .597 .579      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 252 84 252 252 252 252 160 
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Table A6 Alternative specifications—model 6 women’s representation in governments 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant 4.191 (13.075) -22.571 (22.851) 4.191 (11.703) 4.191 (14.828) 6.481 (19.148) 2.604 (15.256) -8.462 (14.000) 

Majority systems -4.710** (2.250) -9.074** (3.657) -4.710** (2.116) -4.710* (2.627) -4.575 (3.041) -4.769* (2.713) -6.352*** (2.074) 

Mixed systems -.971 (2.123) -3.155 (3.426) -.971 (2.223) -.971 (2.427) .254 (3.018) -1.641 (2.464) -2.693 (2.043) 

Voluntary p. quota -2.268 (1.894) -4.193 (3.127) -2.268 (1.708) -2.268 (2.175) -2.370 (2.646) -2.224 (2.230) -2.189 (1.764) 

Legislative quota -.801 (2.643) -1.837 (4.062) -.801 (2.547) -.801 (2.913) -1.553 (4.136) -.540 (2.958) -1.152 (2.430) 

Unicameralism -1.655 (1.722) -.047 (2.806) -1.655 (1.642) -1.655 (1.995) -1.660 (2.382) -1.697 (2.031) -.617 (1.635) 

Semipresidential -1.993 (2.990) -1.986 (4.808) -1.993 (2.534) -1.993 (3.447) -2.462 (3.940) -1.871 (3.566) -2.477 (2.913) 

Presidential 1.332 (2.151) -1.921 (3.496) 1.332 (2.132) 1.332 (2.504) 1.093 (2.891) 1.627 (2.592) -1.222 (2.017) 

GDP/capita .037 (.039) .030 (.052) .037 (.042) .037 (.043) -.015 (.060) .065 (.043) .037 (.035) 

Literacy .182** (.088) .343** (.147) .182** (.072) .182* (.103) .177 (.120) .184* (.106) .214*** (.082) 

Western Europe -21.910*** (5.601) -32.114***(9.105) -21.910***(5.146) -21.910***(6.527) -24.601***(7.597) -20.425*** (6.741) -13.512** (5.425) 

Eastern Europe -28.974*** (5.640) -46.069*** (9.220) -28.974*** (5.526) -28.974*** (6.546) -31.646*** (7.724) -27.446*** (6.759) -22.280*** (5.627) 

Africa -16.257** (6.397) -22.266** (10.411) -16.257*** (5.936) -16.257** (7.377) -21.173** (8.853) -13.632* (7.588) -6.415 (6.285) 

Asia -33.939*** (6.325) -45.583*** (10.236) -33.939*** (5.698) -33.939*** (7.329) -38.082*** (8.670) -31.686*** (7.554) -20.686*** (6.465) 

South America -33.647*** (6.161) -40.886*** (9.831) -33.647*** (6.089) -33.647*** (7.151) -36.495*** (8.390) -32.147*** (7.382) -20.303*** (6.277) 

N & Central America -23.962*** (5.727) -34.466*** (9.193) -23.962*** (5.288) -23.962*** (6.627) -27.596*** (7.863) -22.024*** (6.823) -14.316** (5.664) 

Oceania -23.575*** (5.228) -29.675*** (8.517) -23.575*** (4.808) -23.575*** (6.049) -27.438*** (7.225) -21.462*** (6.219) -13.327** (5.290) 

Protestant population -.073 (.052) -.189** (.086) -.073 (.050) -.073 (.061) -.098 (.071) -.060 (.063) -.052 (.049) 

Old-new democracies 2.066 (2.104) -3.322 (3.502) 2.066 (2.163) 2.066 (2.452) 3.191 (2.873) 1.407 (2.527) -2.997 (2.013) 

Degree of democracy 1.261 (.835) 4.619** (1.923) 1.261 (.873) 1.261 (.855) 1.786 (1.484) 1.011 (.863) 1.317 (1.203) 

Women’s suffrage .021 (.049) -.101 (.086) .021 (.044) .021 (.056) -.029 (.069) .051 (.056) .014 (.048) 

Area (Log) 1.108*** (.339) 1.829*** (.578) 1.108*** (.334) 1.108*** (.396) 1.173** (.464) 1.067*** (.407) .826** (.326) 

LDV       .365*** (.074) 
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Table A6 continued 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

R²/ overall R² .485 .661 .485 .485 .478 .483 .546 

Adjusted R² .437 .546      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 250 84 250 250 250 250 165 
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Table A7 Alternative specifications—model 5 corruption 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant -2.625*** (.543) -4.006*** (.982)  -2.625*** (.501) -2.625*** (.744) -3.336*** (.969) -1.727** (.714) -.649 (.459) 

Majority systems .078 (.106) .040 (.178) .078 (.099) .078 (.150) .039 (.175) .051 (.149) .081 (.071) 

Mixed systems .186* (.098) .257 (.163) .186** (.088) .186* (.135) .196 (.169) .186 (.116) .021 (.066) 

Unicameralism -.035 (.073) -.065 (.126) -.035 (.069) -.035 (.102) -.019 (.119) -.028 (.097) .049 (.052) 

Semipresidential -.134 (.127) -.114 (.214) -.134 (.098) -.134 (.182) -.103 (.208) -.137 (.185) .048 (.086) 

Presidential -.280*** (.092) -.481*** (.149) -.280*** (.088) -.280** (.130) -.329** (.145) -.357*** (.131) -.140** (.064) 

GDP/capita .009*** (.002) .012*** (.003) .009*** (.002) .009*** (.003) .012*** (.004) .004 (.002) .005*** (.001) 

Literacy .018*** (.005) .009 (.008) .018*** (.004) .018*** (.006) .015** (.008) .021*** (.007) .002 (.003) 

Western Europe -.737*** (.228) -.857** (.379) -.737*** (.211) -.737** (.326) -.680* (.370) -.747** (.331) -.127 (.159) 

Eastern Europe -1.035*** (.251) -1.032** (.417) -1.035*** (.208) -1.035*** (.358) -.878** (.413) -1.268*** (.360) .009 (.178) 

Africa -.437* (.253) -.002 (.418) -.437** (.216) -.437 (.359) -.225 (.413) -.600* (.359) .166 (.173) 

Asia -1.028*** (.265) -.752* (.440) -1.028*** (.229) -1.028*** (.378) -.840* (.435) -1.181*** (.379) -.027 (.186) 

South America -.495* (.271) -.161 (.446) -.495* (.256) -.495 (.384) -.229 (.443) -.701* (.383) -.153 (.187) 

N & Central America -.940*** (.238) -.622 (.393) -.940*** (.208) -.940*** (.338) -.751* (.389) -1.095*** (.338) -.088 (.169) 

Oceania -1.024*** (.214) -.832** (.357) -1.024*** (.205) -1.024*** (.305) -.975*** (.353) -1.209*** (.306) -.056 (.153) 

Muslim population .000 (.004) -.005 (.007) .000 (.003) .000 (.006) .000 (.007) -.001 (.006) -.003 (.003) 

Protestant population -.003 (.002) -.004 (.004) -.003 (.002) -.003 (.003) -.002 (.004) -.003 (.003) -.001 (.001) 

Old-new democracies .615*** (.092) .480*** (.153) .615***(.099) .615*** (.130) .556*** (.148) .689*** (.129) -.002 (.070) 

Degree of democracy .234*** (.036) .458*** (.083) .234*** (.035) .234*** (.042) .319*** (.075) .129*** (.029) .051 (.041) 

LDV       .806*** (.051) 

        

R²/ overall R² .770 .810 .770 .770 .761 .752 .912 

Adjusted R² .751 .755      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 242 82 242 242 242 242 160 
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Table A8 Alternative specifications—model 6 IQoD 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Constant -1.645*** (.471) -1.906** (.895) -1.645*** (.521) -1.645*** (.588) -1.716* (.881) -1.606*** (.591) -1.305*** (.453) 

Majority systems -.091 (.086) -.186 (.173) -.091 (.077) -.091 (.105) -.039 (.178) -.105 (.107) -.071 (.075) 

Mixed systems -.067 (.070) -.084 (.135) -.067 (.072) -.067 (.087) -.030 (.135) -.081 (.083) -.113* (.062) 

Compulsory voting .144 (.099) .091 (.181) .144* (.087) .144 (.130) .144 (.169) .130 (.138) .022 (.085) 

Disproportionality -.018*** (.004) -.027*** (.010) -.018*** (.004) -.018*** (.004) -.023* (.011) -.016*** (.003) -.011** (.004) 

ENPP .064*** (.018) .056* (.031) .064*** (.017) .064*** (.021) .057 (.037) .081*** (.018) .045*** (.015) 

Intermediate systems -.140** (.060) -.082 (.110) -.140** (.061) -.140* (.079) -.122 (.103) -.147* (.083) -.088* (.051) 

Federal systems -.025 (.081) -.039 (.151) -.025 (.090) -.025 (.105) -.054 (.145) -.043 (.112) .006 (.069) 

Semipresidential -.129 (.090) -.162 (.160) -.129 (.079) -.129 (.117) -.180 (.150) -.129 (.124) -.007 (.079) 

Presidential -.110 (.072) -.268** (.124) -.110 (.078) -.110 (.092) -.172 (.126) -.111 (.097) -.098 (.061) 

Voluntary quota -.071 (.058) -.099 (.111) -.071 (.050) -.071 (.074) -.077 (.102) -.091 (.074) -.054 (.049) 

Legislative quota .014 (.084) .000 (.152) .014 (.080) .014 (.099) .092 (.175) .055 (.093) .003 (.072) 

GDP/capita .003* (.002) .003 (.002) .003* (.001) .003 (.002) .004 (.003) .003 (.002) .002 (.001) 

Literacy .012*** (.003) .011* (.006) .012*** (.003) .012*** (.004) .010* (.006) .014*** (.004) .011*** (.003) 

Western Europe -.556*** (.177) -1.016*** (.334) -.556*** (.187) -.556** (.231) -.667** (.299) -.606** (.246) -.208 (.153) 

Eastern Europe -1.016*** (.180) -1.446*** (.326) -1.016*** (.183) -1.016*** (.233) -1.042*** (.313) -1.134*** (.248) -.572*** (.160) 

Africa -.451** (.201) -.492 (.378) -.451** (.208) -.451* (.259) -.496 (.350) -.491* (.271) .040 (.177) 

Asia -.998*** (.202) -1.314*** (.373) -.998*** (.205) -.998*** (.263) -1.097*** (.347) -1.079*** (.278) -.396** (.179) 

South America -.773*** (.195) -.811** (.358) -.773*** (.193) -.773*** (.253) -.787** (.346) -.879*** (.268) -.221 (.174) 

N & Central America -.916*** (.182) -1.152*** (.339) -.916*** (.189) -.916*** (.237) -.969*** (.312) -.948*** (.252) -.311* (.164) 

Oceania -.656*** (.172) -.931*** (.311) -.656*** (.193) -.656*** (.219) -.826*** (.295) -.764*** (.227) -.070 (.156) 

Muslim population -.006** (.003) -.007 (.005) -.006*** (.002) -.006* (.004) -.007 (.005) -.006 (.004) -.002 (.002) 

Protestant population -.001 (.002) -.006* (.004) -.001 (.002) -.001 (.002) -.002 (.003) -.002 (.003) .001 (.002) 

Old-new democracies .197*** (.067) .161 (.116) .197*** (.074) .197*** (.086) .206* (.115) .188** (.090) -.017 (.060) 

Degree of democracy .098*** (.025) .206*** (.064) .098*** (.030) .098*** (.028) .129** (.057) .072*** (.023) .060* (.033) 
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Table A8 continued 

Independent variable Original 2010 Robust.SE PCSEs Between GLS AR(1) LDV+PCSEs 

Women’s suffrage .003** (.001) .001 (.003) .003** (.001) .003* (.002) .003 (.003) .004** (.002) .002 (.001) 

Area (Log) .015 (.013) .013 (.024) .015 (.015) .015 (.016) .022 (.021) .020 (.017) -.001 (.011) 

LDV       .505*** (.061) 

        

R²/ overall R² .827 .871 .827 .827 .821 .823 .889 

Adjusted R² .805 .803      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 228 77 228 228 228 228 149 
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First, let’s look at the seven specifications of the final model, where voter turnout is 

applied as the dependent variable. The results that are displayed in Table A3 show 

that compulsory voting and Muslim population are the independent variables that 

are statistically significant in all seven specifications. The dummies for executive 

power, semipresidential systems, and presidential systems are statistically 

significant in four of the specifications. The two region dummies (Eastern Europe, 

and North and Central America) that are significant in the original specification are 

also significant in several of the alternative specifications. The physical variable 

population size is significant in six of the seven specifications. Concerning the final 

model, where party competition is applied as the dependent variable, the three 

political institutional variables, disproportionality, ENPP, and unicameralism, are 

statistically significant in all seven specifications. The dummy for semipresidential 

systems is significant in six of the specifications, and the dummy for federal 

systems is significant in five specifications. The socioeconomic variable literacy, 

which is, surprisingly, negative and slightly significant in the original model, is 

insignificant in the six alternative specifications. Turning next to the geographic 

region dummies, Africa, which is the region dummy that is significant in the 

original model, is also significant in four of the alternative specifications; the region 

dummy for Oceania is significant in two of the alternative specifications. The 

historical variable old-new democracies is significant in six of the seven 

specifications. 

 

I will consider the specifications for the final model next, where women’s 

representation in parliaments is applied as the dependent variable. The findings 

show that the dummies for majority systems are statistically significant in all seven 

specifications. Legislative quota and presidential systems are significant in four of 

the specifications. Literacy is significant in all seven specifications, and the other 

socioeconomic variable, GDP/capita, reaches statistical significance in a total of 

four of the specifications. All region dummies except the dummy for Africa are 

significant in the original model, and these results also seem to be robust in the 

alternative specifications. The historical variable women’s suffrage is significant in 

five specifications, while the physical variable area is significant in all of the seven 

specifications. Turning to the specifications for the dependent variable women’s 

representation in governments, the findings show that the dummy for majority 

systems is statistically significant in six of the seven specifications. Also, the 

socioeconomic variable literacy is significant in six specifications. All region 

dummies are significant in the original specification, and in the alternative 

specifications the region dummies are also significant (in total, only one region 

dummy is insignificant in one specification). The physical variable area is 

significant in all specifications 
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Concerning the specifications for the final model, where corruption is applied as 

the dependent variable, the results show that the dummy for mixed systems, 

which is statistically significant in the original specification, is significant in two 

further specifications. The dummy for presidential systems is significant in all 

specifications. GDP/capita is significant in six of the specifications, and the other 

socioeconomic variable, literacy, is significant in five of the seven specifications. In 

the original model all region dummies are significant, and in the first five 

alternative specifications, with a few exceptions, the region dummies are 

significant. However, in the last specification, where a lagged dependent variable 

is included, the region dummies are insignificant. The historical variables old-new 

democracies and degree of democracy are both significant in six of the seven 

specifications (insignificant in the model with an LDV included). Finally, turning 

to the specifications for the IQoD, the results in Table A8 show that 

disproportionality is statistically significant in all specifications and ENPP is 

significant in six of the seven specifications. The dummy variable for intermediate 

systems is significant in five specifications. Concerning the socioeconomic 

variables, literacy is significant in all seven specifications, whereas GDP/capita is 

significant in two specifications. All region dummies are significant in the original 

model, and in the first five alternative specifications all region dummies are still 

significant except for the dummy for Africa in two specifications. In the last 

specification, which has an LDV included, three region dummies are significant. 

Turning to the religious variable Muslim population, the variable is significant in 

three of the seven specifications. Concerning the historical variables, degree of 

democracy is significant in all specifications, while old-new democracies is 

significant in five specifications and women’s suffrage is significant in four 

specifications. 

 

As the results displayed in Table A3 to A8 show, the findings from the original 

specifications do not change significantly in the alternative specifications. The 

robustness tests thus indicate that there is no serious problem with 

heteroskedasticity or autocorrelation in the regression models. Therefore it is 

reasonable to assume that the original models produce correct results. On the basis 

of the robustness tests reported in the empirical chapters, and the robustness tests 

applied in appendix A, I conclude that the results in this study are robust. 
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APPENDIX B MEAN VALUES IN THE IQOD 

In this appendix each country’s mean value in the index of the quality of 

democracy (IQoD) is listed. The values in Table B1 are sorted by having the 

countries with the highest mean of the IQoD variable first. The values of the other 

variables (dependent variables and independent variables) included in this study 

are not shown in this appendix for reasons of space, but may be obtained from the 

author upon request (john.hogstrom@miun.se). 

 
Table B1 Countries’ mean value in the IQoD 

Rank Country ISO Mean  N Std. Dev 

1 Denmark DNK 1.525 3 0.1160 

2 Sweden SWE 1.498 3 0.0597 

3 Finland FIN 1.353 3 0.1357 

4 Iceland ISL 1.298 3 0.1963 

5 Norway NOR 1.286 3 0.0694 

6 Netherlands NLD 1.257 3 0.0142 

7 Belgium BEL 1.246 3 0.1450 

8 Austria AUT 1.034 3 0.0737 

9 Germany DEU 1.010 3 0.1222 

10 New Zealand NZL 0.979 3 0.1053 

11 Luxembourg LUX 0.935 3 0.1184 

12 Australia AUS 0.878 3 0.0912 

13 Spain ESP 0.643 3 0.3494 

14 Chile CHL 0.575 3 0.2260 

15 Liechtenstein LIE 0.538 3 0.2870 

16 Andorra AND 0.504 3 0.1281 

17 Switzerland CHE 0.466 3 0.1940 

18 Canada CAN 0.438 3 0.0240 

19 Cyprus CYP 0.369 3 0.0659 

20 Costa Rica CRI 0.349 3 0.1542 

21 Malta MLT 0.328 3 0.1034 

22 Uruguay URY 0.316 3 0.1928 

23 South Africa ZAF 0.308 3 0.1252 

24 United Kingdom GBR 0.231 3 0.0091 

25 Bahamas BHS 0.188 3 0.1621 

26 Ireland IRL 0.184 3 0.1556 

      

mailto:john.hogstrom@miun.se
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Table B1 continued 

Rank Country ISO Mean  N Std. Dev 

27 Israel ISR 0.171 3 0.0570 

28 Peru PER 0.147 3 0.1933 

29 Brazil BRA 0.144 3 0.2236 

30 Estonia EST 0.122 3 0.0642 

31 France FRA 0.098 3 0.2663 

32 Latvia LVA 0.085 3 0.1347 

33 Portugal PRT 0.071 3 0.1803 

34 Slovenia SVN 0.058 3 0.1181 

35 Argentina ARG -0.041 3 0.1817 

36 Italy ITA -0.044 3 0.0924 

37 Czech Republic CZE -0.097 3 0.1268 

38 Croatia HRV -0.111 3 0.1458 

39 Taiwan TWN -0.116 3 0.3040 

40 Slovakia SVK -0.130 3 0.2603 

41 United States USA -0.144 3 0.1114 

42 Cape Verde CPA -0.151 3 0.5599 

43 Greece GRC -0.164 3 0.0501 

44 Samoa WSM -0.194 1   

45 Nauru NRU -0.196 1   

46 Panama PAN -0.204 3 0.0839 

47 Vanuatu VUT -0.205 3 0.3492 

48 Japan JPN -0.235 3 0.1024 

49 Lithuania LTU -0.256 3 0.0384 

50 Botswana BWA -0.257 3 0.1355 

51 Bulgaria BGR -0.258 3 0.1873 

52 

Sao Tome and 

Principe STP -0.275 3 0.3948 

53 Mauritius MUS -0.325 3 0.1757 

54 Namibia NAM -0.327 2 0.2399 

55 Grenada GRD -0.331 3 0.4537 

56 Ghana GHA -0.354 3 0.1809 

57 Suriname SUR -0.365 3 0.2244 

58 Hungary HUN -0.368 3 0.3164 

59 Poland POL -0.390 3 0.2068 
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Table B1 continued 

Rank Country ISO Mean  N Std. Dev 

60 Kiribati KIR -0.399 1   

61 Barbados BRB -0.417 3 0.0835 

62 

Saint Vincent & 

the Grenadines VCT -0.443 3 0.4876 

63 India IND -0.453 3 0.0165 

64 Serbia SRB -0.457 3 0.2123 

65 Romania ROU -0.527 3 0.2123 

66 

Saint Kitts and 

Nevis KNA -0.539 3 0.4219 

67 South Korea KOR -0.544 3 0.1171 

68 Dominica DMA -0.568 3 0.1782 

69 El Salvador SLV -0.577 3 0.3034 

70 Mexico MEX -0.605 3 0.1962 

71 Benin BEN -0.629 3 0.3581 

72 Lesotho LSO -0.633 3 0.4725 

73 Mongolia MNG -0.669 3 0.2773 

74 Saint Lucia LCA -0.702 3 0.2139 

75 Jamaica JAM -0.749 3 0.1315 

76 

Dominican 

Republic DOM -0.754 3 0.0811 

77 Belize BLZ -0.779 3 0.1696 

78 Marshall Islands MHL -0.965 1   

79 Mali MLI -1.401 3 0.2848 

  Micronesia FSM       

  Monaco MCO       

  Palau PLW       

  San Marino SMR       

 Tuvalu TUV    
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(last accessed December 2, 2011)   

And from Clark, Cal, Phyllis Mei-lien Lu and Janet Clark. 2009. The Improvement 
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Women’s representation in governments 

Main sources: 

Inter-Parliamentary Union: Parline database 

Women’s representation in governments 2010 

http://www.ipu.org/pdf/publications/wmnmap10_en.pdf (accessed June 2, 2010) 

Figures for Mauritius and Suriname are from 2008. 
http://www.ipu.org/pdf/publications/wmnmap08_en.pdf (accessed June 2, 2010) 

Women’s representation in governments 2005 

http://www.ipu.org/pdf/publications/wmnmap05_en.pdf  (last accessed November 

29, 2011) 

Women’s representation in governments 2000 

http://www.ipu.org/pdf/publications/wmnmap00_en.pdf (last accessed November 

29, 2011) 

Due to missing data for women’s representation in governments in the year 2000, 

data for the year 1998 are used for the following countries: Barbados, Benin, 
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Other sources that have been used for women’s representation in governments: 

Bauer, Gretchen and Manon Tremblay, eds. 2011. Women in Executive Power: A 

Global Overview. New York, Routledge. 

World Bank: World database 

http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do?Step=1&id=4 (last accessed 

December 2, 2011) 

Data for Taiwan 2000 and 2005 (2004) have been collected from Wei-Sun, Tsai. 

Gender Representation in Politics and Public Administration: Taiwan and Asian 

Countries. Unpublished paper.  

(http://www.rchss.sinica.edu.tw/capas/publication/newsletter/N28/28_02_02.pdf) 

(last accessed December 2, 2011)    

And from Clark, Cal, Phyllis Mei-lien Lu and Janet Clark. 2009. The Improvement 

of Women’s Status in Taiwan: A Theoretical Model. Paper presented at the Annual 

Meeting of the American Association for Chinese Studies, Rollins Collage, 

Orlando, October 16-18, 2009. 

Corruption 

World Bank: Worldwide Governance Indicators 

Control of Corruption Index 

http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/mc_countries.asp (last accessed 

December 5, 2011) 

 

Sources for the independent variables 

Area 

CIA World Factbook 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-

factbook/fields/2147.html?countryName=World&countryCode=XX&regionCode=o

c&#XX (accessed June 26, 2009) 

Bicameralism/unicameralism 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

Compulsory voting 

International IDEA 

http://www.idea.int/vt/compulsory_voting.cfm (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

And data from articles. 

Degree of democracy 

Freedom House: Freedom in the World 

http://www.freedomhouse.org (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

 

http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do?Step=1&id=4
http://www.rchss.sinica.edu.tw/capas/publication/newsletter/N28/28_02_02.pdf
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The Quality of Government Dataset:  

Teorell, Jan, Nicholas Charron, Marcus Samanni, Sören Holmberg & Bo Rothstein. 

2011. The Quality of Government Dataset, April 6, 11 version. Gothenburg, 

University of Gothenburg: The Quality of Government Institute,  

http://www.qog.pol.gu.se (last accessed November 8, 2011). 

District magnitude 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

Disproportionality—Least squares index (LSq) 

http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/index.php  

http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/Docts/Electi

onIndices.pdf (last accessed November 8, 2011)  

ParlGov (Parliament and government composition database) 

http://www.parlgov.org/stable/data.html (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

And own calculations from elections data. 

Electoral systems 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

Reynolds, Andrew, Ben Reilly and Andrew Ellis, eds. 2005. Electoral System Design: 

The New International IDEA Handbook. Stockholm, IDEA.  

Inter-Parliamentary Union: Parline database on national parliaments 

http://www.ipu.org/parline-e/parlinesearch.asp (last accessed September 19, 2011) 

Executive power 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

GDP/capita 

National Accounts Main Aggregates Database 

http://unstats.un.org/unsd/snaama/selbasicFast.asp (last accessed October 5 2011)  

Due to missing data for Taiwan, I have calculated GDP/capita for Taiwan by using 

data from the Economic Research Service, which include data for Taiwan. 

(www.ers.usda.gov/data/.../HistoricalRealPerCapitaIncomeValues.xls)  

I have controlled the data for Japan (the neighboring country to Taiwan) that is 

included in both databases, the National Accounts Main Aggregates Database and 

the dataset from the Economic Research Service. I calculated the average difference 

between the two datasets for Japan (over five years) and then used the same 

calculating rule for Taiwan to create comparable data from the Economic Research 

Service for use with the data for other countries obtained from the National 

Accounts Main Aggregates Database.  
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http://unstats.un.org/unsd/snaama/selbasicFast.asp
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data/.../HistoricalRealPerCapitaIncomeValues.xls
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Literacy 

CIA World Factbook 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-

factbook/fields/2103.html?countryName=&countryCode=XX&regionCode=s?count

ryCode=XX#XX (last accessed June 26, 2009) (The ability to read and write at a 

specified age) 

Data for Kiribati, Nauru, and Tuvalu are collected from the World Health 

Organization. http://www.wpro.who.int/countries/nru/statistics/ (accessed August 

30, 2011) 

Old-New democracies 

Own measurement, data used from Freedom House. 

Freedom House: Freedom in the World 

http://www.freedomhouse.org (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

Population 

International Data Base (IDB) 

http://www.census.gov/population/international/data/idb/rank.php (last accessed 

October 5, 2011) 

Region 

Central Intelligence Agency—The World Factbook 2008, CIA 

(https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook ) (last accessed June 

26, 2009) 

Lundell, K. 2007. Data Bank 1975-2005. Department of Political Science, Åbo 

Akademi University. 

Religion 

Muslim population: 

Pew Research Center (The Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life) 

http://pewforum.org/Muslim/Mapping-the-Global-Muslim-Population(3).aspx 

(last accessed November 8, 2011) 

Protestant population (and Catholic population, and Christianity population): 

Barrett, David B., George T. Kurian and Todd M. Johnson. 2001. World Christian 

Encyclopedia: A Comparative Survey of Churches and Religions in the Modern World 

(second edition). Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press. 

Territorial organization 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

The effective number of parties at the parliamentary or legislative level 

http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/index.php  

http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/Docts/Electi

onIndices.pdf (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

ParlGov (Parliament and government composition database) 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2103.html?countryName=&countryCode=XX&regionCode=s?countryCode=XX#XX
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2103.html?countryName=&countryCode=XX&regionCode=s?countryCode=XX#XX
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2103.html?countryName=&countryCode=XX&regionCode=s?countryCode=XX#XX
http://www.wpro.who.int/countries/nru/statistics/
http://www.freedomhouse.org/
http://www.census.gov/population/international/data/idb/rank.php
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook
http://pewforum.org/Muslim/Mapping-the-Global-Muslim-Population(3).aspx
http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/index.php
http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/Docts/ElectionIndices.pdf
http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/ElSystems/Docts/ElectionIndices.pdf
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http://www.parlgov.org/stable/data.html (last accessed November 8, 2011) 

Lundell, K. and L. Karvonen. 2010. A Comparative Data Set on Political 

Institutions. Department of Political Science, Åbo Akademi University. 

And own calculations from elections data. 

Women’s suffrage 

Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) 

http://www.ipu.org/wmn-e/suffrage.htm (last accessed November 29, 2011) 

Quotas 

Global Database of Quotas for Women 

http://www.quotaproject.org (last accessed November 29, 2011) 

Krook, Mona-Lena. 2009. Quotas for Women in Politics: Gender and Candidate Selection 

Reform Worldwide. Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press. 

http://www.parlgov.org/stable/data.html
http://www.ipu.org/wmn-e/suffrage.htm
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