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Abstract 

D-Level Master’s Thesis in Political Science, by David Olsson, Spring 2009. 

Supervisor: Malin Stegmann McCallion. ‘Perpetual Peace through 

Democratic Aid? Does Democratic Aid Significantly Contribute to 

Democratic Development among Semi-Democratic States?’ 

The first purpose of this study is to examine if democratic aid is a statistically and/or substantially 

significant determinant of democratic development among semi-democratic states. The second 

purpose is to discuss the effects of democratic aid in light of the theory of ‘democratic peace’, 

and the debate on whether exogenous or endogenous factors are primary for democratic 

development. The research question is: how much, if at all, has democratic aid contributed to 

democratic development among semi-democratic states from 2000 to 2004? 

 The thesis is delimited to observing the total population of states that were semi-democratic 

in the year 1999, i.e. 56 countries. Moreover, it only detects the potential impact of democratic 

aid over one five-year period, namely 2000-2004.  

 Data from the Freedom House Index (FHI) has been used to distinguish states with semi-

democratic regimes from states with other regime-types, and, moreover, to construct two 

indicators of the dependent variable. The utilized dataset on democratic aid is provided by the 

Creditor Reporting System (CRS), issued by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD). Furthermore, in order to assess the effects of democratic aid, a multiple 

regression model is employed that controls for nine other variables which have been found to 

have significant impacts on democratic development in relevant previous research.  

 The conclusion is that democratic aid neither had a statistically nor a substantially 

significant impact on democratic development of semi-democratic states from 2000 to 2004. 

Thus, it does not strengthen the ‘exogenous standpoint’ for democratic development, and it does 

not appear to contribute to an expansion of ‘democratic peace’. However, due to a number of 

factors, it is acknowledged that more research is required in order to assess the effects of 

democratic aid more adequately.       

 Key Words: Democratic Aid, Democratic Development, Multiple Regression, Perpetual Peace, 

Semi-Democracies 
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1 Introduction 

Besides the purity of its origin, that is, its having sprung from the pure source of the concept of 

right, the republican constitution also offers the prospect for the desired consequence, namely, 

perpetual peace.  

 Immanuel Kant (2006:75), 1795  

Ever since Michael Doyle, a few decades ago, found partial empirical support for Kant’s 

proposition that countries with a republican (democratic)1 polity2 are more inclined towards 

peaceful relations than their autocratic counterparts, a vast amount of scholars within e.g. 

political science have explored empirical evidence supporting Kant’s theory of perpetual peace 

(Kleingeld 2006:xvi).  

 For example, Doyle (2006:206-14) has found that although liberal democracies have 

demonstrated aggressive behavior towards non-democracies there is evidence of a lasting 

separate peace among them. That is, his research illustrates that war between liberal democracies 

has been principally non-existent for more than 200 years. Furthermore, Jack Levy (1989:270) 

has declared that the observed peaceful relations between democracies are ‘[…] as close as 

anything we have to an empirical law in international relations’, and as such it has become a core 

component of the neoliberal international theory according to Charles Kegley (1995:10-11). 

Confirming Kegley, Harvey Starr (2006:117) has stated that, over the last two decades, the 

‘democratic peace’ proposition ‘[…] has been a (perhaps the) major focus of international 

relations (IR) […]’. 

 According to Arthur Goldsmith the democratic peace theory is, furthermore, the intellectual 

underpinning for democracy promotion abroad. Thus, generally security considerations have 

been an essential component behind strategies of democracy promotion in foreign countries 

(Goldsmith 2008:131). A quote by the former U.S. president George W. Bush can be used to 

illustrate this. In 2006 he stated that  

[a]broad, our nation is committed to an historic, long-term goal - we seek the end of 

tyranny in our world. […] [T]he future security of America depends on it. […] 

                                                           
1 Although Kant termed the polity favorable for peace “republican” and not “democratic”, modern scholars usually 
consider his claim to refer to democracies. Kleingeld (2006:xxiii) emphasizes that this is a suitable shift in 
terminology as long as it, like in this thesis, refers to indirect, representative government, and not direct democracy.  
2 The terms polity and regime-type are considered synonyms in this thesis (see Section 2.1 for this thesis’ definition 
of regime-types).  
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Dictatorships shelter terrorists, and feed resentment and radicalism, and seek 

weapons of mass destruction. Democracies replace resentment with hope, respect the 

rights of their citizens and their neighbors, and join the fight against terror. Every 

step toward freedom in the world makes our country safer - so we will act boldly in 

freedom's cause (Bush 2006). 

In a similar spirit, leaders of the European Union’s member states have emphasized  

[…] the principles on which conflict prevention should be based - such as 

democracy, the rule of law, respect of human rights and human dignity, in particular 

expressed in the fight against poverty and in favour of economic development 

(General Affairs Council 2001, emphasis added).   

 As these quotes exemplify, democracy promotion is an important component on the 

international agenda of Western states, at least in their rhetoric. Moreover, Goldsmith points to 

several indicators making it probable that it will remain in a central position during a foreseeable 

future (see Goldsmith 2008:123).   

 In relation to what has been said so far, it is, however, important to emphasize that the 

peace proposition is only valid for democracies, not semi-democracies. Based on several 

empirical studies, Goldsmith argues that an expansion of the latter regime-type appears to deter 

international security rather than advancing the basis for peace. That is, semi-democratic 

governments seem to be correlated with relatively high levels of:  

1) armed conflicts within countries that can spill over to other states; 

2) wars between countries, and; 

3) an increase of terrorist activities.  

 To find support for his first claim Goldsmith points to several empirical studies (Goldsmith 

2008:123, 131-133). However, an illustrative example is James Fearon and David Laitin’s 

inquiry. Covering the period of 1945 to 1999, they found that the probability of semi-

democracies3 being engaged in internal armed conflict was 68 percent greater than for autocratic 

states (Fearon and Laitin 2003:84-85). Conflicts like these can, furthermore, at later stages spread 

into neighboring countries. The Darfur conflict’s extension into Chad is an example of this, 

Goldsmith (2008:133) argues.  

                                                           
3 In their study they used the Polity IV index to distinguish between different regime-types, and hence the term 
anocracy instead of semi-democracy. 
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 Regarding interstate war, the results from studies on semi-democracies are more contested. 

Some studies suggest that semi-democracies are more aggressive than other regime-types, 

whereas other inquiries have not found them to be unusually war-prone. Nothing, however, 

seems to indicate that countries with this regime-type have an unusually low propensity to go to 

war. Moreover, there have been a plethora of wars fought between semi-democratic countries, 

e.g. between Azerbaijan and Armenia in 1992 and between Senegal and Guinea-Bissau in 1998. 

Hence, semi-democracies seem to be at least as likely to go to war with other states as autocracies 

are (Goldsmith 2008:133-134).   

 Concerning the third claim, Goldsmith finds some convincing empirical support for his 

argument that countries with semi-democratic polities are the most likely to breed terrorism (see 

Goldsmith 2008:135). According to him, the cause of this is partially that they lack many 

repressing tools to encounter violent antagonism compared to autocratic states; and partially that 

they are less able to redirect sentiments of violent dissent into socially productive outlets, 

something that is generally believed to characterize democracies. Semi-democratic states thus 

appear to have the worst premises of all regime-types to thwart terrorist activities (Goldsmith 

2008:134-135). 

 An important question following these findings is: does democracy promotion, if having 

any effect, contribute to democratization4 processes resulting in democratic regime-types or does 

it merely appear to contribute to the development of semi-democratic polities? Observing studies 

on the success of democracy promotion from this point of view, empirical findings generally 

seem to provide pessimistic conclusions. Goldsmith refers to a large amount of previous research 

treating the effectiveness of different measures used to promote democracy. These different 

studies consider:  

1)   military intervention;  

2)   imposed restrictions on international trade and finance;  

3)   development aid and aid conditionality, and;  

4)   aid targeted specifically at democracy building.  

                                                           
4 In this thesis democratization and democratic development are used interchangeably, and refers to a move towards 
a democratic regime-type. However, it does not have to imply an actual shift to a democratic regime, merely a 
development in that direction that in the long run has the potential to create democratic regime-types. 
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In the following six paragraphs, results from a selection of these studies will be briefly presented 

(Goldsmith 2008:137-144). 

 Regarding the effectiveness of military interventions as a tool for democracy promotion the 

results seem quite daunting. As an example, Nils Gleditsch et al (2007:21-23, 39-41), observing 

nearly 700 military interventions between 1961 and 1996, have found that democratization 

processes,5 when they do occur, are usually brought to a close after the first year following the 

intervention. Moreover, in the relatively rare occasions that a democratization process continues, 

it predominantly ends at a semi-democratic polity stage. 

 Considering restrictions on trade and finance as a means to promote democracy, empirical 

studies display more divergent results. For example, Nikolay Marinov, observing 164 countries 

from 1977 to 2004, has found that economic pressure has statistical significance in promoting 

democratization. However, he only measures shifts in Polity IV index scores; consequently 

changes regarding regime-types are undetected (Marinov 2004:16, 18, 24). Thus, it is unclear 

whether the observed significance would remain if merely democratization among semi-

democratic regimes or democratic regime shifts were the object of study. A reason to suspect that 

this would not be the case is found in Goldsmith (2008:140). Examining the effects of economic 

sanctions in nine Muslim countries, Goldsmith found that this policy tool did contribute to polity 

shifts in six of them, however, only to become semi-democratic regimes. Hence, although the 

latter study is not as comprehensive as the former, assuming that trade and finance sanctions can 

contribute to democratic development resulting in a democratic polity seems questionable, and is 

in need of further research. (This is, however, not the pursuit of this thesis.) 

 Regarding aid conditionality, Goldsmith argues that the generally inconsistent 

implementation of this policy tool, and the fact that it seldom constitutes enough money to 

impose genuine incentives for democratization, implies that its effects are not likely to be of 

major importance, at least not as a determinant of democratic polity shifts (see Goldsmith 

2008:141; see also Smith 2008:165). Moreover, empirical studies that have examined the effects 

of development aid on democratization tend to support this doubt, although they reveal somewhat 

divergent results. For example, according to Stephen Knack’s study, observing 105 recipient 

countries 1975-2000, development aid has no significant impact on democracy promotion (Knack 

                                                           
5 Gleditsch et al use the Polity IV index to detect regime changes.  
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2004:251, 263-265). In addition, other studies have found development aid to have a negative 

impact on democratization. However, still others have demonstrated that it might have a 

somewhat positive effect. It appears, though, that no inquiries have found development aid to be 

a major contributor to democratic development (Goldsmith 2008:142). 

 Concerning aid targeted specifically at democracy promotion, there are, however, empirical 

studies that have found this to be a relatively successful policy tool for promoting democratic 

development; this is in spite of the relatively small resources invested in this type of aid. 

Distinctive for ‘democracy aid’ is its explicit focus on development of civil society organizations 

and public institutions. This, in turn, is believed to have a multiplying effect on democratic 

development in the targeted countries.  

 A problem with the positive results found in these studies, though, is that they do not 

consider the problems related to semi-democracies addressed above (Goldsmith 2008:143). As an 

example, Steven Finkel et al (2007:414-423, 435-36) observed the effects of democratic aid6 

distributed by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) from 1990 to 

2003 in 165 countries, and found that its democracy assistance has had a moderate but significant 

impact on democratic development abroad.7 The problem with semi-democratic polities, 

although, is not addressed. Moreover, potential democratic development specifically within semi-

democratic regimes and regime-type shifts are not detected.   

 However, observing the effects that democracy aid – from all donor countries during 1972 

to 2004 – has had on countries’ regime-type level, Sarantis Kalyvitis and Irene Vlachaki (2008:7-

18) confirm the positive results found by Finkel et al. Nevertheless, a remaining problem in their 

study is that they merely examine the likelihood of observing semi-democratic and democratic 

regime-types rather than autocratic polities, as a consequence of democratic aid. Hence, the 

probability of detecting semi-democratic and democratic regime-types8 receives similar 

significance, and is merely compared to the likelihood of observing an autocratic regime-type. 

The question of whether or not democratic aid can contribute to further democratization within 

semi-democracies – which could possibly result in democratic regime transits – thus remains 

largely unanswered. 
                                                           
6 In this thesis democratic aid and democratic assistance are used as synonyms. 
7
 They employ both the Polity IV and Freedom House indexes as indicators of the dependent variable their study. 

8
 Kalyvitis and Vlachaki utilize the Freedom House Index in order to classify countries into different regime-types, 

but control their results using the Polity Index as well.  
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 Although this thesis, for reasons of delimitation, does not aspire to give an answer to 

whether or not democratic aid ultimately could contribute to democratic regime shifts,9 it does 

explore whether or not democratic aid flows have contributed to democratic development within 

semi-democratic states. This is relevant for at least two reasons. First, if democratic assistance 

does not appear to have a significant impact on further democratization among semi-democratic 

states, there are reasons to believe that its impact is similar to that found by Gleditsch et al 

(2007:21-23, 39-41) concerning military interventions and Goldsmith (2008:140) regarding the 

effects of economic sanctions. That is, democratic aid might merely or mainly contribute to 

democratization up to a semi-democratic regime ‘level’. Second, if democratic aid, on the other 

hand, seems to advance democratic development among semi-democratic states, there are reasons 

to believe that this form of assistance could ultimately contribute to the development of 

democratic polities. If the latter is true, it implies that democratic assistance could be considered 

an attractive policy tool for promoting a more peaceful world – this would, however, need further 

research to be established. An interesting question to pursue in this thesis is therefore: is 

democratic aid a significant explanatory variable of further democratic development among semi-

democratic states? 

1.1 Causes of Democratization – Exogenous or Endogenous Factors 

In relation to what has been said so far, it should be pointed out that there is an ongoing debate in 

academic circles regarding the causes of democratic development. Of particular interest to this 

thesis is the discussion between scholars who emphasize exogenous factors, such as trading 

relationships and membership in international organizations, and those who accentuate 

endogenous factors, e.g. economic and social conditions. Although most scholars recognize that 

both of these groups of factors have at least some significance, and that they may interrelate with 

each other in intricate ways, the relative importance attributed to national and international 

factors are, indeed, different between these two standpoints (Goldsmith 2008:136). Hence, if 

democratic aid is found to have a significant impact on democratic development among semi-

democratic states, it would strengthen the notion that exogenous factors play a major role. 

However, if democratic aid is found to be an insignificant determinant, it may be considered an 
                                                           
9
 Such an inquiry would most likely need to stretch over a relatively long time period, considering the quite modest 

impact democratic aid flow seem to have according to e.g. Finkel et al (2007). See chapter 2 for the delimitations of 
this thesis.  
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indicator of yet another area where exogenous factors do not have a significant impact on 

democratization.    

1.2 Purpose 

The first purpose of this thesis is to examine if democratic aid is a statistically and/or 

substantially significant explanatory variable of democratic development among semi-democratic 

states.10 The second purpose is to discuss the effects of democratic aid in light of the theory of 

‘democratic peace’, and the academic debate on whether exogenous or endogenous factors are 

primary for democratic development.  

1.3 Research Question 

How much, if at all, has democratic aid contributed to democratic development among semi-

democratic states from 2000 to 2004? 

1.4 Disposition 

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows: in Chapter 2, the method, theories and 

delimitations that are utilized are presented and discussed. The reason for placing the theory and 

method in the same chapter is to give the thesis a higher degree of coherence. In Chapter 3, the 

analysis of the data is carried out, with the purpose of answering the research question. Finally,  

in Chapter 4, the conclusion and its implications are presented and discussed. 

                                                           
10 See Section 2.1 for definitions of statistical and substantial significance. 
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2 Method, Delimitations and Theory 

This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section presents and discusses the general 

equation of the econometric model11 utilized in this thesis, the overall method for selecting data, 

delimitations, why both statistical significance and substantial significance is accounted for, and 

the criteria employed to assess substantial significance. The second section presents the two 

indicators of the dependent variable that are used, selection criteria and weighting methods for 

the democratic aid, and how the potential problem of reversed causality is controlled for. The 

third section presents and discusses the control variables included in this study. The fourth 

section assesses the fit of the econometric model, and how problems caused by potential outliners 

and influential cases are managed. Finally, in the fifth section, it is discussed how dilemmas 

related to missing values are handled.       

2.1 Econometric Method and Delimitations 

In this thesis, the intent is to carry out an N multiple regression analysis of all countries that were 

considered to be semi-democratic or partly free during 1999,12 amounting to a total number of 60 

states (see appendix 2). However, data on democratic aid is missing for four of these countries,13 

thus by necessity reducing the population to 56 states.   

 The argument for choosing a multiple regression model as the method for this thesis is that 

it has the potential of controlling for many other relevant determinants, and hence to attain a 

fairly good realization of a ceteris paribus (all else equal) condition. For the purpose of this thesis 

it thus appears to be superior to alternative methods, such as table analysis (see Teorell and 

Svensson 2007:183-184). The reason why it is important to control for other determinants is, 

needless to say, that it is indispensable in order to realize an approximate isolation of the potential 

effects of democratic aid, although a complete isolation might be a nearly impossible pursuit (see 

Section 2.3). The amount of control variables that can be included in an analysis is, however, 

preconditioned by the number of analytical units in the study. According to Andy Field 

(2005:173), the maximum quantity of independent variables that can be incorporated in a model 

with roughly 55-60 analytical units is approximately ten; that is, if one expects these to have a 

                                                           
11 An econometric model and a multiple regression model are understood to mean the same thing in this thesis. 
12 In this study the Freedom House Index is used to categorize countries as autocratic, semi-democratic or 
democratic, corresponding to the Freedom House labels: ‘not free’, ‘partly free’ and ‘free’ respectively. 
13 The excluded countries are: Kuwait, Russia, Singapore, and Ukraine.   
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large combined explanatory effect,14 which is the case in this study. The reason for anticipating a 

large explanatory effect is that Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:1, 43-46), who essentially employed 

the same control variables on a sample size of 59 countries, found their model to have a large 

explanatory effect. Hence, the variables could be expected to have about the same impact in this 

inquiry. It can, furthermore, be noted that they use up to eleven predictors in their regression 

models, implying that it should be reasonable to utilize a maximum of ten in this thesis.       

 The econometric model that is employed in the analysis in Chapter 3 is a standard linear 

multiple regression. Hence, 

�� � � � � �� 	

��

��
��,� �  �� 

where �� is the dependent variable for country i, and � is the intercept. �� is the regression 

coefficient for the independent variable (�), where j denotes the number of each �-variable, and 

��,� represents the value of �-variable j for country i. For example, in this thesis democratic aid 

for Albania is ��,�, because democratic aid is the first independent variable in the model and 

Albania is the first country in the population. Furthermore, �� is the standard error term for 

country i and k is the amount of coefficients in the regression equation (Teorell and Svensson 

2007:191).  

 In previous research that has found democratic aid to be a significant determinant of shifts 

in democracy index scores, linear multiple regression models have been employed as well (see 

Finkel et al 2007:418). It can also be noted that Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:9) use a type of 

linear regression in their analysis. This indicates that it should be a fairly suitable model for this 

data. Moreover, the model fit of the regression is tested in Section 2.4. 

 Furthermore, it should be noted that the data will be added blockwise,15 where the 

democratic aid variable is added separately in one model specification followed by a second 

model specification where all determinants are included. The reason for choosing this method is 

that it first illustrates the effect of democratic aid without controlling for other effects, and 

thereafter illustrates how much it changes when holding the other variables constant. If the 

                                                           
14 A large effect is defined as stronger than r  .5��  (Pearson’s correlation coefficient) (Field 2005:111). 
15 This method is called blockwise of hierarchal entry (see Field 2005:160-162 for alternative methods).    
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intention of this thesis would have been to trace causal mechanisms, the control variables could 

have been added one at the time. However, since the actual effects of democratic aid on semi-

democratic states are largely unexplored, and due to the need to delimit this study, an 

examination of potential causal mechanisms is, by necessity, left to future studies.                

 In order to detect possible democratization trends in the 56 countries included in this study, 

two indicators of the dependent variable are employed. First, the average Freedom House Index 

(FHI) regime score from 2000 to 2004, and second, the change of this average regime score 

compared to the previous five-year period.16 According to Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:11), 

analyses on five-year averages is the most generally applied method in studies treating 

democracy determinants, and will hence be used here as well. The rationale behind employing 

five-year averages is that it reduces low-level annual fluctuations in democracy scores, and as a 

result makes it less complicated to detect causal relationships in democratization trends.  

Consequently, five-year averages on the values of democratic aid and the various control 

variables are also employed.17 Based on Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:11, 32) study it is 

assumed that the effects of democratic aid and the control variables on average have a six year 

lag. Thus, on these variables the average values are based on the five-year period from 1995 to 

1999.  

 A problem with employing average five-year periods is that these scores, at times, hide 

cases of missing data, and as a consequence, every so often, might give inaccurate depictions of 

the variable values. On the other hand, it can be argued that it gives fairly good estimates of the 

years that data is missing for some countries. Furthermore, although it is important to point out 

the potential causes of error associated with this method, it appears that scholars that explore 

causes of democratization generally tend to accept this risk of error.      

 Regarding the delimitations of this thesis, it is important to emphasize that it merely 

observes the effects of democratic aid during one five-year period. Although it would have been 

of interest to observe a longer time span, i.e. monitoring several five-year periods, the need to 

delimit this study to a ten-week period motivates the observation of merely one period. It is, 

however, important to acknowledge that this will reduce the possibility to generalize the results 

of this thesis. That is, it is possible that an observation of other and/or more time periods would 

                                                           
16 These variable indicators are presented and discussed further in Section 2.2. 
17 The democratic aid variable is treated in Section 2.2 and the control variables in Section 2.3. 
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have given different results. Hence, the findings here will only directly say something about the 

56 semi-democratic countries during the observed time period, although they may be considered 

an indicator of the effects of democratic aid on semi-democratic regimes at large.  

 The rationale for choosing to analyze the time span 2000-2004 is that these were the last 

five years included in Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:1) article, and therefore it simplifies a 

comparison with their results.18 Surely earlier time periods treated in their study could have been 

selected instead; however, the choice of this time span is motivated by the fact it has the most 

sufficient data coverage.                   

 Finally, although the analysis in this thesis observes the total population of semi-democratic 

states, it can be noted that significance tests will be carried out.19 This is the common practice 

within social sciences, and there are several reasons motivating this praxis.20 It is, however, 

important to emphasize that variables in studies of small populations, say with less than 100 

analytical units, might turn out statistically insignificant in spite of relatively high explanatory 

values and strong effects on the dependent variable. The praxis of using statistical significance 

tests as minimum criteria for establishing strong outcome effects on analyses of entire 

populations thus tends to discriminate against studies with small populations (Teorell and 

Svensson 2007:213-114), such as the one carried out here. Hence, democratic aid might have a 

strong substantial effect on democratization although it is not statistically significant. Therefore, 

if this is found to be the case, democratic assistance will be attributed with substantial 

significance nonetheless.  

 However, needless to say, substantial significance is a subjective measure with no 

established criteria for when a variable should be considered to be a significant determinant. 

Hence, in this thesis, democratic aid is attributed with substantial significance if it appears 

credible that it has contributed to an average FHI-score change amounting to 10 percent or more 

of the total average of FHI transformation among the aid-receiving countries, which include all 

                                                           
18 Their article appears to be the only previous study treating the effects of democratic aid which employ the OECD 
dataset used in this thesis (see Section 2.2). Although they use a somewhat different regression model, it motivates a 
comparison with their inquiry.   
19 The significance tests used in this thesis are: * significant at p < .10, ** significant at p < .05, *** significant at p < 
.01 (all tests are two-tailed). 
20 Arguments for significance tests on total populations can be found in Teorell and Svensson (2007:215-218). 
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56 states in this study. The increase is measured by a comparison of these countries’ average 

FHI-score increase in relation to the previous five-year period, namely 1995-1999.  

 The grounds for choosing to observe the relative outcome of democratic aid, as opposed to 

its contribution to absolute FHI-score changes, is that it arguably puts the change in a more 

adequate perspective. The reason for this is that, in order to assess the substantial impact of 

democratic aid in the analysis, the average annually obtained amount of aid for all aid recipients 

is put in relation to the value of the regression coefficient. By doing this it possible to 

approximate the average impact of the quantity of democratic aid that was actually received in 

the 56 analyzed states. However, this method implies that the mean value of democratic aid for 

all recipient countries, including those that acquired both relatively large and small amounts, is 

employed to estimate its effect. This, in turn, poses an analytical dilemma. That is, democratic aid 

may have been a large determinant of democratic development among the former type of aid-

recipients, whereas it might merely have had a negligible effect among the latter type of aid-

recipients. In other words, since it is the mean that is being utilized, potentially significant effects 

of democratic aid among recipients of comparably large amounts of aid may be diminished by 

possibly negligible impacts among the other democratic aid-recipients.  

 Thus, if an absolute number of say a 0.5 FHI-score would have been employed as criteria 

for a substantially significant impact, the implication is that democratic aid might not be found to 

have had a strong effect, although it is possible that it has had an even larger impact than a 0.5 

FHI-score among recipients of large amounts of aid. Conversely, by employing its relative 

contribution to FHI-score changes as criteria, the democratic development is put into the 

perspective of how much these countries, on average, actually did democratize during the 

observed five-year period. In this way, the effects of democratic aid are put in relation to the 

potentially more modest overall increase of democratic development that may partially have 

resulted from small amounts of received democratic aid in many countries. Hence, measuring the 

relative effect of democratic assistance appears to be the most appropriate method for obtaining 

an estimate of its potentially substantial significance.                       

2.2 Data on Regime Score and Democratic Aid  

As in Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:9-10) inquiry, the Freedom House’s Freedom in the World 

Index (FHI) is used to measure potential democratic development in the aid-receiving countries. 
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This index reports on progress and setbacks of democratic development for most countries in the 

world from 1972 to 200721 by measuring their degree of both civil liberties and political rights on 

a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 indicates the highest degree of freedom and 7 the lowest. Civil 

liberties assess the degree of ‘freedoms of expression and belief, associational and organizational 

rights, rule of law, and personal autonomy without interference from the state’ (Freedom House 

2008). Political rights, on the other hand, measure  

[…] rights [that] enable people to participate freely in the political process, 

including the right to vote freely for distinct alternatives in legitimate elections, 

compete for public office, join political parties and organizations, and elect 

representatives who have a decisive impact on public policies and are accountable to 

the electorate (Freedom House 2008). 

Countries with average scores from 1.0 to 2.5 are considered free, from 3.0 to 5.5 partly free, and 

from 5.5 to 7.0 not free (Freedom House 2009).22 It is, however, only the FHI scores, not the 

regime-type categories, that are used to measure the outcome of democratic aid in this thesis, 

differentiating it from Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s study.  

 In line with Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s argument, the main reason for choosing the FHI is 

that it appears to be the best index suitable to capture changes in both official political institutions 

as well as civil liberties. That is, on the one hand, ‘political rights’ monitor changes in factors that 

are usually included in classic definitions of democracy, such as free and fair elections and free 

competition for public offices. On the other hand, ‘civil liberties’ captures many civil society 

dimensions that are necessary for free elections and democratic institutions to function properly, 

e.g. freedom of speech and freedom of assembly. The civil liberty dimension is, furthermore, an 

essential target of much of the democratic aid (Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:9), giving it a fairly 

high validity as a measure of its impact, compared to e.g. the Polity IV index, which does not 

monitor civil liberties (see Marshall and Jaggers 2002:13-14).          

 However, a potential dilemma with utilizing the FHI is that most of the studies, presented 

in chapter 1, that have found semi-democracies to be relatively non-peaceful in relation to one 

                                                           
21

 In 1972 it included 151 countries and has since then expanded. In e.g. 2008 it covered 193 countries (Freedom 

House 2008).  
22 Starting in 2003, the score boundary between the ‘not free’ and ‘partly free’ category changed somewhat (see 
Freedom House 2009). This is however not a concern in this thesis since it does not focus on countries in the ‘not 
free’ category. 
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another and other regime-types, comparably prone to internal armed conflicts, and the like, have 

employed the Polity IV index’s regime categorizations to classify regimes as autocratic, semi-

democratic, and democratic. Hence, if the two different indexes’ regime categories are not 

compatible this poses a severe problem for the validity of this thesis. It appears, though, that the 

two indexes do correlate fairly well. A correlations test between their regime-type 

classifications23 for the year 1999, including all 160 states that were accounted for in both 

indexes, gives a correlation of �� = .835, p (one-tailed) < .01 (Marshall et al 2009; Freedom 

House 2009).24 Thus, it does not seem too far-fetched to assume that the conclusions from the 

previously presented research on semi-democratic regimes generally should be applicable to 

states labeled partly free according to the Freedom House Index.                   

 Regarding democratic aid, the utilized dataset is provided by the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and is found in the Creditor Reporting 

System (CRS) database (OECD 2009b). This is essentially the same dataset employed by 

Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:10), simplifying comparisons with their results. More specifically 

the dataset used in this thesis is comprised of official bilateral aid commitments,25 targeted at 

government and civil society, by all donor countries associated with the Development Assistance 

                                                           
23 Following Marshall et al’s (2009) recommendation, the Polity IV scores have been converted into three regime 
categories where countries with scores of -10 to -6 are regarded autocracies, -5 to +5 are labeled anocracies, and +6 
to +10 are considered democracies. These labels correspond to the Freedom House categories: ‘not free’, ‘partly 
free’, and ‘free’, respectively.   
24 The reason for using Spearman’s correlation coefficient, ��, is that it is suitable for categorical, non-parametric data 
such as regime-types. Conversely, Pearson’s more commonly employed coefficient requires that the data is 
parametric. However, like Pearson’s coefficient, 1 indicates a perfect correlation whereas 0 denotes no correlation 
(see Field 2005:125-130).    
25 ‘Commitment’ refers to ‘a firm written obligation by a government or official agency, backed by the appropriation 
or availability of the necessary funds, to provide resources of a specified amount under specified financial terms and 
conditions and for specified purposes for the benefit of a recipient country … Commitments are considered to be 
made at the date a loan or grant agreement is signed or the obligation is otherwise made known to the recipient’ 
(OECD 2009a).  Furthermore, cancelations or reductions of bilateral commitments are reported in the Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) (OECD 2009a), the database used in this thesis. However, although cancelations and 
reductions of commitments are reported in the CRS a potential dilemma is nevertheless that there might be 
discrepancies between commitments and actual disbursements of democratic aid. The alternative OECD-dataset that 
covers disbursements is so incomplete, though, that it is not meaningful to utilize it for the purpose of this thesis. An 
implication of this is that if there are large discrepancies between commitments and actual transfers it poses a severe 
problem for the validity of the results found in this thesis. That is, in the worst case it does not say anything, 
whatsoever, about the actual effects of democratic aid on democracy. However, Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:31-
33), employing a similar dataset on CRS’ aid commitments, have found ample proof to support the assumption that 
the commitments data does give an accurate depiction of the actual flow of aid.         
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Committee (DAC).26 It can be noted that the OECD provides a dataset on democratic aid that 

include multilateral donors, such as the European Union (EU), as well. This data would also have 

been interesting to incorporate; however, due to a less stringent monitoring process of this dataset 

its accuracy appears relatively uncertain, and therefore it is excluded from this study. 

 The CRS divides up the flow of aid targeted at government and civil society into two main 

categories labeled 1) Government and Civil Society, general (DAC code 151), and 2) conflict 

prevention and resolution, peace and security (DAC 5, code 152). In addition, there are several 

subcategories within these two groups. In this thesis, however, merely the subcategories that – if 

fulfilling their purposes – are probable to have an obvious explicit or implicit effect on the 

indicators monitored by the FHI are included. These are: Economic and Development 

Policy/Planning, Public Sector Financial Management, Legal and Judicial Development, 

Government Administration, Strengthening Civil Society, Elections, Human Rights, Free Flow of 

Information, Women’s Equality Organizations and Institutions, Post-conflict Peace-building 

(UN), and Reintegration and SALW Control.
27

  

 Of these subcategories, Economic and Development Policy/Planning and Government 

Administration arguably have clear implicit potential to affect at least two FHI indicators. That is, 

if fulfilling their purposes, they would strengthen the aid-receiving countries’ capacities, 

measured by the 1C and 2C indicators of the FHI.28 In other words, this type of aid could 

potentially enhance these governments’ capabilities to withstand corruption and/or interference 

from non-democratic groups, e.g. criminal organizations.  

 The other subcategories are found to have potential to explicitly affect at least the following 

FHI indicators respectively:  

1) Public Sector and Financial Management regarding 2C and 3C;  

2) Legal and Judicial development considering 2F and 3A;  

3) Strengthening Civil Society vis-à-vis 2E and 3E; 

                                                           
26 DAC is the main institution that deals with subjects regarding OECD’s relations with developing countries (OECD 
2009c). Its donor countries are: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zeeland, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
United Kingdom, and United States.       
27 See Appendix 1 for a full description of these subcategories.         
28 The 1C indicator measures if the government policies are determined by the freely elected legislature and 
executive, and the 2C indicator monitors whether or not the government is free from persistent corruption (Freedom 
House 2008).   
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4)  Elections with reference to 1A and 2A;  

5) Human Rights regarding 2D, 4B and 4G;  

6) Free Flow of Information with respect to 3C and 1D;  

7) Women’s Equality Organizations and Institutions considering 3G, and; 

8) Post-conflict Peace-building (UN) and Reintegration and SALW Control vis-à-

vis 3B.29    

 One important difference between the dataset utilized in this thesis and the one employed 

by Kalyvitis and Vlachaki is that the subcategory, Women’s Equality Organizations, is included, 

instead of the subcategory, Land Mine Clearance. The main reason for including the former is 

that it has the potential to affect one of the indicators in the FHI. Furthermore, it can be noted that 

promotion of gender equality, by some scholars, is believed to be an essential determinant for 

democratization processes to take place (see Fish 2002:29-37). The rationale for the exclusion of 

the latter subcategory is that it is does not appear to have an obvious effect on the FHI indicators 

(see CRS User’s Guide 2007).  

 As in Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s study, two alternative weighting mechanisms are used to 

scale the flow of democratic aid. First, it is scaled as a percentage of GDP (in constant US 

dollars, as valued in the year 2000), which is the commonly used weighting mechanism when 

observing the effects of aid in general. The second weighing mechanism is democratic aid scaled 

against each country’s total population; that is, how much aid that hypothetically would go to 

each inhabitant in every country.30 Although the former weighting mechanism is conventionally 

used in studies on development aid in general, there are reasons to believe that the latter is a more 

suitable measure for assessing the impact of aid targeted specifically at democratic development. 

Kalyvitis and Vlachaki argue that there are two reasons for this. First, countries with larger 

populations are in need of more aid, ceteris paribus, than their less populated counterparts. 

                                                           
29 In brief, 3C measures how accountable governments are to its citizens in between elections; 2F indicates if civil 
and criminal matters, as well as the police force, are under the rule of law; 3A monitors if electoral laws and 
frameworks are fair; 2E observes if there is freedom of non-governmental organizations; 3E indicates if there are free 
trade unions, peasant organizations or equivalents; 1A if the head of government is elected free and fair; 2A if the 
legislative body is elected free and fair; 2D if there is freedom of religious practice; 4B if religious minorities, ethnic 
minorities and other minorities have full political rights; 4G if there is freedom from exploitation and equality of 
opportunity; 1D if there are free press and freedom of cultural expression; 3G if there are personal social freedoms, 
including gender equality; 3B if, e.g. people’s political choices are free from military coercion (for more detailed 
information about these indicators see Freedom House 2008).     
30Data on GDP and population is provided by the WDI, a dataset which is presented further in Section 2.3.  
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Second, there are studies indicating that the GDP in developing countries can have very large 

discrepancies in relation to their actual economic size. Due to crime and other unreported 

economic activity it can differ as much as 70 percent from the real values. Hence, scaling 

democratic aid against population size might be more prudent (Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:10-

11). Both weighting mechanisms will, however, be employed in order to make this study more 

comparable with previous inquiries.  

 Furthermore, the potential dilemma of reversed causality needs to be attended to since it, if 

present and uncontrolled for, would invalidate the results of this thesis. That is, considering that 

the indicator of the dependent variable utilized in previous relevant studies, and as one of two 

indicators of the dependent variables in this thesis, is merely the FHI-score of each country, an 

uneven distribution of this aid could potentially give an illusory depiction of its impact. In other 

words, if e.g. countries with democracy scores near the democratic regime-type, on average, 

received a much larger proportion of democratic aid compared to countries closer to the 

autocratic regime-type, democratic aid would appear to be a relatively strong determinant of 

democracy. This effect would in that case, however, merely be chimera. Moreover, an opposite 

illusory effect would emerge if countries with democracy scores close to the autocratic regime-

type received a disproportionally high amount of democratic aid. That is, this would depict 

democratic assistance as a negative determinant of democratic development.   

 Hence, reversed causality is controlled for in two ways. First, the average FHI scores from 

1995 to 1999 for each of the 56 states analyzed in this thesis have been used as criteria to classify 

them into seven different groups.31 Thereafter, each group’s average values have been compared 

to the amount of aid it received during these years, scaled by both GDP and population. In this 

way it has been possible to detect whether or not countries with high or low scores received 

disproportionally high amounts of democratic aid. The results from this test illustrate that the 

democratic aid was fairly evenly distributed, indicating that this should not pose a considerable 

problem (see Appendix 3 for the results). 

 A second measure is, however, carried out as well. That is, an alternative indicator of the 

dependent variable has been constructed where the average FHI scores from 2000-2004 have 

been subtracted from the FHI score means during 1995-1999. This has produced an indicator of 

                                                           
31 Group 1 had average FHI scores from 2.5 to 2.9, group 2 had from 3.0 to 3.4, group 3 had from 3.5 to 3.9, group 4 
had from 4.0 to 4.4, group 5 had from 4.5 to 4.9, group 6 had from 5.0 to 5.4, and group 7 had from 5.5 to 5.9.    
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the dependent variable that is, in fact, likely to approximate the potential effects of democratic aid 

more adequately than the initial indicator of the dependent variable. The reason for this is that it 

only presents absolute shifts of FHI scores, and hence does not consider the starting points of the 

countries in the population. Thus, the potential cause of error presented here is avoided. It can be 

noted that the scale for the countries in the population is from -2 to +3, where minus indicates a 

negative democratic development and plus denote a move towards further democratization. In 

order to distinguish this variable from the initially presented one it will be labeled FHI change, 

whereas the other will merely be referred to as the FHI.  

 Finally, one might wonder why the initially presented indicator of the dependent variable is 

not excluded from the analysis. The rationale behind using both indicators of the dependent 

variable is, however, that it is of interest to explore whether or not they indicate a similar impact 

of democratic aid, since, in previous research exploring the effects of democratic aid on regime 

scores, it is merely the first presented method of indicating the dependent variable that is 

employed (see Finkel et al 2007:415-417).32 Hence, if the results differ markedly depending on 

which indicator of the outcome variable is utilized, there is evidence that previous findings could 

be misleading and potentially illusory.                          

2.3 Control Variables 

The selection of the control variables presented in this section is based on results from empirical 

inquiries and theoretical explanations for these findings found in several, for this thesis, relevant 

previous studies. Out of these studies, the three main sources utilized are Kalyvitis and 

Vlachaki’s (2008) study, Robert Dahl’s (1971) inquiry, and Fish’s (2002) article.   

 Needless to say, there are no aspirations to include all potential determinants of democracy 

in this thesis, since that is likely to be an impossible pursuit.33 For example, Karl Popper argues 

that scientific empirical studies always carry the potential of being falsified; that is, they can 

never be verified as absolute truths (Thurén 2007:129). New significant determinants might be 

found at later stages, while established ones may be found to have less importance than 

previously presumed. Hence, although the attempt is to include the most relevant control 

                                                           
32 It can be noted that although they use both the Polity IV index and the FHI as an indicator of the dependent 
variable, they nevertheless utilize them in the same way as the FHI in this thesis.  
33 This would, moreover, reduce the accuracy of the model since more analytical units are required in order to 
include additional control variables (see Section 2.1).  
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variables and employ the best fitted econometric model, the results will, nevertheless, merely be 

provisional truths. Thus, the aspiration here is only to give a tentative approximation of the 

effects that democratic aid has on semi-democratic states, while controlling for variables 

previously found to have significant impacts on democratization. However, it is likely that 

important determining variables are undetected in this thesis, and hence that the potentially 

observed effects of democratic aid on the FHI and FHI change would have been either 

diminished or boosted (through so called ‘suppressor’ variables) if other determinants would 

have been included as well. Nonetheless, it is by necessity left to subsequent studies to point out 

if other variables should also be included and/or if a different econometric function fits the data 

more adequately.  

 The control variables included in this study monitor factors related to socioeconomic and 

sociocultural conditions, factors connected to religious and colonial heritage, trade-related factors 

and abundance of oil, and finally factors related to the degree of military means. These are 

presented in the following 15 paragraphs.               

 Socioeconomic conditions are generally attributed with significant importance for both 

democratic development and maintenance of that development.34 The assumption is that higher 

levels of socioeconomic development increase the probability of proliferation and continuation of 

democratic regimes, and it finds support in several empirical studies of democratization (e.g. 

Dahl 1971:62-67; Finkel et al 2007:422; Fish 2002:13; Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43). Dahl 

(1971:74-76) argues that there are three main factors explaining the high correlation between 

socioeconomic and democratic development. That is, a country’s propensity to democratize is 

partially dependent on its ability to supply 

a) literacy, education, and communication; 

b) a pluralistic social order, and; 

c) mechanisms preventing extreme inequalities. 

 Although there are exceptions to the first factor, the rationale behind it generally appears 

somewhat self-evident. Namely, for democratic rule to function in a large entity, i.e. a nation 

state, it is to some degree dependent on fairly high levels of literacy, elementary education, mass 

media, and the like.  

                                                           
34 See for example Dahl (1971:63); Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:12); Finkel et al (2007:412, 419); and Fish 
(2002:7-8). 
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 In order to get an indicator of the first socioeconomic factor, the literacy rate among the 

total population of each country aged 15 and above will be measured. It can be noted that the 

literacy rate is also used as an independent variable for democratization in e.g. Dahl (1971:67) 

and Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:40),35 where it is found to have a significant impact on 

democratization. The statistics on literacy rates are provided by the World Development 

Indicators (WDI) online, issued by the World Bank (2009).36  

 A problem with this data is that it is generally measured relatively infrequently, in many 

countries as seldom as every ten years. In order to deal with this dilemma the average literacy 

rate from 1995 to 2004 is measured for the countries where data is missing.37 If this variable was 

fairly dynamic, this would, needless to say, pose a problem. However, based on the observed data 

it seems to be quite a static variable. Moreover, it appears reasonable to assume that the literacy 

rate for an entire population changes rather slowly. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the 

values for these countries are approximations.  

 According to Dahl (1971:76-80), a country’s pluralistic social order is, although not 

without exceptions, related to its socioeconomic development. The argument is that a fairly 

advanced economy by necessity requires a relatively high level of education because of its need 

for a more skilled workforce. Moreover, it demands better communications, specialized 

organizations, and the like, in comparison to e.g. a rural economy. Consequently, political 

resources and skills such as knowledge, income, and status, become distributed to a larger 

proportion of the population, which in turn can utilize these resources and skills to bargain for 

increased political influence. These groups are, furthermore, believed to contribute to the 

fostering of a culture characterized of bargaining and compromise, as opposed to more coercive 

means, to attain its political goals. In sum then, more advanced economies generally seem to 

                                                           
35 Kalyvitis and Vlachaki only observe literacy rates for 15 to 24 year olds. This choice is, however, not motivated, 
and considering Dahl’s reasoning it appears less relevant compared to monitoring the older population as well.    
36 The WDI online is a dataset providing over 800 indicators on development for 209 countries from 1960 to 2008. 
The WDI is furthermore widely used among scholars, see Finkel et al (2007:419); Fish (2002:11); and Kalyvitis and 
Vlachaki (2008:40).    
37 These countries are: Albania, Antigua and Barbuda, Armenia, Bangladesh, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Brazil, Central 
African Republic, Comoros, Cote d'Ivoire, Croatia, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, 
Jordan, Lesotho, Liberia, Macedonia FYR, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Moldova, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Peru, Russia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Tanzania, Togo, 
Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe.   
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foster many conditions that typify pluralistic social orders, which in turn are likely to create 

demands for democratization.  

 The indicator used to measure this type of socioeconomic development is the Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) per capita (in constant US dollars, as valued in the year 2000), provided 

by the WDI (World Bank 2009). Even though this measurement is not an indicator of the 

distribution of wealth in societies, higher levels of GDP per capita generally require advanced 

economies of the kind presented in the previous paragraph, although there are exceptions (see 

Dahl 1971:66). This indicator is furthermore found to have a significantly positive impact on 

democratization in several previous studies (e.g. Fish 2002:13; Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43). 

Moreover, other measurements that will detect many potential exceptions are included in the 

various multiple regression model specifications as well.38 Finally, it can be noted that the 

logarithm of GDP per capita will be used to estimate its effect. The reason for this is that this is 

the method that is generally used to assess the impact of this variable in relevant previous 

research (Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:18-19; see also Fish 2002:7).                             

 Regarding the third socioeconomic factor, i.e. prevention of extreme inequalities, there are, 

according to Dahl (1971:81-104), at least two intervening variables contributing to high 

inequalities’ negative correlation to democratization:  

1) the effect it has on the distribution of political resources and skills, and; 

2) the potential it has to create resentment and frustration among the less well of 

strata in the population. 

 Considering the first intervening variable, the argument is that extreme inequalities of 

political resources such as wealth, education, and knowledge, reduce the probability for a 

democratic regime to develop. The reason for this is, quite evidently, that it reduces the 

possibility for large proportions of the population to participate and influence the political 

structure of a country. This is in turn connected to the second variable; that is, it can foster 

resentment against the regime among a large proportion of the population, and hence create 

feelings of apathy, hopelessness, fatalism and so forth. There are, however, many factors – e.g. 

religion, culture, and myths – that can determine whether or not frustration and resentment will 

appear among the less well-off in such societies. Nevertheless, extreme inequalities do not 

                                                           
38 These are e.g. the Gini index, abundance of oil etc., and are discussed in some of the following paragraphs.  
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generally appear to be favorable for democratization or for the maintenance of democratic 

regimes, according to Dahl (1971:81-104). This is, furthermore, confirmed by other studies that 

have found inequalities in wealth distribution to have a negative effect on democratization (e.g. 

Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43), although its impact appears somewhat less convincing in for 

example Finkel et al (2007:422).  

 The measurement that will be used as an indicator of inequalities is the Gini index, 

provided by the WDI (World Bank 2009). The Gini index is a measure of income distribution 

where one extreme is 0, which indicates perfect equality, and the other extreme is 1, which 

denotes perfect inequality (China 2009). Consequently, most countries fall in between these two 

extremes.  

 Even though the Gini index merely provides a measure on income distribution it seems 

fairly reasonable to assume that income inequality has a high correlation with the allocation of 

other political resources as well, such as education. Other factors might also be of significance 

though, e.g. different sub-cultures in a society might have divergent views on the importance of 

education. However, the need to delimit the number of control variables motivates the mere 

incorporation of the Gini index as a measure of inequalities. 

 Another important factor that many times is attributed with determining effects on 

democratization is what Fish (2002:7-8) has labeled sociocultural division. The argument is that 

societies with a high degree of ethnic diversity are less likely to become democratic, compared to 

those with relatively homogenous populations. The reason for this, it is argued, is that ethnic 

heterogeneity poses a risk of dividing societies into several sub-groups with divergent loyalties, 

norms, social structures, and the like. This can in turn reduce the possibilities for agreements 

based on consensus and compromise, and at times contribute to demands for national autonomy 

or independence by some groups. Consequently, it increases the probability for armed conflicts 

between the different ethnic groups, and can contribute to stalled or hindered democratization 

processes. What is more, ethnic loyalties are generally exceptionally static, remaining fairly 

constant over very long time periods (see also Dahl 1971:105-108).  

 The indicator employed to measure the level of ethnic fractionalization is the 

ethnolinguistic fractionalization scores, provided by the Ethnologue Project. This index provides 

information about the diversity of mother tongue languages within any given country, where 0 
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implies that any two randomly selected individuals within the population will have the same 

mother tongue, whereas 1 signifies total diversity, i.e. everyone will have a different first 

language (Gordon 2005). Surely, there are many other potential indicators of sociocultural 

division, e.g. shared religious beliefs, cultural practices, a common sense of history, or a 

combination of these factors (see Dahl 1971:106), but language can nonetheless be attributed as 

one important indicator. The need for delimitation thus motivates the choice of this index. It can, 

moreover, be noted that although this index is from 2005, language and other sociocultural 

indicators are, as already mentioned, fairly static. Hence, it is assumed to be approximately the 

same as for the period 1995-1999.  

 Another related control variable included in this study is a dummy variable to control for 

countries where a majority of the population adheres to a Muslim religious tradition. This is a 

variable that has been found to have a significant negative impact on democratization in several 

studies (see Fish 2002:15, 26-27; Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43-44), although the causal 

mechanism of Islam’s apparently negative effect on democratization remains largely 

unexplained. For example, Fish argues that a considerable part of this causal effect probably can 

be explained by higher rates of female subordination in many Muslim countries. However, he 

recognizes that, even if this is true, a large part of the causal relation remains unexplained. Others 

have argued that unusually high frequencies of tribal and clan relations in these countries – which 

are assumed to have a negative effect on democratization – are important causal mechanisms that 

could explain Islam’s seemingly negative effect on democratization (Fish 2002:32).39 

Nevertheless, no matter what the actual causal mechanisms are, Islam has, as already mentioned, 

been found to have a negative impact on democratic development, and hence a dummy variable 

detecting countries with Muslim majorities is incorporated in this study. 

    The reason for choosing a dummy variable as an indicator of the effect of Muslim religious 

traditions on democracy is based on Fish’s (2002:6-7) argument that it is countries with a 

predominantly Muslim population that, by some, are believed to be less inclined towards 

democratization. Moreover, it is the employed method in other relevant studies as well (e.g. 

Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43-44).  

                                                           
39 For other factors that by some are believed to explain parts of this causal relationship, see Fish (2002:32). 
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 The data on Muslim adherents as a proportion of the total population of the different 

countries is gathered from the CIA World Factbook. This reference is widely used among 

scholars (CIA World Factbook 2001), and is employed by e.g. Fish (2002:11) as the source for 

each country’s proportion of Muslim inhabitants. Although it merely observes the countries’ 

percentage of Muslim adherents for one year, i.e. 2001, it is assumed that this variable changes 

fairly slowly – a presupposition supported by Dahl (1971:106-107). Hence, since it is presumed 

that the Muslim proportion of the population was approximately the same 2001 as it was from 

1995 to 1999, this way of measuring is not likely to pose any problems. What is more, in most 

countries included in this thesis, where Islam is the majority religion, this majority is usually 

considerable, making changes to a non-Muslim majority even less probable.                                                        

 Another dummy variable, monitoring British colonial heritage, is included in specifications 

of the multiple regression model as well. The reason for this is that this variable has been found 

to have a significant effect on the prospects for democratic rule among developing countries (see 

e.g. Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:47). One possible explanation for this is that the British colonial 

heritage has contributed to the establishment of government restrictions, as well as norms of 

conduct among political leaders and measures for conflict management. All of these factors are, 

needless to say, believed to contribute to democratic development. Furthermore, others have 

ascribed the British Westminster model an important legacy for democratization in these 

countries (Fish 2002:9). The data on British colonial heritage comes from the Institute of 

Commonwealth Studies, at the University of London (Institute of Commonwealth Studies 2008). 

This institute provides a list of all countries with a British colonial history.                

 Another determinant that is included in this thesis is trade openness. The argument for this 

inclusion is that previous relevant research has found relatively large degrees of trade openness to 

be positively correlated with democratization. The reason for this positive impact, it is argued, is 

that international trade is likely to introduce novel political ideas, and create demands for 

reformation of the political regime, favorable to democratic rule. The indicator used to assess this 

variable is, as in Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s inquiry, the combined quantity of exports and imports 

as a percentage of each country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 

2008:12). This data is provided by the WDI (World Bank 2009).  
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 Another trade-related variable that is included in this inquiry is a control for oil-exporting 

countries, which are assumed to be less inclined to democratize. There are at least three supposed 

reasons for this. First, the revenues from oil exports potentially enable states to induce relatively 

high welfare spending and, at the same time, keep taxation rates at low levels; this in turn is 

believed to decrease the pressure for democratic reforms. Second, it can also result in an atypical 

modernization process, characterized by high increases in national income without 

socioeconomic reforms – reforms that in other countries generally seem to have followed 

economic development. The lack of socioeconomic reforms is, in turn, likely to obstruct 

democratic development (Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:12). Third, power-holders in these 

countries can potentially invest the oil revenues in a formidable apparatus of internal security, 

capable of repressing democracy-friendly dissidents (Fish 2002:10). Whichever one of these 

causal explanations (or combination of them) that holds the most truth, it appears to be quite 

evident that oil exports, indicated by membership in the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 

Countries (OPEC), have a negative effect on democratic development, according to relevant 

previous research (see Fish 2002:15; Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2008:43-44).  

 The indicator chosen to detect oil-exporting countries is OPEC-membership.40 Although 

the validity of only attributing OPEC-members with the epithet ‘oil-exporting’ could be 

questioned, there are at least two good arguments for doing so. First, the six countries that have 

the world’s largest oil reserves are members of OPEC (Alvstam and Erlandsson 2009), and 

together all the OPEC-members are estimated to posses 75 percent of the oil reserves in the world 

(Persson 2009). Hence, among these oil exporters, oil revenues are likely to have a very strong 

impact on the economy, whereas an inclusion of all oil-exporting states plausibly would include 

many countries where oil exports are not as important to the economy. Furthermore, other large 

oil exporters, such as Russia and the USA, are not included in this thesis. Second, this is the 

method employed in several other studies, where it has been found to have a significant effect on 

regime-types,41 thus simplifying comparisons with previous research.   

 The last indicator incorporated in specifications of the econometric model is the rate of 

military expenditure among the analyzed countries. The rationale for including this variable is 

                                                           
40 Gabon left OPEC in 1996, but is nevertheless coded as an OPEC-member during the whole period 1995-1999.  
The reason for this is that oil has had a significant importance for its economic development (see Rundquist 2009).  
41 For another study other than Fish (2002:15) and Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:43-44) that use OPEC-membership 
as an indicator of oil export see Levine and Renelt (1992:960).  
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drawn from Dahl (1971:48-53) who argues that the probability that a government will accept 

opposition increases as its coercive means to repress the opposition decreases. Dahl points to 

several factors that can contribute to a decrease of these compulsory resources. However, one of 

these factors is that the coercive means, such as military and police forces, are relatively small. 

That is, although comparatively strong military forces do not have to hamper democratic 

development, it has the potential to do so if it is not depoliticized, or dispersed in society to a 

degree where neither the government nor any other group has monopoly over them. Hence, based 

on this reasoning one can conclude that a politicized and monopolized military can pose sever 

restrains on democratic development. Thus, a variable controlling for military expenditure as a 

percentage of GDP is included in the analysis. This is, furthermore, a variable found to have a 

significant negative effect on democratization in many of Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:43-44) 

multiple regression model specifications.                      

2.4 Controls of Model Fit 

In order to assess if the various specifications of the multiple regression model have a good 

model fit, potential outliners and influential cases in the data need to be detected.42 ‘Standardized 

residuals’ have been used to search for outliners, whereas ‘leverage’/’hat values’, ‘standardized 

DFBeta’ and ‘standardized DFFit’ have been employed to spot possible influential cases. These 

tests have been employed in simple regressions on all determinants,43 where each of the two 

indicators of the dependent variable has been included respectively. However, it is merely the 

variables that have caused concern regarding the model fit that are presented and discussed in the 

following paragraphs. Before this is carried out it can be noted that controls for conditions 

required to generalize the results – such as homoscedasticity, and independent errors (see Field 

2005:169-175) – are not considered. The reason for this is that this thesis, as mentioned 

previously, treats a whole population; thus there is no need to generalize the data to other states, 

as would have been the case had it been a sample.   

                                                           
42 An outliner is an analytical unit with very misrepresentative values, causing it to distort the regression line in 
relation to the population or sample at large. An influential case is also an analytical unit that exerts undue influence 
on the regression line causing it to be misrepresentative (for further information about these types of analytical units 
and how to detect them see Field 2005:76-78, 162-168).    
43 This is, of course, except for the dummy variables that each only has two values.   
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 The first simple regression that demonstrates a poor model fit is found between democratic 

aid as a percentage of GDP and the FHI. That is, although it only has three standardized residuals 

with values higher than 1.9�� 6, and none above 2.58�� ,44 indicating that there are no outliners, 

there is an obvious influential case that distorts the regression line. This becomes clear when 

observing the leverage/hat values, where East Timor has a score more than 48 times higher than 

the average.45 This indication is, furthermore, verified by the standardized DFBeta values for East 

Timor which demonstrate an effect of approximately 1.4 on the intercept and roughly - 4.9 on the 

regression line.46 Moreover, East Timor is found to be an influential case when employing the 

standardized DFFit as well, with a value just about - 5.0. Hence, in order to acquire a more 

representative regression line, there is a need to reduce the impact of East Timor’s democratic aid 

(as a percentage of GDP) value. This will be carried out by giving it the next highest score plus 

one unit – one of the methods recommended by Andy Field (2005:79).47              

 The second simple regression with a weak model fit is found between the military 

expenditure variable, N=47,48 and the FHI. That is, although there are no indicators of outliners, 

since merely one standardized residual exceeds the value of 1.96��  and none has a value larger 

than 2.58�� , there are two suspected influential cases in this regression. Namely, both Croatia and 

Jordan have values exceeding three times the average leverage/hat value. However, only Croatia 

has standardized DFBeta and DFFit values above 1; that is, a DFBeta value of 1.3 for the 

intercept and 1.7 for the regression line, and a standardized DFFit value of 1.7. Consequently, it 

is only Croatia that creates a misrepresentative regression line on this variable. Hence, in order 

not to distort the results of the various model specifications, it will receive the second highest 

value plus one unit, i.e. one percentage point, on the military expenditure variable.  

                                                           
44 If more than 1 percent of the analytical units have standard residuals with values higher than 2.58��  it is an 

indicator of outliners. Moreover, there should be no standard residuals higher than 3.29��  (Field 2005:164).  
45 It is suggested that if an analytical unit has a value above two or, alternatively, three times the mean, they are 
potentially influential cases (Field 2005:165). However, since various other indicators are utilized in this thesis as 
well, it is merely states with values three times above the mean that are considered.  
46 If an analytical unit has an absolute DFBeta value above 1 it is an indicator of an influential case, although some 
have suggested that concern is necessary only with an absolute value above 2. The same is true for DFFit (Field 
2005:166-167). However, due to the small population in this thesis, cases above 1 will be considered influential 
cases.   
47 However, since the countries on average received aid equivalent to 0.589 percent of their GDP, one unit is in this 
case understood to be 0.001 percent; that is, the least amount of aid that any country received annually from 1995 to 
1999 (on average). The reason for this measure is that a larger ‘unit’ would have distorted the regression line.    
48 Dilemmas caused by missing values are discussed in Section 2.5. 
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 The last simple regression that demonstrates a poor model fit is found in the simple 

regression between democratic aid as a percentage of GDP and the FHI change. That is, although 

no obvious outliners appear to be present,49 there is a clear influential case in this regression, 

namely East Timor. First, this is indicated by a leverage/hat value that is more than 48 times that 

of the mean. Second, its standardized DFBeta value for the intercept is approximately -1.5, and 

roughly 5.3 for the regression line. Third, its standardized DFFit value is approximately 5.3. 

Hence, the democratic aid variable (as a percentage of GDP) for East Timor needs to be reduced 

in relation to FHI change as well. Therefore, as with the other influential cases, it will receive the 

second highest value plus one ‘unit’ (see footnote 47 for the definition of a unit).       

2.5 Consequences of Missing Data 

A dilemma in this thesis is that there are four control variables with missing values.50 Concerning 

one of these variables, i.e. the sum of exports and imports, this is manageable; that is, since there 

is only one missing value it is replaced with the average score of that variable (see Field 

2005:183-184).51 This type of estimation of missing values is, however, only appropriate when a 

small proportion of the values are absent, which is not the case with the other three variables, i.e. 

literacy rate, gini index and military expenditure. Moreover, had these variables been without 

impact on the democratic aid variable, they could have been excluded from the analysis, but this 

is not the case. Hence they should be accounted for in some way. Due to a lack of resources to 

approximate these missing values, a second best measure will be carried out. That is, separate 

multiple regression specifications – including merely these three control variables, the democratic 

aid variable and each of the two indicators of the dependent variable – are performed. Although 

not an ideal assessment, it makes it possible to appraise their combined impact on democratic aid. 

It is, however, important to note that the impact of these variables on democratic aid potentially 

could have been diminished by the other control variables, or vice versa. Therefore it is 

                                                           
49 Merely one standardized residual is larger than 1.9�� 6, and although it is larger than 2.58��  it has a value within the 

3.29��  range, 2.90 to be exact. Moreover, since there is only one variable outside the 1.9�� 6 rage, it is not considered 
to be a significant outliner (see Field 2005:78).  
50 When performing a multiple regression analysis, this means that all countries with a missing value on any variable 
will be excluded from the analysis, unless cases are excluded on a pairwise basis. This measure is, however not 
recommended by Field (2005:183).  The implication of this is that there are not enough countries to perform a 
regression with this many variables (see Field 2005:173). 
51 The country that this measure has been carried out for is East Timor.  
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imperative to emphasize that this is merely an approximation of what their impact would have 

been, had they been included in the main specifications of the econometric model.    
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3 The Effects of Democratic Aid on Democratization  

This chapter is structured as follows: In the first section the effects of democratic aid weighted 

with GDP are presented; first with the FHI as the indicator of the dependent variable, and 

thereafter with the FHI change as the indicator of the outcome variable. In the second section the 

same procedure is carried out with democratic aid weighted against the countries’ populations. 

Finally, in the last section the effects of the control variables, the explanatory sufficiency of the 

various model specifications and the two indicators of the dependent variable will be briefly 

commented.   

 It is important to note that, in order to avoid confusion and simplify interpretation, the FHI 

has been reversed so that a positive coefficient indicates a development towards democracy, and 

a negative coefficient indicates a move towards an autocratic regime-type. In this way it also 

becomes coherent with the FHI change.   

3.1 Effects of Democratic Aid as a Percentage of GDP 

When observing the results from the first model specification presented in Table 3.1, i.e. the 

impact of democratic aid as a percentage of GDP, the results are quite startling. That is, instead of 

promoting democratization, democratic aid in fact appears to have counteracted with democratic 

development. Although this negative impact is somewhat reduced when controlling for the other 

determinants, and nowhere statistically significant, it nevertheless remains in both specifications 

of the regression model in Table 3.1.52   

 Moreover, even if assuming that the three remaining control variables – presented in Table 

3.2 (Model 2) – are not correlated with the effects of the other control determinants, and if 

ignoring the fact that not all 56 states are included in this regression, an additional control for 

these do not appear to reverse the observed negative trend. More specifically, democratic aid, 

according to such a presupposition, had a small but remaining negative effect of - 0.06.53 Thus, if 

presuming that this was the actual impact when holding all nine control variables constant, an 

increase of democratic aid equivalent to 1 percent of the GDP supposedly resulted in an average 

                                                           
52 The two different model specifications in each table of the analysis are designated Model 1 and Model 2. 
53 That is, the control variables in Table 3.2 reduce the negative effect of democratic aid with 0.052. If 0.052 is 
subtracted from the negative impact demonstrated in Table 3.1 (Model 2) this results in a negative impact of - 0.06.       
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development towards an autocratic regime-type with an FHI-score fraction corresponding to 0.06 

(in absolute numbers).  

Table 3.1 Effects of Democratic Aid (% of GDP) on the FHI, 2000-2004   

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (% of GDP) - 0.330 (.221) - 0.112   (0.242) 

log GDP/Capita --   0.789* (0.421)  

Sociocultural Division -- - 0.002   (0.005) 

Sum of Exports and Imports (% of GDP) -- - 0.004   (0.005)  

Muslim Majority -- - 0.565* (0.303) 

Previous British Colonies --   0.104   (0.308) 

Oil Exporting Countries -- - 0.406   (0.533) 

Constant 3.698 5.590 

�� .043 .236 

��² .026 .124 

N 56 56 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009), Gordon (2005), CIA World Factbook (2001), Institute of 
Commonwealth Studies (2008), Rundquist (2009).   
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed) 

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed) 
*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. Moreover, the 

FHI is the indicator of the dependent variable in this regression. Finally, it should be noted that one unit 

regarding Sociocultural Division is equal to 0.01. 

 Although this negative effect is statistically insignificant in all specifications and 

arguably appears insignificant in view of the absolute value of the regression coefficient, it 

might potentially be regarded as substantially significant when considering its relative 

contribution to these states’ democratic development at large.54 That is, when one compares the 

average democratic development between the two periods 1995-1999 and 2000-2004 for the 56 

analyzed countries, they merely democratized with a 0.280 fraction of an FHI-score. Hence, 

since these countries typically received democratic aid equivalent to about 0.589 percent of 

their GDP from 1995 to 1999 (OECD 2009b; World Bank 2009), democratic assistance, on 

                                                           
54 Recall that democratic aid is considered to be a substantially significant determinant if it appears likely that it has 
contributed to 10 percent or more of the average democratic development of the 56 analyzed states (see Section 2.1). 
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average, reduced their democratic development with a 0.035 fraction of an FHI-score.55 

Therefore, if these countries would not have received any democratic assistance, their average 

scores could hypothetically – given the assumptions made in the previous paragraph – have 

been 12.5 percent closer to a democratic regime-type. Presented in this way it is arguably 

plausible to attribute democratic assistance with a substantial negative impact on democratic 

development.      

Table 3.2 Alternative Effects of Democratic Aid (% of GDP) on the FHI, 2000-2004   

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (% of GDP) - 0.277 (0.339) - 0.225 (0.354) 

Literacy Rate (% of Total Population)    --   0.005 (0.008) 

Gini Index   --   0.009 (0.022) 

Military Expenditure (% of GDP)   -- - 0.025 (0.133) 

Constant   3.734   4.407 

��   .014   .031 

��² - .017 - .103 

N    34    34 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009). 
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed) 

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed)  

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  
Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. Moreover, FHI is 

the indicator of the dependent variable in this regression. Furthermore, it can be noted that one unit of the Gini 

Index is equal to 0.01. 

 Conversely, if postulating that the reduced effect produced by the three control variables 

in table 3.2 would disappear if they were included among the initial six control variables, 

democratic aid potentially contributed to an average FHI-score fraction roughly 0.066 closer to 

an autocratic regime-type (compared to 0.035 in the previous paragraph). In theory this means 

that, if the regression coefficient reflects reality, their democratic development could, on 

average, have been about 23.6 percent higher if none of them had received any democratic aid. 

Hence, although both of these alternative interpretations appear to have a mere diminutive 

negative impact in absolute numbers, democratic assistance arguably seems to have a 

                                                           
55 Recall that the FHI scores have been reversed in the analysis. See Section 2.2 for review of the FHI scale (original, 
non-reversed version).  
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substantial negative effect if the regression coefficient’s relative contribution to the average 

FHI-score change is taken into account.   

 However, it is important to emphasize that the standard errors in these model 

specifications are fairly high relative to the regression coefficient, indicating that the observed 

impact might in fact be chimera (see Field 2005:14-17). Another factor indicating that this may 

only be an illusory impact is the low !" and !#² values. Nevertheless, it is safe to say that there 

are no indicators in table 3.1 or 3.2 supporting previous findings that democratic aid has 

contributed to democratization. 

 When employing the seemingly more robust alternative indicator of the dependent 

variable, namely FHI change, democratic aid does, however, appear to have a positive 

contributing effect on democratic development. That is, even though Model 1 in Table 3.3 

indicates that democratic aid works against democratization, it has a positive impact of 0.048 

when holding the other variables constant, i.e. in Model 2. In theory this implies that if 

democratic aid constituted 1 percent of the receiving countries’ GDP, the semi-democracies 

did, on average, receive a 0.048 fraction of an FHI-score higher than if no democratic aid had 

been allocated. Considering that the targeted countries typically did receive annual democratic 

aid corresponding to 0.589 percent of their GDP, it follows that, according to the regression 

coefficient, they, on average, improved their democratic development with an FHI-score 

fraction of approximately 0.028; that is, compared to the preceding five-year period. 

 Bearing in mind that the democratic development, on average, was a 0.280 fraction of an 

FHI-score, from the period of 1995-1999 to the period of 2000-2004, it implies that democratic 

aid, according to the regression coefficient, typically contributed to 10 percent of the democratic 

development. In light of this, democratic assistance could arguably be regarded as a modest but 

substantially significant determinant of the democratic development from 2000 to 2004. 
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Table 3.3 Effects of Democratic Aid (% of GDP), 2000-2004, on FHI Change   

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (% of GDP) - 0.186 (0.192)   0.048   (0.236) 

log GDP/Capita    --   0.764* (0.411) 

Sociocultural Division    --   0.006   (0.005) 

Sum of Exports and Imports (% of GDP)    -- - 0.003   (0.004) 

Muslim Majority    -- - 0.015   (0.296) 

Previous British Colonies    -- - 0.029   (0.300) 

Oil Exporting Countries    --   0.084   (0.520) 

Constant    0.390 - 2.002 

��   .017   .097 

��² - .001 - .035 

N    56    56 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009), Gordon (2005), CIA World Factbook (2001), Institute of 
Commonwealth Studies (2008), Rundquist (2009).   
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed)  

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed) 

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. The indicator of 
the dependent variable in this regression is the change of FHI (from the average score 1995-1999 to the average 

score 2000-2004). Finally, it should be noted that one unit regarding Sociocultural Division is equal to 0.01.   

 However, considering the large standard errors in Table 3.3, it is likely that this effect is 

merely illusory; that is, not present in reality and caused by chance. Moreover, the alternative 

effects of democratic aid presented in Table 3.4 augment these doubts. The reason for this is 

that, although the alternative control variables at best could contribute to a somewhat higher 

average FHI-score corresponding to 0.067 when aid constitutes 1 percent of the GDP (instead 

of 0.048 as in the preceding paragraph), the alternative model specifications in the regressions 

in Table 3.4 indicates that democratic aid has a negative impact when only including the 34 

states with available data for these variables. This radically different result supports the notion 

that the observed impacts of democratic assistance are only illusory. Furthermore, the 

exceptionally low and, at times, even non-existent !" and !#² values further undermine the 

reliability of the observed positive impact.   
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Table 3.4 Alternative Effects of Democratic Aid (% of GDP), 2000-2004, on FHI Change  

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (% of GDP) - 0.457 (0.276) - 0.438 (0.288) 

Literacy Rate (% of Total Population)  --   0.003 (0.007) 

Gini Index --   0.001 (0.018) 

Military Expenditure (% of GDP) --   0.048 (0.097) 

Constant 0.406 - 0.006 

�� .079   .100 

��² .050 - .024 

N 34    34 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009). 
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed) 

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed) 

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. The indicator of 

the dependent variable in this regression is the change of FHI (from the average score 1995-1999 to the average 
score 2000-2004). Recall that one unit of the Gini Index is equal to 0.01.  

 In sum, the detected effects of democratic aid, weighted as a percentage of GDP, are 

clearly ambiguous, with seemingly positive effects in some specifications of the regression 

model and negative effects in others. Moreover, none of the specifications indicate that 

democratic aid is a statistically significant determinant of democracy. In addition, although the 

potentially more accurate indicator of the outcome variable, namely FHI change, points to a 

modest and substantially significant impact – that is, if the regression coefficients’ relative 

potential contribution to the average democratic development of these states is considered – 

there are several indications pointing to the possibility that this observed effect is merely 

illusory. Thus, it is probable that the observed effect is not present in the real world. Hence, 

democratic aid does not, according to these findings, demonstrate a convincing and 

substantially significant impact on democratic development among semi-democratic states 

from 2000 to 2004.      

3.2 Effects of Democratic Aid Weighted per Capita 

When observing the results of democratic aid weighted with the population of each country, the 

findings are, as will become apparent, less ambiguous compared to when it was scaled with GDP. 
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First, examining the results presented in Table 3.5, it is found that democratic assistance, when 

not holding the other determinants constant, appears to contribute to a 0.015 fraction of a FHI-

score for each additional dollar that is received per capita. Although this effect is reduced to 

0.010 when controlling for the other six variables, it still seems to have a positive impact. 

Considering that each state annually, on average, received democratic aid corresponding to 3.840 

dollars per capita, it implies that each country typically had approximately an FHI-score fraction 

of 0.038 closer to a democratic regime-type from 2000 to 2004 as a result of the aid; that is, if 

assuming that this regression coefficient reflects reality. Bearing in mind that the average FHI-

score change in relation to the previous five-year period was 0.280, it is possible that democratic 

aid contributed to about 13.6 percent of the higher average score observed from 2000-2004; that 

is, compared to the mean score from 1995 to 1999. If this is true it could arguably be attributed 

with a modest but substantial significance.       

Table 3.5 Effects of Democratic Aid (per Capita) on the FHI, 2000-2004 

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (per Capita)    0.015 (0.021)   0.010     (0.020) 

log GDP/Capita    --   0.876** (0.373) 

Sociocultural Division    -- - 0.002     (0.005) 

Sum of Exports and Imports (% of GDP)    -- - 0.004     (0.004) 

Muslim Majority    -- - 0.528*   (0.303) 

Previous British Colonies    --   0.140     (0.307) 

Oil Exporting Countries    -- - 0.335     (0.534) 

Constant    3.950 5.946 

��   .010 .237 

��² - .009 .125 

N    56 56 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009), Gordon (2005), CIA World Factbook (2001), Institute of 
Commonwealth Studies (2008), Rundquist (2009).   
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed) 
** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed)  

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. Moreover, FHI is 

the indicator of the dependent variable in this regression. Finally, it should be noted that one unit regarding 

Sociocultural Division is equal to 0.01.   
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 However, if taking the remaining three control variables, presented in table 3.6, into 

account it seems possible that they could reduce the impact of democratic aid from 0.010 to 

0.002.56 If this is presumed to be true, the democratizing effect that potentially can be attributed 

to democratic assistance would, on average, be reduced to an FHI-score fraction of roughly 

0.008. In relation to the FHI-score change this means that it merely contributed to the higher 

democracy score with about 2.9 percent, which is arguably not substantially significant. It is, 

however, possible that the impact of these three determinants, with regards to the coefficient of 

democratic aid, would disappear or become starkly reduced if they were added to Model 2 in 

Table 3.5. Hence, the potentially stronger determining effect of 13.6 may be largely sustained.  

Table 3.6 Alternative Effects of Democratic Aid (per Capita) on the FHI, 2000-2004   

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (per Capita)   - 0.018 (0.059) - 0.026 (0.064) 

Literacy Rate (% of Total Population)    --   0.006 (0.009) 

Gini Index   --   0.008 (0.022) 

Military Expenditure (% of GDP)   -- - 0.018 (0.134) 

Constant    3.798    4.520 

��   .003    .023 

��² - .028 - .112 

N    34    34 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009). 
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed)  

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed) 

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed) 

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. FHI is the 

indicator of the dependent variable in this regression. Recall that one unit of the Gini Index is equal to 0.01. 

 Nonetheless, there are indicators casting doubt on the reliability of these regression 

coefficients, no matter what its observed effect might be. First, the standard errors in both Table 

3.5 and Table 3.6 are very large relative to the mean, implying that the detected impact is likely 

to be merely illusory, and caused by chance. Furthermore, this notion finds support in the fact 

that the effects of democratic aid are starkly different when only including the 34 states in 

                                                           
56 That is, if it is assumed that they are not correlated with the other control variables and that their effect would not 
change if all 56 states were included in this regression. 
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Table 3.6, where it appears to have a negative impact. Moreover, the !" and !#² values are 

extremely low or non-existent in all model specifications, with the possible exception of Mo-

del 2 in Table 3.5. Hence, there are many factors pointing to the possibility that democratic aid 

in fact does not have any, or a very diminutive, real effect on democratic development. 

 Concerning the impact of democratic aid per capita, with regards to the FHI change 

variable, presented in Table 3.7, its positive effect does however appear to be somewhat 

stronger compared to the observed impact on the FHI variable in Table 3.5. It could also be 

noted that its positive determining effect in fact seems stronger when holding the other 

variables constant, thus differentiating it from the results in Table 3.5.      

Table 3.7 Effects of Democratic Aid (per Capita), 2000-2004, on FHI Change 

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (per Capita) 0.023 (0.018)   0.025   (0.019) 

log GDP/Capita --   0.719* (0.358) 

Sociocultural Division --   0.005   (0.005) 

Sum of Exports and Imports (% of GDP) -- - 0.004   (0.004) 

Muslim Majority --   0.026   (0.291) 

Previous British Colonies --   0.006   (0.294) 

Oil Exporting Countries --   0.172   (0.513) 

Constant 0.191 - 1.914 

�� .029 .129 

��² .011 .002 

N 56 56 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009), Gordon (2005), CIA World Factbook (2001), Institute of 
Commonwealth Studies (2008), Rundquist (2009).   
* Significant at p < .10 
** Significant at p < .05 

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed).  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. The indicator of 

the dependent variable in this regression is the change of FHI (from the average score 1995-1999 to the average 

score 2000-2004). Finally, it should be noted that one unit regarding Sociocultural Division is equal to 0.01.   

 Considering that the average country, as mentioned before, received democratic aid 

equivalent to 3.840 dollars per capita, these findings imply that, when controlling for the other 

determinants, democratic assistance potentially contributed to an average FHI-score fraction 
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change of 0.096. In other words, on average, the 56 semi-democracies had, as a result of 

democratic aid, democratized with a 0.096 FHI-score relative to the previous five-year period. 

Although this effect is modest if viewed in absolute numbers, it is arguably fairly strong when 

considering its potential contribution the average FHI-score change for the 56 states, namely 

0.280. That is, if the regression coefficient reflects the actual affects of democratic assistance it 

contributed on average to roughly 34 percent of the democratic development of these states. 

Hence, even though this model does not indicate a statistically significant effect of democratic 

aid, its impact can potentially be regarded as substantially significant. 

 However, it should be noted that the three supplementary control variables, presented in 

Table 3.7, seem to have the possibility to reduce the observed impact in table 3.8 (Model 2) with 

0.014.57 If this is the case, the remaining effect of democratic aid is instead an FHI-score fraction 

of 0.011 for each additional dollar per capita. That is, democratic assistance contributed to a 

democratization corresponding to an FHI-score fraction of 0.042. This, in turn, would reduce its 

potential impact to amount to 15 percent, instead of the previously detected 34 percent, which, 

however, could still arguably be considered substantially significant. Moreover, as pointed out 

before, it is probable that the negative effect of these control variables on the democratic aid 

variable would have been reduced or disappeared, had they been included in the main regression 

in Table 3.7.    

 Nevertheless, when observing the results presented in Table 3.8, it appears that the effect 

that is present in Table 3.7 may merely be illusory. One reason to suspect this is that democratic 

aid appears to have a negative effect, here as well, when only including the 34 states in Table 3.8. 

This indicates that it is fairly possible that the observed impact is actually caused by chance, 

rather than being a real world effect. In addition, the low the !" and !#² values cast further doubt 

on the reliability of the regression coefficient. Hence, it is probable that the observed positive 

impact of democratic aid is illusory.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
57 Again, if it is assumed that they are not correlated with the other control variables and that their effect would not 
change if all 56 states were included in this regression. 
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Table 3.8 Alternative Effects of Democratic Aid (per Capita), 2000-2004, on FHI Change 

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Democratic Aid (per Capita) - 0.039 (0.049) - 0.053 (0.053) 

Literacy Rate (% of Total Population)    --   0.005 (0.007) 

Gini Index   --   0.000 (0.018) 

Military Expenditure (% of GDP)   --   0.061 (0.099) 

Constant   0.284 - 0.227 

��   .019   .060 

��² - .012 - .070 

N    34    34 

Sources: OECD (2009b), World Bank (2009). 
* Significant at p < .10 (two-tailed)  

** Significant at p < .05 (two-tailed)  

*** Significant at p < .01 (two-tailed)  

Notes: The numbers in the chart are regression coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis. The indicator of 
the dependent variable in this regression is the change of FHI (from the average score 1995-1999 to the average 

score 2000-2004). Recall that one unit of the Gini Index is equal to 0.01.   

 In sum, although the regression coefficients in both Table 3.5 and Table 3.7 indicate that 

democratic aid may have had a substantially significant positive impact on the observed 

democratic development of these countries, it appears that this effect is likely to be chimera, at 

least to a large extent. Hence, according to these model specifications, it seems probable that 

democratic aid has not been a significant determinant of democratic development among semi-

democratic states from 2000 to 2004.           

3.3 A Brief Comment on the Control Variables and the Dependent Variable   

Perhaps needless to say, the explanatory effect of the control variables in this thesis was not as 

good as anticipated. For example, the strongest observed explanatory value was found in Table 

3.5 and merely amounted to an !" of .237 and an !#² of .125; moreover, in a few model 

specifications the explanatory value amounted to practically nothing at all, with negative !#² 

values. This can be compared to Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:49) study with !" values as high 

as .730. Furthermore, this specific high explanatory value was found although Kalyvitis and 

Vlachaki largely utilized the same control variables and observed a time period partially included 

in this thesis, namely 1992-2004.  
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 Another puzzling finding in this thesis is that a few variables that previously have been 

found to have strong negative or positive impacts on democratic development, had opposite 

effects (although largely negligible) in some of the model specifications presented in this chapter. 

In the two following paragraphs two tentative suggestions that could potentially explain parts of 

these discrepancies are presented. 

 First, the relatively low explanatory effects and, at times, contradictory impacts of the 

control variables in this thesis could perhaps partially be explained by the fact that Kalyvitis and 

Vlachaki (2008:7-8, 43) explored the probability of observing a semi-democratic or democratic 

regime-type, instead of an autocratic polity. Conversely, this thesis only observed changes in 

democracy scores within semi-democratic regimes. Hence, one possible reason for the low 

explanatory values and unexpected results might be that this thesis observed a relatively narrow 

FHI-score range, compared to Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s study. This may, at least partially, explain 

e.g. why higher degrees of trade openness, according to their study, had a significantly positive 

impact on democratic development, whereas it had a negative (although practically negligible) 

effect on democratic development among semi-democracies in this thesis. Furthermore, the 

contradicting explanatory effects of some variables are likely to be caused by their insignificant 

effect on the included states in this thesis, resulting in chance giving them positive values in some 

model specifications and negative values in others.   

 Second, it may also be that the large explanatory values in Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s study, 

at least to some degree, are illusory. That is, many of the significant results that they found might 

partially be a result of characteristics more frequently present among semi-democracies and 

democracies rather than autocracies, while they may actually be insignificant or less significant 

as authentic determinants of democratic development. 

 Nonetheless, no matter what the causes are for the discrepancies between this thesis and 

Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s study, it can be concluded that the included control variables, with the 

exception of Log GDP per capita and the Muslim majority dummy, did not have a significant 

explanatory value in any of the model specifications of this thesis. 

 Finally, it can be noted that there are no indicators in this thesis of the alternative indicator 

of the dependent variable, i.e. FHI change, endangering the positive results found in previous 

inquiries. In all regression model specifications carried out in this study, it was instead found that 
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democratic aid appeared to have a more positive impact on the FHI change compared to the FHI. 

However, since these two indicators of the dependent variable did provide somewhat divergent 

results, it indicates that reversed causality is to some degree present in this study. Hence, it is 

likely to have been a problem in similar previous studies as well. Therefore, no matter what the 

direction of this error may be, a revision of previous studies regarding the effects of democratic 

aid may to some degree be motivated.              
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4 Concluding Discussion            

In this thesis democratic aid was not found to have any statistical significance as a determinant of 

democratic development among semi-democratic states from 2000-2004, i.e. the examined time 

period in this thesis. Moreover, although some of the regression coefficients of democratic aid 

demonstrate a potentially substantial significant impact, there are many factors indicating that this 

impact is likely to be merely illusory. Hence, the conclusion is that democratic assistance did not 

have any significant impact on democratic development among semi-democratic states from 2000 

to 2004. 

 Thus, if comparing this conclusion with Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008) findings, it 

appears that, although democratic aid may be more likely to promote semi-democratic and 

democratic regime-types compared to autocratic regimes, it nevertheless seems incapable of 

spurring democratic development among semi-democratic regimes. Hence, democratic aid may 

not be a fruitful policy tool for promoting more democratic polities and, consequently, might not 

contribute to an expansion of the democratic peace zone abroad after all. Furthermore, this 

indicates that democratic aid does not appear to strengthen the standpoint that exogenous factors 

are primary for democratic development, at least not regarding democratization of semi-

democratic polities. Instead, its effects can be related to the findings in the previously mentioned 

inquiries by Gleditsch et al (2007) and Goldsmith (2008), whose results shed doubt on some of 

the exogenous factors that have been directed at promoting democracy. Recall that the former 

study has found that military interventions have not been a successful measure for establishing 

democratic polities, whereas the latter has drawn similar conclusions about economic trade 

sanctions (see Chapter 1). Hence, according to these two studies and this thesis, there are 

indications supporting the notion that democracy promotion in foreign countries, with the 

utilization of these three measures, may be an unfruitful pursuit to take on.  

 Moreover, it can be noted that the only determinants that appeared to have a statistically 

significant impact on democratic development in this thesis were the endogenous variables of log 

GDP per capita and the Muslim majority dummy. Conversely, the exogenous control variable, 

sum of exports and imports, was insignificant. This may be regarded as an indication of the 

primary importance of endogenous factors for democratic development or, in the case of Muslim 

majorities, suppression of democratic development in the 56 analyzed states. However, it is 
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important to emphasize that most of the control variables included in the econometric model 

specifications only captured endogenous factors, and thus any general conclusions of the primacy 

of either endogenous or exogenous factors will be biased. Moreover, since many of these 

endogenous factors were insignificant determinants as well, such as the gini index, military 

expenditure, sociocultural division and literacy rate, such conclusions seem even more far-

fetched. Nevertheless, it is safe to say that democratic aid, according to the results of this thesis, 

does not give further support to arguments stating that exogenous factors are principal in relation 

to endogenous factors for democratic development.                       

 However, it is important to emphasize that the conclusion of this thesis is only directly 

valid for the examined 56 states during 2000-2004, and that it is merely an indicator of the 

possible effects of democratic aid with regards to semi-democracies in general. In other words, it 

has not, in any way, been firmly established that democratic aid is generally an unfruitful 

measure for promoting democratic regime-types. In addition, this thesis does not say anything 

about its potential to help maintain democratic polities that already exist. There are, hence, 

several qualifications that need to be taken into consideration with regards to the conclusion of 

this thesis. First, it is recognized that democratic assistance may have had a significantly positive 

effect in other semi-democratic states and/or during different time periods.  

 Second, considering the poor explanatory values of the multiple regression model 

specifications utilized in this study, it may be that democratic aid could be found to have a 

significant democratizing impact if more sufficient control variables are employed. That is, it is 

possible that potential suppressor effects from such variables would increase the significance of 

democratic aid.  

 Third, another potential cause of error that may hide positive impacts of democratic aid, is 

if the dataset utilized in this thesis is inaccurate, in the sense that there are large amounts of 

missing values or a high discrepancy between commitments and actual transfers of aid; that is, if 

many actual transfers or unfulfilled commitments have not been reported to the OECD. For 

example, Finkel et al’s (2007:422) study indicates that this dataset may, in fact, have significant 

errors. (Although Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2008:31-33), as pointed out in Section 2.2, have found 

many indicators supporting the notion that the democratic aid commitments, reported by the 

CRS, accurately depict the actual aid transfers.) Hence, there is a need for further research that 
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includes different time periods and countries, other control variables and possibly alternative 

datasets.  

 Fourth, it may be that democratic aid has contributed to maintaining and/or strengthening 

democratic rule in already existing democratic countries – a possibility that is unexplored in this 

thesis. If this is true, democratic assistance might be considered a fruitful policy tool, at least for 

upholding the existing peaceful relations among the states that are presently democratic. One 

possible interpretation of Kalyvitis and Vlachaki’s (2008:7-8, 43-46) study may in fact support 

such a notion, since they found that it is more likely that a country falls both within a democratic 

and semi-democratic regime-type, rather that an autocratic polity, if they are relatively large 

recipients of democratic aid. Hence, it may be that democratic aid contributes to upholding 

democratic and semi-democratic regimes. However, needless to say, there is a need for more 

research in this area as well.   

     Fifth, it is also possible that the significance of democratic aid is highly dependent on the 

relation between the aid supplier and the aid recipient. For example, Steven Levitsky and Lucan 

Way (2006:382-388) have suggested that the degree of a foreign power’s influence abroad may 

be partially dependent on leverage and highly dependent on linkage in relation to the countries 

where it is attempting to promote democratic development.58 An implication of this hypothesis is 

that an aid-supplier with a high degree of leverage and linkage in a democratic aid-receiving 

country would be far more likely to achieve the purpose of this aid compared to if the degree of 

leverage and linkage are low. The positive effect would be especially probable to appear if the 

linkage is high, although its contributing effect may be fairly diffuse according to Levitsky and 

Way. Hence, it is possible that democratic aid has been a fruitful policy tool where strong 

leverage and especially high levels of linkage have existed, but not where linkage has been 

absent, no matter the regime-types of the recipient countries. Thus, there is a need for further 

studies that utilize this hypothesis as well.                        

 In sum, although there are many qualifications to the results of this thesis, it arguably 

indicates that democratic aid may not be a fruitful policy tool for democratic development among 

                                                           
58 Leverage refers to the targeted country’s degree of vulnerability to external pressure in relation to the country that 
is trying to exert influence over it. Examples of leverage are aid and trade conditionality as well as other forms of 
sanctions. Linkage refers to the degree of cross-border flow and ties between the targeted country and the country 
that it is trying to cause a change in. Examples of linkage are trade and migration flow, information flow, the degree 
of influence of e.g. western non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) in the targeted country.     
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semi-democratic regimes. Consequently, democratic aid might not be able to contribute to the 

establishment of democratic regime-types and, hence, an expanded sphere of democratic peace. 

Another implication of these results is that they do not give further support to arguments that 

exogenous factors are more important than endogenous factors in promoting democratization.  

 Nonetheless, there are also factors indicating that democratic aid may indeed be found to 

have a significant impact; that is, if different approaches, control variables, time periods, and/or 

datasets etcetera are employed. Hence, there is a need for a great deal of more research in this 

area in order to clarify a more firmly established picture of the actual effects of democratic aid. If 

such studies are carried out, it might be found that democratic aid has the potential to contribute 

to Kant’s proposition of perpetual peace after all.            
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Appendix 1 – Creditor Reporting System (CRS), Descriptions 

Table Government and Civil Society Aid 

DAC 

5 

Code 

 CRS 

Code 

Description  Brief Clarification  

151    

 15110 Economic and 
development 
policy/planning 

Macro-economic, fiscal and monetary policy and planning; social planning; 
economic and social analysis and forecasting; development planning and preparation 
of structural reforms; organizational development; support to ministries involved in 
aid co-ordination; other ministries and government departments when sector cannot 
be specified.  (Use code 51010 for budget support to macroeconomic reforms.) 

 15120 Public sector 
financial 
management 

Strengthening financial and managerial accountability; public expenditure 
management; improving financial management systems; tax assessment procedures; 
budget drafting; field auditing; measures against waste, fraud and corruption. 

 15130 Legal and 
judicial 
development 

Constitutional development, legal drafting; institutional strengthening of legal and 
judicial systems; legal training and education; legal advice and services; crime 
prevention. 

 15140 Government 
administration 

Systems of government including parliament, local government, decentralization; 
civil service and civil service reform.  Including general services by government (or 
commissioned by government) not elsewhere specified e.g. police, fire protection; 
cartography, meteorology, legal metrology, aerial surveys and remote sensing; 
administrative buildings. 

 15150 Strengthening 
civil society 

Community participation and development; co-operatives; grassroots organizations; 
development of other participatory planning and decision making procedures and 
institutions (see code 15220 for civilian peace-building, conflict prevention and 
resolution). 

 15161 Elections Electoral assistance and monitoring, voters’ education [other than in connection with 
UN peace building (15230)]. 

 15162 Human rights Monitoring of human rights performance; support for national and regional human 
rights bodies; protection of ethnic, religious and cultural minorities [other than in 
connection with UN peace building (15230)]. 

 15163 Free flow of 
information 

Uncensored flow of information on public issues, including activities that increase 
the professionalism, skills and integrity of the print and broadcast media (e.g. 
training of journalists). 

 15164 Women’s 
equality 
organizations 
and institutions 

Support for institutions and organizations (governmental and non-governmental) 
working for gender equality and women’s empowerment. 

152    

 15230 
 

Post-conflict 
peace-building 
(UN) 

Participation in the post-conflict peace-building phase of United Nations peace 
operations (activities such as human rights and elections monitoring, rehabilitation 
of demobilized soldiers, rehabilitation of basic national infrastructure,  monitoring or 
retraining of civil administrators and police forces, training in customs and border 
control procedures, advice or training in fiscal or macroeconomic stabilization 
policy, repatriation and demobilization of armed factions, and disposal of their 
weapons; support for landmine removal).  Direct contributions to the UN 
peacekeeping budget are excluded from bilateral ODA (they are reportable in part as 
multilateral ODA). 

 15240 Reintegration 
and SALW 
control 

Reintegration of demobilized military personnel into the economy; conversion of 
production facilities from military to civilian outputs; technical co-operation to 
control, prevent and/or reduce the proliferation of small arms and light weapons 
(SALW) – see para. 39 of the DAC Statistical Reporting Directives for definition of 
SALW activities covered. [Other than in connection with UN peace-building 
(15230) or child soldiers (15261)]. 

Source:  CRS User’s guide (2007), available at: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/40/23/34384375.doc   

Note: A few of the subcategories under DAC 152 were excluded from this thesis because they were found irrelevant. 

For full coverage see the CRS User’s Guide (2007).  
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Appendix 2 – Partly Free Countries 1999 

1. Albania 

2. Antigua and Barbuda 

3. Armenia 

4. Azerbaijan 

5. Bangladesh 

6. Bosnia-Herzegovina 

7. Brazil 

8. Burkina Faso 

9. Central African 

Republic 

10. Colombia 

11. Comoros 

12. Cote d'Ivoire 

13. Croatia 

14. Djibouti 

15. East Timor/Timor-

Leste 

16. Ethiopia 

17. Gabon 

18. Georgia 

19. Ghana 

20. Guatemala 

21. Guinea-Bissau 

22. Haiti 

23. Honduras 

24. Indonesia 

25. Jordan 

26. Kuwait 

27. Kyrgyzstan 

28. Lesotho 

29. Liberia 

30. Macedonia, Former 

Yugoslavian Republic 

31. Madagascar 

32. Malawi 

33. Malaysia 

34. Mexico 

35. Moldova 

36. Morocco 

37. Mozambique 

38. Nepal 

39. Nicaragua 

40. Niger 

41. Nigeria 

42. Paraguay 

43. Peru 

44. Russia 

45. Senegal 

46. Seychelles 

47. Sierra Leone 

48. Singapore 

49. Sri Lanka 

50. Suriname 

51. Tanzania 

52. Togo 

53. Tonga 

54. Turkey 

55. Uganda 

56. Ukraine 

57. Venezuela 

58. Yugoslavia (became 

Serbia-Montenegro on 

February 4, 2003) 

59. Zambia 

60. Zimbabwe 
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Appendix 3 – Democracy Scores and Democratic Aid Flows, 1995-1999 

 

Table Aid Flows by Average FHI Scores, 1995-1999  
Sources: Freedom House (2009) ‘Country Ratings and Status, FIW 1973-2009’. Available at: 

http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=439, April 6, 2009; OECD (2009b) ‘OECD.Stat Extracts => Aid Activities => 
Creditor Reporting System’. Available at: http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.aspx#, April 16, 2009; World Bank (2009) World 

Development Indicators Online. The World Bank Group. Found at: 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/DATASTATISTICS/0,,contentMDK:20398986~menuPK:64133163~pagePK:6
4133150~piPK:64133175~theSitePK:239419,00.html, April 20, 2009. 
Note: The values presented in parenthesis are weighted against (divided with) the number of states in each group.  

 

 

 

Average Freedom House Score 

by Groups  

Democratic Aid % of 

GDP (3 decimals)  

Democratic Aid per 

Capita (3 decimals) 

Number of 

States 

Group 1 (average scores from 

2.5 to 2.9)  

0.470 (0.157)*   1.533 (0.511)* 3 

Group 2 (average scores from 

3.0 to 3.4) 

0.395 (0.043)* 3.603 (0.400)* 9 

Group 3 (average scores from 

3.5 to 3.9) 

0.522 (0.047)* 2.500 (0.227)* 11 

Group 4 (average scores from 

4.0 to 4.4) 

0.740 (0.057)* 4.731 (0.364)* 13 

Group 5 (average scores from 

4.5 to 4.9) 

0.381 (0.054)* 1.733 (0.248)* 7 

Group 6 (average scores from 

5.0 to 5.4) 

0.968 (0.097)* 7.343 (0.734)* 10 

Group 7 (average scores from 

5.5 to 5.9) 

0.101 (0.034)* 1.289 (0.430)* 3 


