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INTERNET-APPENDIX
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VARIABLES

2

DOWNLOADABLE AGGREGATE DATA SET

3

TABLES

1

VARIABLES

Socioeconomic and Demographic Indicators (Nation-Level Data)

Variables Used in Part I

#01:
Workforce in Industry (1990, 1995):

Percentage of workforce employed in material production in about 1990 or 1995, respectively.

Source: World Bank (1997). 

Used in: Table 2.6.

#02:
Workforce in Services (1990, 1995):

Percentage workforce employed in the service sector in about 1990 or 1995, respectively.

Source: World Bank (1997). 

Used in: Table 2.7.

#03:
Industrialization (1990):

Percentage difference index, subtracting percentage of workforce in agriculture (from World Bank, 1997) from workforce in industry (#01). 

Used in: Figures 2.2, 2.3.

#04:
Postindustrialization (1990):

Percentage difference index, subtracting workforce in industry (#01) from workforce in services (#02). 

Used in: Table 7.1 and Figures 2.2, 2.3.

#05:
Per Capita GDP (1990, 1995):

Per capita gross national product in US-Dollars at purchasing power parities for 1990 and 1995, respectively. 

Source: World Bank (2000). 

Used in: Tables 2.6, 2.7, 7.1.

Variables Used in Part II

#06:
Human Development Index (1995):

Index covers life expectancy at birth, literacy rate and tertiary enrollment ratios as well as per capita GDP, summarizing these variables into an average index of three-digit fractions of maximum 1.0.

Source: United Nations Development Program (2000). 

Used in: Table 7.1.

#07:
Index of Social Progress (1995):

This index uses principal components analyses to summarize a bundle of more than 15 socioeconomic and sociodemographic indicators as well as indicators of public welfare spending into an overall factor scale for “social progress.” 

Source: Estes (1998). 

Used in: Table 7.1.

#08:
Socioeconomic Resources (mid-late 1980s, early-mid 1990s):

Index measuring the product of three subindices: (1) subindex of economic resources, (2) subindex of intellectual resources, and (3) subindex of social complexity. These three subindices are combined multiplicatively and standardized to a 0 to 100 scale. 

The subindex of “economic resources” is a weighed average of (a) the share of family farms in the agricultural sector (weighted for the agricultural sector’s share in GDP) and (b) the deconcentration of non-agricultural resources (measured by 100 minus the share in GDP generated by the state, foreign enterprises and large domestic trusts). The subindex of intellectual resources is an average of (a) the number of students per 100,000 inhabitants and (b) the literacy rate. The subindex of social complexity is an average of (a) the proportion of the urban population and (b) the percentage of the non-agricultural work force. Before averaging the component variables, they are standardized to comparable scales.
To create the overall index of socioeconomic resources (Vanhanen calls it “index of power resources”), he combines the three subindices multiplicatively. Accordingly, abundant resources in only one dimension do not suffice to produce a high overall score in socioeconomic resources. The oil-exporting countries, for example, score relatively high in the subindex of economic resources because they are rich. But their mediocre scores in intellectual resources and social complexity lower their overall score in socioeconomic resources to a modest level. For a detailed description of scale construction and data sources, see Vanhanen (1997:42-63). The index of socioeconomic resources correlates with per capita GDP in a range of .81 to .84 (depending on time of measurement) and in a range of .72 to .75 with the Human Development Index.
Source: Vanhanen (1997). Used in: Table 7.1, Figures 8.2, 8.3, 9.2, 10.1.

#09:
Per capita Value of Exports (1990):

Per capita value of all annual exports of a country in international US-Dollars. 

Source: Encyclopedia Britannica (1998). 

Used in: Table 8.4.

#10:
Gini-Index of Income Inequality (1995):

Index indicating inequality in the national distribution of household incomes across quintiles of household income groups, measured in two-digit fractions of maximum 1.0 (i.e., maximum inequality).

Source: CIA Factbook (2002). 

Used in: Table 8.4.

#11:
Ethno-linguistic Fractionalization:

Fractions of maximum 1.0, indicating the probability that two randomly chosen persons from the same population belong to different ethnicities. Data refer to various points in time from 1983 to 2001. 

Source: Alesina and Ferrara (2001).

Used in: Table 8.4.

#12:
Internet Hosts per 1,000 Inhabitants (1998):

Source: Human Development Report 2000).

Used in: Table 8.4.

#13:
Public Welfare Investment minus Military Investment (1990):

As indicators of welfare spending, we used state expenditures for health and education as a percentage of GDP (data refer to various years at the early 1990s and are taken from the Human Development Report 1998). As indicators of military spending, we used state expenditures for the army as a percentage of GDP (data refer to various years of the early 1990s and are taken from the Britannica Book of the Year 1998). An exploratory factor analysis locates these variables on one bipolar factor on which health and education expenditures load positively (.84 and .89, respectively), while military expenditures load negatively (-.67). Calculus: public investment in education and health as a percentage of GDP minus investment in defense as a percentage of GDP, yielding a percentage difference index from –100 to +100. 

Source: Human Development Report (1998), Encyclopedia Britannica--Britannica Book of the Year 1998 (1999).

Used in: Tables 8.4, 12.1.

#14:
Percent Protestants minus Muslims: 

Estimated percentage of denominational Protestants minus estimated percentage of denominational Muslims, yielding a percentage difference index from –100 to +100. Data refer to various points in time from late 1980s to early 1990s.

Source: Encyclopedia Britannica-- Britannica Book of the Year 1998 (1999).

Used in: Table 8.4.

#15:
Years under Communist Rule (until 1990):

Number of years a country spent under communist rule (which is 0 for non-ex-communist states, 40 for ex-communist societies outside the Soviet Union, 50 for the Baltic states or 70 for other post-Soviet states).

Source: Authors’ research.

Used in: Tables 2.6, 2.7.

Indicators of Democracy (all used in Part II)

#16:
Constitutional Democracy (1997-2002):

Score on –10 to +10 Autocracy-Democracy scale, averaged over the years 1997 to 2002. This scale is an additive index of dummy indicators for constitutional provisions guaranteeing limitations of executive power, competitiveness of political recruitment, and openness of political participation, based on conceptual work by Gurr and Jaggers (1995).

Source: Polity IV project (Marshall and Jaggers 2000), website: www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/inscr/polity.

Used in: Table 7.2.

#17:
Electoral Democracy (2001):

Following Dahl’s (1973) two-dimensional conception that democratic elections involve both a competitive and a participative component, Vanhanen uses the de-concentration of electoral power (100 minus the share of parliamentary seats of the largest party) as an indicator of competition and voter turnout (in percent) as an indicator of participation. Since low levels in either competition or participation suffice to degrade the democratic quality of an election, high levels in one of the two measures must not be allowed to compensate for low levels in the other one. Hence, Vanhanen combines the two measures multiplicatively to create his overall index of democracy (which is standardized to 100 as its maximum).

Calculus: Product of electoral participation (measured by voter turnout in national parliamentary elections) and electoral competition (measured by 100 minus the mandate share of the largest party in national parliaments), standardized to a scale from 0 to 100. 

Source: Vanhanen (2003). 

Used in: Table 7.2.

#18:
Formal (Liberal) Democracy (1983-1988; 1997-2002; 2000-2002):

This variable is based on the 1 to 7 Freedom House scores for “civil liberties” and “political rights.” These scores have been inverted (such that higher scores indicate more freedom) and added to a 0 to 12 scale (inverted civil liberties score plus inverted political rights score minus 2). Scores have been averaged over the respective periods in time. Finally, the highest score of 12 has been equated with 100 as the maximum to yield a percentage score indicating how much of the maximum of liberal democracy a country had reached. 

Source: Freedom in the World (various releases), website: http://www.freedomhouse.org. 

Used in: Table 7.2 and Figures 7.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.5, 9.2.

#19:
Change in Level of Formal Democracy:

Percentage difference index from –100 to +100, indicating the amount of change in a country’s level of formal democracy from the period 1983-1988 to the period 1997-2002.

Source: Freedom House (various releases). 

Used in: Figure 8.4.

#20:
Elite Integrity (2000-2002):

This variable is supposed to indicate “honest” or law-abiding elite behavior by measuring the extent to which corruption among decision makers is under control, using the “control of corruption” scores by the World Bank (which is part of the World Bank’s “good governance” indicators). To create its “control of corruption” scores, the World Bank uses data from seventeen diverse sources, including for example the Business Risk Survey (provided by the Business Environment Risk Intelligence), the State Capacity Project (Columbia University), the Country Risk Service (Economist Intelligence Unit), the Global Competitiveness Report (World Economic Forum) or the Country Risk Review (Global Insights DRI McGraw-Hill). Using the most advanced “unobserved components method” data from these diverse sources are integrated into a common underlying dimension, reflecting the extent to which corruption is absent. Most data are based on surveys among people who are “experts in corruption” because they are involved in decisions about investments in the respective countries. We transformed the World Bank’s factor scores of this indicator into two-digit fractions of maximum 1.0 (which indicates complete absence of corruption). 

Source: Kaufman, Kraay and Mastruzzi (2003). 

Used in: Table 7.2 and Figures 8.8, 9.2.

#21:
Effective (Liberal) Democracy (2000-2002):

This variable is supposed to indicate the degree to which given levels of formal democracy are set into effective practice by honest elite behavior. For this purpose, we use Elite Integrity (#20) as a weighing factor for Formal Democracy (#18) in that we multiply the latter (a percentage scale) by the former (fractions of 1.0), yielding an index of weighed percentages. 

Sources: See #18, #20. 

Used in: Tables 7.2, 8.3, 8.4 and Figures 7.2, 8.5, 8.6, 9.2, 11.2, 11.5.

#22:
Cultural Zone Average in Effective Democracy (2000-2002):

This variable is supposed to indicate the spatial diffusion of effective democracy within cultural zones by assigning each country the average score of effective democracy among countries of the same cultural zone. The average had been calculated excluding a country’s own score in effective democracy so as to assign each country a cultural zone average that is exogenous to the respective country itself. This is essential to recognize the principle of exogeneity that is central to the notion of diffusion. For this purpose, one calculates first the average effective democracy score of a country’s cultural zone. This average is multiplied by the number of countries belonging to this cultural zone. From this product one subtracts the respective country’s own score in effective democracy. The number yielded by this calculation is finally divided by the number of countries within the respective cultural zone minus 1. We arranged each country to any of the following eight cultural zones: 

Protestant Zone (without English-speaking countries): Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany-West, Germany-East, Iceland, Latvia, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland.

English Speaking Zone: Australia, Canada, Great Britain, Ireland, New Zealand, U.S.A.

European Catholic Zone: Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic, France, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain.

European Orthodox and Islamic Zone: Albania, Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Georgia, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine, Yugoslavia.

Confucian Zone: China, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Vietnam.

Latin American Zone (plus the Philippines): Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Mexico, Peru, Philippines, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Islamic Zone (plus India, without European Islamic societies): Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Jordan, Morocco, Pakistan.

Sub-Saharan African Zone: Nigeria, Tanzania, Uganda, Zimbabwe.

Used in: Table 8.3.

#23:
Democratic Tradition/Years under Democracy (up to 1990 or 1995):

In case a country had been democratic in 1990 or 1995, we counted backwards from this point in time the number of years since the country has been democratic in an uninterrupted series, back until 1850 or until the year of the country’s national independence (in case independence came later than 1850). For countries not being democratic in 1990 or 1995, respectively, the number of years under democracy is coded 0. For countries like France or the Netherlands whose democratic continuity had been interrupted by German invasion in WW II, we included the pre-war years under democracy into the count. We considered a year as a democratic year, if the country scored at least +6 on the –10 to +10 Autocracy-Democracy index provided by the Polity project (see #16).

Source: see #16. 

Used in: Tables 8.2, 8.3, 11.4 and Figures 8.6, 8.7, 9.2. 

#24:
Civil Society Index (2000):

Index provided by the Global Civil Society Project, summarizing national-level data on membership in associations and tolerance of neighbors from various outgroups. The version of this index including protest participation is not used.

Source: Global Civil Society Project (Anheier et al. 2003). 

Used in: Table 7.2 and Figure 9.2.

#25:
Women in Parliament (late 1990s):

Percentages of women holding seats in national parliaments. 

Source: Inter Parliamentary Union (IPU). 

Used in: Figure 12.3.

#26:
Gender Empowerment Index (2000):

Provided by the United Nations Development Program this index covers the percentage of women in parliament, the percentage of women in top executive and management positions and the equality of women’s income. These indicators are summed up in a scale that is standardized from 0 to 1.0, with higher figures indicating higher degrees of gender equality. The maximum of 1.0 reflects a situation in which women have a 50 percent share in parliaments, in management positions and in administrative functions and an equal share to men in incomes.

Source: Human Development Report (2002).

Used in: Tables 7.2, 12.1 and Figure 12.3.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Indicators

Variables Used in Part I

#27:
Importance of God (1981-2001):

Question wording: “How important is God in your life? Please use this scale to indicate where 10 means very important and 1 means not at all important.” Individual-level data provide discrete numbers from 1 to 10. Aggregate-level data indicate a national population’s central tendency (arithmetic mean) on this importance of God scale, providing any fraction between 1 and 10.

Source: Values Surveys I (1981-1983) to IV (1999-2001). For question wording see V196 in 1999-2001 wave questionnaire.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#28:
Teach Children Obedience and Faith rather than Independence and Determination (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Here is a list of qualities that children can be encouraged to learn at home. Which, if any, do you consider to be especially important? Please choose up to five.” The list includes ten qualities, including “obedience,” “religious faith,” “independence,” and “determination, perseverance.” If chosen, we coded each of these goals 1 and 0 if not chosen. Then we added the codes for obedience and faith and subtracted from it the codes for independence and determination, yielding a –2 to +2 scale. An individual scores –2 if it chose both independence and determination but neither obedience nor faith. It scores +2 if it chose both obedience and faith but neither independence nor determination. Aggregate-level data measure a national population’s central tendency (arithmetic mean) on this index, providing any fraction between –2 and +2.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V15, V21, V22, V24 in 1999-2001 questionnaire.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#29:
Disapproval of Abortion (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between, using this card.” The card shows a 1 to 10 scale where 1 means “never justifiable” and 10 means “always justifiable.” Among the statements asked one states simply “abortion.” Hence, this scale measures an individual’s degree of acceptance of abortion, providing discrete numbers from 1 to 10 with larger numbers indicating a higher degree of acceptance. For the analyses in Tables 2.1 and 2.2, the polarity of this scale has been reversed so that larger numbers indicate stronger rejection of abortion. Aggregate-level data indicate a national population’s central tendency of disapproving abortion, yielding any fraction from 1 to 10.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V210 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#30:
National Pride (1981-2001):

Question wording: “How proud are you to be FRENCH? (substitute your own nationality for 'French')” The answering options range from 1 “very proud” to 4 “not at all proud.” We reversed this scale so that larger numbers indicate a stronger sense of national pride. Aggregate-level data indicate a national population’s central tendency (arithmetic mean) in national pride, yielding any fraction from 1 to 4.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V216 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#31:
Respect for Authority (1981-2001):

Question wording: “I'm going to read out a list of various changes in our way of life that might take place in the near future. Please tell me for each one, if it were to happen, whether you think it would be a good thing, a bad thing, or don't you mind?” Among the listed changes is “greater respect for authority.” We coded individuals 1 if they indicated greater respect for authority to be a good thing and 0 otherwise. Aggregate-level data indicate the percentage in each national population who consider greater respect for authority to be a good thing.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V130 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#32:
Priority for Economic and Physical Security (Materialist Values) (1981-2001):

Question wording: “People sometimes talk about what the aims of this country should be for the next ten years. On this card are listed some of the goals which different people would give top priority. Would you please say which one of these you, yourself, consider the most important?” After showing the list, the next question is: “And which would be the next most important?” The list includes the following goals: “Maintaining order in the nation,” “giving people more say in important government decisions,” “fighting rising prices” and “protecting freedom of speech.” We coded for each respondent its number of first and second choices for “maintaining order in the nation” and “fighting rising prices,” yielding a scale from 0 to 2 in which 2 indicates the strongest possible priority for materialistic goals and 0 the lowest possible priority for these goals. Aggregate-level data measure national percentages of respondents expressing their first priority for either fighting rising prices or maintaining order in the nation.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V122, V123 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#33:
Feeling of Unhappiness (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Taking all things together, would you say you are [read out]: 1 Very happy, 2 quite happy, 3 not very happy, 4 not at all happy.” Individual-level scores measure more unhappiness with larger numbers. Aggregate-level data indicate a national population’s central tendency (arithmetic mean) on this unhappiness scale, yielding any fraction from 1 to 4.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V11 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2.

#34:
Disapproval of Homosexuality (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between, using this card.” Among the listed statements one simply states “homosexuality.” Hence, this scale measures an individual’s degree of acceptance of homosexuality, providing discrete numbers from 1 to 10 with larger numbers indicating a higher degree of acceptance. For the analyses in Tables 2.1 and 2.2, the polarity of this scale has been reversed so that larger numbers indicate stronger rejection of homosexuality. Aggregate-level data indicate a national population’s central tendency of disapproving homosexuality, yielding any fraction from 1 to 10.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V208 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 1.1, 2.1, 2.2 and Figures 5.3.

#35:
Abstaining from Signing Petitions (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Now I'd like you to look at this card. I'm going to read out some different forms of political action that people can take, and I'd like you to tell me, for each one, whether you have actually done any of these things, whether you might do it or would never, under any circumstances, do it.” We coded individuals 0 if they indicated either to have signed a petition or would do so. All others have been coded 1 so that 1 indicates abstaining from signing petitions. Aggregate-level data indicate national percentages of respondents who did not and would not sign a petition.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V134 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1 and 2.2.

#36:
Distrusting in Other People (1981-2001):

Question wording: “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people? 1 Most people can be trusted, 2 need to be very careful.” We recoded individuals 1 if they indicated that one has to be very careful, and otherwise as 0. Aggregate-level data indicate national percentages of people expressing such distrust to other people.

Source: See #27. For question wording see V25 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 2.1 and 2.2.

#37:
Traditional vs. Secular-rational Values (1981-2001):

Based on aggregated national-level data for all four waves of the Values Surveys (amounting to 202 nation-per-wave surveys), a factor analysis has been conducted based on the ten previous variables from #27 to #36. The analyses specified two factors to be extracted and was done using a varimax rotation.
 Scores on the first extracted factor measure a national population’s mean location on the traditional vs. secular-rational values dimension. Variables #27 to #31 load highest on this dimension.

If the component variables are introduced in the polarity described under #27 to #36, the polarity of the first extracted factor is as indicated in Tables 2.1 and 2.2: traditional values represent the positive and secular-rational values the negative pole. This is counter-intuitive because the forces of modernization tend to drive into the direction of secular-rational values. Hence, all other illustrations and analyses of Part I use this factor in reverse polarity, with secular-rational values representing the positive pole. This is achieved by either multiplying the extracted factor scores by –1 or by introducing variables #27 to #36 in opposite polarity.

Source: See #27.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.6 and Figures 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 3.1, 3.2, 4.6, 4.8.

#38:
Survival vs. Self-expression Values (1981-2001):

Scores on the second extracted factor (see above under #37) indicate a national population’s mean location on the survival vs. self-expression values dimension. Variables #32 to #36 load highest on this dimension.

If the component variables are introduced in the polarity described under #27 to #36, the polarity of the second extracted factor is as indicated in Tables 2.1 and 2.2: survival values represent the positive and self-expression values the negative pole. This counter-intuitive because the forces of modernization tend to drive into the direction of self-expression values instead of the reverse. Hence, all other illustrations and analyses of Part I use this factor in reverse polarity, with self-expression values representing the positive pole. This is achieved by either multiplying the extracted factor scores by –1 or by introducing variables #27 to #36 in opposite polarity.

Source: See #27.

Used in: Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.7, 6.1 and Figures 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 3.1, 3.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 5.1, 5.4.

#39:
Materialism-Postmaterialism Index (1981-2001):

Standard four-item index as used in Inglehart (1977; 1990; 1997).

Source: See #27.

Used in: Figure 4.1.

#40:
Individualism vs. Collectivism Values Index:

Ranks of national samples of IBM-employees on individualistic values.

Source: Hofstede (2001).

Used in: Table 6.1.

#41:
Autonomy vs. Embeddedness Values Index (1988-2000):

Mean of national teacher and student samples on autonomy values.

Source: Schwartz (2001).

Used in: Table 6.1.

#42:
Shift in Protest Activities (from earliest to latest survey):

Percentage of people reporting to have participated in a petition or demonstration or boycott in the latest available survey of a country, divided by the percentage of people reporting to have done the same in the earliest available survey of that country. This variable yields a scale from any fraction to any multiple value of 1.0.

Source: See #27. See variables V134-V136 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Figure 5.1.

Variables Used in Part II

Note:
The analyses of Part II concentrate on the inner-societal forces pressing for democratization. Because democracy can only be achieved from inside a society in a sovereign state, Part II excludes regional surveys (Moscow and Tambov oblast in Russia, Basque and other regional surveys in Spain) and surveys in dependent territories (Puerto Rico, Northern Ireland). The only exception is East Germany: because it achieved democracy in March 1990 when it still was a sovereign state, we treat East Germany as a separate sample in our analyses of democratization. Apart from this exception, Part II is restricted to samples of contemporary sovereign states. The maximum number of national units in Part II is N=73, which is below the total number of all samples (N=81) used in some analyses of Part I.

Because the analyses in Part II examine the causal effect of mass values on democratic institutions, it is necessary that the explanatory variables (mass values) are measured before the dependent variables (democracy). Accordingly, the analyses use values data from the earliest available survey of the Values Surveys II (1989-1991) and III (1995-1997), excluding data from wave IV (1999-2001), which are measured contemporaneous to the dependent variable. Since two thirds (N=42) of the aggregate data are taken from wave II (see footnote
) and only one third (N=19) from wave III (see footnote
), the average value measure is located in 1992. We refer to these data as the “early 1990s” data. If one is using the downloadable aggregate data set (see below) and wants to reexamine our analyses, one should use the filter in variable “filter61.”

Some of the graphics of Part II include nation-level data from wave IV (1999-2001) as well. In these graphics data are taken from the earliest available survey from waves II-IV, adding another 12 countries from wave IV.
 This is done for merely illustrative purposes (data from wave IV are not used in any regression analyses with democracy as the dependent variable). If data from wave IV are included, the average point of time of our value measures is 1994. Hence, we refer to these data as the “mid 1990s” data.

#43:
Liberty Aspirations (early 1990s; mid 1990s)
:

Ordinal preference scale measuring priorities on three civil and political freedom goals, taken from two of the three materialism/postmaterialism item batteries: “seeing that people have more say about things are done at their jobs and in their communities” (V120, V121), “giving people more say in important government decisions” and “protecting freedom of speech” (both in V122, V123). For each item, no priority is coded 0, second priority is coded 1 and first priority is coded 2. Priorities for each item are then added to a 0-5 scale. The table below describes this index
.

Aggregate-level data indicate a nation’s central tendency (mean) on the 0-5 scale for liberty aspirations. To create the percentage index of self-expression values (see #49), a dummy has been created dividing respondents into those scoring above 2 (coded 1) and those below 2 (coded 0). Based on this dummy, aggregate data measure the national percentages of respondents scoring above 2, that is, each nation’s proportion of people having at least moderate-to-strong liberty aspirations.

Liberty Aspirations Index

Code

Meaning











Label

0


Absent liberty aspirations





No item on 1st or 2nd rank

1


Weak liberty aspirations





One item on 2nd rank

2


Moderate liberty aspirations




One item 1st or two items 2nd

3


Moderate-to-strong liberty aspirations

One item 1st and one 2nd

4


Strong liberty aspirations





One item 1st and two items 2nd

5


Maximum liberty aspirations




Two items 1st and one 2nd

Source: Earliest available survey from Values Surveys II (1989-1991) and III (1995-1997), referred to as the “early 1990s” data (in all causal analyses); earliest available survey from Values Surveys II (1989-1991) to IV (1999-2001), referred to as “mid 1990s” data (in some illustrative figures). For exact question wording see V120-V123 in the questionnaire of the 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figures 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, 11.1.

#44:
Tolerance of Homosexuality (early 1990s; mid 1990s):

Individual-level data yield discrete scores on a 1-10 scale for tolerance of homosexuality (for question wording see #34 above). Aggregate-level data measure a national population’s mean location on this 1-10 scale.

To create the percentage index of self-expression values (see #49), we dichotomized respondents choosing 1 “never justifiable” on the 1-10 scale, coding their tolerance as 0 while all other respondents have been coded 1, indicating at least no total disapproval of homosexuality or at least some degree of tolerance. An inspection of the various national distributions shows that the dividing line is indeed between a total rejection of homosexuality and the rest, justifying the dummy coding we have conducted. At the aggregate-level we measure the national percentages of people showing at least some degree of tolerance for homosexuality.

Source: See #43.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figures 10.4, 11.1.

#45:
Signing Petitions (early 1990s; mid 1990s):

Respondents reporting to have already signed a petition coded 1 and dichotomized against 0 for all others (for question wording see #35 above). At the aggregate-level we measure the national percentages of respondents reporting to have already signed a petition.

Source: See #43.

Used in: Tables 11.2, 11.2 and Figures 5.2, 10.5, 11.1. 

#46:
Life Satisfaction (early 1990s; mid 1990s):

Question wording: “All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days? Please use this card to help with your answer.” Respondents are then confronted with a 1-10 scale where 1 means “completely dissatisfied” and 10 means “completely satisfied.” Aggregate-level data indicate a national public’s central tendency (mean) on this 1-10 scale for life satisfaction.

To create the percentage index of self-expression values (see #49), we dichotomized respondents reporting a satisfaction level above 7 (coded 1) against all others (coded 0). At the aggregate-level we measure national percentages of people reporting a satisfaction-level above 7.

Source: See #43. See V80 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figures 6.1, 6.2, 11.1.

#47:
Interpersonal Trust (early 1990s; mid 1990s):

Respondents reporting to trust most other people (coded 1) dichotomized against all others (coded 0). At the aggregate-level, we use the national percentages of people expressing trust in other people. For question wording see #36 above.

Source: See #43.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figures 11.1, 11.2.

Note:
Survival vs. self-expression values used in Part I and self-expression values used in Part II differ slightly, due to the different analytical tasks of these two parts. A major purpose of Part I is to map two value dimensions. Accordingly, survival vs. self-expression values are extracted in such a way that they can be mapped against traditional vs. secular-rational values. Hence, survival vs. self-expression values are extracted on the basis of ten variables instead of only the five variables that would be needed if one only wants to extract self-expression values. Another purpose of Part I is to follow value change over time. Thus, only those variables can be used that are measured in all four waves of the Values Surveys. This implies some restrictions in the availability of variables: Although liberty aspirations reflect self-expression values most closely, they cannot be used for the analyses in Part I because not all variables needed to create liberty aspirations are used in the 1981 wave of the Values Surveys.
 So the standard version of materialism-postmaterialism is used instead of liberty aspirations. Moreover, although life satisfaction reflects self-expression values more accurately than happiness, happiness had been asked in a greater range of countries in the 1981 wave of the Values Surveys. So happiness is used instead of life satisfaction to extract survival vs. self-expression values in Part I.

By contrast, the purpose of Part II is to examine the causal effect of self-expression values on democracy at the late 1990s. For this purpose, we do neither need to map self-expression values against secular-rational values nor do we need to include the 1981 wave of the Values Surveys. This relieves us from some of the restrictions of Part I, implying that we can exclude variables needed to create secular-rational values and that we can extract self-expression values based on variables that reflect these values more closely. Hence, we use liberty aspirations instead of the standard version of postmaterialist values and we use life satisfaction instead of happiness.

#48:
Self-expression Values (1989-1991 to 1999-2001):

Based on pooled individual-level data from Values Surveys II-IV (wave I excluded for reasons explained in footnote 7), variable yields individual factor scores on the first and only principal component covering liberty aspirations (#43), tolerance of homosexuality (#44), signing petitions (#45), life satisfaction (#46) and interpersonal trust (#47). Factor analyses are run over the pooled individual-level data set, with 139,177 valid cases from 240,571 possible cases (extraction of factors with Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and no rotation specified). The first and only principal component resulting from this procedure covers 31 per cent of the variance (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure: .64). Pooled individual-level factor loadings for the five component variables are as follows (loadings in brackets refer to dummy versions of respective variables):

Liberty Aspirations:






.68
(.62)

Tolerance of Homosexuality:



.68
(.63)

Signing Petitions:







.65
(.65)

Life Satisfaction:







.42
(.40)

Interpersonal Trust:






.39
(.42)

Source: Pooled data from all available surveys of Values Surveys II (1989-1991) to IV (1999-2001).

Used in: Table 11.5.

Note:
At the aggregate level (see next #49) we create a percentage index of self-expression values, measuring the proportion of people in each society emphasizing these values. The interpretation of this measure is more straightforward than a nation’s average score on a factor scale. The percentage index of self-expression values provides an immediately understandable measure of the spread of emancipative social forces, indicating the size of the mobilization potential for emancipative social movements in a given society. For example, the information that 75 percent of the Swedes emphasize self-expression values provides a better understandable indication of the size of the mobilization potential for emancipative social movements than the information that the Swedish public scores 2.25 standard deviations above the cross-national mean in self-expression values. This is important in a social movement and collective action perspective, which in turn is central to the understanding of democratization processes.

#49:
Percent Emphasizing Self-expression Values (early 1990s; mid 1990s):

In order to calculate the national percentages of people emphasizing self-expression values:

(1)
We aggregated the dummy versions of the variables #43-#47 to calculate national percentages of people (1) expressing liberty aspirations, (2) being at least somewhat tolerant of homosexuality, (3) having signed a petition, (4) reporting relatively high life satisfaction, and (5) reporting to trust other people.

(2)
Based on the resulting aggregate-level data set
, we run a factor analyses over these five percentage variables (ordering no specific number of factors and no rotation), yielding factor loadings of .87 for the percentage of people expressing liberty aspirations, .78 for the percentage tolerating homosexuality to some degree, .84 for the percentage signing petitions, .82 for the percentage being relatively satisfied with their lives, and .61 for the percentage trusting other people (there is only one factor extracted
).

(3)
We used these factor loadings as weights, multiplying each percentage variable with its factor loading.

(4)

We added the weighted percentages, and 

(5)

divided the result by the sum of the weights.

The following formula summarizes these procedures:

% Emphasizing Self-expression Values = 

(
.87 * % Emphasizing Liberty Aspirations 

+
.78 * % Being Somewhat Tolerant of Homosexuality 

+ 
.84 * % Signing Petitions 

+ 
.82 * % Being Satisfied with their Lives 

+ 
.61 * % Expressing Trust to Other People
) 

/ 3.91.

This scale indicates per country the percentage of people emphasizing self-expression values to at least some degree, measured as a mean percentage of its five factor-weighed components.

Source: See #43.

Used in: Tables 7.1, 7.2, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 12.1 and Figures 7.1, 7.2, 8.2, 8.3, 8.6, 8.7, 8.8, 9.2, 9.3, 10.1, 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 12.4.

#50:
Incongruence between Freedom Supply and Demand (around mid 1980s):

Using our measure of formal liberal democracy in 1983-1988 (#18) as an indicator of the supply of freedom before the Great Wave of democratic transitions and our measure of self-expression values at the early 1990s (#49) as a proxy
 of the demand for freedom before the Great Wave, we calculate the discrepancy between freedom supply and freedom demand by subtracting the demand (#49) from the supply (#18). However, before doing this, both variables have been “normalized,” standardizing their values on the empirical maximum 1.0. After normalization, the difference between freedom supply and freedom demand yields a scale from –1 to +1, where 0 indicates no discrepancy between supply and demand, while –1 and +1 indicate an oversupply/demand deficit (-1) and undersupply/demand surplus (+1).

Source: See #18 and #49.

Used in: Figure 8.4.

#51:
Culture Zone Average of Self-expression Values (early 1990s):

Analogous to #22, this variable is supposed to indicate the spatial diffusion of self-expression values (see #49) within cultural zones by assigning each country the average score of self-expression values among countries of the same cultural zone. The average had been calculated excluding a country’s own score in self-expression values so as to assign each country a cultural zone average that is exogenous to the respective country itself. For the logic of the procedure and the arrangement of countries into cultural zones, see #22.

Used in: Table 8.3.

#52
Confidence in State Institutions/Institutional Confidence I (early 1990s):

Question wording: “I am going to name a number of organizations. For each one, could you tell me how much confidence you have in them: is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much confidence or none at all?” We coded the options “a great deal of confidence” and “quite a lot of confidence” as 1, versus 0 for the remaining two options, indicating little or no confidence. Individual level factor analysis indicates that “police,” “legal system” and “parliament” tap a distinct dimension of state institutions that create, apply and enforce a society’s laws. We added the scores for confidence in these institutions to create a scale of “confidence in state institutions.” Calculating national averages on this scale produces an index that yields any fraction between 0 and 3. 

Source: See #43. For exact question wording, see V152, V155, V156 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figures 10.6, 11.1.

#53:
Overall Confidence in Institutions/Institutional Confidence II (early 1990s):

We also summed up the confidence in all institutions for which people have been asked throughout the three most recent waves of the WVS. In addition to “police,” “legal system,” and “parliament,” this index of “overall confidence in institutions” includes “church,” “armed forces,” “press” and “labor unions.” This index produces scores from 0 to 7. Since confidence in any given type of institution is positively correlated with confidence in any other type, adding confidence scores in this way does not reflect a zero-sum game in which confidence in one type is offset by non-confidence in another type. Aggregate figures are national averages on this 0-7 scale for overall institutional confidence. 
Source: See #43. For exact question wording, see V147, V148, V149, V151, V152, V155, V156 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 11.1 to 11.3 and Figure 11.1.

#54:
Satisfaction with Democracy (mid 1990s):

Question wording: “On the whole are you very satisfied, rather satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy is developing in our country? 1 Very satisfied, 2 Rather Satisfied, 3 Not Very Satisfied, 4 Not at all Satisfied.” Polarity has been reversed into a 0-to-3 scale with larger numbers indicating higher satisfaction with democracy. National averages yield any fraction between 0 and 3 on this satisfaction with democracy index.

Source: Values Surveys III (1995-1997). Earlier data from the Values Surveys II are not available.

Used in: Table 11.1.

#55:
Approval of Democracy/Support for Democracy (mid 1990s; mid-late 1990s):

Question wording. “I'm going to read off some things that people sometimes say about a democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree strongly, agree, disagree or disagree strongly, after I read each one of them?” Then V172 reads: “Democracy may have problems but it's better than any other form of government.” We recoded the scale into a 0-to-3 scale with larger numbers indicating stronger agreement with the statement. National averages yield any fraction on this 0-3 index of the approval of democracy.

Source: Values Surveys III (mid 1990s measure) in Tables 11.1 and 11.2 or earliest available survey from Values Surveys III-IV (mid-late 1990s measure) in Figure 11.1. Earlier data from Values Surveys II are not available.

Used in: Tables 11.1 and Figure 11.1.

#56:
Democracy-Autocracy Preference (mid 1990s; mid-late 1990s):

Question wording: “I'm going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about each as a way of governing this country. For each one, would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country?” V164 then reads: “Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections.” V165 reads: “Having the army rule.” And V166 reads: “Having a democratic political system.”

Following Klingemann (1999), the “autocracy-democracy preference” is measured as follows: one first sums up the extent to which a respondent endorses the statements “Having a democratic political system” (see above) and “Democracy may have problems but it’s better than any other form of government” (see #55). Approval of these statements can be expressed in four categories: “very good” (recoded 3), “fairly good” (recoded 2), “fairly bad” (coded 1) and “very bad” (coded 0) with the former and “agree strongly” (coded 3), “agree” (coded 2), “disagree” (coded 1) and “disagree strongly” (coded 0) with the latter. Thus, support for these statements adds up to produce a scale from 0 to 6, with 6 representing the highest support for democracy. In the second step, we sum up people’s agreement that “Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections” (see above) and “Having the army rule” (see also above) would be a good way to run this country. This also creates a 0-to-6 scale, measuring support for authoritarian forms of government. We then subtract support for authoritarian rule from support for democracy, yielding an index from –6 (maximum support for autocracy) to +6 (maximum support for democracy). National averages yield any fraction on this –6 to +6 index for the autocracy-democracy preference.

Source: Values Surveys III (1995-1997), referred to as “mid 1990s” data; earliest available survey from Values Surveys III (1995-1997) to IV (1999-2001), referred to as “mid-late 1990s” data. Earlier data from Values Surveys II are not available.

Used in: Table 11.1 and Figure 11.1.

#57:
Solid Supporters of Democracy (mid 1990s; mid-late 1990s):

We calculated the percentage of people scoring at least +3 on the –6 to +6 autocracy-democracy preference index (#56). This indicates the percentage of “solid democrats” for each country.

Source: See #56.

Used in: Figures 11.2 and 11.3.

#58:
Instrumental Support for Democracy (mid-late 1990s):

Solid supporters of democracy (see #57) scoring at 0 and below in self-expression values (#48) are classified as “instrumental supporters of democracy.” Aggregate figures are national percentages of instrumental supporters.

Source: Earliest available survey from Values Surveys III-IV, see #48, #57.

#59:
Intrinsic Support for Democracy (mid-late 1990s):

Solid supporters of democracy (see #57) scoring above 0 in self-expression values (#48) are classified as “intrinsic supporters of democracy.” Aggregate figures are national percentages of intrinsic supporters.

Source: Earliest available survey from Values Surveys III-IV, see #48, #57.

#60:
Instrumental vs. Intrinsic Support for Democracy (mid-late 1990s):

Percentage difference index, subtracting the percentage of instrumental supporters of democracy from the percentage of intrinsic supporters.

Source: See #58 and #59.

#61:
Voluntary Activity in Social Associations/Voluntary Activity I (early 1990s):

Question wording: “Now I’m going to read off a list of voluntary organizations; for each one, could you tell me whether you are an active member, an inactive member or not a member of that type of organization?” Since the concept of social capital emphasizes face-to-face interaction, we coded the option “active membership” as 1 and the remaining options as 0. Individual-level factor analyses show that four of these associations, namely “social services for elderly, handicapped or deprived people” (V139)
, “religious or church organizations” (V140), “education, arts, music or cultural activities” (V141), and “conservation, environment, animal rights groups” (V146) tap a distinct dimension of “social associations” that deliver charity and services for the broader community. The scores for these four associations were added to create a 0-to-3 scale of “voluntary activity in social associations.” Calculating national averages on this scale yields any fraction between 0 and 3. 

Source: See #43.

Used in: Table 11.1 and Figure 11-1.

#62:
Overall Voluntary Activity in Associations/Voluntary Activity II (early 1990s):

Summary index of people’s “overall voluntary activity in associations” adding to the activities summarized under #61 the activities in “labor unions” (V142), “political parties or groups” (V143), and “professional associations” (V147), yielding a 0-6 scale. This index includes all associations for which activity had been asked throughout the three recent waves of the Values Surveys. This additive procedure is unproblematic because factor analyses show no polarity between different associations. Accordingly, there are no trade-offs that would make adding activities in different types of associations a zero-sum game, in which activities in some associations cancel out activities in others.

Source: See #43.

Used in: Tables 11.1 and 11.2 and Figure 11.1.

#63:
Norm Obedience (mid 1990s):

The Values Surveys ask: “Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between, using this card” (on which 1 means “always justifiable” and 10 means “never justifiable”). Among the various statements people have been asked to rate, the following tap a distinct dimension (individual-level factor loadings in parentheses): “Avoiding fare on public transport” (.86), “someone accepting a bribe in the course of their duties” (.80), “cheating on taxes if you have a chance” (.77) and “claiming government benefits to which you are not entitled” (.59). We summarized people’s ratings of these statements in a factor scale, which we then averaged at the national level. Higher scores on this factor score index of “norm obedience” indicate that a public expresses greater disapproval of norm violations.

Source: Values Surveys III (1995-1997). For exact question wording see V204, V205, V206, V207 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Tables 11.1 and 11.2 and Figure 11.1.

#64:
Support for Strong Leader (mid 1990s):

Percent respondents per nation reporting fair or strong approval of the statement that it is a good idea to have strong leaders who do not have to bother with elections and parliaments (see #56).

Source: Values Surveys III (1995-1997). For exact question wording see V164 in questionnaire of 1999-2001 wave.

Used in: Figure 11.1.

#65:
Performance Expected from Democracy (mid 1990s):

Question wording: “I’m going to read off some things that people sometimes say about a democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree strongly, agree, disagree or disagree strongly, after I read each one of them?” (V169): “In democracy, the economic system runs badly.” (V170): “Democracies are indecisive and have too much quibbling.” (V171): “Democracies aren’t good at maintaining order.” We recoded the ratings of these items (-2: strongly agree, -1: agree, +1: disagree, +2: strongly disagree), and added them to a –6 to +6 scale, with larger figures indicating a more positive expectation of the performance of democracy. Aggregate data measure a national public’s mean tendency on this –6 to +6 index for a more positive performance expectation of democracy.

Source: Values Surveys III (1995-1997). Earlier data from Values Surveys II are not available.

Used in: Table 11.5.

#66:
Rejection of Male Political Superiority (mid-late 1990s):

Question wording: “For each of the following statements I read out, can you tell me how much you agree with each. Do you agree strongly, agree, disagree, or disagree strongly?” Then V118 states: “On the whole, men make better political leaders than women do.” We calculated for each nation the percentage of people who strongly disagree with this statement.

Source: Earliest available survey from Values Surveys III (1995-1997) and IV (1999-2001). Earlier data from Values Surveys II are not available.

Used in: Figures 10.7, 12.2, 12.3.

Classifications of Societies

#67:
Five Types of Societies:

(1) 
“Postindustrial Democracies” (except ex-communist): Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Great Britain, Germany (West), Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, U.S.A. 

(2) 
“Developing Societies” (except ex-communist): Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Iran, Mexico, South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan, Turkey, Uruguay, Venezuela. 

(3) 
“Western Ex-communist Societies” (not former members of the Soviet Union, having a Western Christian tradition): Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany (East), Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia. 

(4) 
“Eastern Ex-communist Societies” (mostly Christian-Orthodox or Islamic tradition): Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Georgia, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Serbia-Montenegro, Ukraine. 

(5) 
“Low-income Societies” (except ex-communist): Algeria, Bangladesh, China, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam, Zimbabwe. 

The three Baltic societies are the only ex-communist societies with a Western Christian tradition that belonged to the Soviet Union. Thus, it was not clear of whether to arrange them into the Western or Eastern group of ex-communist societies. Accordingly, we left them out of this classification.

Used in: Figures 4.5, 4.6, 5.2 to 5.4, 10.3 to 10.6.

#68:
Three Types of Transition Outcomes:

(1) 
“Continued Authoritarianism” (below or at the 50th percentile of liberal democracy in 2000-2002 [see under #19]): Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia-Herzegovina, China, Egypt, Iran, Jordan, Nigeria, Pakistan, Russia, Tanzania, Turkey, Uganda, Venezuela, Vietnam, Zimbabwe. 

(2) 
“Deficient Democratization” (above the 50th and at or below the 75th percentile in liberal democracy): Albania, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Bulgaria, Croatia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Georgia, Ghana, Indonesia, Macedonia, Mexico, Moldova, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Serbia-Montenegro, Ukraine. 

(3) 
“Complete Democratization” (above the 75th percentile in liberal democracy, excluding long-established democracies): Chile, Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany (East), Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Taiwan, Uruguay.

Used in: Results reported on p. 229 of the book.
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DOWNLOADABLE AGGREGATE DATA SET

A data set (SPPS-file format) that enables researchers to reexamine the analyses undertaken in Part II can be downloaded, if one clicks here.

Numbers of the variables after the initial letter “V” correspond to the numbers used in this Appendix after the “#” sign. Thus, variable “V49” in the data set is described here under #49. Note that in order to replicate most of the analyses, one has to employ the filter defined in the variable “filter61.” If this filter is set on, only data from Values Surveys II-III (earliest available survey) are used, making sure that the value measure is from a time before the democracy measures.

3
TABLES

Table A-1. Predicted and Observed Value Systems (64 societies’ locations on 1999-2001 cultural map, predicted from model based on data from first three waves of surveys)

	
	Traditional vs. Secular-Rational Values
	Survival vs. Self-Expression Values

	Nation
	Predicted
	Observed
	Difference
	Predicted
	Observed
	Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Albania 
	-.28
	.07
	.35
	-1.55
	-1.12
	.43

	Algeria 
	-1.48
	-1.65
	.17
	-.50
	-.72
	.22

	Argentina
	-.61
	-.94
	.34
	.47
	.40
	.07

	Austria 
	.31
	.22
	.09
	.74
	1.48
	.75

	Bangladesh 
	-.95
	-1.19
	.24
	-.81
	-.90
	.09

	Belarus 
	.62
	.89
	.28
	-1.40
	-1.20
	.20

	Belgium
	.08
	.48
	.40
	.74
	1.20
	.46

	Bosnia 
	.15
	.33
	.17
	-1.15
	-.62
	.53

	Britain
	-.67
	.26
	.93
	1.20
	1.37
	.17

	Bulgaria 
	.51
	1.15
	.63
	-1.16
	-1.52
	.36

	Canada
	-.43
	-.18
	.26
	1.35
	1.78
	.43

	Chile
	-1.18
	-.88
	.30
	.31
	.18
	.14

	China
	1.27
	1.16
	.11
	-1.47
	-.61
	.87

	Croatia 
	-.03
	.08
	.11
	-.39
	.35
	.74

	Czech 
	.68
	1.19
	.51
	-.40
	.42
	.82

	Denmark
	.74
	1.11
	.36
	1.23
	1.96
	.73

	E. Germany 
	1.67
	1.40
	.27
	.40
	.48
	.08

	Egypt
	-1.15
	-1.57
	.42
	-.54
	-.40
	.14

	El Salvador
	-1.15
	-2.04
	.89
	.22
	.56
	.34

	Estonia 
	1.15
	1.24
	.09
	-.48
	-1.14
	.65

	Finland
	.62
	.80
	.18
	1.08
	1.04
	.04

	France
	.15
	.49
	.34
	.62
	.97
	.35

	Greece 
	.45
	.73
	.28
	.09
	.62
	.54

	Hungary
	.19
	.38
	.19
	-.53
	-1.22
	.69

	Iceland
	.94
	.37
	.57
	1.18
	1.72
	.54

	India
	-.94
	-.53
	.42
	-.37
	-.50
	.13

	Indonesia
	-.86
	-1.05
	.19
	-.65
	-.41
	.24

	Iran
	-1.04
	-1.19
	.15
	-.46
	-.33
	.14

	Ireland
	-.98
	-.92
	.06
	.96
	1.27
	.31

	Italy
	-.07
	.18
	.25
	.53
	.93
	.40

	Japan 
	1.32
	1.84
	.51
	.06
	.68
	.62

	Jordan 
	-1.32
	-1.57
	.25
	-.36
	-1.01
	.65

	Latvia 
	1.24
	.70
	.54
	-.47
	-1.25
	.78

	Lithuania 
	.80
	.97
	.17
	-.96
	-.96
	.00


	
	Traditional vs. Secular-Rational Values
	Survival vs. Self-Expression Values

	Nation
	Predicted
	Observed
	Difference
	Predicted
	Observed
	Difference

	Luxembourg 
	.77
	.37
	.40
	1.18
	1.18
	.00

	Macedonia 
	.62
	.11
	.51
	-1.08
	-.72
	.36

	Mexico 
	-.74
	-1.47
	.73
	.19
	.58
	.39

	Moldova 
	.80
	.47
	.33
	-1.67
	-1.67
	.00

	Morocco
	-.98
	-1.62
	.64
	-.65
	-1.13
	.48

	Netherlands
	.81
	.81
	.00
	1.26
	2.05
	.79

	Nigeria 
	-1.72
	-1.53
	.19
	-.36
	.32
	.68

	Pakistan 
	-1.04
	-1.40
	.36
	-.68
	-1.18
	.50

	Philippines 
	-1.01
	-1.22
	.22
	-.11
	-.11
	.00

	Poland 
	.05
	-.44
	.48
	-.59
	-.56
	.03

	Portugal 
	-.14
	-.89
	.75
	.43
	.47
	.03

	Puerto Rico 
	-1.16
	-2.06
	.90
	.52
	1.16
	.64

	Romania 
	.80
	-.25
	1.05
	-1.19
	-1.62
	.43

	Russia 
	1.22
	1.08
	.14
	-1.49
	-1.86
	.37

	S. Africa
	-1.10
	-1.12
	.01
	-.09
	-.08
	.01

	S. Korea
	.71
	1.08
	.36
	-.37
	-.43
	.06

	Serbia
	.33
	.64
	.30
	-1.19
	-1.03
	.16

	Slovakia 
	.05
	.65
	.61
	-.37
	-.39
	.02

	Slovenia 
	.62
	.91
	.29
	-.29
	.38
	.67

	Spain
	-.17
	.09
	.25
	.45
	.56
	.11

	Sweden
	.77
	1.60
	.83
	1.21
	2.22
	1.01

	Tanzania 
	-1.36
	-1.86
	.50
	-.59
	-.14
	.45

	Turkey
	-.73
	-.83
	.10
	-.21
	-.35
	.15

	Uganda
	-1.37
	-1.40
	.03
	-.58
	-.48
	.10

	Ukraine 
	.99
	.90
	.08
	-1.57
	-1.68
	.12

	USA 
	-.32
	-.53
	.21
	1.42
	1.64
	.22

	Venezuela
	-1.20
	-1.59
	.40
	.40
	.46
	.06

	Vietnam
	-.68
	-.70
	.02
	-.88
	.27
	1.15

	W. Germany
	1.13
	1.13
	.00
	1.20
	1.08
	.12

	Zimbabwe
	-1.42
	-1.46
	.04
	-.40
	-1.33
	.93

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean:
	
	
	.36
	
	
	.37

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A-2. Mean Prediction Error by Country

	NATION
	Mean error
	NATION
	Mean Error

	S. Africa
	.01
	Belgium
	.43

	W. Germany
	.06
	Nigeria 
	.43

	Uganda
	.07
	Pakistan 
	.43

	Lithuania 
	.09
	Hungary
	.44

	Ukraine 
	.10
	Macedonia 
	.44

	Finland
	.11
	Jordan 
	.45

	Philippines 
	.11
	Slovenia 
	.48

	Turkey
	.13
	Tanzania 
	.48

	Iran
	.14
	China
	.49

	Moldova 
	.16
	Zimbabwe
	.49

	E. Germany 
	.17
	Bulgaria 
	.50

	Bangladesh 
	.17
	Britain
	.55

	Spain
	.18
	Denmark
	.55

	Ireland
	.19
	Japan 
	.56

	Luxemburg 
	.20
	Mexico 
	.56

	Algeria 
	.20
	Iceland
	.56

	USA 
	.21
	Morocco
	.56

	Argentina
	.21
	Vietnam
	.58

	S. Korea
	.21
	El Salvador
	.62

	Chile
	.22
	Czech 
	.66

	Indonesia
	.22
	Latvia 
	.66

	Venezuela
	.23
	Romania 
	.74

	Serbia
	.23
	Puerto Rico 
	.77

	Belarus 
	.24
	Sweden
	.92

	Poland 
	.25
	
	

	Russia 
	.26
	Total
	.36

	India
	.27
	
	

	Egypt
	.28
	
	

	Slovakia 
	.31
	
	

	Italy
	.32
	
	

	Canada
	.34
	
	

	France
	.35
	
	

	Bosnia 
	.35
	
	

	Estonia 
	.37
	
	

	Netherlands
	.39
	
	

	Portugal 
	.39
	
	


	NATION
	Mean error
	NATION
	Mean Error

	Albania 
	.39
	
	

	Greece 
	.41
	
	

	Austria 
	.42
	
	

	Croatia 
	.42
	
	

	Countries not surveyed in previous waves are shown in bold face type. The predictions for these 12 societies are fully as accurate as those for the other countries.




Table A-3. Cultural Zone Deviation Factors for Predicting Locations of Societies that May Be Surveyed in 2005-2006

	Cultural Zone


	Traditional vs. Secular-Rational Values
	Survival vs. Self-Expression Values

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	-.91
	-.41

	Catholic Europe
	-.09
	.12

	Confucian
	1.31
	-.46

	English Speaking
	-.68
	.58

	Islamic
	-.79
	-.58

	Latin America
	-.60
	.11

	Orthodox
	.37
	-.41

	Protestant Europe
	.64
	.55

	South Asia
	-.46
	-.12

	
	
	

	Formula to predict a society’s 2005 location on the Traditional vs. Secular-Rational dimension:

Trad/Rat loading = -.67 + 1.0*T/R Cultural Zone factor + .011 * years under communist rule + .052*GNI/capita 5 years before survey (in thousands)



	Formula to predict a society’s 2005 location on the Survival vs. Self-Expression dimension:

Surv/Self loading = -.35 + 1.03*S/S Cultural Zone factor + .019*years under communist rule + .032*GNI/capita 5 years before survey (in thousands) + .008*percent workforce in services (5 years before survey)




Table A-4. Predicted Locations of Societies that May Be Surveyed in 2005-2006

	Country
	Traditional/Se-cular-rational Values
	Survival/Self-expression Values
	Country
	Traditional/Se-cular-rational Values
	Survival/Self-expression Values

	Albania
	0.07
	-1.31
	Greece
	0.75
	0.61

	Algeria
	-1.52
	-0.89
	Guatemala
	-1.29
	0.41

	Angola
	-1.69
	-0.38
	Honduras
	-1.36
	0.37

	Argentina
	-1.03
	0.57
	Hong Kong
	1.68
	0.09

	Armenia
	0.58
	-1.32
	Hungary
	0.39
	-1.04

	Australia
	-0.12
	2.17
	Iceland
	0.46
	1.88

	Austria
	0.23
	1.66
	India
	-0.50
	-0.42

	Azerbaijan
	-0.14
	-1.60
	Indonesia
	-1.05
	-0.60

	Bangladesh
	-1.19
	-1.09
	Iran
	-1.19
	-0.52

	Belarus
	0.91
	-1.21
	Ireland
	-0.84
	1.44

	Belgium
	0.49
	1.38
	Italy
	0.19
	1.11

	Bolivia
	-1.37
	0.37
	Japan
	1.88
	0.83

	Bosnia
	0.35
	-0.63
	Jordan
	-1.57
	-1.20

	Botswana
	-1.39
	-0.20
	Kazakhstan
	-0.13
	-2.01

	Brazil
	-1.36
	0.23
	Kenya
	-1.70
	-0.39

	Britain
	0.34
	1.54
	Kuwait
	-0.70
	-0.08

	Bulgaria
	1.17
	-1.53
	Kyrgyzstan
	-0.28
	-1.89

	Cameroon
	-1.67
	-0.37
	Latvia
	0.79
	-1.09

	Canada
	-0.10
	1.95
	Lithuania
	0.98
	-0.78

	Chile
	-0.97
	0.35
	Luxembourg
	0.38
	1.36

	China
	1.20
	-0.46
	Macedonia
	0.13
	-0.73

	Colombia
	-1.78
	0.53
	Malaysia
	-1.23
	-0.40

	Congo (Braz)
	-1.73
	-0.40
	Mali
	-1.72
	-0.40

	Costa Rica
	-1.08
	0.54
	Malta
	-1.51
	0.21

	Cote d'Ivoire
	-1.68
	-0.37
	Mexico
	-1.56
	0.75

	Croatia
	0.09
	0.53
	Moldova
	0.49
	-1.68

	Cuba
	-0.60
	-0.30
	Montenegro
	0.88
	-1.18

	Cyprus
	-0.03
	-0.05
	Morocco
	-1.62
	-1.32

	Czech
	1.20
	0.60
	Mozambique
	-1.71
	-0.40

	Denmark
	1.20
	2.12
	N. Ireland
	-0.26
	1.11

	Domin. Rep.
	-1.12
	0.55
	Nepal
	-1.30
	0.02

	E. Germany
	1.49
	0.64
	Netherlands
	0.90
	2.21

	Ecuador
	-1.34
	0.38
	New Zealand
	0.17
	2.04

	Egypt
	-1.57
	-0.59
	Nicaragua
	-1.38
	0.36

	El Salvador
	-2.13
	0.73
	Niger
	-1.72
	-0.40

	Estonia
	1.33
	-0.98
	Nigeria
	-1.61
	0.50

	Ethiopia
	-1.72
	-0.40
	Norway
	1.35
	1.62

	Finland
	0.89
	1.20
	Pakistan
	-1.40
	-1.37

	France
	0.50
	1.15
	Panama
	-1.20
	0.47

	Georgia
	-0.02
	-1.33
	Ghana
	-1.71
	0.15


	Country
	Traditional/Se-cular-rational Values
	Survival/Self-expression Values

	Paraguay
	-1.26
	0.43

	Peru
	-1.42
	0.24

	Philippines
	-1.19
	-0.03

	Poland
	-0.43
	-0.38

	Portugal
	-0.88
	0.65

	Puerto Rico
	-2.15
	1.33

	Romania
	-0.23
	-1.63

	Russia
	1.10
	-1.87

	S. Africa
	-1.20
	0.10

	S. Korea
	1.12
	-0.28

	Saudi Arabia
	-1.07
	-0.30

	Senegal
	-1.68
	-0.37

	Serbia
	0.66
	-1.04

	Singapore
	-0.60
	-0.16

	Slovakia
	0.66
	-0.21

	Slovenia
	0.92
	0.56

	Spain
	0.10
	0.74

	Sri Lanka
	-1.19
	0.09

	Sweden
	1.69
	2.38

	Switzerland
	0.86
	1.61

	Syria
	-1.48
	-0.55

	Taiwan
	0.67
	-0.58

	Tajikistan
	-0.35
	-1.93

	Tanzania
	-1.94
	0.04

	Thailand
	-1.04
	0.17

	Tunisia
	-1.34
	-0.47

	Turkey
	-0.83
	-0.54

	Turkmenistan
	-0.22
	-1.85

	Uganda
	-1.48
	-0.30

	Ukraine
	0.92
	-1.69

	U.A.E.
	-1.04
	-0.28

	Uruguay
	-0.31
	0.67

	USA
	-0.45
	1.81

	Uzbekistan
	-0.29
	-1.90

	Venezuela
	-1.68
	0.63

	Vietnam
	-0.67
	0.35

	W. Germany
	1.22
	1.24

	Yemen
	-1.61
	-0.63

	Zambia
	-1.72
	-0.40

	Zimbabwe
	-1.54
	-1.15


Table A-5. Predicted Responses to Survey Questions in 2005-2006

	Country
	Religion is very Important
	Men have more right to a Job
	Country
	Religion is very Important
	Men have more right to a Job

	Albania
	33
	52
	Greece
	35
	15

	Algeria
	94
	72
	Guatemala
	78
	36

	Angola
	88
	54
	Honduras
	80
	36

	Argentina
	51
	25
	Hong Kong
	2
	35

	Armenia
	29
	57
	Hungary
	18
	18

	Australia
	21
	23
	Iceland
	17
	3

	Austria
	20
	24
	India
	60
	57

	Azerbaijan
	35
	69
	Indonesia
	98
	57

	Bangladesh
	93
	73
	Iran
	85
	78

	Belarus
	14
	20
	Ireland
	36
	13

	Belgium
	20
	20
	Israel
	36
	30

	Bolivia
	80
	36
	Italy
	32
	22

	Bosnia
	36
	22
	Japan
	5
	33

	Botswana
	76
	50
	Jordan
	98
	87

	Brazil
	70
	35
	Kazakhstan
	34
	51

	Britain
	11
	18
	Kenya
	88
	54

	Bulgaria
	18
	32
	Kuwait
	50
	49

	Cameroon
	87
	54
	Kyrgyzstan
	40
	58

	Canada
	31
	13
	Latvia
	9
	16

	Chile
	52
	24
	Lithuania
	11
	18

	China
	2
	46
	Luxembourg
	14
	19

	Colombia
	54
	28
	Macedonia
	50
	38

	Congo (Braz)
	89
	54
	Malaysia
	71
	55

	Costa Rica
	69
	33
	Mali
	89
	54

	Cote d'Ivoire
	87
	54
	Malta
	66
	44

	Croatia
	23
	16
	Mexico
	71
	30

	Cuba
	54
	18
	Moldova
	37
	40

	Cyprus
	45
	48
	Montenegro
	21
	25

	Czech
	7
	14
	Morocco
	97
	87

	Denmark
	6
	3
	Mozambique
	89
	54

	Domin. Rep.
	74
	34
	N. Ireland
	25
	14

	E. Germany
	3
	21
	Nepal
	80
	44

	Ecuador
	79
	36
	Netherlands
	14
	8

	Egypt
	98
	95
	New Zealand
	18
	10

	El Salvador
	90
	26
	Nicaragua
	81
	37

	Estonia
	3
	10
	Niger
	89
	54

	Ethiopia
	89
	54
	Nigeria
	98
	56

	Finland
	10
	5
	Norway
	10
	10

	France
	10
	17
	Pakistan
	87
	72

	Georgia
	47
	60
	Panama
	74
	35

	Ghana
	86
	53
	Paraguay
	76
	35


	Country
	Religion is very Important
	Men have more right to a Job

	Peru
	58
	14

	Philippines
	90
	67

	Poland
	44
	33

	Portugal
	27
	22

	Puerto Rico
	81
	20

	Romania
	53
	33

	Russia
	15
	31

	S. Africa
	78
	32

	S. Korea
	21
	40

	Saudi Arabia
	85
	74

	Senegal
	87
	54

	Serbia
	31
	26

	Singapore
	62
	39

	Slovakia
	26
	19

	Slovenia
	11
	13

	Spain
	22
	12

	Sri Lanka
	76
	43

	Sweden
	9
	2

	Switzerland
	14
	25

	Syria
	81
	58

	Taiwan
	11
	52

	Tajikistan
	43
	59

	Tanzania
	88
	23

	Thailand
	70
	42

	Tunisia
	76
	57

	Turkey
	82
	62

	Turkmenistan
	38
	57

	Uganda
	77
	36

	Ukraine
	25
	25

	U.A.E.
	64
	63

	Uruguay
	60
	30

	USA
	57
	7

	Uzbekistan
	41
	58

	Venezuela
	69
	30

	Vietnam
	13
	48

	W. Germany
	7
	25

	Yemen
	87
	69

	Zambia
	89
	54

	Zimbabwe
	83
	37


Table A-6. The Shift from Materialist to Postmaterialist Values (score on percentage difference index)

	
	Postmaterialist Values

	Country
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift

	Australia*
	-6
	
	27
	
	33

	Argentina
	-21
	-6
	12
	12
	33

	N. Ireland*
	-43
	-7
	
	-11
	32

	Sweden* 
	-11
	9
	11
	16
	27

	Spain* 
	-39
	-4
	-9
	-13
	26

	Canada*
	-6
	14
	
	20
	26

	Japan*
	-31
	-10
	-19
	-8
	23

	Slovenia* 
	
	-24
	-6
	-1
	23

	Norway* 
	-20
	-18
	-3
	
	17

	Mexico
	-21
	-13
	-6
	-11
	10

	Austria* 
	
	12
	
	21
	8

	Portugal* 
	
	-27
	
	-24
	3

	Nigeria 
	
	-29
	-35
	-27
	2

	Hungary
	-49
	-44
	-58
	-48
	1

	Turkey 
	
	-5
	-5
	-5
	0

	Czech
	
	-14
	-22
	-15
	-1

	Romania 
	
	-37
	-42
	-38
	-1

	China
	
	-45
	
	-46
	-1

	Iceland* 
	-9
	-15
	
	-12
	-3

	Chile 
	
	-6
	-13
	-11
	-5

	Lithuania 
	
	-14
	-42
	-20
	-6

	S. Africa
	-24
	-43
	-38
	-32
	-8

	India 
	
	-35
	-49
	-43
	-8

	Latvia 
	
	-22
	-32
	-30
	-8

	S. Korea*
	-34
	-35
	-42
	-43
	-9

	Poland
	
	-21
	-35
	-32
	-12

	Estonia 
	
	-26
	-35
	-38
	-12

	Russia 
	
	-36
	-51
	-51
	-15

	Belarus
	
	-27
	-43
	-43
	-16

	E. Germany*
	
	12
	
	-7
	-19

	Slovakia
	
	-20
	-40
	-41
	-21

	Bulgaria
	
	-20
	-49
	-42
	-22

	Finland*
	21
	19
	19
	-8
	-29


Table A-7a. Percentage Who Have Taken Part in an Unofficial Strike

	
	Taking Part in Unofficial Strikes

	Country:
	1974
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Shift:

	Britain
	5
	7
	10
	
	9
	+4

	W. Germany
	1
	2
	2
	4
	2
	+1

	Italy
	1
	3
	6
	
	5
	+4

	Netherlands
	2
	2
	3
	
	5
	+3

	U.S.
	2
	3
	5
	4
	6
	+4

	Finland
	5
	6
	8
	5
	3
	-2

	Switzerland
	1
	
	2
	2
	
	+1

	Austria
	1
	
	1
	
	2
	+1

	Mean:
	2
	3
	5
	4
	4
	+2


Table A-7b. Percentage Who Have Occupied a Building

	
	Occupying Buildings

	Country:
	1974
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Shift:

	Britain
	1
	3
	2
	
	2
	+1

	W. Germany
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	0

	Italy
	5
	6
	8
	
	8
	+3

	Netherlands
	2
	2
	3
	
	6
	+4

	U.S.
	2
	2
	2
	2
	4
	+2

	Finland
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	+1

	Switzerland
	1
	
	
	1
	
	0

	Austria
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	0

	Mean:
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	+1


Table A-8. Rising Elite-Challenging Activity (percentage who have signed a petition)

	COUNTRY
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift Ratio*
	COUNTRY
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift Ratio*

	 Belgium 
	24
	47
	
	71
	2.96
	 Nigeria 
	
	7
	7
	7
	1.0

	 Czech 
	
	
	26
	56
	2.15
	 Brazil 
	
	50
	47
	
	.94

	 Ireland 
	29
	42
	
	59
	2.03
	 Portugal 
	
	28
	
	26
	.93

	 Mexico 
	10
	35
	30
	19
	1.90
	 Ukraine 
	
	
	13
	12
	.92

	 Netherlands
	35
	51
	
	61
	1.74
	 Philippines 
	
	
	12
	11
	.92

	 N Ireland 
	35
	60
	
	57
	1.63
	 E Germany 
	
	69
	57
	60
	.87

	 Slovakia 
	
	
	35
	57
	1.63
	 Croatia 
	43
	
	43
	36
	.84

	 Sweden 
	54
	72
	72
	87
	1.61
	 Hungary 
	
	18
	25
	15
	.83

	 Finland 
	30
	41
	39
	48
	1.60
	 Chile 
	
	23
	17
	19
	.83

	 Serbia 
	
	
	19
	29
	1.53
	 Argentina 
	34
	22
	31
	23
	.68

	 Poland 
	
	14
	20
	21
	1.50
	Puerto Rico 
	
	
	28
	19
	.68

	 France 
	45
	54
	
	67
	1.49
	 Venezuela 
	
	
	23
	15
	.65

	 S Africa 
	20
	34
	19
	27
	1.35
	 Bangladesh 
	
	
	25
	14
	.56

	 Japan 
	48
	62
	55
	63
	1.31
	 Romania 
	
	
	17
	9
	.53

	 USA 
	64
	72
	71
	81
	1.27
	 Estonia 
	
	39
	14
	19
	.49

	 Britain 
	63
	75
	
	79
	1.25
	 Bulgaria 
	
	22
	7
	10
	.45

	 Denmark 
	44
	51
	
	55
	1.25
	 Lithuania 
	
	58
	31
	25
	.43

	 Italy 
	42
	48
	
	52
	1.24
	 Russia 
	
	30
	11
	11
	.37

	 S Korea 
	
	42
	40
	52
	1.24
	 Belarus 
	
	27
	18
	8
	.30

	 W Germany 
	47
	57
	
	56
	1.19
	 Latvia 
	
	65
	31
	18
	.28

	 Canada 
	62
	77
	
	74
	1.19
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Norway 
	56
	61
	65
	
	1.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 India 
	
	25
	27
	29
	1.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Austria 
	
	48
	
	55
	1.15
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Australia 
	70
	
	79
	
	1.13
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Slovenia 
	
	28
	19
	31
	1.11
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Spain 
	24
	21
	22
	26
	1.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Switzerland 
	
	63
	68
	
	1.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Turkey 
	
	14
	20
	15
	1.07
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A-9. The Shift Towards Tolerance of Gays and Lesbians

(percentage saying “homosexuality is never justified”)

	Country:
	1981


	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift Ratio*

	Spain 
	56
	42
	24
	12
	.21

	Sweden 
	39
	37
	12
	9
	.23

	Iceland 
	46
	24
	
	12
	.26

	Netherlands 
	21
	12
	
	7
	.33

	W Germany 
	42
	32
	15
	19
	.45

	Switzerland 
	
	41
	19
	
	.46

	Italy 
	63
	42
	
	30
	.47

	USA 
	65
	54
	45
	31
	.48

	Chile 
	
	77
	44
	37
	.48

	Slovakia 
	
	48
	18
	24
	.50

	France 
	47
	39
	
	24
	.51

	Canada 
	51
	37
	
	26
	.51

	Austria 
	
	49
	
	27
	.55

	Belgium 
	51
	42
	
	28
	.55

	Norway 
	48
	45
	27
	
	.56

	Finland 
	48
	32
	37
	27
	.56

	E Germany 
	
	44
	27
	25
	.57

	Britain 
	43
	42
	
	25
	.58

	Japan 
	52
	60
	42
	30
	.58

	Argentina 
	69
	60
	34
	40
	.58

	Portugal 
	
	69
	
	41
	.59

	Denmark 
	34
	36
	
	21
	.62

	Ireland 
	58
	51
	
	38
	.66

	N Ireland 
	65
	65
	
	44
	.68

	Mexico 
	72
	55
	54
	50
	.69

	Slovenia 
	
	60
	50
	42
	.70

	Belarus 
	
	80
	68
	57
	.71

	Bulgaria 
	
	80
	51
	58
	.73

	Estonia 
	
	76
	66
	56
	.74

	S Africa 
	67
	71
	61
	50
	.75

	Australia 
	41
	
	31
	
	.76

	India 
	
	93
	77
	71
	.76

	Poland 
	
	79
	60
	61
	.77

	Brazil 
	
	69
	56
	
	.81

	Russia 
	
	88
	80
	72
	.82

	S Korea 90
	63
	90
	67
	53
	.84


	Country:
	1981


	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift Ratio*

	Puerto Rico 
	
	
	60
	51
	.85

	Venezuela 
	
	
	71
	62
	.87

	Lithuania 
	
	88
	75
	78
	.89

	Romania 
	
	86
	67
	80
	.93

	Latvia 
	
	82
	55
	77
	.94

	Pakistan 
	
	
	96
	92
	.96

	Philippines
	
	
	29
	29
	1.0

	Ukraine 
	
	
	71
	71
	1.0

	China 
	
	92
	88
	92
	1.0

	Hungary 
	86
	73
	46
	89
	1.03

	Czech 
	
	25
	10
	26
	1.04

	Nigeria 
	
	72
	79
	78
	1.08

	Serbia 
	
	
	65
	75
	1.15

	Montenegro
	
	
	68
	86
	1.26

	Croatia 
	
	
	40
	63
	1.58


Table A-10. Do Men Have More Right to Job than Women?

(percentage disagreeing)

	Country
	
	
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift

	Poland 
	
	
	15
	41
	45
	30

	Croatia 
	
	
	
	43
	73
	30

	S Africa 
	
	
	24
	50
	53
	29

	Estonia 
	
	
	48
	54
	75
	23

	Slovakia 
	
	
	
	33
	54
	21

	Belgium *
	
	
	52
	
	70
	18

	Latvia 
	
	
	51
	56
	69
	18

	Ireland *
	
	
	59
	
	76
	17

	Lithuania 
	
	
	48
	65
	17

	Hungary 
	
	
	52
	
	68
	16

	Argentina 
	
	
	70
	
	
	16

	Finland *
	
	
	69
	77
	85
	16

	Ukraine 
	
	
	
	46
	61
	15

	Czech 
	
	
	31
	47
	65
	14

	Netherlands * 
	
	
	70
	
	83
	13

	N Ireland *
	
	
	61
	
	74
	13

	Austria *
	
	
	40
	
	53
	13

	Puerto Rico 
	
	
	61
	73
	12

	Belarus 
	
	
	53
	38
	64
	11

	France *
	
	
	59
	
	68
	9

	Britain *
	
	
	59
	
	68
	9

	Italy *
	
	
	48
	
	57
	9

	Brazil 
	
	
	56
	63
	
	7

	Portugal * 
	
	
	54
	
	61
	7

	Spain *
	
	
	63
	57
	68
	5

	Sweden * 
	
	
	88
	92
	93
	5

	Slovenia *
	
	
	63
	55
	68
	5

	Serbia 
	
	
	
	52
	57
	5

	Denmark *
	
	
	86
	
	89
	3

	Romania 
	
	
	44
	35
	47
	3

	Canada *
	
	
	75
	
	77
	2

	Norway *
	
	
	78
	80
	
	2

	Iceland *
	
	
	92
	
	94
	2

	W Germany *
	
	
	58
	
	59
	1

	USA *
	
	
	71
	68
	82
	1

	Bulgaria 
	
	
	47
	40
	48
	1

	Chile 
	
	
	51
	45
	51
	0

	S Korea *
	
	
	28
	24
	27
	-1

	E Germany * 
	
	
	60
	64
	59
	-1


	Country
	
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Shift

	Venezuela 
	
	
	54
	53
	-1

	Russia 
	
	
	54
	39
	53
	-1

	Pakistan 
	
	
	
	21
	18
	-3

	Japan *
	
	
	26
	19
	21
	-5

	Philippines 
	
	
	22
	16
	-6

	Bangladesh 
	
	
	23
	17
	-6

	China 
	
	
	50
	37
	43
	-7

	Turkey 
	
	
	44
	35
	31
	-13

	Mexico 
	
	
	73
	68
	59
	-14

	India 
	
	
	46
	40
	31
	-15

	Nigeria 
	
	
	49
	36
	30
	-19

	Greece *
	
	
	
	
	73
	

	Uruguay 
	
	
	
	72
	
	

	Colombia 
	
	
	69
	
	

	Australia * 
	
	
	
	67
	
	

	El Salvador 
	
	
	67
	
	

	Domin. Rep. 
	
	
	67
	
	

	Luxemburg *
	
	
	
	66
	

	New Zealand * 
	
	
	64
	
	

	Peru 
	
	
	
	56
	
	

	Switzerland *
	
	
	55
	
	

	Zimbabwe 
	
	
	
	54
	

	Tanzania
	
	
	
	
	49
	

	Uganda 
	
	
	
	
	48
	

	Albania
	
	
	
	
	43
	

	Malta
	
	
	
	
	43
	

	Taiwan 
	
	
	
	41
	
	

	Vietnam
	
	
	
	
	41
	

	Indonesia 
	
	
	
	
	40
	

	Bosnia
	
	
	
	
	38
	

	Macedonia 
	
	
	34
	
	

	Armenia 
	
	
	
	31
	
	

	Moldova 
	
	
	
	30
	
	

	Azerbaijan
	
	
	
	28
	
	

	Georgia 
	
	
	
	26
	
	

	Iran
	
	
	
	
	23
	

	Jordan 
	
	
	
	
	12
	

	Morocco
	
	
	
	
	8
	

	Egypt
	
	
	
	
	5
	


Table A-11. Do Men Make Better Political Leaders than Women?

(percentage disagreeing)

	
	
	1995
	2000
	Shift

	W. Germany* 
	
	87
	
	

	Norway *
	
	84
	
	

	E. Germany*
	
	82
	
	

	New Zealand*
	
	82
	
	

	Spain* 
	
	74
	81
	7

	Canada*
	
	81
	
	

	Sweden*
	
	83
	81
	-2

	Puerto Rico
	
	70
	81
	11

	Finland* 
	
	79
	
	

	U.S.A.* 
	
	67
	78
	11

	Australia*
	
	76
	
	

	Peru 
	
	70
	
	

	Argentina
	
	62
	68
	6

	Colombia
	
	67
	
	

	El Salvador
	
	63
	
	

	Uruguay 
	
	62
	
	

	Mexico 
	
	57
	61
	4

	Chile 
	
	58
	60
	2

	Venezuela 
	
	59
	60
	1

	S Africa 
	
	48
	59
	11

	Dominican Rep.
	
	59
	
	

	Japan*
	
	41
	57
	16

	Tanzania
	
	56
	

	Slovenia *
	
	55
	
	

	Macedonia 
	
	54
	
	

	Brazil 
	
	53
	
	

	Serbia 
	
	44
	53
	9

	S. Korea* 
	
	37
	52
	15

	Pakistan
	
	52
	

	Taiwan
	
	51
	
	

	China 
	
	46
	50
	4


	
	
	1995
	2000
	Shift

	Czech Rep.
	
	49
	
	

	Hungary 
	
	48
	
	

	Zimbabwe 
	
	48
	

	Albania
	
	47
	
	

	Croatia 
	
	46
	
	

	Lithuania
	
	44
	
	

	Vietnam
	
	44
	

	India 
	
	51
	42
	-9

	Turkey
	
	42
	41
	-1

	Russia 
	
	40
	
	

	Bosnia 
	
	40
	
	

	Poland 
	
	39
	
	

	Bulgaria 
	
	39
	
	

	Indonesia
	
	39
	

	Ukraine 
	
	37
	
	

	Philippines
	
	42
	37
	-5

	Latvia 
	
	34
	
	

	Romania
	
	33
	
	

	Moldova 
	
	33
	
	

	Bangladesh
	
	44
	33
	-11

	Slovakia
	
	33
	
	

	Estonia 
	
	31
	
	

	Uganda
	
	31
	

	Belarus 
	
	30
	
	

	Azerbaijan
	
	28
	
	

	Morocco
	
	28
	

	Iran 
	
	
	25
	

	Nigeria 
	
	26
	20
	-6

	Georgia 
	
	20
	
	

	Armenia
	
	17
	
	

	Egypt
	
	
	16
	

	Jordan
	
	12
	


Table A-12. Trends in Happiness 1981-2000

(percentage “very happy”)

	Country
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Change*

	Nigeria 
	
	40
	45
	67
	27

	Mexico 
	35
	26
	32
	58
	23

	S. Africa 
	27
	27
	41
	43
	16

	Argentina 
	17
	33
	30
	33
	16

	Denmark 
	31
	43
	
	45
	14

	France 
	20
	25
	
	33
	13

	Japan 
	16
	18
	33
	29
	13

	Netherlands 
	34
	46
	
	46
	12

	Puerto Rico 
	
	
	43
	53
	10

	USA 
	31
	39
	47
	40
	9

	Canada 
	36
	30
	
	45
	9

	W Germany 
	10
	16
	21
	18
	8

	Australia 
	35
	
	43
	
	8

	Sweden 
	29
	41
	40
	37
	8

	Finland 
	17
	20
	24
	25
	8

	Italy 
	11
	16
	
	18
	7

	Belgium 
	34
	40
	
	41
	7

	Hungary 
	11
	11
	14
	18
	7

	Austria 
	
	30
	
	37
	7

	N Ireland 
	39
	37
	
	45
	6

	Iceland 
	42
	41
	
	47
	5

	E Germany 
	
	14
	16
	19
	5

	Latvia 
	
	2
	5
	7
	5

	Croatia 
	
	
	9
	14
	5

	Portugal 
	
	13
	
	17
	4

	Turkey 
	
	29
	49
	33
	4

	Estonia 
	
	3
	5
	7
	4


	Country
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Change

	Poland 
	
	10
	18
	15
	3

	Switzerland 
	
	36
	39
	
	3

	Chile 
	
	33
	28
	36
	3

	Slovenia 
	
	9
	14
	16
	3

	India 
	
	24
	30
	26
	2

	Czech 
	
	8
	9
	11
	2

	Venezuela
	
	
	55
	57
	2

	 Ireland 
	41
	44
	
	42
	1

	 Norway 
	29
	29
	30
	
	1

	Brazil 
	
	21
	22
	
	1

	Bulgaria 
	
	7
	9
	8
	1

	Lithuania 
	
	4
	4
	5
	1

	Ukraine 
	
	
	5
	6
	1

	Spain 
	20
	21
	19
	20
	0

	S Korea 
	
	10
	12
	10
	0

	Russia 
	
	6
	6
	6
	0

	Slovakia 
	
	8
	7
	8
	0

	Belarus 
	
	6
	4
	5
	-1

	Philippines 
	
	
	40
	39
	-1

	Romania 
	
	6
	5
	4
	-2

	Serbia 
	
	
	14
	12
	-2

	Montenegro
	
	
	14
	12
	-2

	Bangladesh
	
	
	18
	15
	-3

	Britain 
	38
	35
	
	33
	-5

	Pakistan
	
	
	28
	20
	-8

	China 
	
	28
	23
	12
	-16


Table A-13. Changes in Interpersonal Trust 1981-2000

(percentage saying that most people can be trusted)

	Country
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Shift

	 Puerto Rico 
	
	
	6
	23
	17

	 Belarus 
	
	25
	24
	42
	17

	 E Germany 
	
	26
	25
	43
	17

	 Netherlands 
	45
	53
	
	60
	15

	 Denmark 
	53
	58
	
	67
	14

	 Pakistan 
	
	
	19
	31
	12

	 Sweden 
	57
	66
	60
	66
	9

	 Turkey 
	
	10
	5
	19
	9

	 Italy 
	27
	35
	
	33
	6

	 India 
	
	35
	38
	41
	6

	 W Germany 
	32
	38
	
	37
	5

	 Mexico 
	17
	33
	28
	22
	5

	 Norway 
	61
	65
	66
	
	5

	 Slovenia 
	
	17
	16
	22
	5

	 Nigeria 
	
	23
	19
	26
	3

	 Philippines 
	
	
	6
	9
	3

	 Bangladesh 
	
	
	21
	24
	3

	 Japan 
	41
	42
	42
	43
	2

	 Venezuela 
	
	
	14
	16
	2

	 Iceland 
	40
	44
	
	41
	1

	 Austria 
	
	32
	
	33
	1

	 Belgium 
	29
	34
	
	29
	0

	 Finland 
	57
	63
	49
	57
	0

	 Chile 
	
	23
	21
	23
	0

	 Spain 
	35
	34
	30
	34
	-1

	 Latvia 
	
	19
	25
	17
	-2


	Country
	1981
	1990
	1995
	2000
	Net Shift

	 Brazil 
	
	6
	3
	
	-3

	 Bulgaria 
	
	30
	29
	27
	-3

	 France 
	25
	23
	
	21
	-4

	 Ukraine 
	
	
	31
	27
	-4

	 Croatia 
	
	
	25
	21
	-4

	 Ireland 
	41
	47
	
	36
	-5

	 N Ireland 
	44
	44
	
	39
	-5

	 USA 
	41
	51
	36
	36
	-5

	 Czech 
	
	30
	29
	25
	-5

	 China 
	
	60
	52
	55
	-5

	 Lithuania 
	
	31
	22
	26
	-5

	 Estonia 
	
	28
	22
	23
	-5

	 Switzerland 
	
	43
	37
	
	-6

	 Romania 
	
	16
	19
	10
	-6

	 S Korea 
	34
	34
	30
	27
	-7

	 Slovakia 
	
	23
	27
	16
	-7

	 Australia 
	48
	
	40
	
	-8

	 Argentina 
	26
	23
	18
	16
	-10

	 Portugal 
	
	22
	
	12
	-10

	 Canada 
	48
	53
	
	37
	-11

	 Serbia 
	
	
	30
	19
	-11

	 Hungary 
	34
	25
	23
	22
	-12

	 Russia 
	
	37
	24
	24
	-13

	 Britain 
	43
	44
	
	29
	-14

	 S Africa 
	29
	29
	16
	13
	-16

	 Poland 
	
	35
	18
	18
	-17


� 	The factor analysis underlying the global cultural maps can be run with oblimin rotation as well as with the orthogonal rotation that we use. When one does so, the same two factors emerge and the high-loading items are virtually identical to those from the varimax rotation. As expected, the two factors are now correlated so that the two modern poles tend to go together: Secular-rational values tend to go with self-expression values. With Oblimin rotation, the two factors correlate at .19; with Quartimax rotation they correlate at .38. This finding indicates that there is a certain convergence between the modern poles of the two value dimensions. The key link between them is provided by the tolerance of divorce item, which shows high loadings on both dimensions. Yet, for clarity of presentation we show maps based on two orthogonal dimensions.


� 	Data taken from wave II (1989-1991) cover the following 42 countries: Argentina, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, G.B., Germany (East), Germany (West), Hungary, Iceland, India, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Uruguay, U.S.A.


� 	Data taken from wave III (1995-1997) cover the following 19 countries: Albania, Armenia, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Georgia, Macedonia, Moldova, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Taiwan, Ukraine, Venezuela, Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro).


� 	Data from wave IV (1999-2001) for which no earlier surveys are available cover 12 additional countries: Algeria, Bangladesh, Egypt, El Salvador, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Jordan, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam, Zimbabwe.


� 	Liberty aspirations differ from the standard version of the materialism-postmaterialism scale in that they include not only the two liberty items “freedom of speech” and “giving people more say in important government decisions” but also the third liberty item “giving people more say in how things are done in their jobs and communities.” This makes a difference in the explanation of democracy: While aggregate measures of the standard version of the materialism-postmaterialism index explain 40 percent of the variance in subsequent measures of formal democracy and 55 percent in effective democracy, aggregate measures of liberty aspirations explain 58 percent (instead of 40) and 67 percent (instead of 55), respectively.


� 	Using SPSS-syntax, the variable “liberty aspirations” can be created in three steps: 1st step: Ordering priorities on "protecting freedom of speech" and "more say in important government decisions":


If ((v122=2 and v123=4) or (v122=4 and v123=2)) LIBASP_A=3.


If ((v122=2 and v123 ne 4) or (v122=4 and v123 ne 2)) LIBASP_A=2.


If ((v123=2 and v122 ne 4) or (v123=4 and v122 ne 2)) LIBASP_A=1.


If ((v122 ne 2) and (v122 ne 4) and (v123 ne 2) and (v123 ne 4)) LIBASP_A=0.


2nd step: Ordering priorities on "seeing that people have more say about how things are done at their jobs and in their communities":


If (v120=3) LIBASP_B=2.


If (v121=3) LIBASP_B=1.


If ((v120 ne 3) and (v121 ne 3)) LIBASP_B=0.


3rd Step: Combining both priorities:


Compute LIBASP_T=LIBASP_A + LIBASP_B.


Var lab LIBASP_T "liberty aspirations: total". Val lab LIBASP_T 5"two items 1st, one item 2nd" 4"one item 1st, two items 2nd" 3"one item 1st, one item 2nd" 2"one item 1st or two items 2nd" 1"one item 2nd" 0"no item 1st or 2nd".


� 	Wave I of the Values Surveys used in most countries only one of the two postmaterialism item batteries needed to create liberty aspirations. This is the battery including the two items “protecting freedom of speech” and “giving people more say in important government decisions.” Hence, for the analyses in Figures 8.2b and 8.2c where we analyzed the influence of self-expression values in 1981 on later self-expression values, we had to build the 1981 measure from the shortened version of liberty aspirations (variable “LIBASP_A” in footnote 6). This slight inconsistency in measuring self-expression values deflates rather than inflates their temporal autocorrelation. Nevertheless, we find a strong temporal autocorrelation (also among countries not having been democratic in 1981, namely Argentina, Hungary, Mexico, and South Africa). This underlines our emphasis on the temporal autocorrelation in these values.


� 	The aggregate-level data set incldues 186 nation-per-wave units, including all national surveys from waves II-IV (excluding regional surveys such as Tambov oblast in Russia or Galicia in Spain and excluding surveys in non-independent nations such as Puerto Rico or Northern Ireland). The surveys of wave I (1981-83) have been excluded because they do only include one of the two postmaterialism item batteries needed to calculate liberty aspirations (see, however, the exception described in footnote 7).


� 	The explained variance is 62.4%. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure is .76.


� 	Because we know that a national public’s emphasis on self-expression values does not change rapidly in short periods of time, the early 1990s measure of these values is considered a reasonable proxy of their presence in the mid-late 1980s.


� 	Variable numbers refer to the questionnaire of the 1999-2001 wave.





