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I. ABSTRACT 
 

 

Previous research has found that civil resistance has a positive impact on democratic 

development. Still, despite increased academic attention to how civil resistance affects 

democratization and democracy, no systematic study has yet examined how the nature 

of inclusion in a civil resistance impacts various elements of democracy. This study 

addresses this research gap by comparing how inclusive civil resistance and non-fully 

inclusive civil resistance uprisings between 1943-2013 affected the development of 

liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and deliberative democracy. Two theoretical 

arguments are presented for how the nature of inclusion in civil resistance affect its 

impact on democracy: one arguing that inclusion should generate higher levels of 

participatory democracy and another underlining how the nature of inclusion in civil 

resistance generates higher levels of deliberative democracy. The arguments are tested 

with a quasi-experimental difference-in-difference measure combined with a nearest 

neighbour matching propensity score method. The results give tentative support for 

that inclusive civil resistance compared to non-fully inclusive civil resistance increase 

democracy in general and deliberative democracy in particular up to five years after 

civil resistance ended. The impact of inclusion in civil resistance does however vary 

considerably, and further research is needed to strengthen the theory and generate 

more statistically significant results.  

 
Key Words: Civil Resistance, Non-violence, Democracy, Democratization, 

Difference-in-Difference, Propensity Scoring 
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V. PROLOGUE 
 

 

Passage from Unto This Last, The Roots of Honour, by John Ruskin. 

 

It would be strange if it could, it being not by ‘science’ of any kind that men were ever 

intended to be set at one. Disputant after disputant vainly strives to show that the 

interests of the masters are, or are not, antagonistic to those of the men: none of the 

pleaders ever seeming to remember that it does not absolutely or always follow that 

the persons must he antagonistic because their interests are. If there is only a crust of 

bread in the house, and mother and children are starving, their interests are not the 

same. If the mother eats it, the children want it; if the children eat it, the mother must 

go hungry to her work. Yet it does not necessarily follow that there will be “antagonism” 

between them, that they will fight for the crust, and that the mother, being strongest, 

will get it, and eat it. Neither, in any other case, whatever the relations of the persons 

may be, can it be assumed for certain that, because their interests are diverse, they must 

necessarily regard each other with hostility, and use violence or cunning to obtain the 

advantage.  
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1  INTRODUCTION  
 

“Non-violence is fine as long as it works” 
 

–– Malcolm X 
 
 

The year is 1904 when an Indian lawyer takes the train from Johannesburg to Durban, an at the 

time twenty-four-hour long journey. To endure the long travel, the man picks up a book his friend 

had given him before stepping on. The friend, a man by the name Mr. Polak, had warmly 

recommended it as thought-provoking piece of literature. The book was Unto This Last, written by 

the English art-critic, economist, and philosopher John Ruskin. Overwhelmed with work and 

trying to maintain an active social life, the man on the train had previously found it difficult to 

prioritise reading outside of work. Now, on a twenty-four-hour long train ride, the man set out 

reading. The book, as it would come, changed the man’s life. The man found the stories so 

compelling that, from that day, he decided to dedicate his life to the values and principles he found 

in the book. In an autobiography released many years later, the man described how Unto This Last 

had influenced him: “I believe that I discovered some of my deepest convictions reflected in this 

great book of Ruskin, and that is why it so captured me and made me transform my life”1. The 

man, as many may have understood, was Mohandas Gandhi.  

 

Later in his life, Gandhi translated Ruskin’s work into Sarvodaya, meaning ‘the welfare of all’. The 

translation became one of the main principles in Gandhi’s ideal type of democracy, accompanied 

by ramarajya (peoples’ sovereignty grounded in pure moral authority), purna swaraj (complete self-

rule), and integral democracy (Gandhi 1948; Vinthagen 2015). The spirit of how Gandhi viewed 

democracy is well captured in Ruskin’s passage about the mother, her children, and the crust of 

bread: that what at a first seems to be incompatible interests not necessarily need to render in 

antagonism and the survival of the fittest. According to Gandhi, the use of nonviolence could and 

should guide democratization by creating opportunities for combatants to on equal terms search 

for the common truth, as he stated: “My notion of democracy is that under it the weakest should 

have the same opportunity as the strongest. That can never happen except through nonviolence” 

(Gandhi quoted in Pantham 1983, 168).  

 

                                                 
1  Gandhi (1948, 157). References will henceforth be presented in-text rather than footnotes. 
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Over a hundred years have passed since Gandhi sat on the train to Durban, and the discussion of 

how and why non-violent civil resistance impacts democracy and democratization have come a 

long way 2 . Several scholars have convincingly argued that non-violent civil resistance is a 

significantly more effective tool of contestation to bring democracy than violent forms; to some 

extent even compared to elite led transitions (Chenoweth & Stephan 2011; Celestino and Gleditsch 

2012; Bayer, Bethke & Lambach 2016; Bethke & Pinckney 2017). For example, the influential civil 

resistance scholars Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) did in their ground-breaking study find that 

nonviolent action were twice as likely to succeed in reaching their goals as violent resistance during 

1900–2006. In light of positive reporting from academics and journalist alike, it is rather 

unsurprising that the in late 2010 sudden outburst of popular civil resistance uprisings in the Middle 

East, commonly referred to as the ‘Arabic Spring’, raised the hopes of many that democratic change 

had come to one of the most autocratic regions in the world. Prominent non-violence scholars 

were optimistic, where for example Zunes (2011) argued that “… these revolutions mark a major 

triumph for Arab peoples and serve as yet another example of the power of nonviolent action” 

(Zunes 2011, 396).  

 

Today, eight years after the original Tunisian Jasmine Revolution had spread to many neighbouring 

countries, spring has turned to winter. Of the countries that experienced popular civil resistance 

during the ‘Arabic Spring’, only Tunisia has seen a slight increase in democracy. Countries such as 

Egypt, Palestine, and Turkey have all seen democratic stagnation or even decline (Lührmann et al. 

2017)). The unexpected outcome of the ‘Arabic Spring’ highlights the need for increased 

recognition of the diversity both within and between nonviolent civil resistance movements. 

Ghandi’s argument that nonviolence leads to increased democratization and peaceful co-existence 

through negotiation seems to be rather farfetched in the case of the ‘Arabic Spring’: which to a 

large extent have delivered neither peace nor a general increase in democracy. Still, this essay argues 

that completely rejecting the potentially positive impact that civil resistance can have on the 

development of democracy and democratization solely due to the aftermaths of the ‘Arabic Spring’ 

would be misguided. Essentially, it would be like throwing out the baby with the bathwater. Rather, 

the diversity and different natures of civil resistance movements should be recognized and explored. 

Therefore, this essay aims to contribute to the filling of this research gap by putting down one 

piece to a much larger puzzle by focusing on the nature of inclusion in civil resistance. The leading 

                                                 
2 This essay will use civil resistance, nonviolent civil resistance, and nonviolent action 
interchangeably since they refer to the same concept.   
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research question has thus been formulated as the following: how does the nature of inclusion in civil 

resistance affect its impact on democracy?  

 

The point of departure is that neither civil resistance nor democracy should be restricted to a single 

form or definition. The variation in both nonviolent civil resistance and democracy should rather 

be explored to gain deeper understanding of both concepts. To explore how the nature of inclusion 

affects democratic development, this essay applies a novel quasi-experimental method by combing 

a Difference-in-Difference (henceforth DiD) measure with a propensity scoring method. This 

method enables a comparison of how four types of democracy developed following fully-inclusive 

(henceforth FI) civil resistance movements––movements embracing rather than rejecting various 

forms of diversity––and non-fully inclusive (henceforth NFI) civil resistance movements occurring 

between 1943-2013.  

 

The specific contribution of this essay should thus be seen as providing a small empirical piece to 

a much larger puzzle as well as the exploration of new theoretical territory. In doing so, two 

theoretical pathways are outlined for how the nature of inclusion affects the development of four 

democracy types: namely liberal, egalitarian, deliberative and participatory forms of democracy. 

The thirst theory of how democracy develops following FI civil resistance takes departure from 

the thoughts of Sharp (1973), where this essay adds the additional argument that that the nature of 

inclusion should lead to a general increase in democracy and a specific increase in participatory 

democracy. The second theory gives an alternative explanation. By taking departure in the thoughts 

of Gandhi, the second theory argues that the nature of inclusion rather will enable FI civil resistance 

movements to inspire open all-inclusive dialogue leading to cooperation rather than competition, 

thus having a specific impact on the development of deliberative democracy rather than 

participatory democracy. 

 

The findings paint a mixed picture. The general argument that inclusion is essential for democratic 

development finds tentative support, seeing how the DiD point-estimate show a substantial 

difference between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance spanning all four democracy types. 

The results also to a greater extent support the theoretical pathway of theory two rather than theory 

one, seeing how the DiD outcome of FI civil resistance vis-a-vis NFI civil resistance was greatest 

for deliberative democracy. Hence, rather than strengthening the general mechanism for how civil 

resistance affects democracy outlined in previous literature, the results points in the direction that 

the nature of civil resistance also can be an important factor in explaining which type of democratic 
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values that civil resistance impacts. Yet, the substantial variation and low number of observations 

makes several results uncertain, and caution should be taken before drawing definitive conclusion.  

 

The disposition of the essay is organized as follows: the first chapter outlines and reflects on 

previous research linking civil resistance, democracy and democratization. The second chapter ends 

by outlining two theories and corresponding hypotheses. The theoretical concepts are 

operationalized in chapter three, which also gives an in-depth introduction of the DiD model and 

nearest neighbour matching propensity scoring method. The empirical results are presented in 

chapter four, and are then analysed in the chapter five. Chapter five also reflects on the 

measurements and offer alternative explanations. The final chapter give directions for future 

research and offer concluding remarks.  

 

  



| MARTINSSON – RESISTING TOGETHER 

 

5 
5 

2  THEORY  
 
The theory chapter is divided into four sections. The first section outline the civil resistance, 

democracy, and democratization concepts3. The second section presents previous literature linking 

civil resistance to democratization. The third section outlines the identified research gap. The 

fourth and fifth sections outlines two theoretical arguments and corresponding hypotheses.  

 

2.1 Civil Resistance –– Definition and Overview 

 
This essay follow the seminal civil resistance scholar Kurt Schock’s well-known definition of civil 

resistance as: “…the use of civil society actors engaged in asymmetric conflicts with authorities not 

averse to using violence to defend their interests” (Schock 2015, 29). Schock’s definition also 

includes that civil resistance movements use nonviolence as their primary tool of contestation––

meaning that even though violence could occur spontaneously, it cannot be an authorized tactic if 

the movement is to be considered as nonviolent. Schock’s definition further includes that resistance 

is sustained over time and performed outside of the sanctioned political system, meaning that it is 

not a one-off of incident within the political system (Schock 2015, 1-2). Additionally, this essay will 

focus on civil resistance movements that sometime during their campaign had maximalist goals.  

 

Second, a common distinction in civil resistance goes between principled nonviolence, commonly 

associated with the Indian civil-resistance leader Mohandas K. Gandhi, and pragmatic nonviolence, 

advocated by among others the well-known civil resistance scholar Gene Sharp (Weber 2003). The 

core discrepancy between pragmatic and principled civil resistance is primarily that in the pragmatic 

view nonviolence is used due to its strategic advantages rather than the conviction that violence 

conflicts with human moral (Weber 2003; Chenoweth & Cunningham, 2013). However, these two 

types are not necessarily mutually exclusive, as will be shown in the following theoretical framework 

that discusses departs from Gandhi and Sharp. 

 

Third, and lastly, due to common misconceptions about what nonviolent civil resistance is––for 

example that it is inherently passive––it is important to outline what civil resistance is not. 

Foremost, civil resistance is neither passive nor per definition safe. On the contrary, civil resistance 

                                                 
3 The extensive literature review of the Civil Resistance, Democracy, and Democratization fields 
on their own are crucial for unfamiliar readers to understand the theoretical implications and 
lengthier discussion in the analytical section. Readers knowledgeable in all three areas can proceed 
to section 2.4.   



| MARTINSSON – RESISTING TOGETHER 

 

6 
6 

is a highly active and often dangerous form of contestation (Schock, 2003; Engler & Engler 2016). 

Additionally, while civil resistance is a non-institutionalized form of contestation, it can be both 

legal and illegal. Civil resistance should therefore rather be seen as an active force for change, as 

Chenoweth and Stephan (2014) well describe the common misconception of civil resistance as 

passive and gentle: “Civil resistance does not succeed because it melts the hearts of dictators and 

secret police” (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2014). Lastly, a common misconception is that civil 

resistance can only be applied in situations where the stakes are low. This argument has been 

contradicted by several researchers, where among others Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) and 

Nepstad (2012) have shown that civil resistance is an equally or more effective from of contestation 

in autocratic and repressive states compared to violent insurgencies.  

 
 

2.2  Democracy –– Definition and Overview  

 
The well-known political science and democracy scholar Robert Putnam once said that solving a 

social science issue is like solving the ‘Murder on the Orient Express’ (Putnam 2000). Like the 

detective Hercule Poirot, the social scientist must consider the complexity of humanity: 

acknowledging that a single factor rarely, if ever, can explain a complex situation. Instead, as the 

detective Mr. Poirot, the social scientist must recognize the complexity, diversity, and multiplicity 

of both factors and actors (Putnam 2000). The field of democracy is one of these complex fields 

that requires the mentality of a detective. Specifically seeing how, despite extensive research, the 

academic community has yet to arrive at a consensus on what democracy is, how it starts, and how 

it is consolidated (Haerpfer 2009, 53; Geddes 2009, 279; Coppedge et al. 2015). The ever-changing 

nature of democracy as a concept has led researchers to label it an ‘essentially contested concept’ 

––meaning that it by definition could be interpreted and defined in a variety of ways (Shapiro 2003, 

80; Haerpfer 2009, 49-53; Geddes 2009, 293; Malone 2011, 14; Coppedge 2012).  

 

While the democracy concept is elusive, few democracy scholars recognizing the representative 

model of democratic organisation rejects the electoral principle––that citizens through free and fair 

elections can elect their political leaders (Coppedge et al. 2015). Beside the electoral principle, the 

definition and measurement of democracy are split into several different schools: ranging from 

minimal liberal definitions focusing on constitutional rights, to more encapsulating definitions 

including the level of participation, deliberation, or both (Pateman 1970; Coppedge et al. 2015). 

Rather than reducing democracy to a single definition, this essay will explore the variation and 
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diversity of democracy––measuring how two forms of civil resistance respectively impacts the 

development of liberal, participatory, egalitarian, and deliberative democracy.  

 

2.1.1 Types of Democracy –– Liberal, Participatory, Egalitarian, and Deliberative 

 
The liberal principle of democracy falls in the genre of majoritarian competitive democracy, making 

it a minimal constitutionalist democracy definition (Coppedge et al. 2015). In this minimalistic 

definition, the core function of the democratic system is to protect individual rights against the 

tyranny from the majority (of the population) as well as the political executive branch. This 

protection is grounded in strong constitutional rights that, if enforced, functions as checks and 

balances. Political accountability is upheld by individual’s right to vote leaders out office (Shapiro 

2003, 6). The liberal definition of democracy, together with the electoral form, are the most 

commonly applied definitions in major cross-national studies on democracy (Coppedge et al. 2015). 

One of the major criticism of the liberal definition of democracy is that it stops short of measuring 

values that today is commonly associated with democracy and democratic progress: such as equality, 

social welfare, or participation in political life (Coppedge et al. 2015). The question of why, how, 

and if minimalistic definitions of democracy should be complemented is a fundamental discussion 

in democratic theory (Shapiro 2003). Rather than entering this discussion, this essay adheres to 

previous research by also acknowledging three commonly recognized democracy types: 

participatory, egalitarian, and deliberative democracy.  

 

The participatory principle of democracy sharply critiques the liberal definition. Since, in the 

participatory view, the liberal definition disregards the involvement of the very people democratic 

power is assumed to rise from––as Pateman (1970) writes: “in the contemporary theory of 

democracy [liberal] it is the participation of the minority elite that is crucial and the non-

participation of the aphetic, ordinary man lacking in the feeling of political efficacy, that is regarded 

as the main bulwark against instability” (Pateman 1970, 104). The participation principle thus 

expands the concept of democratic participation beyond solely going to the voting booth for each 

election. Rather, in participatory definition of democracy, citizens’ rights and opportunities to 

actively participate in political life is a democratic virtue in itself. Seen through the participation 

lens, democracies must encourage active civic engagement in all forms of the political process––

electoral as well as non-electoral (Lührmann et al. 2017).  

 

The egalitarian principle turns away from the liberal and participatory emphasis on procedure, 

instead underlining the distributional aspects of democracy. Seen through the egalitarian democracy 
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perspective, only participation is insufficient because extensive inequalities hinder equal and 

enlightened participation in the democratic system (Coppedge et al. 2015). The egalitarian 

democracy principle thus goes above and beyond the participatory principle by arguing that 

participation also should lead to increased distribution of crucial social functions and resources 

such as education, access to healthcare, and economic benefits. Increased distribution of these 

social functions and resources will enhance equality and in extension strengthen the democratic 

system (Coppedge et al. 2015).  

 

The deliberative principle both returns to and stress the purely procedural form of democracy. 

Rather than redistribution or antagonistic participation, the deliberative democracy argues that all-

encompassing rational deliberation should be the guiding principle for political decision making 

(Ingram, 2010). The public deliberation becomes rational when all potentially influenced actors can 

participate, speak freely, and be equally heard. The decisions should then be based on the 

universality of the claims (Coppedge et al. 2015). Habermas (1989), one of the key thinkers in the 

deliberative tradition, famously described this as the ‘ideal speech situation’, where deliberation has 

risen above arguments grounded in collective identities such as class, ethnicity, or religion.  In the 

perfect speech situation, the only thing that matter is the forceless force of the better argument (Habermas 

1993). Thus, rather than containing power through equal competition at the voting booths––as in 

the liberal principle––the deliberative principle sees the proper exercise of democracy as reaching 

above competition and antagonism into rational deliberation (Habermas 1993).  

 

2.3  Democratization –– Definitions and Overview  

 
Democracy has historically been reached in a variety of ways: from the gradual introduction in the 

United States and Britain, through civil resistance based revolutions as in Portugal, to external 

enforcement as in Germany and Japan after the second world war (Shapiro 2003). The many and 

different paths to democracy led the democracy scholar Shapiro (2003) to liken the field of 

democratization to that of the American state Wyoming, saying that it is: “large, windy, and mainly 

empty” (Shapiro 2003, 7). That democratization theory is large and widespread could however also 

be due to the complexity of democratization rather than the field itself. Like for democracy, then, 

the belief that a single factor would account for the complexity of human behaviour and social 

structures is most likely inaccurate––therefore again requiring the method of a detective. 

Recognizing that a master recipe for democratization does not seem to exist, the study of 

democratization has tended to lend explanatory power to primarily one of two factors: (a) necessary 
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structural conditions or (b) conscious decisions by agents (Teorell 2010, 119). The understanding 

of both concepts is vital to understand the field that the results of this essay should be related to. 

 

2.3.1 The Structural Approach to Democratization 

 
The structural approach to democratization primarily lends explanatory power for democratization 

to necessary social and economic pre-conditions. These are essential for understanding 

democratization in general, and some of these factors that can be seen as affecting both civil 

resistance and democratization will be used as covariates for this essay. The groundwork for the 

structural theory is often contributed to the famous democracy scholar Seymour Martin Lipset. In 

his seminal work on pre-requisites for democratic development, Lipset (1959) argued that 

socioeconomic factors outside of the political system––such as economic development, education, 

and a liberal inclusive culture––are crucial for cultivating democratization. Hence, the foundation 

for the structural arguments is that democratic transitions is a mechanical process manufactured 

by the development of institutions and structures inherently out of reach for individual actors 

(Teorell 2010) 

 

The structural approach has been praised for its parsimoniousness, and several researches have 

followed the genre. For example, researchers have underlined the importance of the international 

context (Linz & Stepan 1996); the democratic culture (Almond & Verba 1963); the state institutions 

(Geddes 2009); the social and political unity (Malone 2011), gender equality (Paxton 2009); 

Urbanization (Glaeser & Steinberg 2016); and the level of social capital (Putnam 1992). Yet, while 

structural argument has been praised for its parsimoniousness, it has also been criticised for black-

boxing the mechanism of change by excluding actors (Teorell 2010).  

 

2.3.2  The Actor-oriented Approach to Democratization 

 
The actor-oriented approach focuses on the function that the structural argument to a large extent 

has put in a black box: the role and actions of actors in a democratization process. The actor-

oriented approach can essentially be divided into two sub-schools: (a) the school focusing on elites 

(strategic approach) and (b) the school putting greater emphasis on social mobilization from below 

(the social movement tradition) (Teorell 2010). The strategic approach place social elites in the 

centre of the democratization process. The strategic approach sees democratization as mainly 

occurring through top-down elite deliberation, and that  social movements or popular uprisings 
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play a complementary role at best. The strategic actor approach therefore lends little explanatory 

power to continues struggles enjoying popular and inclusive support from broad parts of the 

community. Seen through the strategic democratization lens, democracy is more likely to arise and 

develop if one elite-fraction in a bargaining process reap substantial benefits from deepened 

democracy (O’Donnel & Schmitter 1986). These benefits in a bargaining position could arise under 

various social and political structures, and the strategic approach thus somewhat disregards the 

structural approach’s primary explanation (Teorell 2010). 

 

However, the strategic approach has been heavily criticised for posing the theoretical explanation 

too close to the observed outcome, thus being unable to explain how the bargaining position 

occurred in the first place. Therefore, by applying a longer view of the democratization process, 

the social movement perspective emphasizes civil societies’ role in various stages: primarily as 

‘schools of democracy’ through which civil society is strengthened and a culture of civic 

participation is created (Lekti 2009, 162; Paxton 2002). The social movement share many 

assumptions with the social forces perspective of democratization, with the crucial difference that 

the social movement perspective also incorporates movements that traditionally have fallen outside 

of the materialistic class-based contestation frame (Teorell 2010).  

 

 

2.4 Civil Resistance & Democratization  

 
Civil resistance scholars have, perhaps rather unsurprisingly, followed in the social movement 

tradition: stressing agency over structures and social contestation over elite-led negotiation (inter 

alia Schock, 2005; Ackerman & Karatnycky, 2005; Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Bayer, Bethke & 

Lambach 2016; Bethke & Pinckney, 2017). The previously mentioned civil resistance scholar Kurt 

Schock was one of the first scholars that systematically evaluated civil resistance’s impact on 

democracy, where he criticised the short-sightedness of the strategic actor oriented approach, 

arguing that the short-term perspective neglects and block-boxes the continues struggles that often 

precede the negotiation phase (Schock 2005, 19). Civil resistance scholars have since developed 

stronger theoretical frameworks linking civil resistance, democracy, and democratization––going 

beyond stark theorising or descriptive case studies that neither had the aim nor the potential to 

locate causal mechanisms. One of the first studies of this sort was done by Ackerman and 

Karatnycky (2005). By using the Freedom House Index, Ackerman and Karatnycky found support 

for that civil resistance movements are an effective tool in ousting autocratic leaders and that 

democratic transitions initiated by civil resistance led to more stable and durable democracies 
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compared to elite-led transitions (Ackerman & Karatnycky 2005, 8). While Ackerman and 

Karatnycky’s study can be rightfully criticised for lacking control variables and robustness tests, 

their findings were confirmed by Johnstad (2010), who replicated their results using the Polity V 

and The Economist Freedom Index.  

 

The introduction in 2011 of the Nonviolent and Violent Campaigns and Outcomes (NAVCO) 

dataset significantly advanced the civil resistance field by expanding possibilities for large scale 

comparative studies. The NAVCO dataset is an extensive multilevel data collection effort gathering 

comprehensive information on nonviolent civil resistance movements, and several studies of how 

civil resistance affects democracy and democratization followed in the wake of this dataset. For 

example, Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) found that civil resistance campaigns, successful as well 

as unsuccessful, are more likely to transition into democratic governance compared to violent 

campaigns. Chenoweth and Stephan’s results were in line what Ulfelder (2005) previously had 

argued, where Ulfelder particularly emphasized how military and single-party regimes are more 

likely to submit to nonviolent protests than to violent contestations. Further, Celestino and 

Gleditsch (2013) found support for that civil resistance protests substantially increases the chance 

for democratic transition from authoritarian rule, particularly compared to violent protests. Taken 

the discussion to the aftermath of democratic transitions, Bayer, Bethke, and Lambach (2016) 

found support for that that civil resistance initiated transitions were less keen to suffer democratic 

breakdowns. Lastly, Bethke and Pinckney (2017) found support for that democratization with a 

significant civil resistance part increases the democracy form known as ‘Polyarchy’ to a greater 

extent than elite-led or violent democratic transitions.  

 

That civil resistance has a positive and substantial impact on democracy, democratization, and 

democratic consolidation thus seems to have been somewhat of an echo in the academic civil 

resistance corridors. However, the success rate of civil resistance has fallen dramatically since the 

‘Arabic Spring’ (Chenoweth 2017). This indicates that other aspects than the nonviolent character 

of a civil resistance movement could explain how civil resistance impacts society in general and 

democracy in particular. 

 

2.5 Identified Research Gap –– Civil Resistance & Democratization 

 
The study of how nonviolent civil resistance impacts democracy and democratization has grown 

rapidly in recent years, generating new and comprehensive knowledge. While acknowledging recent 
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years many and important contributions to the civil resistance and democratization fields, this essay 

partly concurs with Vinthagen (2015, 51) in that the civil resistance field to some extent still suffers 

from being a young field, where this could bring consequences such as simplified and unsystematic 

descriptions, incoherent use of theory, and spurious assumptions. In hoping to tackle rather than 

build upon these challenges, this essay seeks to address two tendencies identified in previous 

literature: (a) the measuring of civil resistance as a unitary form of action and (b) the measuring of 

democracy as a single phenomenon.  

 

First, by measuring civil resistance as a unitary form of contestation, scholars and practitioners alike 

risks overlooking the variation both within and between civil resistance movements. Comparing 

the effects of civil resistance on democratization and democracy thus risks neglecting the 

substantial variation in all three concepts––simplifying what should be considered diverse and 

complex social phenomenon. For example, the civil resistance movements in the frequently used 

NAVCO dataset varies in size, strategies, and goals. To be clear: this variation is in itself 

unproblematic, and should be considered a strength rather than a weakness in the dataset. However, 

this essay finds it difficult to draw reliable conclusions and isolate mechanisms of change from civil 

resistance movements as different as the Nigerian secession campaign in 1982, the Polish solidarity 

movement against communist rule in the 1980s, and the nonviolent uprisings in the Egyptian 

uprising during the ‘Arabic Spring’ in 2011.  

 

The variation between civil resistance movements have however not gone unnoticed in the 

academic community, and several academics have consequentially struck a more cautious tone of 

the universal causality between civil resistance and increased democracy. For example, Pearlman 

(2012, 43) argues that internal dynamics and complexity of nonviolent movements could contribute 

to our understanding of the conflict behaviour of civil resistance movements. This argument, that 

the path from civil resistance and democratization is rather complex and should be considered in 

its context, was also underlined in the previously mentioned study by Celestino and Gleditsch 

(2013). While Celestino and Gleditsch (2013) found support for their general theoretical claim that 

civil resistance increase democracy, they also clearly stated that their methodological approach did 

not allow them to trace the mechanisms of change (Celestino & Gleditsch 2013, 396). Researchers 

have also underlined that civil resistance does not occur in a vacuum, stressing the need to consider 

the social context and the characteristics of the regime. For example, Pop-Eleches and Robertson 

(2014) specifically points to the power and structure of the opposing regime, arguing that state 
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capacity can offer important insights into how civil resistance affects democratization. Their 

conclusion is worth quoting at length:  

 

The colour revolutions in the former Soviet bloc and the uprisings in the Middle East and North Africa 

demonstrate once again that dictators can be overthrown by pressure from the streets and that seemingly 

stable authoritarian regimes can unravel in a matter of weeks. The capacity of such revolutions to 

contribute to longer-term democratic development is, however, far less certain. While politicians and 

journalists highlight the transformative power of revolutions in the streets, political scientists and 

sociologists tend to be more sceptical, stressing the importance of deep structural factors in shaping 

longer-term regime trajectories (Pop-Eleches & Robertson 2014, 3).  

 

The many forms of civil resistance movements are the main motivation for this study to further 

scrutinize how the nature of inclusion in civil resistance affects democratization and democracy. 

Whereas the aforementioned critical research has stressed the importance of social factors, the 

structure of the opponent, or internal conflict dynamics, neither has specifically compared how the 

nature of a civil resistance movements affect its impact on democratization and democracy. To 

address this research gap, this essay has constructed two theoretical pathways that argues for two 

different outcomes that FI civil resistance should have on democratic development compared to 

NFI civil resistance. The first theory takes departure in the Sharp inspired civil resistance literature, 

arguing that inclusion specifically should lead to higher levels of participatory democracy. The 

second theory instead builds upon the thoughts and arguments of Gandhi, specifying that inclusion 

primarily should have a positive influence on deliberative democracy.  

 

2.6  Theory One –– Civil Resistance & Participatory Democracy  

 
Arguments that the power of civil resistance can reshape societies have roots going back to Martin 

Luther King, Mahatma Gandhi, and beyond (Nepstad, 2013; Roberts & Ash, 2009). The 

transformative power has over time been emphasized by practitioners and academics alike, where 

among others the prominent nonviolence scholar and advocate Gene Sharp––also known as “the 

Machiavelli of nonviolence” and “the dictator slayer” (Engler & Engler 2016)––argued that civil 

resistance can fundamentally transform societies by applying new techniques for expressing power, 

increase fearlessness, and ending submissiveness (Sharp 1973). The transformative power of civil 

resistance has been particularly emphasized in relation to how society as a whole can impact 

democracy. Because, whereas violent uprisings generally are reserved for the young and physically 

adequate, the fundaments of nonviolent uprisings enable most parts of society to participate 

(Chenoweth & Stephan 2011). Hence, the civil resistance literature has generally pointed to that 
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nonviolent civil resistance can increase democracy through its capacity to include large and varied 

parts of society that creates a culture of civic engagement that also protects against autocratic 

backsliding (inter alia Schock 2005; Ackerman & Karatnycky 2005; Teorell 2010; Chenoweth & 

Stephan 2011; Celestino & Gleditsch 2013; Bartkowski 2013; Bayer, Bethke & Lambach 2016; 

Bethke & Pinckney 2017). 

 

That inclusion is a particularly important element for this mechanism has been argued for by several 

scholars. For example, by finding support for that civil resistance leads to higher levels of polyarchy 

compared to elite led transitions, Bethke and Pinckney (2017) stressed the mechanism of diversity 

and size for movements capacity to create a culture of social and political compromise as well as 

functioning as checks on political power. Similar arguments have been made by Bayer, Bethke, and 

Lambach (2016, 758), writing that the main reason why civil resistance increase democracy is that 

the organisational structure and values of the movement are imposed on the forthcoming political 

system. Likewise, in his review of the third democratization wave, Teorell (2010) argued that 

inclusiveness, commitment to non-violence principles, and high participation are fundamental 

factors fostering democratization for bottom-up civil resistance movements. Lastly, Celestino and 

Gleditsch (2013) highlighted nonviolent civil resistance’s potential for power distribution, which 

with diverse participation will generate a greater spread of power that is essential for democratic 

development.  

 

Still, neither of these studies have controlled for inclusion in civil resistance movement. Recent 

civil resistance uprisings well illustrate why this could constitute a problem: particularly the civil 

resistance uprisings in Ukraine and the ‘Arabic-spring’. For example, in studying the Ukrainian 

‘Orange Revolution’, Beissinger (2013) found that participation to large extent depended on 

ethnicity and identity, saying that there were “overwhelming evidence that identity trumped 

ideology (and nearly everything else) in defining who participated in the revolution” (Beissinger 

2013, 590). Also, in several of the upheavals during the Arabic spring the existing sectarian, ethnic 

and religious cleavages grew stronger during the uprisings (Davies 2014; Cook 2017). While the 

slogan for the uprisings in both Tunisia and Egypt where “the people demand the fall of the 

regime”, it suddenly became clear that, particularly in the aftermath, the views of the entire 

population had not been included or reflected in the uprisings (Engel and Engel, 2016). The civil 

resistance movements inability to withstand ethnic, religious and sectarian polarisation both from 

inside withering and outside pressure subsequently lead to divided uprisings in Yemen, Syria and 

Egypt alike (Davies 2014; Della porta et al. 2018; Cook 2017). These examples indicate that NFI 
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civil resistance movements may risk igniting and deepening rather than bridging existing social 

cleavages. 

 

Considering recent developments, this essay will control for inclusion. This theory takes departure 

in previous literature that has focused on the role of civil resistance in strengthening civil society 

and promoting continued civic engagement. The theoretical argument is that inclusion in civil 

resistance will generate a stronger and more active civil society that includes larger parts of society. 

By the inclusive nature, civil resistance will be able to build social trust, networks, and norms 

between and within groups––so called building and bridging social capital4. This will in extension 

promote continued and widespread political participation that safeguard political and democratic 

progress from autocratic backsliding. Seeing how the theoretical pathway painted by this theory 

underlines the broad participation and active civic engagement, the theoretical expectation is that 

FI civil resistance specifically will increase the participatory form of democracy compared to NFI 

civil resistance movements. Based on these theoretical arguments, the first hypothesis is formulated 

as the following: 

 

Hypothesis One: FI civil resistance will to a greater extent increase democracy in 

general and participatory democracy in particular compared to NFI civil resistance.  

 

2.7 Theory Two –– Civil Resistance & Deliberative Democracy 

 
The first theory underlined the rather practical implication that the nature of civil resistance can 

have on the general causal mechanisms outlined in previous research. Inclusion is in the first theory 

thus seen as being important for increasing the positive effects of these mechanisms in general. 

The second theory instead stress how the nature of inclusion not only strengthens the general 

democratic development compared to NFI civil resistance, but rather that the nature of inclusion 

has a specific effect in creating all-encompassing dialogues––subsequently leading to that FI civil 

resistance has a specific increase in deliberative democracy rather than on participatory democracy 

compared to NFI civil resistance. 

 

As can be seen in the previous research section for democracy, various democratic concepts 

emphasize different values that does not necessarily need to be connected to inclusion. For 

example, the participatory form of democracy underlines the importance of active participation of 

                                                 
4 for further discussion on social capital please see Putnam (1992/2000) and Paxton (2002). 
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the population in total, thus arguably placing greater importance in numbers than diversity. Bearing 

these characteristics in mind, the second theory argues that the inclusive nature of civil resistance 

is essential for its impact on deliberative democracy, since inclusion of multiple views and 

perspectives not only is a key pillar, but rather the building block, for deliberative democracy.  

 

The argument in this essay both derives and diverges from the thoughts of Mahatma Gandhi. 

According to Gandhi, inclusion of all affected actors, their views, and their differences, is a 

fundament in the truth-seeking struggle of nonviolence (Juergensmeyer 2003; Vinthagen 2015). 

Nonviolence is thus the path to reaching the common truth based on the opinions of all affected 

parties (Juergensmeyer 2013). Richard Gregg, one of the pioneering civil resistance scholars 

following Gandhi, articulated well what he believed was the mayor difference between nonviolent 

resistance and armed insurgencies. His reflections are worth quoting at length:  

 

Violent struggle is an attempt to solve a contest ‘at the level of the conflict’. The defeat of either party 

results in suppression or repression of the energy of the wishes or will of the defeated party, and this is 

certain to result in waste, friction and trouble sooner or later. The repressed energy of the thwarted or 

defeated person will eventually find an outlet, a sort of revenge. Nonviolent resistance, followed up with 

moderate wisdom, offers a solution which gives satisfactory scope for the energies of both parties. 

(Gregg 1935, 61). 

 

Nonviolent civil resistance seen through this lens has unique qualities that requires the universal 

inclusion of all affected parties. Because, rather than assuming antagonistic relations and political 

contestation, nonviolent struggle is successful by including the opponent and all affected parties in 

a dialogue where opinions are weighted equally based on the universality of their claims. As has 

been argued by prominent scholars such as Juergensmeyer (2003) and Vinthagen (2015), the focus 

on all-encompassing truth seeking through rational conversations corresponds well with 

deliberative democracy values.  

 

Gandhi and his followers thus argued that genuine nonviolence encompasses these aspects. Given 

the antagonistic climate and polarization that have followed several nonviolent civil resistance 

uprisings in recent years, the argument that nonviolence per definition is a truth seeking moral 

force does not seem to give us the whole nine yards. Therefore, this essay argues that the nature 

of inclusion is essential in producing an environment of open deliberation. Thus, rather than fully 

adopting the causal pathway outlined by Gandhi, this essay instead argues that FI civil resistance 

to a larger extent than NFI civil resistance movements develops a deliberative political culture 



| MARTINSSON – RESISTING TOGETHER 

 

17 
17 

where the participation to a greater extent is based on open dialogue than on antagonism. Because, 

when wider segments of society are involved in the civil resistance movements, it is more likely 

that the resistance itself creates a culture of dialogue both within the movement, between various 

groups in society, and towards the opponent.  Hence, FI civil resistance movement will to a greater 

extent than NFI civil resistance movements create a rapport of cooperation through the act of 

resisting together. If the movement is not FI, this will theoretically generate greater risks that an 

environment of antagonism and a “winner takes it all” culture develops. Therefore, FI civil 

resistance movements will to a greater extent than NFI civil resistance movement lay the 

foundation for cross cultural, ethnic, and religious communication that has widespread positive 

impact on deliberative democracy that is reinforced over time. Based on these arguments, the 

second hypothesis is formulated as the following: 

 

Hypothesis Two: FI civil resistance will to a greater extent increase democracy in 

general and deliberative democracy in particular compared to NFI civil resistance. 
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3 METHOD  

 

The method section is divided into five sections: The first and second section outlines the 

operationalisations of the independent and dependent variable. The third section presents and 

discuss the DiD measure, the nearest neighbour matching propensity scoring method, and the 

bootstrapping technique. The fourth section defines the control and treatment group and the fifth 

section presents the covariates. 

 

3.1  The Independent Variable –– Civil Resistance 

 
This study uses data from the Nonviolent and Violent Campaign Outcome (NAVCO) 2.1 dataset 

by Chenoweth (forthcoming) to measure the independent variable civil resistance. The NAVCO 

database has been widely used among civil resistance researchers and is, to this authors knowledge, 

the only multilevel dataset documenting nonviolent campaigns for an extensive time-period (1945-

2013), has global coverage, and provides specific information of civil resistance campaigns 

characteristics and goals 5 . The choice to study the effects on democracy for civil resistance 

movements that occurred between 1945-2013 is thus based on the availability of data. The 

NAVCO database define a civil resistance campaign as “a series of observable, continuous, 

purposive mass tactics or events in pursuit of a political objective” (Chenoweth & Lewis 2013, 2). 

 

To be included in the NAVCO database, a civil resistance campaign also needs to have four 

characteristic: (a) be observable, (b) have more than 1000 participants in two connected protests 

within a calendar year; (c) have maximalist goals during the campaign of either regime change, 

expelling a foreign power, or greater independence; (d) be primarily non-violent. These selection 

criteria correspond well to the definition of civil resistance used in this essay and thus increases the 

validity of the measurement. The reliability of the NAVCO 2.1 measurement is strengthen by the 

application of multiple collecting methods: such as extensive literature reviews, expert surveys and 

circulation of the results to cross-check between academic experts6 (Chenoweth forthcoming). The 

data is country-year based, meaning that longer civil resistance movement such as the ‘Argentinian 

Pro-Democracy Movement’ are accounted for multiple times in the dataset. This essay measures 

                                                 
5  Major data-bases such as the Social Conflict in Africa Dataset (SCAD) is limited to certain 
geographical areas and the time-period 1990-2016 (Salehyan et al. 2012).  
 
6 Limitations of the NAVCO collection process will be discussed in section 5.3.2.  
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the effect on democracy after civil resistance movements had ended and up to five years after, and 

will thus not account for the length of the civil resistance movement.  

 

Further, campaigns often switch between objective and goals, and therefore only campaigns that 

sometime during the course of the campaign had maximalist goals are included in NAVCO 2.1 

(Chenoweth forthcoming). This means that for example the Civil Rights movement in the United 

States are not included. also, since the aim is to measure the potential increase in democracy over 

time, civil resistance with the goal of anti-occupation been used excluded. This choice is partly due 

to lack of data, since few if any datasets have reliable indications on the actual level of democracy 

during colonial rule in the colonised countries. Since this essay requires data for the level of 

democracy one year before civil resistance ended and up to five years after, all observations that 

did not have this information have been dropped. These criteria leave a total of 83 civil resistance 

movements during 1945-20137.  

 
3.2 The Dependent Variable –– Democracy  

 
Constructing a measurement encompassing all virtues of democracy is a complex task. The debate 

includes arguments both on what democracy entails and if it should be measured on a scale or as 

an ‘either-or’ condition. This essay takes a broader stance, measuring democracy on a continuous 

scale for liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and deliberative democracy. Apart from enabling an 

exploration of the variation between the forms of democracy, this decision could also be seen as a 

strengthening the validity of the measurement. Because, while the complex maters of measuring a 

highly abstract concept such as democracy makes reliability an obvious and understandable issue 

in data-collection, more serious problems arise when the measurement is biased or does not capture 

the entire phenomenon. The most widely used measurements of democracy have historically been 

the “Polity V” and “Freedom House Index”. These two datasets have been crucial for the 

development of the democracy and democratization fields. However, both also have their 

respective limitations. Polity V satisfactory captures the contestation element of democracy, but it 

has in this essay’s opinion been rightfully criticised for overlooking the participation element. The 

issue is well illustrated in relation to the democratic development in the United States, which the 

Polity V index considers as equally democratic before and after women and African-Americans 

won the right to vote (Kellstedt & Whitten 2013, 107). The Freedom House Index was originally 

intended to be a measurement of freedom rather than democracy, which to some extent is reflected 

                                                 
7 Values of the dependent variable on civil resistance movements that occurred in 2013 have 
been extended. See section 5.3.2 for further discussion. 



| MARTINSSON – RESISTING TOGETHER 

 

20 
20 

in their definition of democracy. However, this essay’s major concern with The Freedom House 

Index is that it during 1972-1988 was coded in a relatively unsystematic way by a single person, 

raising imminent questions of reliability and objectivity for that time-period (Steiner 2016).  

 

Therefore, this essay instead uses the Varieties of Democracy (henceforth V-dem) database. There 

are two primary reasons for this essay to use the V-dem dataset: (a) it provides a comprehensive 

dataset of disaggregated measurements spanning the entire research period; and (b) it provides 

indexes of liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and deliberative forms of democracy. All indexes 

include the electoral democracy component, constructed by the V-dem core investigators from 

Robert Dahl’s polyarchy measurement. The electoral democracy is included in all indexes since the 

principle of free and fair elections is a fundament in representative democracy that spans all four 

forms of democracy (Coppedge et al. 2015).  

 

Beside the core principle of electoral democracy, the indexes are compiled with the key 

characteristics of each democracy type. The V-dem liberal democracy index is constructed by three 

sub-indexes, which on their own consist of multiple components8. The three sub-indexes are: (a) 

expanded freedom of expression index; (b) judicial constraint on the executive index; (c) legislative 

constraints on the executive index. The egalitarian democracy index has a similar construction, 

where the Egalitarian index is combined by the following three sub-indexes: (a) equal protection 

index; (b) equal access index; and (c) equal distribution of resources index. Further, the 

participatory democracy index is built up by four additional indexes: (a) civil society participation 

index; (b) direct popular vote index; (c) local government index; and (d) regional government index. 

Finally, the deliberative democracy index is not compiled of additional indexes, but rather of five 

components: (a) reasoned justification; (b) common good; (c) respect counterarguments; (d) range 

of consultation; and (e) engaged society (Lührmann et al. 2017).  

 

The indexes are constructed in consultation with some of the most prominent scholars within each 

area––such as the well-renowned participation democracy scholar Carole Pateman––which 

strengthen this essay’s confidence that the indexes to as great an extent as possible reflects the 

theoretical concepts. Finally, since the aim of this essay is to measure the level of democracy before 

and after the end of civil resistance, the dependent variable will be measured from when civil 

resistance movements ended and up to five years after, where the theoretical expectation is to see 

                                                 
8 For further information of the construction of each index see Lührmann et al. (2017) and 
Coppedge et al. (2015).  
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a change in development pattern starting one year after the transition. The DiD for the first year 

are measured using a lagged variable for civil resistance end year. This is done since the end 

constitutes a significant change that might be captured in either the end or the subsequent year, 

and measuring the change from the end year increases the risks of not capturing the treatment 

effect correctly. Using a lagged variable and measure the level of democracy in the year before 

therefore better captures the actual levels of democracy before civil resistance ended. This was 

done for all four forms of democracy. Table one below show summary statistics for the outcome 

variables ‘Liberal Democracy’ ‘Egalitarian Democracy’, ‘Participatory Democracy’, and 

‘Deliberative Democracy’9 

 

                                                 
9 t = time in years from civil resistance movement ended.  
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Table I: Summary Statistics for the Dependent Outcome variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Form of Democracy Observations  Mean  Standard Dev. Min Max 

Liberal Democracy (t+1) 83 .324 .196 .027 .801 

Liberal Democracy (t+2) 83 .353 .213 .027 .801 

Liberal Democracy (t+3) 83 .360 .214 .027 .810 

Liberal Democracy (t+4) 83 .364 .212 .027 .810 

Liberal Democracy (t+5) 83 .368 .218 .027 .809 

Egalitarian Democracy (t+1) 83 .314 .177 .029 .823 

Egalitarian Democracy (t+2) 83 .338 .192 .049 .823 

Egalitarian Democracy (t+3) 83 .343 .194 .051 .825 

Egalitarian Democracy (t+4) 83 .358 .191 .052 .783 

Egalitarian Democracy (t+5) 83 .350 .196 .041 .798 

Participatory Democracy (t+1) 83 .254 .148 .023 .657 

Participatory Democracy (t+2) 83 .279 .158 .021 .655 

Participatory Democracy (t+3) 83 .285 .159 .020 .653 

Participatory Democracy (t+4) 83 . 288 . 159 .019 . 619 

Participatory Democracy (t+5) 83 . 296 . 161 . 017 . 630 

Deliberative Democracy (t+1) 83 .320 .220 .004 .789 

Deliberative Democracy (t+2) 83 .351 .234 .011 .790 

Deliberative Democracy (t+3) 83 .354 .233 .011 .790 

Deliberative Democracy (t+4) 83 . 362 .226 .008 .793 

Deliberative Democracy (t+5) 83 . 364 .231 .011 .813 
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3.3 The Model –– Difference-in-Difference with Propensity Scoring 

 
To establish a causal relation, the social science researcher must clear four hurdles: (a) is there a 

credible theoretical argument connecting the independent and dependent variable? (b) could the 

dependent variable cause the independent variable? (c) does the independent variable covary with 

the depend variable? (d) are all other potential factors controlled for? (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013, 

51). Clearing all four hurdles in a single study is a difficult task. Different methodological choices 

often fall short in addressing either one or two of these hurdles, particularly since purely 

experimental studies in the social science field often is impractical, immoral, or both (Dunning 

2012). Still, the potential for experimental research designs to cross all four hurdles and locate 

causal effects has led to a burst of innovative methods aimed to resemble natural experiments. 

Rather than being purely experimental, many of these methods combines the experimental research 

design with advanced statistical modification: so-called quasi-experimental research designs 

(Sekhon 2009; Blundell & Dias 2009). This essay follow this trend and applies a Difference-in-

Difference (DiD) measure with a propensity scoring method.  

 

The DiD measure aims to mimic a natural experiment by measuring the difference in outcome 

over time for a control group vis-á-vis a treatment group. The underlying principle in a natural 

experiment based DiD is that the control and treatment groups should be naturally allocated, 

meaning that the sorting into the two groups for each observation should be ‘as if random’. 

Theoretically, the ‘as if random’ allocation renders the ignorability assumption: that all potential 

confounding variables will be equally distributed. If these assumptions hold, the treatment effect 

is the difference-in-difference between the treatment and control group measured at a minimum 

of two points in time (Stuart, 2010). The control and treatments groups are normally measured 

before and after the treatment, such as for example a policy change, has occurred (Blundell & Dias, 

2009; Guido & Wooldrige, 2009). However, the problem with using a DiD with observational data 

is that the ´as if random’ and ‘ignorability assumptions usually cannot be taken for granted, since 

one cannot uncritically assume that the allocation into treatment and control groups were not due 

to a systematic bias. This issue makes it increasingly difficult to determine if the observed treatment 

effect were due to the treatment or a potential bias (Chabé-Ferret 2014). Essentially, without 

controlling for potential bias between the two groups, one risks comparing apples to oranges. 

 

The natural experiment based DiD method would control for potential bias by looking at the pre-

treatment variation trend (Angrist & Pischke 2015; Dunning 2012). This can be done when the 

observations could be seen as randomly assigned in the treatment and control groups by a naturally 
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occurring phenomena. In their seminal study on how minimum wage increase affect employment 

between two American states, Card and Krueger (1993) argued that the similarities between the 

states and pre-treatment variation made it possible to evaluate the effect from a raise in minimum 

wage that one of the states did. Since this is not possible for this essay, it will instead use a 

propensity scoring method to control for potential difference by matching the control and 

treatment groups on baseline characteristic for observed covariates, minimizing the selection bias 

and making groups as similar as possible given the theoretical expectations. To do this, a nearest 

neighbour matching propensity scoring method will be used. This statistical method has in previous 

studies shown to be a potent substitute for the randomization that true natural experiments are 

built upon (Smith & Todd, 2005; Lechner 2010; Li 2013; Chabé-Ferret 2014). Before outlining the 

nearest neighbour matching method, the treatment and control groups will be defined.  

 

3.3.1  Treatment and Control Groups: Fully Inclusive and Non-Fully Inclusive 

 
To define inclusion is theoretically complicated. For example, if inclusion would be measured on 

an ordinal scale, should movements that excludes gender diversity be considered more inclusive 

than civil resistance movement that does not include difference in class and ideological, simply 

because the latter excludes more aspects? This essay would argue against that various forms of 

diversity can be weighed against each other in such a way. Instead, inclusion will be defined as a 

binary variable: a civil resistance movement is either FI or NFI. The broadest possible definition 

of inclusive that the data allows has been made, defining fully inclusive civil resistance movements 

as those who embraced nine forms of diversify: class, religion, gender, age, ideology, urban/rural, 

political affiliation, regional, and ethnicity. The data is collected from the NAVCO 2.1 dataset, 

which has indicators for all these nine forms of inclusion (Chenoweth forthcoming). The NAVCO 

2.1 includes measurement on which of these diversities that were embraced by civil resistance 

movements for 83 of the total 85 civil resistance movements that had values on all outcome 

variables10. Hence, for the DiD estimation, civil resistance movements that embraced diversity in 

all nine forms will be classified as fully inclusive (18 civil resistance movements). Civil resistance 

movements that did not embrace all nine values of diversity will subsequently be classified as non-

fully inclusive11 (65 civil resistance movements). The civil resistance movements that embraced all 

                                                 
10 NAVCO 2.1 do not have any information regarding inclusion on South Korea and Malawi, and 
these were therefore dropped from the sample.  
11 The risk of overlapping observations has been controlled for. Only Haiti in the sample 
experienced two civil resistance uprisings within a five-year period. However, since both are in 
the control group this does not influence the DiD model or propensity scoring method.  
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nine forms of inclusion values will be classified as the treatment group, and the movements that 

did not embrace all nine values of diversity will be classified as the control group. Table two below 

show summary statistics for the full sample.  

 

Table II: Frequency Distribution Control and Treatment group 

Group Frequency  Percent 

Control Group (Non-Fully Inclusive) 65 78.31 % 

Treatment Group (Fully Inclusive 18 21.69 % 

Total 83 100.00 % 

 
 

3.3.2 The Propensity Score Method: Nearest Neighbour Matching 

 
One of the fundamental problems with casual inference in observational studies in general is that 

one cannot observe both values (treatment and control) for the same individual (Stuart 2010). Lab-

experiments addresses this by using controlled random assignment, an option that as mentioned 

often neither is possible nor ethical in many social science studies. In observational studies the 

random assignment can instead be controlled for by matching the samples retroactively: ensuring 

that the control and treatment groups are as comparable as possible on identified covariates. This 

essay will as mentioned use a nearest neighbour matching propensity scoring method to achieve 

this 12 . The matching technique gives each observation a propensity score given the chosen 

covariates, which in the DiD estimate are matched with the most similar observation in the 

opposing groups13 (Caliendo & Kopeining 2008).  

 

The term similar is crucial for the nearest neighbour matching method, where the nearest 

neighbour matching method differs from other matching procedures by not requiring exact 

matches on all confounding variables. This requirement would severely limit the scope of potential 

matches for smaller observational studies with control variables on continues scales (Stuart 2010). 

Recent years have seen a rapid development of propensity scoring techniques, with examples such 

as the Mahalaobis, Linear Propensity, and Exact Matching (Ho et al. 2007). The nearest neighbour 

                                                 
12 The Nearest neighbour matching use replacement and the standard logit regression. Knowing 
that this may increase variation, this essay has chosen to prioritise the bias reduction due to the 
relatively low numbers of observations.  
13 Propensity score is given after each observations possibility to be in either treatment or control 
group as a function of the chosen covariates (Stuart et al. 2014).   
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matching method has been chosen for primarily two reasons: (a) the results can be interpreted in 

a straightforward way without statistical modelling, since the average treatment effect on the treated 

(ATT) output is given using propensity groups rather than individual cases; and (b) the importance 

is to find similar matches for the treatment group, and it does therefore not severely impact the 

model if the control groups varies in size as long as the control group is larger14 (Ho et al. 2007). 

 

The academic community have yet to reach a consensus on exactly how to evaluate the success of 

a matching method (Sekhon, 2009; Li 2013). Given the aforementioned, this essay use three of the 

most common evaluations for propensity scoring: (a) standardized bias and mean bias before and 

after matching (b) t-test to evaluate statistical significance in difference; (c) if all observations fall 

within the common support. After matching the standardized mean bias between the samples 

should be below five percent, and no single covariate should have a bias over ten percent (Caliendo 

and Kopeining 2008; Bethke & Pinckney 2017). The t-test should show that there are no statistically 

significant differences between the control and the treatment group. Also, all observations that 

falls outside of common support will be excluded. An observation that falls outside of common 

support has substantially different covariate values compared to all other observations in the 

opposite group, and would thus not be a comparable match (Stuart 2010).  

 

Lastly, to measure statistical significance of the DiD point estimates this essay will use a residual-

based bootstrapping method. The bootstrapping method uses the characteristics in the data, 

drawing multiple random samples to estimate a pseudo value for the broader population 15 

(Hounkannounon, 2011). The bootstrapping method will thus generate confidence intervals on the 

standard 95 % confidence level around the DiD point estimates for the matched sample.  

 

3.4  Covariate Variables for Nearest Neighbour Matching  

 
The goal of the matching procedure is to increase balance between the control and treatment group 

on covariates that affects both civil resistance and democratization. It is therefore essential that 

only covariates that have strong theoretical linkages to both civil resistance and democratization 

are included. The inclusion of theoretically unrelated covariates would otherwise risk increase 

variance, bias, and aggravate the common support issue16 (Caliendeo & Kopeining, 2008; Stuart 

                                                 
14 The limitations of few observations in the treatment group are discussed in section 5.3.2. 
15 The standard model in observational studies of 1000 replication are used (Orloff and Bloom 
2014).  
16  The exclusion of a potential control variables risks creating a biased sample. This issue is 
discussed in section 5.3.1.  
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2010). The critique against including theoretically unsupported control variables in general models 

was strongly articulated by the Princeton scholar Christopher H. Achen, who argued that this 

resulted in “… a long list of independent variables, a jumbled bag of nearly unrelated observations, 

and often a hopelessly bad specification with meaningless (but statistically significant with several 

asterisks!) results” (Achen 2005, 337). Hence, only covariates that has been extensively scrutinized 

in previous research of civil resistance and democratization will be included. Three covariates have 

been chosen: (a) the level of economic development; (b) the level of urbanization; and (c) the 

stability of the previous regime. The covariates will be measured one year before the civil resistance 

ended to avoid overlapping and substantial influence of the treatment effect17. 

 

First, the level of economic development has commonly been associated with high levels of 

democracy and is a vital part of the modernization theory (Lipset 1959). The correlation between 

increased democracy and high levels of economic development has been consistently emphasized, 

the causal direction however remains disputed (Johnstad, 2010). Higher levels of economic 

development have also been argued to impact the effect of civil resistance on democracy. 

Specifically, Celestino and Gleditsch (2013) found that the level of economic development had a 

statistically significant effect in reducing the risk of autocratic back-sliding after civil resistance 

based transitions. The level of economic development is measured by using the widely acknowledge 

level of GDP per capita (log). The data comes from The Madison Project, which has comparative 

economic data for 169 countries up until the year 201018 (Bolt & Zanden 2013).  

 

Second, the level of urbanization has been linked to both democratization and the level of success 

for civil resistance movements. For civil resistance, so-called ‘focused tactics’ is one of Sharp’s 

(1973) key mechanism of change for civil resistance movements. The use of focused tactics is well 

illustrated in recent civil resistance uprisings, for example the occupation of the Tahir Square in 

Egypt (Cook 2017). Also, increased urbanization may lead to structural changes that generates 

social capital, which has a connection to both civil resistance and democracy (Glaeser & Steinberg 

2016; Barnett 2014). Lastly, the linkage between democratization and urbanization is commonly 

attributed to the increase of arenas for political discussion, deliberation and organisation (Glaeser 

& Steinberg 2016). To account for the potential difference in urbanization rate between the control 

                                                 
17 The issue of matching on covariates that overlaps with the independent variable civil resistance 
are discussed in section 5.3.2.  
18 A discussion on the extension of the data after 2010 are held in section 5.3.2 and 8.2 in the 
appendix.  
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and treatment group, the level of urbanization––the percentage of people living in urban areas––

will be measured using data from the V-dem database (Coppedge et al. 2017).  

 

Third, the stability and length of the regime could potentially influence civil resistance as well as 

democratization by segmenting the political climate. The lack of flexibility within and outside of 

the political arena could have negative impact on democratic development and diminish 

possibilities for civil resistance due to lack of political opportunity (Shapiro 2003, 84; Celestino & 

Gleditsch 2013). The level of political stability in the control and treatment group will be measured 

using a numerical variable counting the number of consecutive year a regime has remained in power. 

The dataset has been constructed from Boix, Miller & Rosato (2013) and extended by using 

information from Freedom House Index19. Table three below show summary statistics for the 

covariates and the outcome variables that will be used in the matching.  

 

Table III Summary Statistics for Covariates and Matching Variables 

 
 

 
  

                                                 
19 See Appendix section 8.2 for discussion on how the Freedom House Index have been used to 
extend the Boix, Miller & Rosato (2013) dataset. 

Matching Covariates Observations  Mean  Standard Dev. Min Max 

GDP Capita (log) (t-1) 77 7.82 1.00 5.96 9.52 

Urbanization (t-1) 78 .465 .209 .042 .923 

Regime Duration (t-1) 80 49.2 53.3 0 214 

Participatory Democracy (t-1) 83 .159 .114 .018 .657 

Deliberative Democracy (t-1) 83 .158 .160 .001 .752 

Egalitarian Democracy (t-1) 83 .215 .126 .027 .809 

Liberal Democracy (t-1) 83 .192 .139 .028 .796 
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4 EMPIRICS  
 

The Empirics chapter is divided into two sections: (a) balancing of the control and treatment 

groups and (b) estimating treatment effects on the treated measured with DiD point estimates and 

corresponding confidence intervals on the 95 % level for liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and 

deliberative democracy.  

 

4.1 Balancing –– Nearest Neighbour Matching  

 
The standardized mean bias between the treatment group (FI Civil Resistance) and control group 

(NFI Civil Resistance) before matching in the full sample is roughly ten percent20. The nearest 

neighbour matching method substantially reduces the standardized mean bias to only three percent 

in the matched sample, dropping the bias below the commonly accepted five percent threshold. 

Also, after matching neither of the covariates show a bias over ten percent, nor are any bias 

statistically significant. All variables fall within the area of common support, and no observation 

has been dropped for this reason. However, as can be seen in the model below, the total number 

of observations that will be used in the matched DiD estimation has dropped from 83 to 70. This 

is due to missing values for the covariates. While there seems to be no specific bias for the missing 

values in terms of world region, year of civil resistance, or level of modernization, this drop could 

still constitute an issue of representation and in extension bias the sample 21 . The matching 

procedure have still crossed the three commonly used tests and the observations in the treatment 

and control groups should constitute a well-balanced sample that can be used to estimate treatment 

effects. Table four and five below show statistics for the matching procedure and figure one display 

the difference in bias between the matched sample and the full unmatched sample22. 

 

                                                 
20 See Table eleven in the appendix for mean bias before the matching on the full sample. 
21 This issue will be discussed in section 5.3.2. 
22 In the upcoming result section the tables will show the results for the unmated and the matched 
sample, where the treated samples are written as Average Treatment on the Treated (ATT). The 
Unmatched sample will not be used. Full unmatched sample for all five outcome years N = 83. 
Matched Sample for all five outcome years N = 70.  
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Table IV: Nearest Neighbour Matching Matched Sample Result23  

Table V: Common Support Result Nearest Neighbour Matching  

 
Figure I: Mean Bias Between Control & Treatment Groups Full Unmatched & Matched Sample 

   

                                                 
23 The Results are the same for the four forms of democracy in the matched sample since no 
missing observations on the dependent variable alters the sample that are used in the DiD 
estimation.  
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Bias (%) 

T-test. 
    T             P> [t] 

Urbanization (t-1) .508          .509 -0.4   0.01            0.99 

GDP Per Capita (t-1) 8.23          8.24 -1.3  -0.04            0.97 

Regime Duration (t-1) 47.7          43.8 7.5   0.20            0.85  

 

Group Common Support 
Off Support   On Support  

Total 

Control Group 0             55 55 

Treatment Group  0             15 15 

Total  0             70 70 
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4.2 Treatment Effects –– FI Civil Resistance and NFI Civil Resistance 

 
This section outlines the DiD-estimation for the matched sample of FI civil resistance and NFI 

civil resistance for liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and deliberative democracy. Each section 

presents a DiD point estimate between the control and treatment groups one to five years after the 

end of civil resistance. The point estimate is presented with 95 % confidence intervals24.  

 
 
4.2.1  Treatment effects: Liberal Democracy  

 
The DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance on liberal democracy one to five years 

after the end of civil resistance is presented in figure two and table six below. The figure show the 

point estimate DiD together with corresponding confidence interval on the 95 % confidence level. 

The point estimate indicates that there is a substantial difference between inclusive and non-fully 

inclusive civil resistance movements. As can be seen in the graph below, the point estimate DiD 

up to five years after civil resistance had ended ranges from .1337 to .2049. Also, three years after 

civil resistance had ended, the positive difference in increase in liberal democracy between FI and 

NFI civil resistance is statistically significant on the 95 % confidence level. Though, four and five 

years after civil resistance have ended the difference in democratic development between FI and 

NFI civil resistance is again more spread, and the positive democracy difference is no longer 

statistically significance on the 95 % confidence level.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
24 For those unfamiliar with the DiD method with Propensity scores: the tables show the DiD in 
democratic development for one up to five years after for the unmatched and matched sample, 
where the matched sample is the one that is examined and showed in the graph (written as ATT, 
meaning Average Treatment effect on the Treated). The point estimate is the most-likely 
observation. For example, one year after civil resistance had ended, our best guess (the point 
estimate) is FI civil resistance movements increase liberal democracy with .1337 more compared 
to NFI civil resistance movements. The result is given together with confidence intervals, showing 
where one can be 95 % certain that the true value is within. In the case of liberal democracy, the 
model does not show that one can be 95 % certain that there is a positive difference between FI 
and NFI civil resistance since the confidence interval is not above zero.  
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Figure II: Difference-in-Difference Liberal Democracy (0-1 Continues Scale) 

 
 

 

Table I: Difference-in-Difference Liberal Democracy 

Variable Sample Treat.  Cont. Difference S. E DiD Confidence 
Intervals (95 %) 

Liberal  
Democracy (t-1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.1902 

.1902 
.1808 
.1908 

.0094 

.0006 
.0376 
.0539 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

Liberal  
Democracy  

Unmatched 
ATT 

.2502 

.2502 
.2431 
.2402 

.0071 

.0100 
.0437 
.0680 

 
.0106 

 
-.0970 

 
.1170 

Liberal  
Democracy (t+1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4311 

.4311 
.3117 
.2979 

.1193 

.1331 
.0547 
.0847 

 
.1337 

 
-.0350 

 
.3013 

Liberal  
Democracy (t+2) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4750 

.4750 
.3418 
.3007 

.1331 

.1742 
.0600 
.0877 

 
.1748 

 
-.0136 

 
.3620 

Liberal  
Democracy (t+3) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4815 

.4815 
.3472 
.2772 

.1342 

.2043 
.0606 
.0926 

 
.2049 

 
.0169 

 
.3915 

Liberal  
Democracy (t+4) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4842 

.4842 
.3502 
.2945 

.1340 

.1897 
.0603 
.0970 

 
.1903 

 
-.0097 

 
.3891 

Liberal  
Democracy (t+5) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4916 

.4916 
.3539 
.3127 

.1376 
 .1788 

.0619 

.0995 
 

.1794 
 

-.0300 
 

.3878 
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4.2.2  Treatment Effects: Egalitarian Democracy 

 
The DiD in outcome between FI and NFI civil resistance on egalitarian democracy is presented in 

figure three and table seven below. Like in figure two, figure three show the point estimate DiD 

together with the corresponding confidence intervals on 95 % confidence level. The DiD between 

FI and NFI civil resistance is slightly lower for egalitarian democracy compared to liberal 

democracy: the point estimate DiD average ranges from .0786 one year after civil resistance ended 

up to .1297 three years after. The DiD also show similar variation over the years as liberal 

democracy, where the greatest difference between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance also 

was three years after civil resistance had ended. Though, neither of the results for egalitarian 

democracy show a statistically significant change one the 95 % confidence level. The generally 

lower results therefore indicate a lesser effect of FI civil resistance compared to NFI civil resistance 

on egalitarian democracy than on liberal democracy.  

 

 
Figure III: Difference-in-Difference Egalitarian Democracy (0-1 Continues Scale). 
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Table II: Difference-in-Difference Egalitarian Democracy 

 
4.2.3  Treatment Effects: Participatory Democracy 

 
The DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance on participatory democracy can be 

found in figure four and table eight below. Like previous figures, it includes the DiD point estimate 

together with corresponding confidence intervals on the 95 % confidence level. The DiD between 

FI and NFI civil resistance is similar to the DiD for egalitarian democracy: the point estimate DiD 

for participatory democracy ranges from .0808 one year after to .1230 three years after civil 

resistance had ended. This difference is substantial, but the positive difference in participatory 

democracy between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance is again not statistically significant 

on the 95 % confidence level for either of the measured years. The variation in DiD over five years 

does to a large extent resemble the variation for both egalitarian and liberal democracy, although 

the variation in difference is generally slightly lower for participatory democracy.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Variable Sample   Treat.  Cont. Difference S. E DiD Confidence 
Intervals (95 %) 

Egalitarian  
Democracy (t-1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.2082 

.2081 
.2118 
.1968 

-.0036 
.0113 

.0320 

.0518 
 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

Egalitarian  
Democracy  

Unmatched 
ATT 

.2561 

.2561 
.2542 
.2338 

.0019 

.0223 
.0388 
.0612 

 
.0110 

 
-.0860 

 
.1306 

Egalitarian 
 Democracy (t+1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.3786 

.3786 
.3090 
.2887 

.0695 

.0899 
.0493 
.0794 

 
.0786 

 
-.0843 

 
.2641 

Egalitarian 
 Democracy (t+2) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4115 

.4115 
.3339 
.2827 

.0775 

.1287 
.0543 
.0828 

 
.1174 

 
-.0479 

 
.3053 

Egalitarian 
 Democracy (t+3) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.4148 

.4148 
.3401 
.2737 

.0746 

.1410 
.0552 
.0880 

 
.1297 

 
-.0489 

 
.3311 

Egalitarian 
 Democracy (t+4) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.4152 

.4152 
.3438 
.2971 

.0714 

.1181 
.0546 
.0910 

 
.1068 

 
-.0722 

 
.3084 

Egalitarian 
 Democracy (t+5) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4211 

.4211 
.3456 
.3052 

.0755 

.1158 
.0563 
.0934 

 
.1045 

 
-.0853 

 
.3171 
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Figure IV: Difference-in-Difference Participatory Democracy (0-1 Continues Scale). 

 
 

Table VIII: Difference-in-Difference Participatory Democracy 
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Variable Sample   Treat.  Cont. Difference S. E DiD Confidence 
Intervals (95 %) 

Participatory  
Democracy (t-1) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.1593 

.1594 
.1554 
.1597 

.0039 
-.0003 

.0304 

.0391 
 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

Participatory  
Democracy  

Unmatched 
ATT 

.1997 

.1997 
.1956 
.1977 

.0041 

.0020 
.0336 
.0484 

 
.0023 

 
-.0848 

 
.0888 

Participatory 
 Democracy (t+1) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.3296 

.3296 
.2459 
.2490 

.0836 

.0805 
.0410 
.0663 

 
.0808 

 
-.0529 

 
.2141 

Participatory 
 Democracy (t+2) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.3551 

.3551 
.2742 
.2504 

.0808 

.1046 
.0445 
.0692 

 
.1051 

 
-.0360 

 
.2454 

Participatory 
 Democracy (t+3) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.3636 
 .3636 

.2781 

.2408 
.0855 
.1227 

.0448 

.0735 
 

.1230 
 

-.0249 
 

.2704 

Participatory 
 Democracy (t+4) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.3663 

.3663 
.2799 
.2504 

.0864 

.1159 
.0451 
.0785 

 
.1162 

 
-.0539 

 
.28594 

Participatory 
 Democracy (t+5) 

Unmatched 
ATT  

.3705 

.3705 
.2882 
.2658 

.0823 

.1047 
.0460 
.0809 

 
.1050 

 
-.6529 

 
.2747 
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4.2.4  Treatment Effects: Deliberative Democracy 

 
The DiD between FI and NFI civil resistance on deliberative democracy is presented in figure five 

and table nine below. Again, figure five show the DiD point estimate and corresponding 

confidence intervals on the 95 % confidence level. The results show that the DiD point estimate 

between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance is greatest for deliberative democracy compared 

to the liberal, egalitarian, and participatory democracy types. The DiD point estimate between FI 

and NFI civil resistance three year after civil resistance ended is .2224. The point estimate is 

substantial and the positive democracy difference is significant on the 95 % confidence level. To 

put these results into perspective, a .2224 difference in deliberative democracy is larger than the 

difference between the level of deliberative democracy in Burkina Faso (.5822) and Spain (.6805) 

in 2017 (Coppedge et al. 2018). The positive difference precisely falls within the 95 % confidence 

interval, meaning that this essay with 95 % confidence can argue that there is a positive impact of 

FI civil resistance compared to NFI civil resistance on deliberative democracy three years after. 

Thus, the most substantial and statistically significant DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil 

resistance three years after the civil resistance movements ended is for deliberative democracy. The 

question why the nature of inclusion had a specific effect on deliberative democracy will be 

thoroughly discussed in the upcoming analysis chapter.  

 
Figure V: Difference-in-Difference Deliberative Democracy (0-1 Continues Scale). 
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Table IIII: Difference-in-Difference Deliberative Democracy 

 
  

Variable Sample   Treat.  Cont. Difference S. E DiD Confidence 
Intervals (95 %) 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t-1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.1724 

.1725 
.1557 
.1730 

.0167 

.0005 
.0446 
.0644 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

Deliberative 
Democracy  

Unmatched 
ATT 

.2446 

.2446 
.2321 
.2579 

.0125 
.-.0132 

.0499 

.0739 
 

-.0138 
 

-.1426 
 

.1162 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t+1) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4394 

.4394 
.3130 
.3174 

.1263 

.1219 
.0606 
.0938 

 
.1224 

 
-.0725 

 
.31647 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t+2) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4923 

.4923 
.3424 
.3075 

.1498 

.1848 
.0644 
.0963 

 
.1853 

 
-.0251 

 
.3947 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t+3) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4940 

.4940 
.3464 
.2720 

.1475 

.2219 
.0648 
.1047 

 
.2224 

 
.0031 

 
.4407 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t+4) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.4965 

.4965 
.3512 
.2859 

.1452 

.2106 
.0637 
.1070 

 
.2111 

 
-.0205 

 
.4419 

Deliberative 
Democracy (t+5) 

Unmatched 
ATT 

.5048 

.5048 
.3554 
.3025 

.1493 

.2023 
.0646 
.1090 

 
.2028 

 
-.0321 

 
.4367 
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5  ANALYSIS 
 

Having presented the empirical findings in the previous section, the analysis section now turns to 

a discussion of the results based on the research question how does the nature of inclusion in civil resistance 

affect its impact on democracy? The analysis is structured after the two theoretical pathways outline in 

the theory chapter. The analysis is followed by a greater discussion of potential limitations and the 

theoretical implications of the results 

 

5.1  Analysis Theory One –– Civil Resistance & Participatory Democracy 

 
This section discusses the first theory together with the corresponding hypothesis, namely that FI 

civil resistance will to a greater extent increase democracy in general and participatory democracy in particular 

compared to NFI civil resistance. In relation to the first theory, the results indicate that FI civil resistance 

movements to a greater extent than NFI civil resistance movements increase all forms of 

democracy measured in this essay. Yet, the results also show that the variation between the four 

forms of democracy does not follow theory one’s expectation that inclusion specifically will impact 

the development of participatory democracy. Hypothesis one does therefore not find support in 

this essay. The results are still worthy of lengthier discussion, specifically in relation to how the 

nature of civil resistance can affect its impact on democracy. Since, while the model only tests 

visible implications rather than tracing the causal mechanism itself, the variation both within and 

between the four types of democracy give valuable insights into how the causal mechanism is 

supposed to affect the four types of democracy. 

 

Given the aforementioned, especially two factors in the results justifies a lengthier theoretical 

discussion: (a) the similar difference in variation over time for all forms of democracy and (b) the 

relatively small DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance for participatory democracy. 

First, the DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance show similar variation between 

the measured years for all four types of democracy, where the first year generally see a rapid increase 

in DiD that peaks three years after, followed by a slight drop the following four and five years. 

This variation pattern can have several theoretical explanations. The sudden increase in difference 

between FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance already a year after civil resistance ended is 

likely due to the higher success rate of FI civil resistance movements in achieving their goals, which 

would enable a rather swift change in the political climate and consequentially the level of 

democracy. Also, the similar variation over time both for the DiD point estimate and the 
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corresponding confidence intervals renders some justification to previous research that has 

measured democracy based on a single index such as Polity V or The Freedom House Index. 

Although, the similar variation between the forms of democracy are in this study influenced by the 

fact that all four democracy types have a dimension of electoral democracy built into them. The 

results might thus have shown slightly different patterns if only the key characteristics of each type 

of democracy had been used. Still, while the point estimates indicate a general positive affect of FI 

civil resistance compared to NFI civil resistance, the increase is not equal for all forms of 

democracy nor generally statistically significant on the 95 % confidence level. Specifically, neither 

the point estimates values nor the confidence intervals follow the theoretical expectation that 

participatory democracy should show the greatest DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil 

resistance.  

 

That participatory democracy should increase most was outlined in the first theoretical argument, 

were inclusion was assumed to have a positive influence on cultivating democratic values and 

promoting active and widespread civic participation. Yet, the results show that the point estimate 

DiD between the FI civil resistance and NFI civil resistance five years after civil resistance had 

ended was .1050, substantially lower than for deliberative democracy which was .2028. The results 

do therefore not support the theoretical argument that inclusion is essential for specifically 

increasing participatory democracy neither in the short nor the long term. To illustrate this 

theoretical discussion, the case of the Egyptian civil resistance uprising in the 2011 ‘Arabic Spring’ 

described in the introduction can stand as both a telling example and point to alternative 

explanations.  

 

The civil resistance uprising in Egypt was not formed by an organisation with deep structural roots 

in the Egyptian Society. Rather, it came from the formation of young and tech savvy youths who 

formed the “April 6 Youth Movement”, using both online and offline activism to get people out 

on the streets. At its peak, some estimations put it that millions of Egyptians marched through the 

streets in Cairo, Alexandria, and elsewhere in Egypt (Engel & Engel 2016; Chenoweth 

forthcoming). Still, while enjoying massive participation, the uprising was not inclusive in terms of 

ideology, political affiliation, and ethnicity (Chenoweth forthcoming). The aftermath of the 

resistance has been varied: political turmoil, two elections with various degrees of freedom, and a 

military coup-d'etat against a president who tried to overstretch the power of the executive (Cook 

2017). In the direct aftermath of the civil resistance uprising, Egypt followed the general results of 

this essay––all four forms of democracy rose significantly. Still, while the political turmoil has led 
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both the deliberative and liberal democracy to dropped significantly below the pre-resistance level 

in 2011, the level of participatory democracy has not fallen to the same extent (Coppedge et al. 

2018).  

 

Without claiming to have in-depth knowledge on the complexities and specifics of the Egyptian 

2011 revolution, the pattern is theoretically interesting since it points to an alternative theoretical 

explanation for how the nature of civil resistance in general affect democratization. Because, seeing 

the large participation in the Egyptian 2011 uprising, it is plausible that the large number of 

participants laid the foundation for the relatively slighter drop in participatory type of democracy 

compared to the fall in liberal and deliberative forms of democracy. This implicates that the nature 

in general of the civil resistance may have great impact on the following political system and 

democratic development, hence not only the nature of inclusion. Specifically, seeing how active 

civic engagement per definition require diverse participation, the large participation may itself have 

instituted a culture of participation within the larger population that were active in the protests. As 

an Egyptian activist said about how he saw the culture of protest could play a future role in shaping 

the Egyptian democracy: “What we did before, we can do again” (Salah, quoted in Engel & Engel 

2016, 268). The next section advances this line of reasoning, outlining the theoretical argument for 

why the nature of inclusion leads to a specific increase in deliberative democracy.  

 

 

5.2  Analysis Theory Two –– Civil Resistance & Deliberative Democracy 

 
The DiD point estimate show tentative results that FI civil resistance likely increase all forms of 

democracy compared to NFI civil resistance. The results also show that the theoretical pathway 

leading to specific increase in participatory democracy outlined in theory one does not find support. 

This leads the discussion to the second theoretical argument, with the corresponding hypothesis 

that FI civil resistance will to a greater extent increase democracy in general and deliberative democracy in particular 

compared to NFI civil resistance. The second theoretical argument––that specifically the deliberative 

form of democracy should be increased due to that the nature of inclusion to a greater extant 

facilitates dialogue compared to NFI civil resistance––finds greater support in the results. Because, 

the DiD point estimate three years after civil resistance had ended between FI civil resistance and 

NFI civil resistance was both substantial (point estimate DiD was .2241) and the positive difference 

was also statistically significant on the 95 % confidence level. The results therefore lend greater 

support to the second theoretical pathway since the point estimate DiD increase in deliberative 

democracy was larger than the other democracy types––particularly in comparison with egalitarian 
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and participatory democracy. The comparably large DiD point estimate for FI civil resistance and 

NFI civil resistance for liberal democracy over all five years is an interesting observation that future 

research could explore further. While this essay has not outline a theoretical argument for this 

increase, a plausible explanation is that inclusive civil resistance movements include larger amounts 

of minorities that has an interest in protecting minority rights through strong constitutional rights. 

 

Still, how can the theoretical pathway laid out in theory two account for the variation and other 

specifics of the result? The second theory underlined how the inclusive aspects is not only 

important, but in in fact essential, for civil resistance potential to form a culture of both inter and 

intra-group communication that will be infused on the political system. These values should 

theoretically be strengthened over time as the praxis expands, and the mechanisms of both intra 

and inter-group deliberation based on the common objective should strengthen the prospects of 

peaceful solutions in and outside of the explicit political arena. To exemplify the discussion, this 

section will focus the theoretical analysis around two cases in the data that both substantially 

increased deliberative democracy following FI civil resistance uprisings: the Indonesian student 

lead uprising against Suharto in 1998 and the Nelson Mandela led nonviolent campaign against the 

South-African apartheid-regime that ended in 1994. These two examples were both FI civil 

resistance movements. The reason to focus the theoretical arguments around these two is that they 

illustrate the strengths as well as the limitations of the argument that inclusion in civil resistance 

alone will have these positive effects on deliberative democracy 

 

First, the student lead nonviolent uprising in Indonesia can be seen as a response to both a declining 

economy and the oppressive regime led by Suharto, who at the time was one of the longest serving 

dictators in the world with over 30 years in office (Burhani 2014). While students where leading 

the protests, the participation spanned several cleavages in the both geographically and ethnically 

divided country: including for example women’s groups, moderate religious groups, and labour 

unions (Nyman 2009). Thus, neither the religious nor ethnic cleavages that exist in the Indonesian 

society were clearly visible or discriminated against in the uprising (Chenoweth forthcoming). That 

the nature of inclusion in civil resistance movements will increase deliberation and reduce a “winner 

takes it all” attitude was visible both in the way that the protestors treated the government and in 

the upcoming elections. Because, rather than overthrowing the government straight at hand, the 

pro-democracy civil resistance movement accepted a one-year transition to prepare for democratic 

elections (Nyman 2009). Thus showing willingness to include various views that the theory argues 

is inherent for inclusive civil resistance.  
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Likewise, the Nelson Mandela led FI civil uprising in South Africa showed restraint by not severely 

retaliating against the white minority when gaining political power after the first free elections in 

1994. Instead, rather than pushing a political agenda based on revenge for crimes of the past, the 

Mandela lead government chose to voluntarily form a coalition government with its opponents––

despite winning overwhelming at the electoral polls (Vinthagen 2015, 156). This decision is in line 

with the argument in theory two that FI civil resistance will create a political atmosphere of 

compromise and open deliberation that includes all affected parties. Also, the democratic transition 

in South Africa saw stable levels of deliberative democracy for almost 20 years before the first drop 

in 2012 (Coppedge et al 2018). The aftermath of the South African civil resistance uprising was 

also spared extensive conflict measured by the number of casualties due to armed conflict, and the 

relatively limited outbursts of armed conflict had essentially ebbed out five years later (Uppsala 

Conflict Data Program 2018 A).  

 

However, even though these two cases can be argued to follow the general democratic pathways 

that the second theory outlines, they also illustrate the limitations that is reflected in the results of 

this essay. Because, while South Africa experienced relative stability and continued levels of 

deliberative democracy, the FI civil resistance movement in Indonesia was followed by extensive 

violence in several parts of the country that had ethnic, religious, as well as regional characteristics 

(Bertrand 2008; Anshori 2014; Dove 2006; Uppsala Conflict Data Program 2018 B). Also, while 

seeing a significant increase in deliberative democracy following the FI civil resistance up to five 

years after, already within a ten-year period the level of deliberative democracy in Indonesia saw its 

first considerable decline (Coppedge et al 2018). Hence, while the development in South Africa 

seemed to follow the wider theoretical expectation of theory two, the level of violence and relatively 

rapid drop in deliberative democracy for Indonesia does in a general view not lend support to this 

essay’s argument that inclusion bridges social cleavages through long term-focused rational 

deliberation. The case of Indonesia is also representative for the decline in DiD between FI civil 

resistance and NFI civil resistance found in the results for this essay, seeing how both the 

substantial and statistical significance for the DiD point estimate showed a downturn after three 

years and loss of statistical significance in year four and five. The theoretical pathway outlined in 

theory two cannot account for this downturn. Essentially, the results indicate that the positive 

difference between FI and NFI civil resistance after three years on a general level are not sustained 

or improved over time as the theory claims.  
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This leads to an additional observation from the results. Whereas inclusion could not be seen as a 

silver-bullet explanation in theory one, it may not be so for theory two either. While the results 

indicate that FI civil resistance to a greater extent than NFI civil resistance leads to higher levels of 

deliberative democracy in the short term, other factors than the nature of inclusion are needed to 

further understand the long-term consequences for inclusion in civil resistance on democratic 

development. The examples drawn from the dataset of Indonesia and South Africa well illustrates 

this point. Yet, these examples also reveal a potentially new research frontier: namely how the 

nature of inclusion affect long term civil resistance contestation. Because, whereas the Indonesian 

FI civil resistance uprising was swift without significant long-term struggle, the primarily 

nonviolent struggle for the Nelson Mandela led movement continued for decades (Chenoweth 

forthcoming; Nyman 2009). Before entering deeper discussions on this line of reasoning, the next 

section will outline potential limitations that should be kept in mind before drawing conclusions. 

 

 

5.3  Limitations –– Method, Data and Theory 

 
Several potential limitations with the study needs to be recognized and discussed. In dealing with 

complex social phenomena multiple explanations are expected and a single theory or method are 

unlikely to answer all questions, as our previously mentioned Belgian detective Hercule Poirot once 

said: “Ah, but my dear sir, the why must never be obvious. That is the whole point!” (Christie 1942, 

69). Limitations in three forms will therefore be further discussed; (a) model specification and 

potential bias; (b) the empirics and the data collection processes; and (c) the theoretical frameworks 

and civil resistance movements’ goals.  

 

5.3.1 Method limitations: Propensity Scoring, DiD Model, and Covariates 

 
The most important factor to consider when evaluating the validity of a DiD estimation with 

propensity scoring is that the groups do not systematically differ on theoretically important factors: 

if they do, the sample would be biased (Blundell & Dias 2009). This essay controlled for potential 

bias by matching on covariates that previous research had found important. However, critical 

readers could with good reason point to the small number of covariates used for the matching. 

specifically, given the many examples of structural factors that can influence democratization, the 

argument could be made that these also could impact civil resistance. The decision to control for 

specifically these three covariates rests on both theoretical and methodological grounds. The 

theoretical reason is that little robust research has been done on how structural factors as the 

explanatory variable––rather than just as a control variable––influences both civil resistance and 
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democratization. However, regarding the onset of civil resistance, research has shown that no 

conventional structural explanations have significant explanatory power for the onset of civil 

resistance (Chenoweth & Ulfelder 2017). This is rather unsurprisingly, seeing how one fundament 

in previous civil resistance research has been that there are few if any stable conditions that civil 

resistance neither can arise nor succeed in (Chenoweth & Stephan 2011; Nepstad 2012). To specify 

a standard set of covariates applicable to all cases stretching time and space thus seems to be on 

the brink of theoretically implausible. Still, as the field develops, more theoretically significant 

covariates can and should be included in future models to control for potential bias. 

 

The methodological reason is related to the theoretical, where including a covariate without 

substantial theoretical backing risks generating a theoretically unrelated bias. This would be 

specifically problematic in an essay with limited number of observations, such as this one. Covariate 

balance is also commonly seen as more important than complete covariate coverage, a difference 

between propensity models compared to outcome models such as an ordinary least square (Stuart 

2010). Still, an aspect that could not be accounted for is that the covariates optimally should be 

unrelated to the treatment (civil resistance end). Given the research design and chosen method to 

measure the effects after civil resistance had ended, this was not possible. Therefore, this essay 

cannot exclude the possibility that covariates were affected by the treatment and that this in 

extension influenced the model. 

 

 
5.3.2 Empirical Limitations: Few Observations and Potential Bias in the Data 

 
The total number of individual civil resistance observations in the NAVCO 2.1 dataset is 98. The 

total number of observations that had complete values on this essay’s dependent variables and 

were not against a colonial ruler was 8325. Out of these 83, only 70 observations had complete 

values on all covariates used in the matching procedures. This was the case even when extending 

the data for observations that had values one-five years in relation to the covariate observations26. 

Despite the low number of values for the observations, the operationalisation was used due to their 

proximity to the theoretical concepts. The exclusion of these 13 cases do however risk biasing the 

sample if the lack of covariate values was due to a systematic difference. The only plausible control 

for this was an overview that they did not seem to follow a general pattern for region or for time. 

                                                 
25 The total number of 83 observations has been displayed in the summary statistics to give an 
overview for the full sample without missing information on the covariates.  
26 See appendix section 8.2 for notes on missing and extension of data. The covariate “regime 
duration” was extended manually using the Freedom House Index to cover 2011-2012.  
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Future research and more information on theoretically justified operationalisations can functions 

as a robustness test for these results.  

 

Additionally, out of these 70 civil resistance movements, only 15 civil resistance movements were 

considered fully inclusive. As discussed before, the issue with a smaller treatment group and control 

group is not as severe when using the nearest neighbour matching method. The small number of 

observations for the treatment group and in-sample variation is also punished by the bootstrapping 

method, seeing how the corresponding standard errors gives rather large confidence intervals. Thus, 

a valid critic against the argument that inclusion is crucial for the development of deliberative 

democracy is that it is rather difficult to estimate exactly how large the DiD is between FI civil 

resistance and NFI civil resistance given the confidence intervals and several statistically 

insignificant observations. However, the point estimate is the closest guess of the treatment effect, 

and it makes theoretical and statistical sense to focus the discussion around this value while being 

open and transparent about the large variation. Thus, more observations and measurements on 

both the independent variable (civil resistance) and the covariates could strengthen the argument 

and give a more precise treatment effect.  

 

Further, extension of the data was used for four observations on the dependent variable that had 

values on all covariates27. Since four civil resistance movements in the sample occurred in 2013 

data was not available at the time of writing for their level of democracy in 2018, and these 

observations’ values from 2017 was therefore been used28. Since the essay measures democratic 

development over time this can be seen as a significant issue. However, neither of the observations 

were in the treatment group and it was limited to the last year. The total effect should therefore be 

limited. Another issue that needs to be accounted for is the potential bias in the data collecting 

process for the NAVCO 2.1 dataset. While the NAVCO 2.1 database is a pioneering data collection 

effort, it is like all datasets naturally not flawless. First, the data is a consensus data set, meaning 

that it does not claim to include all nonviolent campaigns (Chenoweth forthcoming). Yet, and more 

problematic, is the potential for underreporting of failed cases. The data collection method of 

extensive literature review and circling the cases among expert does to some extent rely on the 

existence of credible news outlets. The potential under-reporting could have negative consequences 

for this essay, specifically considering that also reporting on the inclusion element then also could 

                                                 
27 8 civil resistance uprisings occurred in the NAVCO 2.1 dataset that met all other requirements 
outlined in chapter the 3.1, but four did not have values on all covariates. See Appendix 8.2 for a 
list of these countries.  
28 Why not interpolation or extrapolation were used is described in Appendix 8.2. 
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be underreported. Thus, even though a civil resistance movement may have been inclusive, the 

lack of credible and available sources could have made it not being classified as such.  

 

5.3.3 Theoretical Limitations: Continues Campaigns and Theoretical Assumptions 

 
The former president of Czechoslovakia (and then Czech) Vaclav Havel, the former president of 

South Africa Nelson Mandela, and the former president of Poland Lech Walesa have one thing in 

common: they all came from civil resistance movements that through extensive and contentious 

struggles manged to outmanoeuvre their opponents and establish democracies that stands to this 

day. Given this essay’s primary focus on how inclusion affects the impact of civil resistance on 

democracy, a valid critic is that this essay might have taken the democratization perspective of the 

strategic approach rather than the social movements based approach. By looking at the end rather 

than the length of the contestation, this essay could be seen as placing the explanation (inclusion 

in civil resistance) to close to the outcome (level of democracy). Although, rather than solely seeing 

this is a limitation of the current theory, this essay argues that this also constitutes an opportunity 

for future research to scrutinize if and how the nature of inclusion in civil resistance affects the 

impact of long-term civil resistance campaigns. 

 

Further, critic could be raised towards the seemingly underlying theoretical assumption that the 

goal of all civil resistance movements is to increase democracy. This critic against the theory would, 

this essay argues, be misguided. Withholding that many civil resistance movement claim democratic 

goals and objectives, the underlying assumption has still been that civil resistance rather should be 

seen as a tool for social change, and the aim has been to measure its impact on democracy and 

democratization in particular. Lastly, this essay recognizes the theoretical limitations of using one 

complex social phenomenon (civil resistance) to explain another (democracy and democratization). 

The complexity warranted the extensive literature review, which the results should be seen in 

relation to. However, the aim of this essay has not been to use the broad concepts, but rather the 

opposite: to disintegrating the concepts of civil resistance, democracy, and democratization to 

scrutinize how the inclusive nature of civil resistance can explain its impact on liberal, egalitarian, 

deliberative, and participatory democracy. 

 

5.4 Theoretical Implications 

 
The theoretical chapter described how the field of democratization is much like the American state 

of Wyoming: “large, windy, and mainly empty” (Shapiro 2003, 7). Likewise, the field of civil 
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resistance is an emerging field with many questions left unanswered (Vinthagen 2015). Combining 

these two theoretical schools thus leave plentiful theoretical and empirical ground to cover. To the 

knowledge of this author, this has been one of the first attempts to systematically compare the 

effects within forms of civil resistance rather than between civil resistance as an entity and another 

form of contestation, such as violent or elite-led upheavals. The theoretical approach has thus been 

novel in scrutinizing how the nature of civil resistance affects its impact on various forms of 

democracy. Yet, as outlined above, theoretical and methodological novelty comes with limitations. 

Therefore, the greatest robustness test for the results in this essay may lay in future research, which 

can both build upon and challenge the results, method, and theory––for example by comparing 

differences between civil resistance while also controlling for levels of success, size, form of 

contestation, etc. Bearing this in mind, the primary theoretical implications that should be taken 

from the essay is perhaps not that inclusion has a general positive effect on democratization. 

 

Rather, this essay upholds that the primary theoretical implications stems from the comparably 

large increase that FI civil resistance compared to NFI civil resistance has on deliberative 

democracy. This lends tentative support to the argument that the nature of the civil resistance 

movement has an impact on what form of democracy it impacts most, were this essay showed a 

specific increase in deliberative democracy compared to primarily egalitarian and participatory 

democracy. To the knowledge of this author, this has not been clearly argued for in previous studies. 

The theoretical contribution is therefore less a rejection of previous research’s theoretical 

arguments as it is an opening of new theoretical ground.  
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6 CONCLUSION & FUTURE RESEARCH  
 
 

The aim of this study has been to explore how the nature of civil resistance affect its impact on 

democratization and democracy. Specifically, the aim was to scrutinize how inclusive civil resistance 

impacted the development of liberal, egalitarian, participatory, and deliberative forms of democracy. 

This essay constructed two theoretical arguments for why FI civil resistance should lead to higher 

increase in democracy compared to NFI civil resistance. Theory one argued that FI civil resistance 

compared to NFI civil resistance should have a specific increase in participatory democracy, and 

theory two that it should have a specific increase in deliberative democracy. The results show 

tentative support for theory two, since the greatest DiD between FI civil resistance and NFI civil 

resistance was for deliberative democracy. This difference was substantial and statistically 

significant three years after civil resistance had ended.  

 

The general results are still tentative, seeing how several observations did not reach statistical 

significance, and readers should be careful in drawing definitive conclusions. Still, the specific 

increase in deliberative democracy for FI civil resistance vis-a-vis NFI civil resistance lends support 

for the argument that the nature of civil resistances can affect its impact on democratic 

development. Future research could both challenge and build upon the theoretical arguments 

outlined in theory two: challenging the results by using new methods, gather more empirics, use 

other control variables, and apply other theoretical arguments for how the nature of inclusion in 

civil resistance affect its impact on democracy. Future research could also build upon the results: 

conducting explanatory case studies for why and when inclusive civil resistance lead to the effects 

that theory two argues for. Besides criticizing or building on the result in this essay and scrutinizing 

how the length of the movements affect the impact of inclusion, future research could also explore 

the new theoretical opening outlined in the theoretical implications chapter. 

 

For example, does substantial participation lead to a more participatory form of democracy, as 

partly happened in Egypt after the 2011 uprising? Likewise, does the inclusion of movements 

commonly associated with redistribution––such as labour movements––lead to larger increase in 

egalitarian democracy compared to civil resistance movements without this characteristic? Also, 

future research can further explore the connection between inclusion in civil resistance and the 

increase in liberal democracy, which this essay has not outlined a clear theoretical explanation for. 

Exploring these questions and results could potentially give great insights into how the nature of 

civil resistance impacts various forms of democracy.  
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In conclusion, this essay has tried to fill a research gap by arguing that three already broad research 

fields should be expanded, disintegrated, and interlinked: emphasizing the complexity of civil 

resistance, democracy, and democratization alike. This essay therefore leaves on the humble note 

to call for further research on the new theoretical angle focusing on the nature of civil resistance, 

and to continue disintegrating the civil resistance, democracy, and democratization concepts. Thus, 

rather than doing as the fictional character Mr. Blake in Agatha Christie’s “Five Little Pigs”, who 

told our detective Hercule Poirot that most crimes obviously was about money, the civil resistance 

and democratization scholarship should continue to act as Hercule Poirot by moving beyond 

simplified generalisations to better understand the complexities of the world we live in––that is, 

after all, the whole point.  
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8.  APPENDIX  
 

8.1  Table Unmatched Sample Bias 

Table ten below show the mean bias for the full unmatched sample of 83 observations before the 

matching procedure. The unmatched sample was not used in the DiD model and is therefore not 

shown in any of the graphs.  

 
Table X: Unmatched Full Sample Bias 

Variable Mean 
Treated   Control 

 
Bias (%) 

Urbanization (t-1) .508          .461 6.2 

GDP Capita (t-1) 8.21          7.71 5.2 

Regime Dur. (t-1) 41.3          50.0 18.9 

 
 

8.2  Notes on Missing & Extension of Data  

 
Extension have been used to receive more values on the covariates “level of GDP per Capita (log)” 

and “Urbanization”. As was mentioned in the text, if an observation had a value which was one-

five years (usually two, only the observation for Togo five years was used for level of GDP log) in 

connection of the missing value, extension was used. The closest value in terms of time was always 

used. When two values were equally far from each other, the later value (in time) was used. 

Optimally, interpellation or extrapolation should have been used to obtain these values, and this is 

a limitation in the data-generating process of this essay. The author of this essay was not aware of 

the method at the time of data collecting, and future research should apply the interpolation or 

extrapolation rather than the chosen method for this essay. Still, seeing how both the level of 

economic development and urbanization is relatively stable values, this should not have impacted 

the results substantially, and the same method was used for the control and treatment group––

making it a non-systematic error in the measurement. The absolute majority of the cases that had 

missing values on both covariates were due to the lack of information after 2010, which was the 

extent that the datasets for urbanization and level of GDP (log) covered. Table eleven below show 

which countries and years this has been done for.   
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Table XI: Extension of Urbanization and Level of GDP (log) 

 

Still, extension of the data in such a way was not deemed suitable for the covariate “regime duration” 

due to the possibility of rapid change that this covariate could have. Instead, this covariate has been 

extended from the database of Boix, Miller & Rosato (2013) by using the Freedom House Index. 

While this method is not a complete replication of the data gathering method used by Boix, Miller 

& Rosato, it was deemed suitable since the Freedom House Index have substantial information 

about the democratic and political development in each country that needed to be extended. The 

comprehensive country reports have been used29. The countries through which the dataset has 

                                                 
29 All sources for the extension of the dataset are available at www.freedomhouse.org. 

Urbanization Level of GDP (log) 

Haiti 2011 Haiti 2011 

Honduras 2011 Honduras 2011 

Maldives 2013 Georgia 2013 

Thailand 2011 Ivory Coast 2011 

Georgia 2013 Georgia 2013 

Ivory Coast 2011 Nigeria 1949 

Malawi 2012 Malawi 2012 

Algeria 2012 Algeria 2012 

Tunisia 2011 Tunisia 2011 

Sudan 2013 Sudan 2013 

Iran 2013 Iran 2013 

Egypt 2011 Egypt 2011 

Jordan 2011 Jordan 2011 

Yemen 2012 Yemen 2012 

Belarus2 2013 Guinea 2010 

 Belarus 2013 

 Thailand 2011 
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been extended and the new values are given below. Since the lagged variable was used in the 

matching, the data was extended to 2011-2012.  

 

Table XII: Extension of Regime Duration 

Lastly, as has been discussed earlier in the text, six civil resistance movements occurred in 2013 

and did thus not have values for their level of democracy in 2018, and their level of democracy in 

2017 was therefore used. Future research should use extrapolation if accounting similar problems. 

Below is a list of the countries that data for the dependence variable Egalitarian democracy (t+5), 

liberal democracy (t+5), deliberative democracy (t+5), and participatory democracy (t+5) was 

extended for:  

 

Table XIII Extension of Dependent Variable 

Observation 2011 Regime Duration Years 2012 Regime Duration Years 

Belarus 19 20 

Georgia 8 9 

Togo 52 53 

Sudan 23 24 

Iran 213 214 

Jordan 66 67 

Maldives 3 4 

Yemen 21 22 

Algeria 50 51 

 

 Observation and Country  

Belarus 2017 Sudan 2017 Maldives 2017 

Georgia 2017 Iran 2017 Jordan 2017 

Togo 2017 Jordan 2017  
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