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within-system regressions do not differ from zero in all systems, but the total
assion does differ from zero, the ecological correlation is spurious.”! Adam
S ibereworski and Henry Teune in this quotation from their seminal study of compara-
ﬁyg_ methodology alert readers to the risk of committing the classical ecological fal-
ey, first described by Robinson, when attempting to overcome One of the great
llenges in comparative research, bridging the gap between micro and macro lev-
s of analysis. As is well known, Robinson demonstrated that patterns found at the
{macro) level of the system may contradict the truc patterns found at the (micro)
ithin-system level.2 Advances made by Gary King toward solving the ecological
inference problem work well when individual-level data arc absent or difficult ot
costly to obtain, as long as one develops a data base of many, relatively homoge-
ficous ceological units.? But in recent years researchers who have rich individual-
level data bascs have been aggregating their data at the national level. Mot everyone
is persuaded of the validity of theit comparisons, however, Tor example, serious
questions have been raised about Ronald Inglehart's “postmaterialist values™
* The purpose of this article is to recall Przeworski and Teune's warning against a par-
cular form of the ecological fallacy, the individualistic fallacy. The individualistic falla-
¢y is the etror “of incorrectly imputing to the higher order unit the aggregation of values
f individuals.” This article will recxamine the conclusions drawn by what may be the
ost imporeant cffort since Gabriel Almond and Sidncy Verba's The Civic Culture to
ridge the micro-macro gap in comparative politics. In an impressively broad and inftu-
ntial body of research, Ronald Inglehart makes an explicit link between an aggregation
of micro-level attitndes, denominated as political culture, and the macro-level variable
of regime type.$ Specifically, Inglchart atternpis to show that a particular form of politi-
zal culture, civic culture, is strongly Jinked to the emergence and stability of democracy.
i He finds a direct causal connection between what he calls the civic culture syndrome,
" om the one hand, and democracy, on the other.
The comerstone of Inglehart’s approach rests upon the variable of interpersonal
2" frust. This variable is also central to Robert Putnam’s explanation of democracy in
Taly in Making Democracy Work” The logic of The Civic Culture was straighttor-
" ward: no trust, no sceondary associations, no genuine political participation, and no
_democracy. In other words, individuals in a society must trust each other in order to
form and join civil society organizations. In the aggregate, then, sociclies undergird-
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cfi !Jy thi.s individual level of high trust and the consequent construction of a stro
¢ivil society ought eventually to emerge as stable democracies. Inglehart elabora
fur_thcr on this thesis by including & measure of support for revolutionary chang,
This valjiable is, in cflect, the low or negative end of the system affect variable thall
was an important component of Almond and Verba'’s conception of civic culture
Inglehart adds to their notion of civic culture yet a third variable, life satisfaction
Those who are more satisfied with their lives are thought to be more likely to suj
port democratic rule over the long run.

_ Inglehart finds that these three variables—interpersonat trust, support for revol
tionary change, and life satisfaction—form a “broad syndrome of related attitude
[that] show impressive stability over time.” “Life satisfaction, political satisfacti '.
mtcrpersom_al trust, and support for the existing social order all tend to go togethe
They constitute a syndrome of positive attitudes toward the world one lives in™
Hence there are two key elements of Inglehart’s thesis: the interconncctedness ¢
these three attitudes and their link with democracy. '

The empirical data presented by Inglehart suggest that a syndrome has indeed bes
uncqqed.ll In a LISREL model estimated across countrics as the unit of analysis
coefficients between the individual iterns and the index of civic culture constru:: &
from them'a.re +.60 for interpersonal trust, +.79 for life satisfaction, and -.81 for supp
f(_)r revo!unonary change. Thus, Inglehart seems to have satisfied the Frst component o
his thesis: that a syndrome of interconnected variables has been found. In Inglehart
LISREL model that tests the second element, he finds a direct coefficient of
between civic culture (measured in 1981-1986) and years of continuous democrs
1900-1986. He concludes that “political culture is a cructal link between economi
de?el.oprrllen.t and democracy; . . . over half of the variance in the pemistence of demo
ratic nstitutions ¢an be attributed to the effects of political culture alone ™12 '

Inglehart’s findings notwithstanding, aggregating survey data to produce a singl
data point carties great risk. Scholars have long known that means can seriously distor
the underlying distributions of data sets, yet Inglehart’s work relies upon national mea
to characterize the culture of each country in his data base. Moreover, while a nat
culture can provide a contextual environment that can boost or suppress certain atti
ax_1d behaviors, Inglehart himself repeatedly emphasizes that individual attitudes are c
cial. For example, in discussing the importance of trust on the renaissance of politics
culture, he states: “A sense of trust is also required for the fumctioning of the democrati

FuIes_ of the game: one must view the opposition as a loyal opposition, who will -
1mprison or execute you if you surrender political power but can be relied upon to govi@
e within the laws and to surrender political power reciprocally if your side wins hid

next election”!3 He ¢ontinues, emphasizing the importance of individual values: I

have you done for me lately?, it may be sustained by diffuse feelings (hat it ig an inherently good
thing. These feelings in tumn may reflect econamic and other successes that one expericnecd long ago
of leamed about seeand-hand as past of one’s early socialization. 14

More recently, Inglehart approvingly cites Axelrod’s game theoretic work on cooper-
ation, which suggests that social norms directly influence individual cooperative and
noncooperative behavior. !5 Social norms, then, may well interact with individual values.
‘Jnglehart’s findings support that effect. Within most socicties, more highly educated
- individuals have higher interpersonal trust than those with less education, and among
" the advanced industrial soeieties the gap i trust between low and high education
~ widens considerably.1¢ T am unaware, however, of any political cufture ressarch that
. argies that individual attitudes are irrelevant ot that they systematically produce hehav-

jors regularly at variance with those attitudes. After all, 1t {5 individuals who volte, partic-
" ipate, and even rebel. While they do so in part based on national norms, their own val-
‘ugs are presumed to matter directly for their own behavior. Hence, on the basis of
Inglehart’s finding of a link between trust and democracy, ong would not predict for any
country that people with lower levels of trust would be more suppottive of democracy,
while those with higher levels of trust would be less supportive, although it 1s possible
to imagine conditions under which that reversal might occur. If that reversal were wide-
spread, however, one would not expect to find macro-level associations linking high
trust to democracy. In fact, ane would normally predict a positive micro-association,
“even if a weak one, between trust and support {or democracy, producing congruence
hetween micro- and macro-level associations.

If half of the population of a nation expresses high interpersonal trust and the other
half low interpersonal trust, to avoid the individualistic fallacy it is necessary to know
whether the high trust half participates in civil society organizations more than the low
trust half, If no test is made for that within-system relationship, the converse proposi-
tion, that those with low trust may participate in civil society organizations more than
those with high trust, can not be excluded.!? In short, if political culture does not oper-
ate at the individual level eventually to produce democracy at the system level, by what
thechanism could it be possibly operating? It is therefore vitally important to venify the
macro-level findings with micro-level analysis whenever such data are available, as they

© are in the case of Inglehart’s data sets. If the macro-level associations are not supported
at the micro-level, the burden of the argument to explain these discrepancies falls direct-
ly on the shoulders of the researcher who is making the macro-level claims,

In the absence of micro-level analysis, researchers ought to wonder whether
Inglehart’s findings arc an artifact of the individualistic fallacy. If they were, his data
would conform to the pattern depicted by Przeworski and Teune, as shown in Figure
1.1% I this hypothetical case of the ecological fallacy, in countries A, B, C, and ID the
micro-level association between interpersonal trust and democracy is near zeto,
while the macro-level association across all four countries is strongly positive, The

A long-term commitment to democtatic institutions amon ic 1 jred, i -
: 0 g the public is also required, in order to sus
tain democracy when conditions are dire. Even when democracy has no reply to the question, Wha
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patterns strongly suggest that the system-level positive association is sputious, that:
democracy is predicted not by interpersonal trust but by one or more other factors
not shown in Figure 1. This article tests Inglehart’s thesis by analyzing data at both .
the mactro and micro levels. ‘

The Macro-Level Data: Evidence of Spuriousness

A limitation of the early research on the link between civic culture and democracy was ;
the trumeated nature of the samples used. Of course, the oniginal study of civic culture
included only one developing country, Mexico. Inglehart does a great service in build:
ing the World Values Survey data set that contains data from many more countries
althongh Latin America has been represented by only Argentina, Brazil, Chile, a.u'_ :
Mexico. This larger data set reinforces Inglehart’s earlier work on the importance of 4
interpersonal trust. In discussing his use of the new World Values Survey, Inglchart
reports that “levels of interpersonal trust among mass publics are closely linked with th
number of years for which democratic institutions have functioned continuously in
those societies, showing a highly significant .72 correlation globally™1?
To make vp for the limited coverage of Latin America, I incorporate cases from
the Latinobarometer {a survey modeled after the Enrobarometer), which covers all o
the mainland countries from Mexico to the tip of South America, with the exceptic
of Belize, Suriname, and Guyana.2® The trust item nsed in the World Valucs survey i

Figure 1 Hypothetical Ecological Fallacy: Trust and Democracy {(Each Dot in th
Ellipses Represents Individual Countries)
Hi !
!

Democracy

Country ‘D'

lo . Hi
Interpersonal Trust
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asked in the same way in the Latinobarometer, enabling a direct comparison of the
two data bases. The 1996 Latinobarometer involved over 18,000 intervicws in seven-
teen countries. In most countries, the sample was around },000 respondents, cxcept
in Venezuela, where the sample was 1,500, and in Bolivia and Paraguay, where the
samples were somewhat smaller.2!

Inglchart’s dependent variable, years of continuous democracy, has been criticized
pecause the effect (democracy) comes long before the cause (trast). This difficulty has

- been noted before.22 While Inglehart acknowledges the problem of using survey data

from the 1980s and 1990s to infer attitudes from as long as nearly a century ago, he
defends his choice of indicators by arguing that “the evidence indicatcs that these rank-

" ings are pretty stable2 The problem, of course, is that the antitude data are often very

tnstable, as his own data show. Inglehart himself shows that, over a thirty-four-ycar
period, interpersonal trust in the United States fefl from 58 percent, comparable to con-
temporary levels in Denmark, to 35 percent, a level that would put it on a par with
today’s levels of trust in Uruguay, India, South Korea, and Poland.?! The rcanalysis per-
formed in this article uses the widely used Freedom House data to measure the level of
democracy as a substitute for the years of contimous democracy measure.?* In short, 1
reanalyze Inglchart’s data by adding the seventeen cases from the Latinobarometer and
substituting the level of democracy for the duration of democracy.® The data set now
includes fifty-four countries, versus the forty-three employed by Tnglehart.?

Inglchart would be pleased with the initial results of this analysis. As Figure 2
shows, they are very close to his own findings, even though the sample 15 cxpanded
and the dependent variable is a different measurc of democracy.?® These findings ini-
tially suggest a robustness in Inglebart’s conclusions; interpersonal trust shows a
posilive, statistically significant relationship with level of democracy, using either
Inglehart’s original set of countries or the expanded data set used here. Thus, the ini-
tial conclusion to be drawn from the macro-level amalysis produced in Figurc 2 is
that Inglehart’s thesis is supported with the new and expanded data set. Moreover,
this new analysis largely tesolves the problem created by Inglehart’s use of recent
trust data to predict substantially earlier democracy data. The new data use trust
scores taken at about the same time as the democracy ratings. As a result, while it is
still not possible to be certain of the direction of causality, the new data make a
much more plansible case that democracy is a function of mierpersonal trust.

- Or do they? The scatterplot between interpersonal trust and democracy reveals a
cluster of cases in the upper right-hand quadrant that seem to be largely if not entircly
responsible for the positive association. These cases are the highly advanced industrial
societies of northern Europe and Morth America. These countries not only have high
irust scores and high democracy scores, but also share a number of other characteristics,

_ notably their extremely high GNPs. In contrast, many countries with moderate to low

trust scores nonetheless have high levels of democracy (for example, Avstria, France,

271




Comparative Politics  April 2002

f‘;%:re 1 Scatterplot of Interpersonal Trust, 1990-1996, and Level of Democracy i
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Belgium, Portugal, and Costa Rica). Empirical patterns such as these immediately sug:
gest that the reported relationship of trust to democracy may be spurious, If countries:
can scote either high or low on trust and still score high on democracy, trust may be
spurious predictor. In fact, when a single control variable, national per capita income
n?easured in PPP terms for 1995, is introduced, interpersonal trust disappears as a sig-
nificant predictor of democracy.?® Table 1 shows these regression results. s
What does the scatterplot of trust and democracy look like if these northern industri-
al cases are deleted and the relationship between trust and democracy is reexamined
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without them? Figure 3 shows that, not only docs the relationship become insignificant,
but it also becomes negative: more trust, less democracy. These findings remaim unal-
tered (insignificant and negative) even if China, the obvious outlier, is temoved.

Further examination of the scatterplots reveals additional troublesome patterns lor
Inglehart’s thesis. First, at 60 percent, interpersonal trust in China is exceptionally high,
exceeded only by Finland (63 percent), Norway (65 percent), and Sweden (66 per-
cent}.0 Yet China has had one of the longest lasting authontarian traditions in the world,
as reflected in the Freedom House ratings shown in Figures 2 and 3. Authoritarian,
indeed totalitarian, highly centralized governments have ruled China for many cen-
mries. An error in the data base for China might be suspected, but Inglchart, noting the
anomaly, refers to a second survey of China that produced similarly high trust levels 3
However, even if China is removed from the original trust/democracy scatterplot, the
overall relationship uncovered by Inglehart remains unchanged, and (as noted} its pres-
ence or absence does not alter the results of the trimmed sample presented above.

Inglehart’s more recent analysis, using the Freedom House ratings for 1990 and
1995, also examines levels of democracy. He finds that, when controlled for GNP
per capita and other social structare variables, interpersonal trust, as well as support
for revelutionary change, have no significant relationship with democracy for
1990.32 Using 1995 data on the level of democracy, he finds that neither these vari-
ables nor life satisfaction (which he refers to as “subjective well-being”) is signifi-
cantly related to democracy. Nonetheless, in a 1999 publication Inglehart scems to

. ignore this very evidence and insists on the importance of trust; he shows a scatter-

plot very similar to Figure 1 that reports & correlation of .50. He states: “The overall
pattern [in the figure] confirms theoretical expectations that have never before been

* tested against so broud a data base. Levels of interpersonal trust among mass publics

are closely linked with a society’s level of democracy during the period from 1972 to
1997733 While the reanalysis prescnted hete, along with Inglehart’s own more recent
analysis, appears to damage his thesis that culture causes democracy, Inglehart

- argues that it does not because “the massive number of new democracics washes out

the linkage between culture and democracy.”™ But this rationale strongly suggests

- that Inglehart himself admits that the cansal arrows run from democracy to culture,
" since it apparently takes time for these new democracies to develop the levels of

trust that the old democracies have achieved. But it is just as reasonable Lo suspect
that Inglehart’s civie culture variables are spurious predictors of democracy, an

. explanation that can be tested by examining the same data sets at the micro level.

Micro-Level Analysis

The preceding discussion leaves two questions. First, is there a micra-level civic cul-

_ture syndrome relating trust, opposition to revolutionary change, and life satisfaction?
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Table 1 OLS Predictors of Level of Democracy
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nd, do individuals reporting higher levels of these civic culture syndrome vari-
5 express higher support for demacratic norms? To answer these questions, 1 will
.rizke a micro-level analysis searching for linkages between civic culture and
mocracy in three ways. First, T examine the data set that Inglehart used as the basis
s 1988 article on the renaissance of political culture at the micro level for the exis-
- of the civic culture syndrome that he finds at the macro level. Second, to broaden
data set to include countries from the Third World while testing the explicit micro-
i linkages between trust and support for democracy, [ undertake an analysis, using
i atinobarometer data set, for micro-level attitudinal correlates between the key
culture variable, interpersonal trust, and a measure of respondents’ preference for
mocratic government, Third, I analyze all three of Inglehart's civic culture syndrome
les, as well as variables measuring explicit preference for democratic principles,

a data set drawn from six Central American countries.

eexamination of Inglehart’s Data Set  The first analysis probes for the exis-
sice of the vivic culture syndrome using the same data sets employed by Inglehart.
the items that he argucs form a syndrome at the macro level (the level of nations)
‘4re not found at the micro level (the level of individuals), then one might be skepti-
1 of the claim that a civic culture syndrome has been identified.
" To check for the existence of the civic culture syndrome within the data that
glehart used to draw his initial conclusions, 1 obtained those data from the University
f Michigan Inter-University Consortium.?* The overall findings arc summarized in
ble 2. The summary is necessary since, with twenty-two countrics and three items
5ch covering three time periods, there are nearly 200 individual correlates. The three
#ems in the syndrome, again, are interpersonal trust, life satisfaction, and opposition to
fevolutionary change. In 1976, the first year from which data were taken, onty 53 per-
“cent of all the possible associations for the countries in the data set produced statistically
Jgnificant correlations. By 1981-1983 this proportion dropped to 44 percent, and by
936, the last year of data before Inglehart announced his discovery of the syndrome, it
declined further to 31 percent, Thus, by 1986 over two-thirds of all the possible corre-
fites of the three items that purportedly form the “enduring civic culture syndrome™
were found to be insignificantly refated. This decline in the weak relationships found in
976 is not, of course, a function of newly established democracies “washing out” the
lationship (as Inglchart claimed in his analysis at the macro level), since the countries

it the data set did not change between 1976 and 1986. Even more troubling, in scveral

:ountries with the longest democratic traditions Inglehart’s data provide virtually no evi-

dénce for the existence of the syndrome. Of the nine possible significant associations

or the United States and Australia, only two were significant, at an average r of .05. In
Canada, only one association was found to be significant, also at an r of .05.

The availability of the 1990 World Values survey from the ICPSR enables the com-

- putation of a similar set of correlales for that data sct.3® Forty-three countries were
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and Canada, whete only one of the three correlates was significant (and the cor-
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‘ These first analyses suggest that there is little evidence of a civic culture syndrome
e data from which Inglehart drew his conclusions. Claiming to find a syndrome at

-, macro level that is not found at the micro level raises suspicions of spuriousness.

¢ strong associations Inglehart found between the aggregated (largely insignificantly

;-ncgatively associated) variables with democracy at the national level therefore rest on

insecure foundations. Once again, political cultures of nations atise from and are

asured by attitudes of individuals, according to Inglehart’s work, vet there is very lit-

e evidence of Inglehart’s coherent civie culture syndrome among the variables on

itiich he rests his argument, Other variables may form such a syndrome, of course, but
would be a matter for further investigation.

Patterns: Seventeen Latin American Countries  The 1996 Latinobarometer,
45 already noted, employed the identical interpersonal trust item used by Inglehart. The
4 atinobarometer also contains an item that scems to be ideal for testing respondents’
sommitment to democracy. “With which of the following statements do you agree the
nost? (1) Democtacy is preferable to any other form of government; (2) In some cir-
sumstances, an authoritarian government could be preferable to a democratic one; or (3)
for people like me, a democtatic regime or an authoritarian regime makes no differ-
sice 37 This variable was coded so that thase who prefer democracy over any other
~form of government were scored 100, those who prefer autheritarianism were scored 0,
and those who were inditferent were scored 30.
" Table 3 shows that in only 35 percent of the countries in the region (six of the
Seventeen) is there a statistically sigmificant relationship between intetpersonal trust
ind a preference for democracy. In other words, in two-thirds of the Latin American
Countries therc is no significant relationship between trust and a preference tor
democracy, and the relationships among those that ate significant are very weak.
More troubling, the mean trust scores (data not shown) show that in eight countries
{Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venczuela)
‘iean trust scores are higher among those whe prefer autheritarian government than
iose who prefer democracy, In Peru the trust scores are nearly twice as high among
those who prefer authoritarianism.

Inglehart also examines the role of Putnam’s social capital, measured in terms of
¢ivil society participation as a key indicator of a democratic citizenry.* Such an
emphasis makes sense, of course, becausc participation lies at the heart of nearly all

onceptions of democracy and has been the subject of extensive study with survey
data ¥ Moreover, by moving away from a focus on one attitude, trust, predicting
dnother attitude, preference for democracy, Inglehart's analysis focuscs directly on
the attitudinal linkage to behavior. Yet an examination of the seventcen samples in
the Latinobarometer reveals that in only five —Brazil, Chile, Paraguay, Mexico, and
El Salvador—is there a monotonic statistically significant (.05 or better) relationship
between interpersonal trust and civil society participation.#? Only in Chile and El
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Ta ;
‘ ble 3 Interpersonal Trust and Preference for Democracy The first issue is to test the extent to which the three civic culture items form a
J i C“"“"_r T Sig, drome of related attitndes. The most obvious way to conduct thisltest' is to exam-
i f ;;ﬁ‘:’,’""“ 4 < : ‘e the interitem correlations among the vanables for all six countries in t‘he stuc!y.
: Bm{;a 311 NS 1 = satisfaction is coded with a 4 for those “very satisfied” 3 for thgsg “fairly satis-
| Chile . 05 ';2 : ed” 2 for those “not very satisfied,” and 1 for those “not at a}l satlsf;.ed.”'*-‘ Unlike
il Colombia T World Values and Latinobarometer surveys, which used a dichotomized response
i Costa Ricw o1 NS ern, interpersonal trust is coded similarly to the life satisfaction item, with a
! Ecuadar 03 NS oF ge from 4 points given to those who believe that most people are “very trustwor-
v ;]uf::n::' o7 04 ' hy" down to 1 point for those who believe that people are “not at all trustworthy.44
‘? Honduras :’j . oho{f he support for revolutionary change variable, identilcal to Inglehart’s item, had
Mexico " NS : fee options, a score of 3 for those who supported radical change, 2 for those who
; Nicaragug o N ported teforms, and 1 for those who opposed change 43
! Panang ¥ NS : As Table 4 shows, the resulis are sorely disappointing for those secking support of
I ;‘xmy 04 NS glehart’s thesis. Among the eighteen cross tabulations, only three cocflicients are
Urnguay ':)z 0‘;‘? ‘ l.gniﬂcant, and thei_r magnitude is very low.. More important, o_f the significant cor-
Venezuela :02 ’ NS 4 rrelations, one runs in the wrong dlrec.non; in Honduras, high mtcrp{‘:rso?uﬂ trust is
Percent of 359 rrelated with high support for radical change. The syndrome of attitudes that
nglehart argues are related arc completely unrelated in four of the six Central

‘American countries. In Honduras and Panama life satisfaction is significantly related
o support for revolutionary change in the predicled direction, but in Honduras sup-

1

1

; Source: Latinobarometer, 1995,
1

ort for revoluticnary change is significantly correlated in the wrong direction with

| Salvador, 12 percent of the cascs | i

S $e5 in mainjand Latin Ameri ; :
i . 0 Amernica, does : =T 8 . \
i glgnlflcantly predict both support for democeracy and communit lllfer]:.cr.scm?l trust ; terpersanal trust. These findings provide virtually no support for the thesis that a
\] _hg}‘;t '?fthe strong claims made for the centrality of interpersonal t{'ul.:.?: lctltI: anon'-talln e culture syndrome exists as defined by these three variables, not even in Costa ;
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F _ :;TIUCII;CSJ; _‘:’lltl;lm_ the region vary widely, while many other variables arech:l‘:jcfozf hgqme longest experience with demaocracy, independent of economic development. But
. ite their many similarities of langua ; : ; " n '
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Mitchell A. Seligson

ong Sovict citizens, life satisfaction was negatively associated with support for polit-
change toward democracy, a finding similar to the results from El Salvador and
caragua.® And instcad of the positive effect predicted by civic culture theory, support
tevolutionary change has a significant negative effect on support for repressive
on in Costa Rica, Nicaragua, and Panama. Moreover, in every case except

and fr i i ' I |
ec specch. The lntervl(.zu.vers asked the'll  iduras, support for revolutionary change is consistently negatively associated with

for repressive action, whereas Inglehart's thesis predicts the opposite. Only with
to life satisfaction in Honduras does the sign of a significant coefficient conform
expected relationship.
though the civic culture items did not fare well in predicting a key democratic
e, education did better. In three of the six countrics education has a significant
ative effect on support for repression of civil liberties, a relationship in the
scted direction. And cven for the nonsignificant education effects the signs of the

satisfaction angd interpersonal . :
ocratic institutions because theymi;;re tcol'lduCIV'e 1o establishin fficients are correet, Thus, one of the components of the conventional socioeco-
ivi i promote support for democratie, 4imic status explanation of the development of democratic institutions is much

consistently supported in these empirical data than the civic culture argument.

glehart has hypothesized on the basis of system-level associations that a syndrome of
des that links interpersonal trust, life satisfaction, and opposition to revolutionary
ge comprises the basis for & civic culture and is linked to democracy. However
acro-level data measuring trust and democracy do net seem to fit most cases through-

northern Europe and North America. The linear association between interpersonal
ust and level of democracy disappears when a control is introduced for per capita
me. At the micro level the expected association between the civic culture attitudes
id preference for democracy did not emerge, either with the data on which Inglehart
his analyses or with data from Latin America, a world region not well covered in

Education Adjusted R? -~ - . ' - : 4
e i his data set. A more finely grained test using data from six Central American countrics

o jith similar histories and cultural traditions but widely differing levels of democracy
Ciay revealed an almost complete absence of a civie culture symdrome and linkages to explic-
{—iﬁ’) oave ity democtatic values and behaviors. The findings of a regression analysis sefe_king link-

06 QINg ges between the hypothesized civic culture syndrome and support/opposition to the
H3Y e siippression of civil libertics proved devastating to the thesis. Two-thirds of the cighteen
tLEY o sted relationships were insignificant, and nearly all of the significant relationships
(12 owed in the wrong direction.

. There are three possible explanations of these findings. First, the overall theory is
‘wiong; democratic Tegime time may have nothing (or very little) to do with political
culture, Democratic regimes may emerge and be sustained by forces entircly removed
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from mass values, such as efita pacts and elite consensus, clgss structure, and leve]
economic development 42 Second, political culture may be significant, but the variab
selected by Inglehart, Putnam, and others may be wrong. Fames L. Gibson has recep
found that in Russia interpersonal trust has little or no relevance o attitudes (o
democratic institutions or processes. 50 Third, the variables may be correet, but g
operationalization may be flawed, The operationalization of the interpersonal trust i
in particular, a highly North American notion, is especially suspicious, since cross-,
tural validation of the measure, developed in 1957, has been virtually absent 5!

These resuits do not imply that there is no such thing as civic culture or that 4
tudes are irrelevant to democracy. At a minimum, however, it seems clear that sg
of the large claims made by Inglehart’s studtes are overstated and probably based g
spurious associations. Future analyses of system-level daty ought first to look
fully at individual-level associations before making similar ¢laims. Researchg)
could profit from advances made in the statistical analysis of hierarchical mode
through such programs as HLM that are designed to estimate multivariate ling
models for data that are nested, with individuals nested within communities, stateg;
and nations.®? Such models have helped untangle complex research queslions in th
field of education, in which individual students are cmbedded within classroomg
schools, school districts, and counties, They might well help answer questions in thy
complex linkage of individual political culture 1o the nature and performance of their
local, regional, and national political systems, '

NOTES
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) Inglehart, Modernization and Pustmademiz;fmn. g%oigi;v;ll; Civii Society and Social Capital in
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=11 RBp‘I.lb]lc Panama was part of Colombia until i decla{c ; I
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A. Seligson and John A. Booth, eds., Elections and Democracy in Central America, Revisited (Chap
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1995). In each of these countries, the sample areas cow
between a quarter and a third of the nativnal populations. Costa Rica was established a5 the country f
the pilot test of the survey items. Its sample was gathered in fall 1590, The surveys in the ather five coyr
tries were then carried out during the summer of 1991 and the winter of 1991-92. The sample sizes £
each country are as follows: Gualemala, N = 9%04; El Salvador, N = 910; Honduras, N = 560; Nicara

N — 704; Costa Rica, N = 597; Panama, N = 500, Al] surveys were probability in design, using natia
census maps to select the PSUs, with the “next birthday™ system used for selecting the respondent with
the home. [n Nicaragua, as the census was very out of date, the survey used the voting precinct (Jim,
Receptora de Fato) as the PSU. The surveys were cartied out in coflaboration with local research organizg
tions (see ibid. for detatls),

43.  This item read: “Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with your life? This item followed
others in which the respondent’s satisfaction with his/her housing and income were measured on the sama
four point scale.

44 The trust item read: “Speaking generally about people, would you say that people in general as
very trustworthy, fairly trustworthy, a little trustworthy or not at all irustworthy?”

43, The item read: “Which of the follawing best describes your opinion. The entire way our society j
organized must be radically changed by revelutionary action. Cur society must be gradually improved by
reforms. Qur society must be valiantly defended against all revolutionary movements.” Inglehart’s coding
of this item gives the last choice, opposition to revolutionary action, a 3. In so doing, this ilern ought ¢
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Understanding the Third World Welfare State after
Neoliberalism

The Politics of Social Provision in Chile and Mexico

Marcus J. Kurtz

- 1e much attention has been focused on the political foundations of socml]?v.elfarc;
ines it the advanced industrial countries, less is I_mm'vn abc_)ut the po mc':a 0
al provision in underdeveloped areas, in Latity America 1n paruc_ular. Discussions

ight the fiscal constraints attendant upon free market economic reforms, C?'UCS;

of policy efficiency, and the political uses and abusF:s of a_ntlpcvcrly sphen mg.-

' emphasis is jarring, however, in the face of a vo!umlrlmus hleraturc‘on t‘ el'egler
ce of the first world welfare state that emphasizes mterfests (busm:;:s_s,éi ul 1crr),
titutions (federalism, corporatism), ideas and cu!turc, social structure (develop-
ent, industrialization), and politics (left or Catholic power).2 _I"vif:vrcovcrt the.s \prcl:—
s of globalization and economic liberalization are not suflicient to justity the
hnoctatic focus. Recent scholarship hus demonstrated that even small or po.n;
iaes have substantial capacity to govern markets and support welfare r‘eg1mcl§.t
¥ ally, arguments that emphasize pressures for CONVErZence aroun‘d a mmm.m\a 15,t
ial welfare regime in poor countries run afoul of an empirical reality of persisten

Emizi?ticle examines welfare regime formation and rlefonnation in three polmc-l

ity competitive polities: Chile from 1932 to 1973, Mex1_co from 1988 to 2000, an
ile from 1989 to 2000.% Not surprisingly, the firs? Ch_lle:gn welfare effort, dt:u;mg

e heyday of statism, was universglistic and re:dismt‘)utlvc in fo_cus;. But muc cs;
ognized are the dramatic differences between Mexica and Chllt? in the 1.92?05 an

990s. Mexico emphasized means-based Largeting of consumption Sl.leN.:llCS ;;d

fforts to support the integration of the poor into the market economy, whll_e C ;
inee democratization has moved to quasi-universal support of conﬁumptl_on ar:
mi\u;’stcd relatively fittle on the market integration side. Th}g contrast is partlculsll.rby
sﬁ‘iking given the strong commitment of contemporary Chile and Mexico to nzo i (;
ral policics, usuatly seen as inducing convergence around I‘.l&l‘FUW.]j‘i targete a1:l
ustere models of social provision. Mareover, background simmilarities among the

" Cases in terms of position in the international division of labor, level of economic
A development, cultural area, and statist policy legacics suggest ﬁ.u'thcr reasons f;)r
- convergence. How, then, can these widely varying welfare regime outcomes be
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