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Public opinion research in emerging democracies: Ar the processes different?

Abstract

The widespread collapse of authoritarian and tatain political systems that followed the fall of
the Berlin Wall opened the possibility for the widgplication of survey research in many
countries in the developing world. At the sameetimapidly changing priorities of scientific
funders, along with the newfound missions of aidraxes in democratic strengthening, led to an
unprecedented proliferation of comparative suresgarch. The extension of survey research to
the developing, democratizing world portends imgatrshifts in the way we study public
opinion, democracy, and comparative politics. Whike actual tool of the survey appears the
same in form, social conditions often mean thaajiglication differs from the Western standard
in important ways and may produce some importdatratives to the normal Western textbook
methods. In particular, contextual factors in ayivey democracies often entail a wide range of
potential methodological dilemmas for comparatiubl opinion researchers, with especially
important implications for approaches to fieldwoskmpling and questionnaire design.
Moreover, the political and social context of titioe means that theontentof questionnaires as
well as thepurposeof systematic public opinion research also diffguge substantially from the
standard academic survey research paradigm in Yde$tenocracies, producing as many
political impacts as scientific. But rather thamgly seeing these differences as blemishes that
need to be gradually ameliorated, we may have rmarte to learn from the globalization of
public opinion research than the simple accumutadiomore data from exotic settings.



INTRODUCTION

As late as the 1878 Berlin Conference, Western rggbgrs knew more about the topography of
the moon than the interior of Africa (Pakenham,1)9¥et as late as the 1989 fall of the Berlin
Wall, much the same thing could be said about seciantists’ knowledge of ordinary Africans.
As scholars of political behavior scrutinized vally every aspect of the opinions and behaviors
of American and European voters, we knew virtuatithing about the values, preferences or
knowledge of the mass of humanity living in Africanre indeed throughout the developing post
colonial world—even though much of this world stamdthe precipice of breaking its
authoritarian chains and embarking on a wide rarigeemocratic experiments.

One would not have necessarily predicted such aireong dearth of knowledge just thirty years
earlier. In the middle of the 1960s, there weresoea to hope that this deficit would be cut
rapidly through pioneering surveys in Latin Ameriéaia and Africa conducted by scholars like
Gabriel Aimond, Sydney Verba, Norman Nie, Jae-Om Kiucian Pye, Alex Inkeles, Daniel
Lerner and Joel Barkan. But a second generatiemgirical scholars never emerged to build on
this formative work as evolving trends in both po# and social science fashion set back the
exploration, mapping and explanation of public apinn the developing world for another three
decades (Almond, 1990).

Fortunately, the widespread collapse of authodtaand totalitarian political systems that
followed the fall of the Berlin Wall eclipsed badifmose social systems and social science
paradigms that had prevented the widespread apipticaf survey research, and the comparative
cross-national exploration of public opinion in ttheveloping world finally took off. Dozens of
transitions away from authoritarian rule toward mpsompetitive, multi-party politics led
scholars either to dust off unfashionable theasfgsolitical legitimacy and civic culture, or
develop new applications of theories from othddBe-like social capital—to the study of
democratization. At the same time, rapidly changingrities of scientific funders, international
agencies and bilateral aid agencies with newfouisdions in democratic strengthening led to a
unique fusion of analytical interest, normative coitment, and political need that supported an
unprecedented proliferation of comparative suresgarch.

This proliferation represents more than the sinsplead of Western social science paradigms
and technologies to new areas and the accumulettioew knowledge about heretofore
understudied subjects. Rather, the extension ekguesearch to the developing, democratizing
world portends important shifts in the way we stpdylic opinion, democracy, and comparative
politics. While the actuabol of the survey appears the same in form, socialitons often

mean that itsipplicationdiffers from the Western standard in important svagd may produce
some important alternatives to the normal Westextbbok methods. Moreover, the political and
social context of transition means that tie@tentof questionnaires as well as tarposeof
systematic public opinion research also differdggaubstantially from the standard academic
survey research paradigm in Western democracieduping as many political impacts as
scientific.

COMMON CHALLENGES

In order to understand how the new comparativeesurgsearch in emerging democracies differs
from its older sister in the West, one must begamfthe basic fact that this work is conducted
largely in poor, post-colonial states. This entaileinge of important consequences. First, a large
proportion of these societies were created by ¢alomap-makers who often divided groups of
people with common ethnic backgrounds (in termaduage, religion, tribe, clan), forced
dissimilar groups together within the same borderseft behind significant proportions of
settlers. Thus, compared to the Western societiaich public opinion research originally



developed, the relative social heterogeneity oféhspcieties creates a range of challenges to
drawing representative samples. Second, withoottiag to either imperialist or
underdevelopment theories of colonialism, it isaclidnat these societies are characterized by
relatively high levels of poverty and inequalitpdathat this is connected in some way to the
legacies of their colonial experience. Economigyuadity not only creates yet another social
cleavage that must be factored into sampling desagual data analysis, but low levels of
infrastructural development and high levels of povenean that these societies often have
limited bases of social data that can be usedsaspling frame.

Third, the ideologies of anti-colonial movements @nsuing post independence governments of
both the left and the right have left a range ttEbipolitical legacies that to this day questibe t
role of, and shrink the space for independent goahantellectual inquiry, whether conducted by
universities or civil society organizations. Foutiinese same ideologies have bequeathed a great
deal of skepticism and suspicion toward the pdsitsystematic empirical methodology of
behavioral social science. Yogendra Yadav (200%),pco-director of the Asia Barometer,

recalls that as a graduate student at JawahartauNgniversity:

The worst thing you could say about any politicaéstist was that he or she “did survey
research.” The label “survey research” stood foawwtas considered to be most
inappropriate in the third world imitations of tAenerican science of politics: it was
methodologically naive, politically conservativedagulturally inauthentic.

The combination of political hostility to indepemdénquiry and anti-positivist hostility to
empirical research has had important impacts oh tha&t demand for and supply of survey
research in the developing world. On the supplg,sichas severely reduced the stock of scholars
trained in systematic empirical research and qtaivie methods in general, let alone survey
research. On the demand side, it has produceadta/sdy innumerate and skeptical political class
of elected leaders, policy-makers, civil sociegders and news journalists.

A final important factor is the considerable intrihat international organizations and Western
governments now take in comparative multi-countaglies and the substantial funds they invest
in them. While certainly welcome, one clear conseme is that comparative cross-national
survey research can not now, if it ever could,dEnsas a purely social scientific enterprise. The
rest of this chapter will trace the implicationstioése factors for the purpose, design and
execution of both national and cross-national suresearch in the democratizing wotld.

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

These factors entail a wide range of potential madlogical dilemmas for comparative public
opinion researchers ranging from relatively sinmipseies like collaboration with local partners to
more complex issues such as fieldwork, samplingcuegtionnaire design. Many of these
dilemmas involve trade-offs between strict adheedancstandard survey methodologies and
incurring greatly increased project costs.

Local Collaboration
Given the sheer scope of conducting fieldwork id aoross these societies, comparative surveys
are almost always collaborative, involving varyfiogms of partnerships between international

Y While I refer to the democratizing world in gereray remarks apply more directly to survey reshanc
Africa and Asia and to a lesser extent Latin Ameeridllustrate this argument primarily with exaregl
from Africa, the region most widely thought to Imdspitable to systematic survey research, thougp |
examples from Asia and Latin America wherever guesi



(usually European or North American based) andnatiresearchers with survey expertise in the
countries of interest. Collaborative partnershigsaiso a realistic way to establish the local
legitimacy of the project. Local legitimacy is impant where the formal approval of cabinet
ministers or security officials, or the informalrs®nt of local leaders, is necessary to conduct
fieldwork, but also where the intended politicapimet of the project is premised on national
leaders’ acceptance of the survey results.

But legitimacy usually requires local researchearsrbre than simply contribute their knowledge
to sampling, fieldwork and questionnaire desigreyfimust also be involved in the analysis and
dissemination of survey data, avoiding the simpfgication of colonial patterns whereby local
researchers “mine” raw data but “export” it to Buean and North American researchers who
“refine” it and receive the scholarly credit andagnition. Yet in this pursuit, opinion researchers
soon confront the paucity of local social scienaarditative research capacity. On one hand,
those local survey researchers with the requikitks $o draw samples and conduct systematic
fieldwork usually draw their experience from deragghic and econometric household surveys,
but are often unfamiliar with the substantive pcéit science or sociological literatures that
underpin the questionnaire. On the other hand) kamaEologists and political scientists who
might be conversant with key concepts and liteestwften have little or no training in research
design, survey research, or data analysis. Thuspamtive researchers interested in more than
simple data mining should be prepared to devotafggnt time to building basic capacity in
survey research and data analysis. As Seligsorb(20®5) has observed, “without local
collaboration, the standards established mighefezted as ‘gringo imposed.™

Fieldwork

Social heterogeneity and low levels of developnpaisie a range of challenges to contacting and
interviewing representative samples of respond@&wsause all respondents should be able to
hear the survey in the language of their choicggarchers must select fieldworkers, (or firms
who hire fieldworkers who are fluent in all langeadikely to be needed to interview any
particular sample as well as conversant with locains of interaction and dress. Questionnaires
must also be translated into all relevant languégesoid forcing interviewers to produce on the
spot translations. This in turn necessitates ifigngj and hiring the services of trained linguists
for each of as many as a dozen different languiagelaces like Nigeria, Kenya or South Africa.
This is just the first of many factors that driye survey costs in developing societies.

Outside of a handful of countries, low and/or extedy uneven rates of telephone ownership (let
alone access to telephone service) mean that tedegihterviews are simply not an optfolet

the combination of heterogeneous, relatively raral dispersed populations with poor road
networks means that contacting and conducting patsoterviews with a random, nationally
representative sample of 1,200 or 2,400 respondantde an extremely demanding and
expensive proposition (though Latin America, whiglhelatively urbanized, seems to be an
exception: see Seligson, 2005, p. 51).

In some places, fieldwork teams have absolutelsoads to use to reach selected sampling areas.
In mountainous Lesotho, for example, Afrobarometsearchers ride horseback to conduct
interviews in selected villages. In many casesgfierk teams have to traverse tortuous dirt or
gravel roads which require renting expensive fobee&l drive vehicles. In Mozambique, most
good roads run from mining towns to the closesst@dgort, and few if any connect these towns

20n the other hand, this could be an advantagengherising levels of non-response in developed
countries created by refusals, answering machindsall-blocking, let alone the problems created by
mobile phones.



with each other, posing significant challengesewising cost effective ways to move fieldwork
teams around the country.

Low levels of infrastructural development pose otfignificant burdens. There may be no
appropriate sources of lodging or even food nelaected interview areas. And vague maps and
poor signposting make it difficult for interviewamns to determine when they have entered (or
exited) a selected sampling area and may necestitatse of GPS instruments. In sum, a week
of interviews in rural areas often turns into antexand challenging camping expedition.

At the same time, one advantage of doing opinisearch in new democracies is that
respondents are far more willing to allow themseliebe interviewed and to give interviewers a
significant amount of their time. Virtually all resrchers | have spoken to working in the
developing world agree that it is possible to candwrveys lasting an average of at least 45
minutes. Some questionnaires, such as the Worldegeburvey, take far more time, though the
impact on response quality is a real questionelmegal, respondents are engaged and genuinely
interested, which is fortunate since prevailingteos or the need to overcome initial suspicions
may require interviewers to engage in extendedialitids with the head of household or
respondent, adding additional time over and abbgettual interview. Indeed, fieldworkers
often report difficulties ending interviews becausspondents want to carry on their discussion.

But while most respondents are quite willing taterviewed, the lack of familiarity with the
entire idea of surveys as well as general innunygoeesent a range of problems for simply
applying the standard methods contained in Wesgattbooks. First of all, typical methods of
random selection within a household, whether ipteeselection from a register of citizens or
voters, or other random devices like the Kish ditPGrids or even a birthday rule, are not
transparent and may confuse respondents and cre@deessary suspicion. This is especially true
in patriarchal societies where male heads of haldeimay be open to the idea, but object to
being told that the interview has to be done witkitwife or daughter. Such situations, however,
present wonderful laboratories where we can usd lowwledge to advance survey
methodology. For example, dealing playing cardaitiwer all eligible males, or all eligible
females in the household, and then allowing thegrah to pull the card of the sampled person,
simultaneously respects local traditions yet retaamdomness and allows researchers to
introduce a gender stratification.

Sampling

Drawing samples of respondents that are represantatthe typical developing society presents
comparative survey researchers with a wide rangdstacles and trade-offs. To begin with,
relatively high levels of social heterogeneity {teang politically important cleavages along
linguistic, religious, racial or class lines) mednat researchers need to consider drawing
relatively large samples (compared to the typicalln200 survey sample in the West) to ensure
that they represent socially and politically siggaht sub national groups or regions, and are thus
able to test adequately for statistically significdifferences across these cleavages. But besides
the costs of the additional interviews, mappingéheleavages requires high quality demographic
data, something which developing societies withkn@ansus bureaus may not be able to provide.
In a small number of countries, especially thosereabby recent histories of civil war, census
data is simply too old to be of any use. In othmintries, the census may have once been reliable,
but the information used to update it is often sasp

Matters are even more difficult when it comes ® tlature of the sampling frame. A large

number of countries have no reliable lists of eitig, households or even registered voters.
Census department maps often feature only the lawigsdof enumerator areas and contain no
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information about the location or density of housdh. And even where such lists or household
maps exist, high levels of mobility mean that theyckly go out of date and research teams find
that they bear little resemblance to the realigytbonfront in the field, especially in informal
housing areas.

Thus, census enumerator areas are typically théesmhit of reliable information that survey
researchers have to create a sampling frame.dérelsers want to calculate selection
probabilities at second or third stages of houskhol respondent selection, they must map and
enumerate the selected area themselves, whicHisagrily increases the amount of time
interview teams need to be present in selected @ drastically increases fieldwork costs. The
lack of good data at this level also raises thedsx substitution. Standard survey texts warn
against substitution (generally because of theebtiat it grants too much discretion to
interviewers and precludes the possibility of cilting contact, refusal and response rates).
Instead, they recommend that researchers draw ldrge required samples that anticipate
refusals, or draw additional, smaller sample “paeled that are only opened and contacted in
their entirety if the realized sample falls short.

However, accurately anticipating refusal rates ynmess that survey researchers have a firm idea
of what that rate is likely to be across their doyiand within specific regions based on the track
record of previous surveys. But such a reliablektr@cord does not exist where survey research
is in its infancy. And drawing packages of over-péan to be interviewed after the original
sample requires interviewers to move back intacthuntryside, greatly increasing survey costs.

These costs also have to be set against otherdesasons. For example, clustering interviews
within primary sampling units, and primary samplingts within secondary sampling units,
might reduce travel costs significantly. But whargroject’s goal is not only to produce scientific
data but also to have local policy impact, an grehlistered sample may be counter-productive.
Policy-makers unfamiliar with the logic of samplintay be far less convinced of the
representativeness of a sample of even 2,400 iates\if that sample was clustered into 200
primary sampling units located within just 20 dists, compared to one dispersed across PSU’s
in 600 different districts across the width andduith of the country (but which would mean far
higher fieldwork costs).

It is true that few, if any, surveys in the devétgpworld are anywhere near as expensive as
something like the U.S. National Election Studylig®®n, 2005, p. 51). But a more appropriate
comparison should take into consideration thetfzat the most important projects in the
democratizing world are multi-country, and multiaea and have no institutional base of
predictable financial support like the U.S. Natib8eience Foundation. Thus, while the cost
considerations of any single factor mentioned almJgelow might be sustainable in a one-off,
single country study, they become extremely impudrt@nsiderations when scholars want to
generate donor support for a dozen or so sucheuad repeat the exercise in two or three
years time.

Thus, comparative survey research in the demoargtizorld is unlikely to meet the “gold
standard” of international survey research, if ligt twe mean full probability-based samples with
no substitution (Heath, Fisher, & Smith, 2005, 9)3 However, there are reasonable alternative
methodologies which, if strictly enforced and moreid, might constitute a “silver standard” of
research in developing contexts. Reliable poputdiiis of census enumerator areas can be
stratified into socially and politically relevanilslists, along provincial, regional, or urban and
rural lines, enabling researchers to draw a sdientepresentative area probability sample with
probability proportionate to population size. Withihe primary sampling unit, researchers can
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devise systematic, random methods of start polatsen and walk patterns for household
selection and respondent selection, with ruleséursehold substitution that are strictly enforced
by field supervisors to ensure that fieldworkergehao discretion over whom to interview. All
household visits need to be rigorously documerdezhaible the calculation of contact, refusal
and response rates. Fieldwork should also be daivaes when respondents are most likely to
be available and when fieldworkers are able to nmaltiple callbacks, minimizing the need for
household substitution. The image of a “silver d&ad” might imply to some a “second-best
method” yielding necessarily inferior, biased d&at this is ultimately an open question that
needs to be tested through systematic comparismsols generated by alternative methods
used on the same populations.

Questionnaire Design

Low levels of formal education pose special chgemnfor questionnaire design. Innumeracy
and/or a lack of familiarity with linear logic meathat the numeric scales widely used in the
West (like feeling thermometers running from 0 @®)Lare often inappropriate. And attempting
to convey the idea of a linear or symmetric respatzle visually through show cards is often
not an option because of high rates of illiterdoyresponse, local investigators have developed
some ingenious responses such as building a witgoaed on two ends and asking respondents
to slide a bead back and forth along the wire tiicate where their opinions lie between the two
designated endpoints. In other places, researblaeeslaid out mats with cards representing
differing groups and then asked respondents togicknk liked and disliked groups, both in
overall terms or in paired comparisons (Miles & Refort, 1991).

Many scholars who design questionnaires for uskeugloping societies also worry that typical
Likert scales induce an acquiescence bias, esjyesiatre people have newly formed, or weakly
held attitudes toward subjects such as democramtyoiNy do such measures overestimate the
apparent support for democracy or agreement vathstmeasuring democratic values, they may
also overestimate the validity and reliability ohfes based on several such items. Scholars
usually respond by reversing the valence of sewssak items to keep respondents alert and
avoid response set. Yet reversing item valencesaaye only to confuse respondents by
removing their ability to anchor their responseainagt some fixed referent (see Robinson,
Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1999). Thus, it is often resegy to resort to ordinal items that force
respondents to choose from a balanced or unbal@eted statements.

A final challenge to questionnaire design in thenderatizing world comes from social
heterogeneity. Linguistic diversity not only drives survey costs through the necessity of
translating questionnaires into several local laggs, but also raises serious issues of validity
and reliability. Investigators need to ensure lib#i respondents understand a concept like
“trust,” “tolerance” or the “rule of law” in the tanded way, but also that respondents across
different language groups and countries understandhe same way. This is usually
accomplished through the process of “double-blimdiislation, which adds significant costs in
terms of both time and finances (but see Heath,2@05, p. 320, who recount several doubts as
to what the double blind method actually accomg&ghBut perhaps the best way to accomplish
this is by writing short, simply structured quessdhat use broadly accessible language.

% Heath et al. (2005, p. 328) conclude: “We considarpriority...for methodologists to establish
empirically whether findings from random-route saaspfor example, show different patterns from ¢hos
obtained by strict probability samples with higepense rates.”



THE PURPOSE OF OPINION SURVEYS IN THE DEMOCRATIZING WORLD

Another factor that distinguishes social scientficveys in new democracies from standard large
scale academic surveys in the West is their palifjarpose. Put simply, surveys of transitional
societies are not purely social scientific instratseWhile surveys like the American National
Election Study or General Social Survey may produgelusions that ultimately have important
policy consequences, they are organized and fupdexrily as scientific vehicles. But while
political scientists and sociologists might iniigdublic opinion surveys in transitional societies
as vehicles for scientific inquiry, the vast majpif cross-national research is supported by
international foundations and bilateral aid agespieecisely because of their potential political
and developmental impacts.

First, these surveys inform the larger processstitutional reform by offering feedback
mechanism to decision make&econd, they enhance political accountabilitydiiyng everyone
else know what the government knéWae first function can be accomplished by
communicating results directly to government offisiin personal briefings and written reports.
Yet survey researchers working in the developinddvoften express surprise at how little
interest most government officials express in thata. Part of this is a product of official
inexperience with the necessity of learning abatéropinions. Yet a major part of this also has
to do with the innumeracy and/or skepticism towsud/ey research discussed above.

The second function can be achieved through thleedimation of results directly to key political
actors like legislators and opposition party offlsi but also more widely to the public in general
through the news media. Elected officials can beysled to take more interest in survey results
if they know that their political opponents have game information, information that might be
politically embarrassing or damaging. Yet in matgcps in the developing world, innumeracy
means that the news media are surprisingly hedibaamigage with survey results. And where
newspapers and television commonly join to commissind report surveys, such as in Latin
America, media organizations are not independent the government or from specific political
parties. On other occasions, the media report ticadly the results of pre-cooked, partisan
surveys as if they were fact (Seligson, 2005, . Bdboth cases, the image of survey research
may be undermined rather than strengthened.

Survey researchers in transitional societies & @oblitical actors because public opinion data
can constitute real political threats to the leadsthe often hybrid regimes that comprise the
“new democracies.” Survey results may threaterckhiens of elected leaders to be the sole,
authentic representative of their societies andlerige their attempts to overload the meaning of
their electoral “mandate.” But while survey reséars may locate receptive allies in smaller civil
society organizations devoted to policy researchdamocracy advocacy, they find no automatic
alliance with civil society in general. As Ginsb€i®86) has pointed out, survey research
transforms our very concept of public opinion frarbehavioral assertion and a property of
interest groups who control the timing, framing anethod of expression, to an attitudinal
response that is constrained by researchers’ dacdiout when to conduct surveys, which
guestions to ask, and how to frame and word questod responses. Thus, survey research may
pose a threat to the political power of mass omgiuns like trade unions, citizen movements,
policy advocacy groups or political parties, grothpet are often already suspicious of surveys
because of ideology or innumeracy.

* Bilateral aid agencies also support these surlbegause they simultaneously provide a needs assegsm
as well as program monitoring and evaluation.



Finally, the international financial support thaiderpins public opinion research in the
democratizing world can be a double-edged swordlé/thprovides the resources that otherwise
could not be found in the typical transitional sbgj foreign sponsorship may undercut the
legitimacy of a survey and limit its local politidepact. In rarer occasions, funders may even
decline to release results that could be seenaw simti-democratic actors or processes in a
favorable light and damage the local democratingiimcess. In one innovative response, Indian
survey researchers have created “national locadts;” who provide small amounts of financial
support but then publicize, use and defend theeyuresults (Yadav, 2005).

THE CONTENT OF PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS IN DEMOCRATIZ ING COUNTRIES
Finally, the larger social, economic and politicahtext of transition has profound implications
for the content of public opinion surveys in denati@ing societies. Until the fall of the Berlin
Wall, the dominant paradigm of the relevance oflipuddtitudes to democracy (based on Almond
& Verba's, 1963, classic “The Civic Culture”) asseairthat democratic stability was predicated
on the existence of a series of deeply held cdluai@es such as pragmatism, moderation,
efficacy, tolerance, and a high degree of intereaktrust balanced with a healthy skepticism of
political leaders. A more recent variant has foduse a syndrome of “self-expression” values
(Inglehart & Welzel, 2006). Rose, Mishler, and Hder (1998, p. 84) have described surveys
based in this paradigm as “destination studiesabse they measure “how near or far countries

are to a Western-style ideal” and whether theybamming “just like us’ or ‘enough like us.

But with the spread of cross national opinion rese& the democratizing world, a second, quite
different approach to surveying transitional saegeemerged. Based on Linz and Stepan’s
(1996) argument that democracy can only be core@igdonce it has been “legitimated,” or seen
by all significant political actors and an overwhealg majority of citizens as “the only game in
town.” This assumes that in new democracies, vanathnot citizens hold norms, values or
personality traits conducive to democracy is m@ds important than whether they see
democracy as better than and prefer it to alteraegtolitical regimes. Rose et al. (1998) call this
the “Churchill Hypothesis” stemming from Winston @bhill’s famous dictum that “Democracy
is the worst form of government, except for all tikers that have been tried from time to time.”
Questionnaires anchored in this approach tap netdhase societies are to an ideal, Western set
of norms and values, but the direction in whichythee going and why; Rose et al. (1998, p. 85)
call this type of survey a “transformation model.”

The transformation model informs the measuremeategy of the various Global Barometer
surveys in Africa, Asia, Latin America and EastBurope (see Uno, 2005). While accepting that
norms and values are undoubtedly important, thépately prefer to devote scarce
guestionnaire space to measuring how citizens wiodeatizing societies experience change, how
they understand democracy, whether they are witbnghoose democracy against its
alternatives, and how they evaluate the performahteeir new, reforming regimes and
institutions compared to the old.

To be sure, both traditions are based ordg@imation theory of democratic consolidatighat

is, regardless of how well-designed a country'stigal institutions and processes are a
sustainable democracy requires people who arengith support, defend and sustain democratic
practices. At the same time, the transformationehqgdestionnaire offers the additional
advantage that the data it produces is simultamgsu#able to tesinstitutional explanations of
consolidation Institutional theories argue that democratizettis are the result of rather than the
necessary condition for effectively functioning dematic institutions (e.g. DiPalma, 1990;
Norris, 2004). In this case, the resulting datalmanised to test the effectiveness of new political
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institutions as well as the extent to which ingidtns actually do (re)shape public attitudes
towards democracy and politics. The results ofeddased surveys, in contrast, can not provide
such a test because values—according to the tleprgponents—are deeply held and only
evolve slowly, over generations rather than withiiew years in response to specific institutional
reforms. Thus, the discipline is well served by ¢lestence of both the World Values Survey
which measures broad change across an impressige ¢ societies at five to seven year
intervals, and the Global Barometers which tap nimireediate changes in regime preferences
and institutional evaluations on a more regulaishas

In addition to measuring the extent of public suppar democracy, researchers studying
democratizing societies face the challenge of taicémg preciselywhatcitizens of new
democracies understand democracy to be. This yseglliires open-ended questions to get at
least at surface understandings (see Bratton &d€aR000; Chu, Diamond, & Shin, 2001,
Lagos, 2001), or specially designed closed-endebgsrthat ask whether specific procedures or
substantive outcomes are essential to democracint{ddh, Mclver, & Abele, 1994; Bratton,
Mattes, & Gyimah-Boadi, 2005).

An equally important issue for new democracidso® muchpeople know about democracy and
politics. Besides asking people to recall or recmgspecific information about institutions,
policies or incumbents, political knowledge careffectively assessed by attaching to questions
such as “How well or badly would you say the goveent is combating HIV/AIDS” a filter

which adds “or haven'’t you had a chance to findadhgdut this yet” (Bishop, Odendick, &
Turfbacher, 1983). Because people who really doewve an opinion are given the space and
encouragement to say so, this significantly inaedbke level of “don’t know” response.
However, while such filters provide civil societiie news media, policy makers and donors with
crucial details about the contours and limits dflpuengagement, they also present data analysts
with the thorny question of whether to treat “ddiibw” responses as missing data or as
meaningful responses that should be re-assignediédensible place on the response scale.

CONCLUSIONS

While Western political scientists and sociologistse exported the tool of public opinion
research to new settings, the different economiciatand political contexts of those settings
often mean that social scientific surveys of pubfpnion are designed, executed, and received in
very different ways than in the West. But rathemtisimply seeing these differences as blemishes
that need to be gradually ameliorated, we may Inaweh more to learn from the globalization of
public opinion research than the simple accumutatiomore data from exotic settings. As Heath
et al. (2005) have recently observed: “Rather #tnample export of Western methods,
assumptions and intellectual frameworks to non-@fessocieties, public opinion research might
benefit from imports in the reverse direction” $30).
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