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Abstract

This research claims that the transmission ofipaliculture matters for the transition towards
democracy and for becoming a stable democracy. Memvaome important long-standing
unresolved issues and some contextual factorssotiety affect the strength of the political
transmission of preferences. They influence thadststate of the share of citizens who prefer
a democratic system and, hence, the probabilibeafocratisation for autocratic societies and
the probability of remaining a democracy for dermaticrsocieties. A model of political-cultural
transmission with overlapping generations is dgyeibto examine the effect of inequality,
democratic effectiveness, corruption, elite ungetyaand extra-elite socialisation on the
probability of becoming or remaining a democrabyotigh their impact on the transmission of
political preferences in the long run among citzehhe theoretical analysis shows that, in
autocracies, inequality, elite uncertainty, andaite socialisation increase the transmission
of democratic political culture, which, in turncireases the probability of democratisation. In
counterpart, in democracies, inequality and corompiecrease the transmission of democratic
political culture and, therefore, the probabilifyremaining in democracy.

JEL Classification: D02, D10, D31, D63, D72, D73, D81, H13, P16, Z10
Keywords:Socialisation, political system, inequality, cqation, elite uncertainty, political preferences,

democracy, political culture.

Tey Cergy Paris Université, THEMA. Emalburdes.rojas-rubio@cyu.fr.

Ul am grateful to Thierry Verdier for his insighttabmments and suggestions. | also thank CristinaaTé
acknowledge financial support from the Labex MMB-(ANR-11-LBX-0023-01). All remaining errors are my
own.



1. Introduction

Most economists, political scientists, and polickera have realised that factors like
inequality, corruption, system effectiveness andeutainty affect support for democracy and
thus the transition to democracy in autocratic ¢oes or democratic consolidation in
democratic countries. However, there is little e#sk on how these factors affect support for
democracy. Much of the theoretical and empiricatkvincuses either on the relationship
between inequality and the likelihood of demockrdis or on how support for democracy
affects subsequent democratic change (Acemoglu BiriRon, 2006; Answell & Samuels,
2014; Boix, 2003; Claassen, 2020). Neverthelessidba that democratic support matters for
democracy and its consolidation has raised inteme&ing scholars, increasing the empirical
research examining the effect of inequality andrugation on support for democracy (e.g.
Anderson & Tverdova, 2003; Krieckhaus et al., 2Qlidde & Erlingsson, 2013).

Moreover, political and social scientists have lalegcribed and theorised the importance
of political socialisation as a channel through etthpolitical culture develops and serves to
create the basis for long-term support for a malltsystem. It can be resumed as follows. 1)
Political socialisation matters in the evolutiongadlitical culture as it predisposes the new
generation to absorb civic culture through exposaorhe political attitudes and behaviour of
the old generation (Almond & Verba, 1963). 2) Thegess of political socialisation helps the
political system’s legitimation which is necesséoy the maintenance of the most enduring
form of political system support (Easton, 1965)offrer important implication from systems
analysts and democratic theorists is that long-teofitical system ineffectiveness in meeting
citizens’ expectations erodes system legitimacy @wd undermines support for a political
system (Easton, 1975; Lipset, 1959).

This research provides a framework to analyse nkeraction between political-cultural
changes, political systems principles, and longitekperience with its performance. Further,
it allows studying the impact of the factors thagimated the political culture changes towards
the transition to a democratic political system @ntocratic countries) or democratic
consolidation (in democratic countries). It ackneades the importance of social networks for
individuals since it influences, through socialisatand learning, their values and political
preferences. It also recognises the influence pgbatical systems ideologies and their long-
term performance have in the evolution of politisedferences of individuals depending on the

socio-economic and cultural background from whlakythave emerged.



Specifically, | first develop a basic model of pical socialisation and cultural transmission.
In this model, the cultural trait to be transmitisdthe ideological preference for a political
systemt There are two classes of homogeneous agentdjtthared the poor, and two possible
political systems, autocracy and democracy. Paeetitibit imperfect empathy since the well-
being of their children matters to them, yet theglgse the future situation of their children
from their views about the political systems. P#aksocialisation is costly but increases the
likelihood that a child will acquire the politicateference of his or her parents. Thus, if citizens
who prefer a democratic system are a minority, tthemocratic-type parents have incentives
to increase their socialisation effort, which wilhy turn, strengthen the preference for a
democratic system. Under reasonable conditionspgarbus socialisation effort leads to an
equilibrium with heterogeneous preferences for ktipal system. This model explains the
existence of heterogeneous political preferencesngntitizens but does not explain how
factors such as inequality, elite uncertainty, effectiveness of a political system, corruption
and extra-elite socialisation alter the equilibriofmheterogeneous preferences for a political
system.

To examine how inequality affects the transmissitjolitical preferences, | introduce class
inequality (model 3.2) into the basic model. Thioatatic ruler always favours the elite, which,
in turn, helps him to maintain his regime. The Berend the cost of the elite depend on the
level of inequality in the country. Since the caynstarts as an autocracy, the political
preference that democratic parents transmit tor tblgidren is towards the principles of
democracy, as they have no democratic experiehgeedlicts that an increase in inequality
increases the transmission of preferences towaddsacratic political system either when the
cost of inequality is high enough or when ineqyastso high that its effect on citizens’ utility
more than offsets their ideological preferences.

Two extensions of model 3.2 are made in order &dyae how the long-term performance
of a political system in tackling inequality (mod®B) and corruption (model 3.4) affects the
transmission of political preferences. The assubmptif perfect democracy is relaxed in these
models. They require citizens to have large enoexgherience with the performance of a
democratic political system, such that they consitlewhen transmitting their political
preferences. Model 3.3 shows that the lower thecaffeness in reducing inequality is, the
lower the transmission of preferences towards aodeatic political system will be. Model 3.4

predicts that the higher the level of corruptiontige lower the transmission of preferences

11t follows Bisin & Verdier's (2000, 2001) models imhich children are first exposed to parental deition
and, if it fails, are randomly matched to the pagioh role model.

3



towards a democratic political system will be. Blesi, it suggests that societies with a higher
level of corruption are more susceptible to beimjuenced by alternative agents of
socialisation, as corruption erodes belief in aoljtigal system, leading to a very weak parental
socialisation.

This study also explores an alternative channet ttzan lead to an increase in the
transmission of preferences towards a democratstesy the elite uncertainty about the
autocratic ruler type. To this end, two possibleety of autocratic rulers, each aligned with the
interest of a different class, are introduced mtmel 3.2. Elite uncertainty comes from the risk
of expropriation that the elite may face when tameratic ruler aligns with the interests of the
poor. Expropriation signals the ruler’s loyaltyth® poor and helps him gain power as the elite
become powerless. Model 3.5 shows that elite uaicgyt increases the transmission of
preferences towards a democratic political systiditionally, | extend the uncertainty model
to examine how the elite can influence the politmaferences towards a democratic political
system by using schools and the mass media it ¢mndel 3.6). It is called the Extra-elite
socialisation model and helps to explore altermathechanisms that can induce a transmission
of political preference$.The results suggest that extra-elite socialisafiocreases the
transmission of preferences towards a democratitgab system.

Furthermore, this framework studies the influendethee above factors on either the
probability of democratisation or consolidatiordeimocracy. In countries without democratic
experience, the models of inequality, elite undetyaand extra-elite socialisation serve to
examine the impact of those factors on the likelth@f democratisation. In counterpart, in
countries with democratic experience, the modelghef effectiveness of democracy and
corruption allow examining how democratic systerfedfveness affects the probability of
remaining democratic. It is important because vegia better understanding of the essential
role of the political-cultural evolution of preferees in the maintenance or change of a political
system.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 dessrthe related literature. Section 3
presents the basic model with all its extension thiedresult of the transmission dynamics of
political culture. Section 4 then shows how eactheffactors analysed in the models and their
extensions impact the path to a stable democraisyfdllowed by section 5, which sets out the

conclusions and some avenues for future research.

2 Extra-elite socialisation is a type of obliqueiatisation used by the elite to influence the pacdik preference of
citizens. To do so, they use agents of socialisatiat they own, such as schooling and mass media.
3 Clearly, the influence of these factors comes ftbeir impact on the transmission of political @refnces.
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2. Related Literature

The model for this research follows the seminalknair Bisin & Verdier (2000, 2001) on
the cultural transmission of preferences. It ingages the evolution of cultural traits in a
population of socially interacting individuals.gkplains the persistence of cultural minorities
and the two-way causality between socialisationsit@ts and policy outcomes. This article is
also related to the paper of Ticchi, Verdier & Mom (2013). They develop a theory of
endogenous regime transition in which the transomssf political culture matters for regime
consolidation. However, neither of these paperdagxp how issues like inequality, political
system effectiveness, corruption, political undaetiaand extra-elite socialisation affect the
evolution of the political system preferences amengnomic classes. To demonstrate this
claim, | extend Bisin & Verdier's model by introdng two homogeneous classes of agents
(the poor and the economic elite) and two politeyatems (autocracy and democracy). It also
considers the endogenous cost the elite will imduen they wish to maintain autocracy.

The formal study of the dynamics of the interacti@tween the political culture changes of
the economic classes and the preferences for qalisystems in this article is, to my
knowledge, new. Namely, endogenous modelling ofirtiqgact of inequality, corruption and
democratic effectiveness in shaping preferences foolitical system through the process of
political socialisation is one of the main conttibas of this article. However, it has been
widely discussed and theorised in sociology andtipal sciences (Almond & Verba, 1963;
Easton, 1965, 1975; Inglehart, 1997; Lipset, 1988uk, 2020). For instance, the political
system support theories suggest that long-termrequees with a political system influence
the evolution of its support (Almond & Verba, 19&3ston, 1965, 1975; Lipset, 1959). These
theories imply that long-term experience with podit system effectiveness (in dealing with
issues such as inequality and corruption) shodktatitizens’ preferences and support for a
political system.

This research is related to the political econoringedistribution literature, which assumes
that democracy will lead to redistribution as itesds the vote rights of the poor (Alesina &
Rodrick, 1994; Bénabou, 2000; Meltzer & Richard819Roberts, 1977; Romer, 1975). It is
also connected to the models that, in additiomprparate social unrest in their analysis (e.qg.
Acemoglu & Robinson, 2006; Boix, 2003; Grossmarf3;Roemer, 1985). In these models,

inequality matters in shaping political transitioNgvertheless, the approach developed here is



different. Inequality affects the expected utility parents, influencing the transmission of
political preferences, which then leads to politicansitions.

This work can be contrasted with empirical workusiang on the effect of democracy on
corruption (Manow, 2005; Martinola & Jackman, 200®htadi & Roe, 2003; Paldam, 2002;
Rock, 2009, 2017; Sandholtz & Koetzle, 2000). Aterative point of view is taken into
account heré.In this model, corruption affects the functioninfjthe political democratic
system of the country through its effect on reistion>

Theoretical modelling of corruption considers iffeet on political ideology, as stated by
the political science literature, which studies hmawruption affects political attitudes, system
legitimacy and trust (Anderson & Tverdova, 2003atByn et al., 2005; Della Porta, 2000;
Mishler & Rose, 2001; Seligson, 2002). It is alstated to political ideology literature (Higgs,
1987, 2008; Hinnich & Munger, 1994; North, 2005hid model follows the view of this
literature in which political ideology is considdrprogrammatic but with a coordinating role
of expectations. However, this analysis goes furdimel focuses on the impact of corruption in
the transmission of political system preferenceghls study, corruption affects the political
ideology of democratic citizens and the distribotid resources, expected to be improved under
a democratic political systeflt will shape citizens’ support for a politicalstgm and thus the
probability of democratisation or democratic corgation.

In the last two extensions of the model, the assiemghat autocratic rulers favour the
economic elite over the poor is relaxed. It isimelwith the literature on expropriation, state
autonomy, property rights and institutional constia According to the literature on
expropriation and state autonomy, autocratic ruterge incentives to expropriate elites and
exclude them from their ruling coalition to gairnt@momy and power (Albertus, 2015; Albertus
& Menaldo, 2012; Trimberger, 1978)The literature on property rights and institutiona
constraints reinforces this idea. It suggests uhnaer autocratic political systems, rulers have
fewer institutional constraints allowing them tmbhate property rights easily through policy
changes (Albertus, 2015; Ansell & Samuels, 2014:ttNdl990; Olson, 1993). This model

introduces elite uncertainty about the type of exatic ruler based on this literature. But in

4 Corruption is considered a long-standing issug¢h@sevel of corruption changes slowly over time.

5Much of the political economy literature link ineadity and corruption when explaining why democraiiisn
does not necessarily bring redistribution (e.g. oglu & Robinson, 2006; Acemoglu et al., 2015; hhelh,
1998; Hellman et al., 2003; Houle, 2018; UslaneéBi&wn, 2005).

6 Citizens who prefer a democratic system becaugds ifeals may no longer believe in it if, onceaddished, it
does not follow its principles. As Warren (2004tss, corruption undermines the culture of demgcrac
"This policy is a powerful one, it allows autocratiters to reduce political insecurity and enstgrtsurvival in
office by eliminating their powerful rivals, theitels (Albertus, 2015).
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addition, this study focuses on the implicatiorebfe uncertainty about the leader type in the
transmission of preferences for a political systml how it can affect the probability of
democratisation, a channel not yet investigatethbyexisting literature.

Lastly, this investigation is connected to therétare studying the role of schooling and the
media as agents of political socialisation (e.g.n&n2009, 2012; Sapiro, 2004)Most of this
literature emphasises the role of schooling andrtééia on political interest, civic engagement
and political participation. Instead, this frametwanalyses the role of schooling and the media
as agents of socialisation and examines how tHegtahe transmission of policy preferences
for a political system. The economic elite usesé¢ha@gents of socialisation as tools to influence
citizens’ political preferences.

3. Political preferencestransmission in an unequal world

| develop an overlapping generation model of paditisocialisation. It is closely related to
the work of Bisin & Verdier (2000, 2001). Sectiorl 3ets out the main ideas incorporating
two classes of actors, the elite and the poor,|aysithe groundwork for further extensions in
later subsections of this article.

3.1 Socialisation and political preferences

There is a continuum of agents in each generdiaoh agent lives for two periods, first as
a child and then as an adult. Each individual has affspring, which makes the population
stationary and normalises to one. The populati@omposed of two homogeneous classes of
agents (), the poor P) and the economic elité&}, such thatC € {P,E}. Let q; denote the
proportion of the poor in the population. There aweo possible political systems,

Autocracy(A) and DemocracyD). Among individuals, the preferencgs) related to the
political systems are of two typas= {pi,pj} € {D, A}. Letting theUé7 PJ denote the perceived
utility of a parent typep; belonging to clasé when he has a child of typg. | simplify the
basic model by making ideological preferences sytime/p? = Uj4 = Uf4 = URP = U

andUR4 = U4P = UP4 = UAP = U.

8See Moeller & de Vreese's (2013) empirical studyhaf differential role of the media as an agenpdaftical
socialisation in Europe.



The transmission of political system preferencesaich class occurs through social learning.
Children are born without well-defined preferencegraits. They acquired their preferences
through the direct influence of their parents (watttransmission) or the influence of the
general population (oblique/horizontal transmiskidParents’ altruism motivates them to
socialise their children, despite the cost they mayr. Namely, parents perceive the welfare
of their children through the filter of their preéaces, “imperfect empathy”. As a result, parents
always want to socialise their children to theefprences (Bisin & Verdier, 2000, 2001).

The socialisation process in each class occumgarsteps. First, each parent decides how
much effort to put into socialising their childtiweir preferences, denoted . Children are
exposed to their parents’ socialisation and adogir {parents’ preferences with a probability
of 2. With a probability oft — 7%, parental socialisation fails, and then the ctslcandomly
matched with an individual of the previous generatnd adopts their preferences. dgbe
the share of people typR in the population at the tinte d,(d,) represents the share of

democratic people among the poor (the elite). Tthertransition probabilities that a parent of

preferencep; has a child with a preferenpe (P, ") are:

(1.a) PP = 1 + (1 -1p)d,, P4 = (1-1P)(1-dy)
P = tf+ (A—1)(1~dp), B = (1-1H)d

(1.b) PPP = 2+ (1 —1R) d,, PPA= (1—-12)(1-dp)
PEA'A T+ A —-15)(1-dp), PEA'D = (1 -18)d,.

It follows that att + 1, the share of adults of tygeis:
(2) dpyr = de + (1= dp)[d1q,77 + d, (1 — q)1R] — d{(1 — dr) (1 — q)TF + (1 — dy)q, 15}

Parents’ socialisation choice depends on the pareetceived utility for their child, the
transition probabilities and the parental socigiisa cost. H(z?) denotes the cost of
socialisation effort by class?. | assume that it is convex and guarantees arigntolution:

H'()=>0,H(0)=0,H"()>0 and lim H'(zf) = 0. Assuming no discount rate, each
TV —>

parent with preferencgschooses? to maximise,

(3) UL = PPPU + PYU — H(2D).



From (1.a), (1.b) and (3), it follows,

(4a)  UP =[P+ —tp)dJU+[1—12))(1-d)]U—H(tp)
U =[rp + A —H)(1—d)IU +[A —)dJU — H(%)

(4.b)  UR=[tf +(1-1p)d U+ [(Q-15)(1-d)U—-H(zp
Uf = [tg + (1 —1£) (1= d)IU + [ — £)d JU — H(T?).

The maximisation leads to a unique solution, gilgrthe first-order condition (FOC) for
each parent with a preference for a determinedipallisystem. LehU = U — U represent the

benefit for a parent of having a child with the sapneferences.

5)  H@R)=(1-d)AU , H'() = d,AU
H'(t2) = (1 —d,)AU , H'(z4) = d,AU.

The left side of each FOC represents the margiostl af extra parental socialisation, and
the right side represents the expected marginaflieNotice that at the margin, an incremental
increase in parental socialisation increases thlegtility for a child to be vertically socialised,
who otherwise would have been obliquely socialiseelding a benefidU. The FOCs also
show that parental socialisation incentive decreaden the share of individuals with the same
preference increases since vertical socialisatitisttutes oblique socialisation. Similarly, as
the share of individuals with preferend€B) decreases, the intensity of vertical socialisation
of type A (B) increase$.This implies that there is a steady state equlibr(SSE) in which
the size of each group remains consfaht= d;,,), and therefore both political preferences
are represented in society. Furthermore, from£5¥ 2 andti = 74, given the assumption
of symmetry of preferences made before. Conseqgydrititroducer? = 72 = 72 andr4 =
74 = 14 on the SSE equatidfi.

Then from (2), it implies that in SSE,

(6) d,(1—d) (P —14) = 0.

9Bisin & Verdier (2001) called this phenomenon “cu#tl substitution”.
From (5), given the symmetric ideological prefeenassumption? = 2 andtj = 4.
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Equation (6) can be satisfied when there is a goevgh homogeneous preferences for a
political system, either in a democratic systgin= 1) or in an autocratic ongl; = 0). A
heterogeneous equilibrium is possible whén= 74, that is, when parents in the two groups
with different political system preferences inve# same level of socialisation effort. From
(6) and the FOCs in (5) yields a unique interioESS

Lemma 1. Thereis a unique interior SSE in which d* = % and H'(t?) = H' (%) = %U such

thatt =12 =14 =14 = 1"

There are three SSEs. Two of which materialis@aiesies with homogeneous preferences
for a political system. These are the SSEs at Olafithe last SSE ié; = d*. When the share
of the population with preferences for a democraystem is below the SSH, < d*,
democratic-type parents try harder than autoctgpe-parents to socialise their children. It is
because the group with autocratic preferences geltma larger group. As a resuﬂgﬂ(g) >
d, and over time the share of the population whdéepsea democratic system will converge to
d*. On the contrary, whesh, = d > d*, the group with democratic preference socialisss,|
as they represent a larger share of the populétign (d) < d), and over time the population’s

democratic share will converge . The assumption of symmetric ideological prefeesnc

allows a simplified result where the S8E= % but quantitatively the result is genetal.

3.2 Inequality and thetransmission of political preferences

| extend the previous model to see how inequalfgces the preference for a political system
in a society. In particular, in autocratic socistiwith high inequality, the former political
system fails, as a larger share of the populasamhappy with it. The people wish to change
to a better political system, fair and with betedistribution.

| consider that inequality discourages the prefegdor an autocratic system in a society. It
does through its impact on the income distributomong classes. In autocratic systems, the

ruler, who will not necessarily consider the preferes of the whole population, will decide on

3{dithg[dz(1—qt)Au€+(1—dz)(1—qt)Au§‘]+dz(1—qt)Au£[d1thU£+(1—d1>th§‘]} and

11 H H *
With asymmetric preferenceg* = > [42acaUR + (120 0eaUR][d (1- 08U+ (1—d3)(1-a0AU]
diqH'(tF) = d,(1 — q)H' (1) = (1 — dy)q.H' (1p) = (1 = d,)(A — g )H'(17).
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redistribution. He or she could give an advantagere class over the other generating
discontent. The disadvantaged class will prefettargolitical system, say democracy, which
allows them, through democratic elections, to decid a better redistribution for the majority
of the population. Moreover, inequality discouragjes preference for an autocratic system
through its effect on the cost of maintaining awey. For instance, the elite will no longer
prefer an autocratic political system if the co$tneaintaining autocracy or the risk of
expropriation is so high that the elite have nerest in continuing to finance it (Albertus &
Gay, 2017).

Supposing that the country starts as an autocratgde three assumptions when developing
this model.

Assumption (1): The alternative political system to autocracyesf@ct democracyd(= 0).
Citizens living under autocracy have no experienite a democratic political system, so
they do not know how well it will work. Thus, cigns in autocratic countries will believe in
the values and principles that democracy advocatesrefore, citizens will expect political
outcomes in a democratic system to be those offagbelemocracy. The parametedenotes

the inequality between the economic elite and the.p

Assumption (2): Economic elite captures autocratic regimes atsh c(9).

It allows the economic elite to influence policiestheir favour. Nevertheless, capturing
autocratic regimes is costly for the elfig{0) ). The cost is assumed to increase with inequality
(6).? The reasons behind it are as follows. Greateruality increases people’s pressure on
autocratic authorities, making them more expengiveapture. Greater inequality can lead to
social unrest and revolution in a country whereathky hope for an autocratic regime to survive
is to use costly repression. Even in religious ¢toes, greater inequality destabilises autocratic
regimes, which are well known for using religiowtworks to distribute income to the poor to
reduce the possible threats of regime instabiti(g.) represents all these costs. It denotes the

individual cost incurred by the elite to maintae tautocratic ruler in power.

121 assume thai(8) is convex and guarantees an interior soluti¥g.) = 0,¢'(0) =0,C""(.) >0 and
lgirri C'(0) = . Moreover, in an unequal society, the elite wilknt to maintain an autocratic system only if

c'(0) < u.
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Assumption (3): Parents have a cognitive bias when defining thgeeted utility of their
children.

Parental expectation about their children’s utitigpends on their cognitive bias about the
political system in which they expect their childi® live. Namely, democratic parents expect
their children to live in a democracy only if theucceed in transmitting their democratic
preferences. Democratic parents believe that #msinission of democratic preferences is vital
for the actual arrival of democracy as a new pltsystem.

The idea is that if children are endowed with sgralemocratic beliefs, they will support
and fight, if necessary, for the establishment@bolidation of democracy. This will lead, in
democracy, to the utility that democratic parentpeeted for their children. Similarly,
democratic parents believe that if they fail toxtnait their political preferences, they will have
autocratic-type children, who will continue to liwvean autocratic system and have a utility that

corresponds to their class.

Assumption (4): For allp € {A,D},C € (P,E), H(z}) = sgrgz.

s(’:’i represents the sharemtype individuals among class

Under assumption 1, in democracy, parents expeat ¢hildren to have an equal share of
the country’s incomeu), independent of their economic class. Under apsiom 2, parents
know that autocratic governments favour the eliderahe poor in the distribution of the
country’s income. Moreover, elite parents know titet benefit they receive from inequality
has a cost(8). Let me define the parental expected utility dieves UF (6) = (14 f * O)u —

%(1 + f)c(60). It represents the expected net parental utilityhaving a child of typep

belonging to clas§. The paramete# denotes the inequality between the economic afite
the poor.f is a dichotomous variable that takes the valug ibthe individual belongs to the
elite and -1 otherwise. Notice that, under perteanhocracy§ = 0), the income distribution
across classes is the sam@. (

The total perceived utility of a parent typebelonging to clas€ when he or she has a child
of typep; has two components. The ideological utility ofgdrtypep; of having a child of
type p; does not depend on class. The other is the expeeteparental utility of a;-type

parent from having a;-type child who belongs to clags Then

12



URP =URP = U +wUP =U+ (1 - 0w UP = U+ (1 + 6)u —c(6)
U =U+ (1 -0)u U4 =U+1+0)u—c0), UL =UfP =U +u.

Now, each parent with preferengeshooses? to maximise,

pi'pj
Cc

(7) UZ = PPyl 4 pYPIUR — (D).

Incorporating inequality in parents’ expected tiéB increases the overall preference for
democracy among the poor sinté — fu < AU < AU + 8u. Among the elite, the preference
for a political system depends on the differencéwben 8u — c(8). If this is positive
(negative), the parents’ overall preference foobex#cy increases (decreases). However, when
c(0) < AU + 6u (fu < AU), children from the elite (poor), who prefer artcauatic system,
will choose autocracy over democracy, and paraots the elite (poor) will socialise their
children, as they will still benefit from socialtgan.'®* Nevertheless, the benefits from
socialisation from elite (poor) parents who pred@r autocratic system are smaller, as their

objective functions become,

U =t + (1 —tH)(1—d)T+ (A —0)u} + [1 —tf)d U + u} — H(zf)
U =[tf+ Q=18 (1—d)HT+ A +0)u—c(@}+ [(1 —tH)dJ{U + u} — H(zf)

each equation has a unique solution given by it€ FO

(8) H'(tp) = d.(AU — 6u)
H'(z#) = d.(AU + 6u — c(6))

analogously the FOC of a parent who prefers a deatiosystem are,

9) H'(tp) = (1= d)(AU + 6w)
H'(zR) = (1-d,)(AU — 6u + c(6)).

13 A poor child who prefers autocracy will chooseanocratic system over a democratic system bedduse
fu > U. A child who prefers autocracy and that belongth#elite will also choose an autocratic systerer @
democratic one sindé + Ou — c(8) > U, given that(0) < AU + Gu.
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Let d. be the value of, at whichH'(z2) = H'(z#). Thend is defined as the weighted linear

combination ofd. of each class.

@ a3l o))

Substituting (8)-(10) into (2) yields the followimgw SSE

(d—[d(1—-d)]V? 1 c(6)
d—1/2 lfq°2§_4(9u_c(2_9))
(11) df =<5 d+[da-d]V? 1 c(6)
a-12 7 q“rm
\ d if c(0) = 26u

Proposition 1: Assume that Assumptions (1)-(4), d, # {0,1} hold. Then thereis a unique SSE
d? such that

1) |fC(9) > AU + Ou and 8u > AU, then d, convergesto d® =1>d".
( t g
c(6)

< Qu — > R i) E—
(2) Ifc(8) < 6u— AU and Bu > AU, then d, convergesto d >+ e +9u_@) and
aa®
20 > 0.
(3) Otherwise,
. . aad’ . 1 c(8) _
(i) d, convergesto d? >d and—~> 0if qo > z—mor c(6) = 26u.
1 c(09)

. 0 % EEZE ; 1 @
(i) d. convergesto d” < d”and——>0ifgy <3 )

Furthermore d? increases with fand as6 — 0, the SSE is characterised by d® = d*.

The main idea of Proposition 1 is that in societigth high inequality, the benefit of the
poor increases when they prefer a democratic sy&iean autocratic on€.For the poor, high
inequality makes socialisation more interestingd®mocratic-type parents and less interesting
for autocratic-type parents. For the elite, inefuallecreases the benefit of choosing an

14 A democratic political system is expected to bearegalitarian than an autocratic one since, ihgistem, the
population majority decides policies.
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autocratic system by increasing the cost of maiirigiit, which reduces the return from having
a child who prefers an autocratic political systdhrmakes socialisation less attractive for
autocratic-type parents. All this suggests that 8®E with inequality must have more
democratic types than the SSE without inequality.

Clearly in(2), if c(6) > AU + 6u and6u > AU then, within the elite, a child who prefers
an autocratic system will choose a democratic sysés the cost of maintaining autocracy is
too high. Because of parents’ imperfect empathytHieir children’s preferences, parents who
prefer an autocratic system will choose not to am® their children to their political
preferences. Similarly, if inequality is high enbyu8u > AU, then poor parents who prefer an
autocratic system will choose not to socialisertbbildren, as the expected revenue loss due
to inequality is too high. As a result, the condation of democracy occurs whef@) > AU +
fu andOu > AU for any startingd; € {0,1} as the population dynamics will evolve towards
lim d; = 1.

t—>oo

In (2), the benefit for the poor under a democratic alitsystem is higher than the benefit
of having a child with the same preferencé8 K 6u), so democracy will be their preferred
system. For the elite, if the benefice of ineqyadimd having a child with the same preferences
are higher than the cost of maintaining autocra€y X < 6u — AU), autocracy will be their
preferred system. As a result, the population sjito two groups, each with homogeneous
preferences for an opposing political system, withpoor preferring a democratic system and
the elite preferring an autocratic one. It impliest the increase in inequality increases the cost
of maintaining the autocratic system leading tea $SE with more democratic types than the
SSE without inequality. The SSE lev# increases witt® because higher inequality makes
socialisation less attractive for autocratic-ty@egmts compared to democratic-type parents.
However, for both types of parents, an increaseanequality makes socialisation more
attractive. It means that inequality, through itgpact on the cost of maintaining autocracy,
reduces the marginal benefit of socialisation tdparatic-type parents. Nevertheless, for them,
the benefit of inequality outweighs the cost itatwes since, in equilibrium, their level of
socialisation is higher than their level of so@ation without inequality.

All other cases will lead to an interior SSE in alhieach class consists of citizens with
heterogeneous preferences, as shown by (3). Ina@emequality increases the preference for

a democratic political syste(rqo > %) | take the simplest case to explain the intuindg3).
When the cost of inequality is high enou@l{6) = 26u), the benefit of the two economic

classes who prefer the same political system idainSocialisation becomes more attractive
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to democratic-type parents and less attractive utocaatic-type parents across the entire
population. It implies that in societies with higfequality, the cost of maintaining a system is
also high, as it increases with inequality. In tb&se, both classes are better off under
democracy, resulting in a SSE with more individyaisferring a democratic system over an
autocratic system. In addition, the S8E increases irf because higher inequality makes
socialisation less attractive for autocratic-tyeemts. Therefore, in equilibrium, the level of

socialisation is lower than the level of socialisatwithout inequality.

3.3 Inequality and the Effectiveness of Democracy

In the previous model, the assumption was thaestitizens in autocratic countries have no
experience with democracy, they expect politicatomes in a democratic system to be those
of a perfect democracy. In this part, | relax gsumption. Instead, | assume that the country
has already transitioned towards democracy and ithatitizens have experience with a

democratic political system. The assumptions maakeveloping this model are as follow.

Assumption (5): The political system is an imperfect democracy> 0).

Citizens living in a democracy have realised thHa expected political outcomes as
redistribution depend on the efficiency of the systx € [0,1] and that the effectiveness of
democracy increases as~ 0. Thus, an increase in the effectiveness of densgaan lead to
greater economic equality.

In the setup of this model, | introduce a parametdn particular, | assume that for some
a€01], UPP=U+(1—-a®)u=2UpP=U+(1—ab)u and URP =U+ (1 + aB)u =
UL = U+ (1 + af)u.®

Assumption (6): The cost of investmentl — a)c(6), made by the elite to increase their de
facto power increases when inequality and the g¥ieness of democracy increase.

In a democracy, de jure power favours the populati@jority (the poor in this model).
Political outcomes like redistribution depend natyoon the allocation of de jure power but
also on the redistribution of de facto power. Thene it is logical to assume that the elite will

15 The assumption tha# could be at most equal to the level of inequdlifg because if the level of effectiveness
of democracy is lower than the level of inequalitywill not improve equality. Therefore, a demadicasystem
will no longer be seen as a worthwhile alternativeeplace an autocratic system.
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invest more in de facto political power since tinaye the most to gain from influencing and
controlling politics (i.e. blocking a fully egaliian redistribution)®

The return on investment in de facto power is highehighly unequal and inefficient
societies. In highly unequal societies, the elie extract more rent but at a higher cost, as rent
and costc(0) increase with inequality. On the contrary, higher democratic inefficiency
increases the returns of the elite investment asodeatic inefficiency reduces the cost of
investing in it. For instance, the low effectivene$ democracy may come from the durability
of past institutions built by autocrats. It lowéhne investment cost of the elite in de facto power
since democracies are already constrained by de ipstitutions such as constitutions,
conservative political parties and judiciaries, agmthers® Even if it is not the case, low
levels of democratic effectiveness lead to an eas#y to capture or constrain democracy
through bribery or patronage. Conversely, if deraogris highly effectiveq — 0, then the
elite will need to make costlier investments tangaolitical power, such as capturing political
parties’ platforms or influencing citizens’ polipyeferences®

| incorporate into the model Assumption (6) in whithe elite can constrain or capture

0 0(1—-a)c(O)

< 0 means
Jda

democracy by increasing their de facto power abst @ — a)c(6).?
that the cost of the elite to increase their deofggower increases when the effectiveness of
democracy increases since democracy becomes nficrergfasa — 0. Wheng > 0, AU - 0

asa — 0, then a poor type will choose democracy over aatyc On the contrary, an elite type
will choose autocracy over democracy wher 0. However, the benefits from socialisation

will be determined by anda as the objective functions now become,

Up = [tp+ A —tp)(1-d)H{U + (1 - O)u} +
[(1 = 72)d {U + (1 — af)u} — H(zp)

U =t +(Q—-1)(1—-d){U+ (A +0Du—c()}+
[(1-tHd U+ (1 +ab)u— (1 - a)c(0)} — H(z)

16 See also Acemoglu & Robinson (2008), Mosca (128@) Olson (1965) for a theoretical justification.

17 The justification for this follows the same reaisgnas in Assumption 2.

18 Acemoglu et al. (2015).

191n highly unequal countries, all of these investireosts from the elite would be even higher bezaumsefficient
democracy will allow parties with totally opposiptatforms to enter politics, making it more coshyd difficult
to align platforms on redistribution.

20| implicitly assume that the effectiveness of demgy does not depend on inequality.
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yielding a unique FOC for each equation,

(12) H'(tf) = d.[AU — (1 — a)Bu]
H () =d.JAU + (1 — a)Bu — ac(8)]

similarly, the FOCs of a parent with democraticfprences are,

13)  H'(2) = (1-d)[AU + (1 — a)6u]
H@G@2) =(1-4d)[AU — (1 — a)fu + ac(6)]

Defining d* :
09 de e [ ) (o) (o)

Substituting (12)- (14) into (2) gives the followimew SSE

1/2

(d* — [c_I“(1 —d)] a0 > 1 ac(9)
d—1/2 2 4<(1_a)9u_a62(9)>
(15) d* =14 g« + [?“(1 - &“]1/2 if 4o < 1 ac(0)
de—1/2 2 4<(1_a)9u_a62(9)>
. d® if ac(8) = 2(1— a)6u

Proposition 2: Assume that Assumptions (3)-(6) and d, # {0,1} hold. Then there is a unique

SSE d% such that

Q) If ac(@)=AU+(1—-a)0u and (1 —a)bu =AU, then d, converges to

d*=1>d".

2 If ac(@) <1 —-—a)fu—AU and (1 —a)bu = AU, then d; converges to

de =<4 ac(6) and 2% < 0.
@y
2

2 4(AU+(1—a)9u— gcto) oa
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(3) Otherwise,
ac()

4((1—0{)911—%@)

(i) d; converges to d* >d* and %<0 if CIOZ%— or

ac(8) =2(1 — a)6u.

ac()

4((1—0{)0u—w>'

2

(ii) d, convergestod®* < d* and % <0ifgy < % —
Furthermore, d* decreaseswith @ andasa — 0, then d* - d* < d°.

The intuition of Proposition 2 is simple if democyas not as effective as a democratic-type
parent expects, the analysis results in a $SEthat lies betweeni* and d°. As the
effectiveness of democracy decreases from1) o the SSE, the share of citizens who prefer
a democratic system falls frof tod*. The explanation is that a decrease in the effectiss
of a democratic system makes socialisation lessctite for democratic-type parents
compared to a perfect democratic system. On thérargn for an autocratic type parent, a
decrease in the effectiveness of a democratic msd@alisation more attractive compared to
a perfect democratic system. As a result, at thiibgum, the level of socialisation effort is

lower than the one found in a perfect democratstesy.
3.4 Political preferences: Inequality and Corruption

The search for a change of a political system framtocracy to democracy and its
consolidation is affected by citizens’ ideologipaéferences, inequality, and the effectiveness
of democracy. Corruption weakens democratic palitEystems as it prevents them from
delivering what citizens expect. In countries wiigh corruption, ideological preferences for
a political system matter less since citizens dbtnget the implementation of the policies
proposed by any political system. Moreover, colinrpencumbers equality. In highly unequal
societies, elites possess a large share of resotine¢ they can use to buy influence and
undermine democracies. When elites capture demptinagugh corruption, inequality tends
to increase while the effectiveness of democraagdd¢o decrease, as policies favour elites over
the poor.

The introduction of corruption in model 3.2 weakehe preference for democracy. The
level of corruption is assumed exogenous, as cbams a longstanding phenomenon with

very low variation over time.
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Assumption (7): Corruption affects the ideological preferencesthededistributive outcomes
under democracy.
In specific, | assume that for sonees [0,1], the perceived utility of a parent typ;

belonging to the cla GG when he has a child of tyjD:becomes,

UPP = (1= o)[U +u] + c[U + (1 — O)u]
UL = (1= U +u] + c[U + (1 — 9)ul.

Notice that as corruption increases, the preferesfcthe poor for a democratic system
decreases and the preference of the elite for aderic system increases. That iscas 1,
democratic types among the poor become indiffebetween an autocratic and a democratic

system.

Assumption (8): Corruption decreases the cost of inequality;- ¢)c(6).

In autocracy or democracy, a higher level of caiinmpfacilitates the capture of political
power by the elite. When citizens experience tineesproblems of inequality under democracy
as they did under autocracy due to corruption, ¢énigles citizens’ beliefs in the democratic
system. As a result, corruption leads citizensetondifferent between democracy and autocracy
and to believe that whatever the political systewthing will change. In a democracy, the
erosion of citizens’ beliefs decreases the cost 0bup or the use of corrupt means to gain
political power.A bad long-term experience with democracy will dase the cost of
maintaining autocracy as the new regime. Introdydims assumption into the perceived

utilities of a typep; parent from the elite from having a child typ;eyields to,

UPP=(1—-0[U+u]l+clU+(1+80)u—(1-c)c(®)]
UL =(1-0[U+u|+c[U+ 1A +0)u—(1-c)c(d)]

and
U4 =U +(1+80)u—(1-c)()
URA=U+ 1+ 80)u—(1-c)(d).

Not surprisingly, democratic-type parents belongioghe elite still prefer a democratic

system to an autocratic one since corruption fatbarelite over the poor. Corruption also
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affects the cost of maintaining autocracy throutgheffect on democracy’s effectiveness in

d(1-c)c(0)
ac

redistributing wealth; < 0. The objective functions of a democratic-type pare

become,

UR =t + (1 —2)d J{(1 = [T + u] + c[U + (1 - 0)ul}
+H(1 =) (1= d)I{U + (1 — O)u} — H(zp)

UR =2+ (1 —2)dJ{(1 - [T +u] +c[U+ (1+0)u]}
+[(A -1 —dD{U+ (1 +Ou—(1—c)c(8)}—H(z}

the FOCs for a democratic type are,

(16)  H'(GD) = (1-d,)(1 - c)[AU + 6u]
H'(t2) = (1 —d,)(1 — ©){AU — 6u + (1 — ©)c(8)}

likewise, the FOCs for an autocratic type are,

(17)  H'(td) = d,(1 - ©)[AU — 6u]
H'(t8) = d,(1 — ©){AU + 6u — (1 — ©)c()}.

Let me definel® as follows:

_ 1 1,6 1 1/(1—=c)c(d) -6
aw @ =ofra(l -0l ()

Then substituting (16) - (18) into (2) results e following SSE

1/2

(d°—[d°(1 —d° 1 1—c)c(f
[&c(_ 1/2 . T a=3" 4<9u(_ (1)—22:)1(9))
A9 d* =1 gy [d - do] " S S € bl L)
dc —1/2 2 4(9u— (1—«2:)c(9)>
\ dc if (1—-c)c(8) = 26u
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Proposition 3: Assume that Assumptions (3)-(4),(7)-(8) and d, # {0,1} hold. Then thereisa
unique SSE d° such that
) If 1— c)c(@) = AU + Buand 6u > AU, thend, convergestod® =1 > d".
2 1f (1 —-c)@) =06u—-AU and 6u = AU, then d, converges to

c_ 1 (1-c)c() .9 aac
d* =-+ {20+ O resulting in—=<0 and 5 < 0.

p
(3) Otherwise, thereisan interior SSEWhereaaLg < 0 and inwhich

ad°®
ac

(1-c)c(0)
—4(9u_(1—a:2)c(9))

()d, converges to d°>d* and <0 if go=5- or

(1-c)c(@) = 206u.

1 (1—-c)c()

.. c * ad*¢ : 1 A-9cld)
(ii) d; convergestod® < d* and - < 0ifgy < . 4(9u—(1“2“9))'

Furthermore, d° decreaseswithc andasc — 1, thend® - d* = % <d?and<? =0.

These results suggest that as corruption incredsesscourages socialisation for poor
citizens who prefer a democratic system becawseimbers redistribution. It also discourages
socialisation for the share of the elite that prefn autocratic system as it makes a democratic

system more attractive to them. That explains vileysiocialisation effort at the equilibrium is

lower than the one found in a perfect democratitesy,z” ‘< ™ ®_Moreover, an increase in
corruption reduces the benefit of preferring a deratic system among parents in each class,
decreasing the return of having a child who hasateatic political system preferences. It
implies that the SSE of the model that incorporatasuption is lower than the SSE of those
that do not. Furthermore, the level of S@Edecreases with corruption since the higher the
level of corruption is, the lower the attractivemad socialising for parents who prefer a
democratic system within each class will be.

If the conditions of (1) hold, then this societyiMeiecome a consolidated democracy for any

startingd, € {0,1} as the population dynamics will evolve towagtiﬂ d; = 1 as stated in part

(1) of Proposition 1.

In (2) when(1 — ©)c(8) = 6u — AU andAU < Qu,d* < d < d°. It highlights that the
elite prefer an autocratic system when inequaditlyigh, but the cost of maintaining autocracy
is lower than the benefits from inequality. The paon contrast, prefer a democratic system.
Clearly, there is neither vertical socialisatiornfr parents belonging to the elite for a

democratic system nor vertical socialisation framgmts belonging to the poor for an autocratic
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system since, in both cases, their children dogebttbenefit from having the same political
preferences as thethTherefore, there is a split of preferences ama@ogemic classes where
the elite prefer an autocratic system and the patgmocratic systerd* < d°¢ since the cost

of maintaining autocracy increases with inequalitfich, in turn, increases the share of
individuals who prefer a democratic systerf < d?, given that when corruption exists in
societies, the effect of inequality on the cosinafintaining autocracy decreases as corruption
increases.

In (3), whenc <1 and (1 —c)c(8) = 26u, d°= d?, implying that the share of
individuals who prefer a democratic system will emthe same as in societies without
corruption. It does not mean that corruption doesatffect the SSE but rather that it affects
similarly citizens who prefer democracy and citig@rho prefer autocracy. Therefore, the gain
of an autocratic-type parent of non-socialising arsher child cancels out the loss of a

democratic-type parent of socialising his or hetdghiesulting in<? © < 7*.22 However, in the

. . . 1
general cased® is smaller tham?, as d® decreases with corruption whep, =

(1-0)c(0) o3
(1-0)c(O)\*
4(6u——2 )

High levels of corruption increase citizen mistinsh democratic political system. It hinders
political equality and encumbers redistribution.r@ption, therefore, renders a democratic
system incapable of delivering what citizens exmddt, a better redistribution. That is why,
whenc — 1, corruption is so high that it neutralises the dffgicinequality over the share of
citizens who prefer a democratic system. Thd$,— d*. Moreover, although the effect of
corruption appears to be similar to that foundhi@ democracy effectiveness model, it is not.
Corruption is worse, as it degrades citizens’ liglie any possible political system. It explains

why, in equilibrium, the parental socialisationaetfis lower than those found in previous
models( % © < ¥ ). Notice also that as— 1, 72 — 0.2* Furthermore, this suggests that in

highly corrupted countries, other agents of obligoeialisation (schooling, the media and

21f inequality is high enougl\U < 6u, a child belonging to the economically poor clasd having an autocratic
type of parent, prefers a democratic system towtaceatic one. Then since parents have imperfegiaimy
preferences over the choice made by their childbay, will choose not to socialise their childrertheir political
preferences. The same logic applies to a childrggihg to the economic elite that has a democrgiie parent.
nouf® __oup” ot _ ol gy

e = T o = AU + 6u and e = e

23 For example, suppose the effect of corruptioRkis for democratic types a1 — k)c for autocratic ones,
wherek € (0,1). Then for allk # % d® < d° as‘% < 0. Fork = % the impact of corruption is similar for both

types of individuals as in the special case of ma8de
24From FOCs (16) and (17) as~> 1,77 — 0 for allp € {D, A} andC € {P, E}.
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religion) can play a significant role in politicss they can strongly influence the preferences of

citizens with low levels of parental socialisation.

3.5 Political preferences: Inequality with Elite Uncertainty

As discussed in the introduction, the economi@elitil not necessarily support autocracy,
as they are uncertain about how the autocraticelead! be. An autocratic system may not
benefit the elite over the poor since, under aatogrthe ruler has fewer constraints when
governing, making it easier for the ruler to vielg@roperty rights and expropriate the elite.

This model analyses an alternative reason thattrfegd to a transition towards democracy,
the elite uncertainty about the autocratic rul@etyl relax the assumption of model 3.2 that the
elite capture the autocratic system at a c68). However, | still assume that the country starts
as an autocracy. In addition, | make the followasgumption to allow for the possibility of
different types of autocratic rules.

Assumption (9): The elite are uncertain about the autocratic lebge, ¢.

The potential autocratic ruler can be of two tydefined by¢ = {0,1}. It represents the
ruler’'s alignment with the interests of a classpéamticular, wherp = 0, the autocratic ruler is
aligned with the interest of the poor and will hateong incentives to expropriate the elite’s
wealth and redistribute it among all the individu&b reduce inequality. Wheih= 1, the
autocratic ruler is aligned with the interest ¢ #ttonomic elite and has no interest in reducing
inequality.p® = Probability (¢ = 0) is the probability that the autocratic ruler agnith
the interest of the poor. The average type of aaticleadep = 1 — p® may differ across
countries?® The type of ruler also affects the cost of mairitaj autocracy since the elite pay

a(1-p®)c(6)

c(8) only when the leader is of type =1, P

< 0. Then the perceived utility of a

parent typep; belonging to the clags when he or she has a child who prefers an autocrat
system become#i! =T +p®u+ (1 -p?)(1 - Du=Ub* = U +pu+ (1 -p?)(1 - 60)u
and U = T+p?u+ (1 -p?)[(A+0)u—-c(@)] = U =U+p?u+ (1 -p?)[(A+6)u-
c(9)].

2 Economic elites may expect potential autocratsstonbre in their favour in one country than in aeoth
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Note that the uncertainty about the type of autarnaler is measured by the variance
v=p?(1-p%)20If p¢ > % the elite prefer a democratic system since thadrip? is, the
higher the probability that the autocratic leadét @propriate the elite. Then the lowgf €
<§ 1] is, the higher the elite uncertainty about theeuatic ruler type will be, and the higher

AUE
v

aAUR
av

the elite’s preference for a democratic system hél( >0, < 0).27 The objective

function of an autocratic-type parent becomes,

U =[tp + A —tH)(1—d)I{U + p?u+ (1 —p?)(1 — 0)u}
+[(1 —t)d U + u] — H(zE)

Uf =[tf + A —tH)(1=d)){U + p?u + (1 - p?)[(1 + Ou — c(0)]}
+[(1 — t)d][U + u] — H(zh).

There is a unique solution for each equation giweits FOC,

(20) H'(z§) = d.{aU — (1 — p?)ou}
H'(z§) = d{AU — (1 — p?)(c(6) — 6u)}

similarly, the FOCs for a democratic type are,

(21) H'(zp) = (1 - d){aU + (1 — p?)0ou}
H'(t2) = (1 —d){AU + (1 — p?)(c(0) — ow)}.

Defining d” as follows:

@ =g {;Jl—z_r?“’)(i_g)}ql_qt) {; = qu)(c(e)A ;9u>}.

Substituting (20)- (22) into (2) results in,

26 The variance of the elite uncertainty is at itsciimaim forp® = %

27 For the economic elite, the benefice of a demastgpe parent of having a child of his or her typaU? =
[AU — 6u] + p®0u + c(6).
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(d¢ —[d*@-d®)"”* 1 c(6)
(19 d?=; d¢+[§¢(1_d¢]1/2 o<l c®
de—1/2 2 4(9u_c(2_0))
. d® if c(8) = 26u

Proposition 4: Assume that Assumptions (3)-(4),(9) and d, # {0,1} hold. Then there is a
unique SSE d? such that
(D) 1f(1—=p?%)(c(0) —6uw) = AU and (1 — p®)0u > AU, thend, convergestod? =
1>d".
2 If (1-p?)(Bu—c(8)) = AU and (1 —p?)6u = AU, then d, converges to

-p?®)c(6) ad®

d% =2 (1= d 2= <o.

2 a(av+ (1-p®)[ou-2)) " op

(3) Otherwise,
. " . ad® . 1 < _

(i) d; convergestod?® > d* and e <0ifgy = > —4(9u_c(29)) or c(0) = 20u.
.. " . 9d® . 1 <
(il) d; convergestod? < d* and e <0ifgy < > —4(9u-“29))'

Furthermore, d? increaseswith elite uncertainly when p?® > %

Logically, the SSE irf1) only exists ifp® = 1. It leads to a homogenisation of preferences
in favour of a democratic political system sincéoatatic-type parents of neither class intend
to socialise their children to their political tisai

The assumption that autocratic rulers are pro-daitelaxed in this model. It explains why
the share of individuals who prefer democracy desge when the probability of the autocratic
ruler favours the poor increases. The poor whoesdfbm inequality does not necessarily
require a democratic system to reduce it sincéhisimodel, the alignment of the interests of
the autocratic ruler with those of the poor cao aéluce inequality.

Not surprisingly, in(2) and(3) (i), asp® goes from 0 to 1, the SSE proportion of indivigual
who prefer a democratic system goes fidfrto d*. It is because when both political systems

consider the issue of inequality, the benefit fbe fportion of individuals who prefer a

¢

democratic system reduces, making socialisaticdésactive to themry! © < 7' 7). That is,
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asp? increases, the level of wealth redistribution #ages so that whe® — 1, citizens have
the same level of wealth regardless of their ecoaaniass. Therefore, when the autocratic

leader has the interest of the poor at hefart(0), only the ideological preferences matter for

the citizens to prefer a determined political syste: ¢, 21" and d?® - d*. On the contrary,

whenp? - 0, the autocratic leader has no interest in retistimg wealth, therefore the level

. . . . I , 6
of inequality matters when citizens decide whichtpal system they prefet@‘ * 5 r’g‘ and

d® - d°.
Moreover, wherp?® > % the elite prefer a democratic system since tgherip? € <§ 1],

the more aligned the autocratic ruler is with titeiiest of the poor. Specifically, whefi goes

from 1 to %, elite uncertaintyv™ and d¢ increase. It implies that the higher the elite
uncertainty, the higher the proportion of indiviuavho prefer democracy. There are two
reasons for this. Under autocracy, the decreasg®oflecreases the likelihood of a more
equalitarian society, which increases the benefitthe share of individuals who prefer a
democratic system, making socialisation more ditrado them. Lastly, for autocratic-type
parents, a decrease p? decreases for poor parents the benefit of prefgrain autocratic

system, which induces them to socialise less, iatielcreases for the parents from the elite the

incentive to socialise their children, as the nlexpropriation is high sings? > %.28

3.6 Political preferences. Extra-elite socialisation

In the previous models, | analysed the role of fam@und peers as agents of socialisation and
their effect on the evolution of preference forditcal system among individuals. However,
other agents of socialisation, such as schooling) @r@ media, affect citizens’ political
preferences. These additional agents of sociaisgtlay an important role in individuals’
political preferences as they influence our pditidews?® Not surprisingly, autocratic regimes
have controlled most media coverage and schooliegtame. It is still seen today in autocratic
countries, such as North Korea, Turkmenistan, €ajtiChina, Russia, Vietham, Syria, Iran,
Laos, and Cuba, among others. This extension cerssgthooling and the media as extra

ada’ 1

28 ¢ l . . . . ad® _ 0a?
Forp? > > the risk of expropriation increases whehincreases, ai— 5% o)

> 0 becomes larger as

p? increases.

2 The media is a powerful socialising tool not obcause of the information that it provides bub dscause
there are messages that we receive from the méttiauwbeing aware of (Subliminal messages). See Anna
et al. (2009) and Amna (2012) for a literature egui
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agents of elite socialisation since they favouraiite’s political preferences. It is the case when
the autocratic regime aligns with the interest leé £conomic elite. It can also occur in
democracy in countries where the elite own a latwgre of the media and the public school
system.

In the previous model, elite uncertainty increatbes preference for a democratic system
among the economic elite. Thus, wheh> % democracy is the preferred system for the elite.

For simplicity, let me take the extreme case inchithe autocratic regime will favour the poor
(p? =1).

Assumption (10): The effectiveness of the elite’s socialisation agés) determines the degree
of elite influence on citizens’ political preferescandp? = 1.

In this model setup, agents of socialisation, sasheducation and the media, tilt the
socialisation process in favour of the politicabt®yn preferred by the elite. Formally, be
[0,1] the effectiveness of the extra-elite socialisatind after incorporating it into our model
of inequality with elite uncertainty. As seen iretprevious model, elite uncertainty increases
the preference for a democratic system among tbaoaaic elite. Thus, democracy is the
preferred system for the elite, given that = 1.3° The probability that a child who was not
socialised by his autocratic-type parent preferaatocratic system is noid — )(1 — d;)
(and it is1 — (1 —¢)(1 —d,) for a child who was not socialised by his demac+pipe
parent). Namely, the more extra-elite socialisatimreases, the less likely it is that oblique

socialisation will result in a preference for aricamatic political system.

D 2
For simplicity, | take the following form of the sbof socialisatiom{(r’c’) = %.31 Then

the transition dynamics equation becomes,

(24) devr =de + (1 —d){e + (1 — )[dyq,7p + day(1 — q)TE]} —
[e +d (1= )][(1-dy)geth + (1 —dr)(A - gzl

Each parent, democratic and autocratic type depgrat his or her class, maximises,

30 Although the assumptions made simplify the modw, results are general. In societies with a higiability
of expropriation, elites are expected to prefer denacy because authoritarian regimes often haviastieutional
capacity and political authority to make redisttibn possible. Democratic regimes, instead, arenosb saddled
with checks and balances that allow the elite gaire the political power necessary to block angmafit to
redistribute. For instance, the elite could capteto power through the legislature or the judigciand stop
redistribution.

S Implicitly, d; = d, = %
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VR =[rB+ (1 -1 — (1 -&)(1—d)I]{T +u} +
[~ )1~ £)(1 — d){U +u) — H(ep

UR =[R2+ (1 -2l -1 -e)(1—d)I{T +u}+
[(1=2)(1 = &)(1 — d)HU +u} — H(zD)

=+ A —tHA-e)(1—d)IT +u} +

[(A—tH[1- A - (1—dI[U +u] - HEP)
U=t +(Q—-t8)A—e)(1—d){U+u}+

[ —H[1 = A —e)(1=d)]][U +u] - H(zH),

which has a unique solution for each preferencamend class given by the FOCs,

25) 12 =(1-e)(1-d)AU
2 =0 -¢&)(1-d)AU

(26) 5 =[1-(1—-¢e)(1-dp)]AU
th=[1-(1-¢e)(1-d)]AU.

Then the population will converge a new SSE asvall

Proposition 5: Assume that Assumptions (3)-(4), (10) and d, # {0,1} hold. Then there is a
unique interior SSE characterised by d¢ = % +k>d?withtl =12 =P <1® and 15 =
T8 = t4 > 1%, Furthermore, d¢ increaseswith the effectiveness of the extra-elite socialisation

favouring democracy (), as when ¢ — 1, there is an increase in 74 while 2 - 0 and,

therefore, the proportion of democratic types slowly enlarges with tlim d;, = 1.

Not surprisingly, this Proposition suggests thaewkhe risk of expropriation for the elite is
high, the share of citizens from the elite who erefa democratic system increases, and
therefore, they can use other forms of socialisatitoensure the preference for a democratic
political system in a society. Extra-elite sociatien affects parental socialisation towards a
determinate political system for both types. Ferghare of individuals who prefer a democratic
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system, parental socialisation decreasesiasreases, as these mechanisms of transmission of
political preferences substitute each offfén contrast, for the share of individuals who pref
an autocratic system, parental socialisation irsgeavithe, as oblique socialisation for that
system decreases withincreasing their marginal return of socialising.

Moreover, extra-elite socialisation leads the aligocialisation towards the preference for
a democratic system that, without it, is only ramtio matched to an older generation
individual. Precisely, ag increases, the probability that oblique sociaksatresults in a
preference for an autocratic system decreaseshwmitirn, in the SSE, increases the share of
citizens who prefer a democratic system. Furtheemahenes — 1, the response of parents
who prefer an autocratic system is to increaéesince the marginal benefit of socialising
increases for them, and there is no oblique sgai@din for their type. Thus, when extra-elite
socialisation is implemented? increases and remains fixed over time as it ngdodepends
on d,, while 7 - 0 as oblique socialisation for a democratic systersa effective that it
substitutes direct parental socialisation. Thidaffectiveness of extra-elite socialisation leads
in the very long term to a population with homogauee preferences.

4. Discussion

The models developed in the previous section paihthat long-standing issues (inequality
and corruption) and contextual factors affect ttamgmission of preferences for a political
system. | use the implication of these models tguarthat through their effect on the
transmission of political preferences towards datigal system, these factors affect the stability
of a democratic political system. Suppose thatgrabability of becoming or remaining a
democracy depends on the long-run equilibrium dyosrof the population that supports
(prefers) democracy. | believe it is reasonablexjeect that; an autocratic country with a high
proportion of citizens who prefer a democratic pcdil system will have a higher probability
of democratisation. Likewise, a democratic coumtith a high proportion of citizens who
prefer a democratic political system will have ghwr probability of remaining a democracy.

The equilibrium of the share of citizens who predetemocratic systemd?, represents the

different SSEs found in sectior®3Then when countries start as autocracies, mod2)s3%

32 Bisin & Verdier (2001) show that vertical and ajlée cultural transmission are cultural substitlites
populations that have heterogeneous populatiotstrai

33 This assumption is in line with the support systhaories in which socialisation is one of the majources of
political system legitimacy, as it increases thestrenduring form of support for a political systédmond &
Verba, 1963; Easton, 1965, 1975; Eckstein, 1988jk/12020)
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and 3.6 predict that an increase in inequality €lite uncertaintyy) and the effectiveness of
extra-elite socialisatiore} will increase the probability of becoming a demamy. Model 3.2
suggest that an increase in inequality in autacr@untries increases citizens’ support for a
democratic political system and, therefore, théphility of becoming a democracy. The idea
is that the higher the level of inequality, theajes the citizens’ dissatisfaction with autocracy,
the greater the cost of maintaining it and the tgretlhe expectation of a better redistribution
under democracy favours the transmission of palitigreferences towards a democratic
political system. Models 3.5 and 3.6 underline raliéive factors that could lead to
democratisation. In both models, the elite’s fedosing economic and political power leads
them to prefer democracy to autocracy. In additioagel 3.6 analyses alternative channels of
political socialisation (schooling and the mediayough which the elite can influence
preferences for a political system and thus affet cultural transmission of political
preferences. It predicts that the greater the #¥fmress of these socialisation agents is, the
greater their impact will be on the transmissiorpofitical-cultural preferences towards the
political system preferred by elites.

In countries with long enough experience as denueesamodels 3.3 and 3.4 highlight the
long-term negative impact on democratic stabillatt citizens’ bad experiences with the
functioning of democracy on issues such as inetyualid corruption have. In these models,
the share of democratic citizens decreases asffibetieeness of the democratic system in
handling inequality ¢) decreases and as corruptiaj i(icreases. It is because long-term bad
experience affects not only the democratic prefesiof citizens at a given period in time but
also the evolution of citizens’ democratic prefeenin society and, therefore, the stability of
democracy. More importantly, this research suggésis in democratic regimes, the negative
effect of inequality on support for democracy corfresn the poor long-term performance of
the democratic political system in delivering réxdmsition, which decreases the transmission
of political-cultural preferences for democracy.

5. Conclusion and comments

This research analyses how political factors sushnaquality, democratic efficiency,
corruption, elite uncertainty about the ruler typad extra-elite socialisation (oblique
socialisation in schooling and the media) influepoétical-cultural shifts in societies among

economic classes concerning political system peefsg. The analysis of this article is
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composed of two parts. In the first part, | studyhnequality and elite uncertainty affect the
evolution of politico-cultural preferences in sdgiewhich, in turn, will influence the
probability of its democratisation. In the secoradtpl study how long-standing issues like
inequality and corruption affect the evolution aflipcal-cultural preferences in a society in
ways that erode the likelihood of remaining a deracg or becoming a stable democracy.

The models of the first part complement the preéoinst made by political economy theory
on democratisation (e.g. Acemoglu & Robinson, 20@Bertus, 2015; Ansell & Samuels,
2014; Boix, 2003). Models of sections 3.2 and 3édft that an increase in inequality and
elite uncertainty about the autocratic ruler typereases the probability of democratisation of
a country. However, the effect of inequality andeeluncertainty on the probability of
democratisation comes from the citizens’ evolutioh political preferences towards a
democratic political system. The evolution of enelogus political preferences follows this
path since when citizens living under an autocrpbttical system feel excluded from the
political and economic sphere, they will prefer @adopt political systems closer to their
ideological views, in this case, democracy. Atshme time, the inexperience of these societies
with a democratic political system makes it eakedemocratic-type parents to increase their
level of socialisation, as they expect a greatemard in the future under a perfect democracy,
as is the case in these models.

The models that incorporate the effectiveness ohateacy in tackling inequality and
corruption (sections 3.3 and 3.4) are the firstanally integrate the interaction between
political-cultural changes and the long-term parfance of political systems. These models
argue in favour of the importance of tackling lstgnding issues such as inequality and
corruption, as they negatively affect the transiissof democratic preferences. The
predictions of these models are in line with tkeréture on support for democracy, which states
that long-term bad experiences with a politicataysin dealing with significant issues should
affect citizens’ preferences and support for atjpali system (e.g. Almond & Verba, 1963;
Easton, 1965, 1975; Inglehart, 1997; Lipset, 1988uk, 2019).

This theoretical analysis also highlights the ceire effect of corruption, especially for
democratic political systems. Corruption degradégens’ beliefs in any possible political
system, leading to a feeble transmission of palitareferences. It undermines a democratic
political system, as corruption allows the eliténcrease the capture of political power, eroding
the fundamental principle of democracy, the pditiequality of citizens. In addition, the weak
vertical transmission of political preferences nsaitee new generation more easily influenced

by other agents of socialisation like schooling dmel media. For instance, if the economic
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elites own the mainstream media and private schtwy can use them as socialisation agents
to influence the choice of the political systenb&installed in the country, even if it is flawed.

Equally important, this research emphasises thecipal role that oblique socialisation
agents (schooling and the media) can play in desietAs shown in model 3.6, these
socialisation agents, called extra-elite socialsatagents, change the steady state of
preferences of the political system in their favdepending on their socialisation capacity.
This model predicts that elite uncertainty abowd tippe of ruler led the elite to prefer a
democratic system and, through the alternative tagefnsocialisation that belong to them, to
socialise citizens to their preferred political tgys. In this case, the extra-elite socialisation
towards a democratic political system as the &iée expropriation from the autocratic ruler.
Extra-elite socialisation changes the preferencethef whole population, with a higher
proportion preferring a democratic system, even rwiige autocratic ruler will favour
redistribution to the poor.

This theoretical analysis highlights the essermtid¢ of inequality, elite uncertainty and
political system effectiveness in handling inegyadind corruption and forging a democratic
political culture. It is only a first step towardsbetter understanding of possible alternative
channels that can explain the democratisation anddemocratisation of societies. Some
issues require further exploration. 1) Modelling tmpact of a political authority that has the
power to use public institutions to socialise @tigz towards a political system. 2) Applying the
model of extra-elite socialisation in democracy amhlysing its impact on the political
outcome of elections. Moreover, empirical studiest talidate some of the predictions of this
research through its impact on the political suppbcitizens would be a good step forward.
Specifically to test whether the effect of ineqtyalon support for democracy differs in

autocratic versus democratic countries, as sugtjestéhis investigation.
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Appendix

Proof of propositions (1) — (4)

Re-writing (2), as follows,

deyr = de + qe[(1 = d)di7p — de(1 = d)Tp] + (1 = g ){(1 — dp)do7f — d (1 — dy)T}
This transition equation implies that in the SSE,

(A ql(1—dp)ditp —de(1 —d)tp] + (1= g){(1 — dp)dp12 — de(1 - dy)T8} = 0,

Let me defineAUL = UBP — URA and AUZ = U84 — UAP. It follows that Case 1 from

Proposition (1) — (4) occurs whait/2 < 0.
Proof of the first part of the propositions (1) 4)

Case 1WhenAUZ < 0 and AUP < 0. Fromthis 75 = 7§ = 0.

Substituting the FOCs of each model i(t),
(1—d)*{q: AU + (1 - q)AUR} =0

As aresult, for any startinfy € {0,1} the population dynamics will evolve towartkiim d; = 1.

Proof of the second part of the propositions (1§4)

Case 2WhenAU2 < 0 andAU} < 0, implies that s = 2 = 0.

Substituting the FOCs of each model G,
d.(1-d)[rE —tf]=0.

Then there is a unique interior SSE that satisfies: t#, from which | obtain the second part

of each proposition (1) - (4).
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. o _ 1 c(8) ad® _ c'(0)(AU+6uw)-uc(6)
d” =2+ and 00 c(8)

2 4(av +ou-<2) a(av+6u- T)Z

> 0 for model 3.2, giver(6) <

Ou — AU andAU < 6u.

. geo % ac(6) _— and a% _ (C(G)+ac'(9))(AU+(1—a)9u)+:zc(6)9u <0 for
4(aU+(1-a)ou-*5=) 0 4(AU+(1-a)fu- %@)
model 3.3 sinceac(8) < (1 — a)fu — AU and(1 — a)6u = AU.
e d°= % + 4(AU$:C_)C(§2#) and aa—‘f: = 4(A;(:i(_AZ:2;?({a))Z <0 for model 3.4 as
(1—=c)c(#) = 6u — AU and 6u = AU.
. gb=1 (1-p?®)c(6) 0a? _ —c(8)(aU+(1-p?®)ou) s—L <0 when
2 " a(aus (1) [u=2) T y(aus (1-p#)[ou—s2])T  (-209)

p® > % for model 3.5, giverf1 — p?)(6u — c(9)) = AU and(1 —p?)6u > AU.
Proof of the third part of the propositions (1) 4)

Case 3All the other possibilities ofUZ wherep € {4, D} andC € {P,E}.
Substituting the FOCs of each model idf),

(B)  qf(1—dp)?AUB — d.2AUE] + (1 — q){(1 — d)?AUR — d,°AU#} =0

Proposition 1 (3)comes from finding the interior SSE in model 3.2.

SubstitutingAU?, andd defined in (10) intoK) and after some algebra, we have,
(2d -1)d,” —2dd, +d = 0.

d+ld(1-a)]*/?

. Notice
-1/2

It gives two possible values to whidh will converge at the SSH,; =

QU

that we have two real solutior{g(1 — c?)]l/2 > 0 sinced € [0,1] .

(10) can be rewritten as,
-1 1/0u 1/c(0) —06u
a=5+aly ()} + - {z (T)}
Then

35



c(0)-0u
AU

(). For all values ofq; such thatq, {% (Z—z)} +(1—4q:) E( )} > 0, the unique

d-[d(1-a)]1/?
d-1/2 )

1 (c(@)—@u
2 AU

interior SSE between 0 and 1 will dg= df =

(ii). For all values ofg; such thatq, {% (2—3)} +(1- qt){ )} < 0, the unique

d+[d(1-d)]1/?

interior SSE between 0 and 1 will dg= d? = Py

Furthermore,

«  When g, {% (Z—Z)} +(1-qp {%( C(S)Al_] gu)} > 0, 20 _ 0, g—g > 0, as

' 90~ oad
0d% _ [(@-1/2)+2{2d(-)-[dA-DI2)] o 49d o
— = 960 —

od 4[d(1-d]Y/2(d-1/2)2

. 1(6u 1 (c(6)-6u ad® 0d® oa .
when . {3 ()} + (1 - a0 (5 (5557} < 0. 55 =57 +5 > 0. since
9d® _  [(d-1/2)*+2{2d(1-d)-[d(1-d)]*/?}] ad
Fr 4[d(1-d]1/2(d—-1/2)? <0 andae <0.

The proofs of Propositions 2 (3), 3 (3) and 4 (3) follow the same reasoning Bsoposition 1

(3). However, the new factors introduced in each moklahge the SSE as they affaét’.

Proposition 2 (3)is obtained from the interior SSE found in modé&l. 3.
SubstitutingAU?, andd*defined in (14) intoR), gives,

(2d* —1)d,* — 2d%d, +d* = 0
It implies that,

(i) For all values ofj, such thaty, { (=22)} + (1 — q,) {3 (<2822 > 0, the

aa_[aa(l_aa)]l/z
d-1/2

(if). For all values oy, such that, E (%)} +(1—q) E (W)} <0,

unique interior SSE will bd; = d* =

o _ A
the unique interior SSE will g, = d* = £ [a®(1-d®)]

d-1/2

Additionally,

¢ g, () (1 g0 () 2 2 2

a Fa_ 2 TFA (1 _ AN _[A% (1 _2\]1/2 Ja
0a® _ [(d¥-1/2) _+2{2d_ (1-d )__[d a Zd )11/2)] > 0and®® <o,
ad« 4[d“(1—d“)]1/2(d“—1/2) Jda
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e ({5 + 100 f(EE0) <0 22 e

9a% _ _ [@%-1/2)*+2{2d*(1-d%-[a*(1-a%)1*/2}]

= — <0and >0
9d« a[de(1-da®))1/2(a@-1/2)°

Proposition 3 (3)derives from obtaining the interior SSE in moddl. 3.
SubstitutingAU?, andd® defined in (18) intoR), we get,

(2d® —1)d,* — 2d°d, + d° = 0.

Results in the following new SSE,

(i) For all values ofj, such thaty, {3 (22)} + (1 — go) {2 (=221 > 0, the

dc—[dc(l—dc)]l/z
dc-1/2

(if). For all values ofy, such thath{ ( )} +(1- t){ (

¢ _ do+ldc(a-do/?
dc-1/2

unique interior SSE will bd; = d€ =

(1-c)c(6)—6u
AU

)} <0, the

unique interior SSE will be, =

Moreover,

¢ hena 18] 1 -0 ({2 2 02 2.2

oa _ [(@=-1/2)" +afoara-an)-[a=a1- dC)]l/z}]

JC
>0 andai <0.
ac

oar a[@ca-a0)]"* (@=-1/2)°
(1-c)c(8)-06u ad® _ 9d® od°
. Whenqt{ ( )}+(1— t){ (T)}<O'E_ﬁ < 0, since
c a©-1/2)* +2{2ac(1-a%)-[ac(1-a®)|"/? ¢
a—d_cz_[( /)_{_(1/2)_[ (z ) }]<Oandai>0.
9 s[aa-a] " (@-1/2) z

Proposition 4 (3)ollows from the interior SSE obtained in model.3.5
SubstitutingAU?, andd? defined in (22) intoR) and after some algebra. Then

(2d® —1)d,” — 2d%d, + d® = 0.

It follows that,
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(). For all values ofy; such thaty, {(12—”) (eu)} +(1—q.) {(1 ) (C(e) Bu)} >0, the

AU
¢-lata-at)"”
d%-1/2

unique interior SSE will be, = d¢ = £

(ii)). For all values ofj, such that, {% (Gu)} +(1—-q) {(1 %) (C(GA)UGH)} < 0, the

a¢+[a¢(1-a¢)]

unique interior SSE will bd, = d¢ =

d%$-1/2
As well,

. (1-p%) (6u (1=p?) (c(®)=bu >
Whenqt{T( )}+(1 ){ 2 ( AU )}ZOandp >
oa® _ 9a® 0d® oap? _ 0 8d® [(&4’_1/2)2+2{26_i¢(1—5¢)—[5¢(1‘a¢)]1/2}] 0
v " 9at apt v =0 A 55T a[a¢a-a®)]"*(a¢-1/2)" o
oat ot _ 1
ape = Oando- =25 > 0.

«  When g, {(1 P )(9”)} +(1- ){(1_p¢) (C(e)_eu)} < 0andp? >,

2 2 AU
0ac _ 9as o 9dc [(&4’—1/2)2+2{2&¢(1—&4’)—[&4’(1—&4’)]1/2}]
o == =-<0,since= = — — z <0,
ac adc ad 4[d¢(1—d¢)] (a®-1/2)
aa® ap? 1
6p7 > 0an ke 1—2p®) > 0.

Proof of the special scenario of Case 3 from Propiosis (1) to (4)
Each model has a special scenario with a staldeantSSE. It happens, in model 3.2, when
c(8) = 26u, in model 3.3 wherc(8) = 2(1 — a)Bu, in model 3.4 whefil — c)c(8) =

26u and in model 3.5 whet(6) = 26u.

Substituting each one of the conditions in the F@0ts respective model we obtaigr? =

dzTg and(l - dl)Tg = (1 - dz)T?.

Introducing it into 4),

) q.{(1— t)[d1TP] d.[(1- dl)Tﬁ]} =0
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which can also be re-written as,

(D) (1—g){(1— t)[dZTE] d.[(1- dz)Téq]} = 0.

Additionally, by decomposing the share of democrgtpes by class, we have,

(E) di+19t41 = dlfhppD'D +(1- dl)QthA'D
= q{d; + (1 — dp)dy7p — d (1 — dy)7h}

(F) dZ,t+1(1 — Q1) = dy(1 - qt)PED'D +(1-dy)(1 - Qt)Péq'D
= (1 —q){d; + (1 — dp)d,tg — d (1 — dy)Th}.

Slnce the SSE |S CharaCterlzeddgyl = Qt’ dl,t‘l‘l = dl anddZ,t_l_l = dz,t-l'l

From substitutindC) into (E) and(D) into (F), we get,

0 = q.{d; —dq}-
0=(1-g{d; —d,}.

Therefore, there is only an interior SSE whegre= {0,1} in whichd, = d, = d;. It follows
that the new SSE per model is,

. d9=d=1+l(9u)a d—:L>0formodeI3.2.
2 2 2AU
o Ja — ga 1 1(0Q-a)bu 9d% _  6u
d* =d —2+2( " )andaa— —ZAU<0formodeI3.3.

e de=qc=2141 (eu) d——OformodeI34

2 AU
. 4% = go (1-p?) (6u _ o ¢
d? =d —2+ . ( )ad ZAU*(l 2p¢)>0whenp > - formodel35

Proof of Proposition 5.When p® =1, 8 =12 =12 and 4 = 1f = t4, given the
assumptioﬂ-l(r ) It follows that the unique interior SSE found stitniting FOCs (25)

and (26) in (24) isl° = > + k.

2[2eAU+(1+€2)(AU)2—6e[-AU+AUZ]—(1+£)AU

Wherek = TCEYY
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The second part éfroposition 5is found by taking the derivative df with respect te.

Re-writing the SSE of proposition 5 as follows

[2(1-£)AU—(1+€)(AU)|+3/2eAU+(1+£2) (AU)2—6e[—AU+AUZ]
4AU

1-¢e)df =

and denotingl = 2eAU + (1 + £2)(AU)? — 6e[—AU + AU?]. Then

0adf . Ny _ 1 ( 2(AU+£AUZ +3AU—3AU2) .
= S)_zmu{ 34U + 22 }"‘d
9as .y _ 1 ( (AU+AUZ+3AU-3AU2)  [-(1+£)(AU)]+3/A
—(1—¢) = MU{ AU + = e }

The following equation is obtained after simpliticen,

0dc 1
e (1-¢)2¥A

{%W+ (1+¢) [1 —%AU]}

Thenaa—cgE is positive since that thanks to FOCs (25) and, (& know the maximum value of

AU - 1.

Determining 2, 4 and how they vary with respect to £
FromFOCs (25) and (26)

P =0-¢e)(1-d)AU
A= [1—(1-e)(1-d,)]AU

97P ad,
_:_[(1— d€)+(1—e)—]AU<o
de e

o74 ad,

AT [(1— d€)+(1—5)—]Au>o.
e de

Notice that where — 1, the democratic parents do not socialise theidadn z? - 0, as

the high level of extra-elite socialisation, sutwgés parental socialisation for democratic types.

On the contrary, for the autocratic type, parestaialisation is set at its maximum vaifee

(0,1). Furthermore, the dynamics of the transition ) (2nply thattlim d, = 1.
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