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The end of the Cold War and the collapse of communism in the Soviet Union and 

Eastern Europe have been accompanied by the spread of democracy, advancement in 

respect for human rights, and the introduction of market reforms in different parts of the 

world.  The Middle Eastern region has not been an exception to this trend, where, in 

response to the mounting economic crisis and domestic public pressure, several 

governments introduced democratic and economic reforms. This thesis investigates the 

trends in the distribution of political authority among the Middle Eastern countries and 

the progress that these countries have made on the path of democracy and respect of 

human rights. Also explored are the various processes of political liberalization in Middle 

East states, and explanations posed as to why certain types of regimes have allowed for 

conditions conducive for reform and others have not.   

  



 

 ii

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

Page 
 

LIST OF TABLES..........................................................................................................iii 
 
Chapter 
 

1. INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................... 1 
 
2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ............................................................. 4 

Modernization and Effects............................................................. 5 
Democratization: Theoretical Impediments ................................... 7 
General Comments on the Literature .......................................... 14 
Regime Type Matters.................................................................. 17 
Why Does Regime Type Matter? ................................................ 21 

 
3. STATUS OF DEMOCRATIZATION AND POLITICAL LIBERALIZATION IN 

THE MIDDLE EAST............................................................................... 35 
Status of Electoral Procedural Democracy.................................. 36 
Additional Measures of Democratization..................................... 45 

 
4. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUDING REMARKS ............ 74 

 
Appendices 
 

A. NOTES ON THE GIBNEY AND DALTON POLITICAL TERROR SCALE     
..............................................................................................................  77 

 
B. ECONOMIC FREEDOM INDEX ............................................................ 79 
 
C. SEATS HELD IN PARLIAMENTS OF THE MIDDLE EAST BY POLITICAL 

PARTIES ............................................................................................... 81 
 
D. REGIONAL BREAKDOWN OF STATES............................................... 85  

 
REFERENCE LIST...................................................................................................... 88 
 



 

 iii

LIST OF TABLES 
 

Page 
 

1. The Elite Accord & Mass Accommodation Indices ........................................... 40 

2. Civil Liberties .................................................................................................... 46 

3. Parliamentary Seats Held by Women............................................................... 50 

4. Press Freedoms ............................................................................................... 55 

5. Economic Freedom .......................................................................................... 57 

6. Repression ....................................................................................................... 60 

7. Human Development Trends............................................................................ 63 

8. Corruption Rates .............................................................................................. 65 

9. Regional Comparison of Democratic and Political Liberalization...................... 70 

 



CHAPTER 1  
 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of communism in the Soviet 

Union and Eastern Europe have been accompanied by the spread of democracy, 

advancement in respect for human rights, and the introduction of market reforms 

in different parts of the world.  These dramatic changes have resulted in the 

publication of countless articles and books on the conditions for democratic 

governance and governmental respect for human rights.  

The Middle Eastern region has not been an exception to this trend, where, 

in response to the mounting economic crisis and domestic public pressure, 

several governments introduced democratic and economic reforms. During the 

last two decades, countries such as Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Jordan, 

Kuwait, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Sudan, Tunisia, Turkey, and Yemen 

have introduced varying degrees of democratic reforms. Such democratic 

reforms have been manifested in the conduct of parliamentary elections, the 

legalization of political parties, and the promulgation of press and publication 

laws.  Other countries such as Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates 

established consultative councils.  

Many of these democratic openings, however, were not consolidated and 

in some cases were short-lived. A military seizure of power terminated the 

democratic process in Sudan in 1989.  Two years later, the military ended 

Algeria's experiment with democracy and it was only in 1997 that Algerians 

returned to restricted presidential and parliamentary elections.  Yemen 
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experienced a bloody civil war in late spring, early summer of 1994, and only in 

1997 resumed a circumscribed form of parliamentary life.  The democratic 

process also was restricted in Egypt and Tunisia.  

Though some measure of democracy continues in Iran, Kuwait, Morocco, 

Yemen, Jordan, and recently in Bahrain, individual political freedoms and rights 

in these countries remain restricted.  It is only in Cyprus, Israel, and to a lesser 

degree in Lebanon and Turkey that democracy is consolidated.   

In my thesis, I investigated the trends in the distribution of political 

authority among the Middle Eastern countries and the progress that these 

countries have made on the path of democracy and respect of human rights.  I 

also explored the various processes of political liberalization in Middle East 

states, and sought to explain why certain types of regimes have allowed for 

conditions conducive for reform and others have not.  

In the next chapter, I begin with an examination of the democratization 

literature in order to present the theoretical arguments scholars have posited 

which bring about democratic reform. I then explore many of the relevant 

arguments presented in the literature which scholars allege are deficient for or 

are inhibitors to political liberalization concerning the Middle East. Topics to be 

investigated are the centralization of power, repression, the rentier effect, and 

Islam’s compatibility with democracy. Such an investigation will assist in 

determining whether particular factors have in fact contributed to or hindered 

democracy in the Middle East. Finally, I examine areas of the democratization 

literature that put forth theoretical arguments as to why democratization is more 
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likely in the monarchies of the Middle East, such as the suitability of monarchic 

structured political systems, the acquisition of power, legitimacy, and the 

foundation of rule. I also provide some general comments on the literature 

discussing its generality and the differences between democratization and 

liberalization and why this is an important distinction to be made when analyzing 

governments undertaking reform. 

In the following chapter, I describe the status of democracy using several 

measurements of various aspects of democracy. The final chapter consists of a 

brief discussion of the findings and present concluding remarks.   
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CHAPTER 2  
 
 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In an effort to understand the progress seen in some Middle East nations 

but not in others, I briefly review the democratization literature. The existing 

literature outlines several perspectives regarding democratization and political 

liberalization of the Middle East. Some scholars predict the region can 

democratize through modernization effects. A second argument says that 

democratization will not occur due to the incompatibility of Islam with democracy. 

And still others claim that political liberalization will occur, but only in the 

monarchical regimes. In this section, I will investigate each of these arguments.  

There are three central research questions for my thesis. First, is 

democratization occurring in the Middle East? If so, what are its indicators? 

Second, if democracy is not occurring among the Middle East states are there 

signs that political liberalization is occurring and are there indicators of an 

emerging environment conducive to political liberalization? Third, if so, is this 

happening throughout the Middle East in general or is it occurring only in one 

type of regime, i.e. the monarchies, as the literature would suggest? In the final 

section of this chapter, I put forth my arguments as to why regime type matters 

and why the monarchies are more prone to allow for reform.  

Many scholars believe that modernization brings about democracy and 

that the conditions identified with the process called modernization could possibly 

bring either political liberalization or perhaps even democratization to the region. 

The following section illustrates this point.  
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Modernization Effects 

 One group of scholars argues that modernization could bring about 

democratization. According to Lipset (1959), modernization brings about 

urbanization and higher levels of education, making it more likely for a country to 

democratize. That is, the larger the urban population, the more demand there will 

be for social programs, higher education, and the opportunity to participate in the 

political process. Lipset (1959, 86) concludes that “economic development 

involving industrialization, urbanization, high educational standards, and a steady 

increase in overall wealth of the society, is a basic condition sustaining 

democracy; it is a mark of efficiency of the total system.” Inglehart (1997, 160) 

further states that, “rich countries are much likelier to have democratic institutions 

than are poor countries.” And, that “this relationship between democracy and 

economic development is not merely cross-sectional-it helps predict which 

countries are most likely to become democratic.” However, he argues that wealth 

alone does not bring about democratization. For democracy to come about, 

changes must also occur in the culture and social structure of the given society.  

 Lerner (1968) similarly identified urbanization, education, and media 

growth (communication) as the crucial factors for the development of democratic 

governance. Political liberalization was to occur from the process of urbanization 

stimulating education, which resulted in an increase in the growth of the media 

sector and eventual democratic development. 

 Vanhanen (1997) also theorizes about education’s affects on 

democratization.  He argues that democracy  becomes more  likely as  resources 
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are distributed throughout the society. He counts education as the primary 

resource leading to democratization. Thus, as education becomes more 

widespread, the people demand a greater allowance for political participation and 

competition. However, Vanhanen does not count the states of the Middle East as 

democratizing, although some states in the region seem to have consented to 

reforms.  

Arat (1988) argues that Weber (1904-1905) was correct in proposing that 

democracy was plausible only under a capitalist style industrialization process. 

Lipset (1959) also states that democracy is established through capitalism 

because it produces wealth. Thus, a capitalist economic system is more likely to 

promote conditions for democracy because of its tendency to generate wealth 

within the population. However, wealth cannot be monopolized or highly 

concentrated in the hands of an oligarchy while the masses exist in poverty. 

Likewise, Inglehart (1997, 170-171) states that:  

… a determined elite can repress public demands for 

democratization for a long time. But as an industrial society 

matures, the costs of repression rise: it stultifies initiative, bringing 

about a demoralized, inefficient economy, and a technology that 

falls behind world standards. 

He adds that: 

… as the workforce shifts from doing routine tasks, toward 

becoming specialists, doing tasks that require individual judgment 
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and autonomy, they become less amenable to centralized 

hierarchical control. 

However, if these processes are occurring in the Middle East, why has 

democratization not taken hold in all those states where they exist? For instance, 

as Table 7 indicates below, factors that determine the Human Development 

Index of a state, life expectancy, per capita income, and literacy rates, increased 

between 1980 and 2003 for all the nations examined here, but as other tables in 

Chapter 2 show, the republics score worse on many additional aspects of 

democracy. Further research is needed to explain why reform is occurring in 

some states and not in others.   

 
 

Democratization: Theoretical Impediments 

The second section of this chapter addresses those arguments that posit 

why democratization is not possible in the Middle East.  

 

Centralization of Power 

Many writers contend that the centralized autocratic governments in the 

Middle East discourage political reform (Bahry, 1999). Huntington (1984, 199) 

theorizes that democracy is only possible where there is a vibrant middle class 

“not an impoverished majority confronting an inordinately wealthy oligarchy.” 

Huntington (1991-1992) also argues that authoritarian governments, because of 

their centralized nature, lack an “institutional core,” providing the state an identity 
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or a shared process in which the principal positions in government are filled by 

competitive elections through the participation of a majority of the population.  

Huntington points out that in this style of government the underlying 

ideology of the party sets the identity of the state. Hence, any divergence with the 

party could well be considered treason to the state. Thus, movements advocating 

democratization would need to hold comparable levels of power vis-à-vis the 

state to be fully effective.  In other words, for a reformist movement to encourage 

acquiescence from the incumbent it must hold a significant amount of influence 

with the masses and societal elite. Such a position would provide reformists 

leverage to threaten the regime’s survival and/or degree of legitimacy it holds, 

thus influencing the incumbent to make reforms. Without holding such a position, 

reformists’ pressures or demands could be considered a threat to the state and 

consequently would bare the negative response of the government. 

Huntington (1968) also asserts that the centralization of power does not 

compel the ruling elite to feel required to implement social or political reform. 

Indeed, decentralization would only increase pressure for reform, which might 

lead to the elites’ loss of power.  

Other writers explore the impact of associationalism. Jason Kaufman of 

Princeton University examines three theoretical perspectives of associationalism 

in his 1999 piece, “Three Views of Associationalism in 19th Century America: An 

Empirical Examination.” These include a “neo-Tocquevillian” perspective, which 

defines associationalism as an “alternative to governmental intervention;” a 

“social movements” perspective, which “views associations as interest groups 
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mobilized to stimulate government action in areas germane to their specific 

pursuits;” and a “social capital” perspective, which is “neutral with respect to the 

impact of associationalism on the size of the government but views associational 

activity as a stimulus to greater political participation” (p. 1296). Concerning 

Middle East politics, associationalism here would be perceived in the “social 

movements” perspective. That is, interest groups or organized collectives within 

the populace which are ‘mobilized to stimulate government action in areas 

germane to their specific pursuits.’ I would argue that it is this form of association 

which most threatens regimes in the region and thus is more likely to be 

prohibited.  

Finally, it is widely perceived that the more power is centralized within the 

government, the more likely repression will be utilized to force compliance from 

the citizenry. Thus, the centralization of power encourages repression which in 

turn inhibits liberalization. Some scholars argue that repression obstructs 

development and the lack of development makes states less likely to liberalize. 

Rubin (2002) argues that authoritarian governments suffer from the continuously 

perceived threat to their survivability which leads these governments to be more 

repressive in their character. Ehteshami (1999) agrees stressing that incumbents’ 

attention to regime survivability causes governments to allow or disallow reform. 

Their concentration on survival is deemed most important. Acemoglu and 

Robinson (2001) also make a similar argument stating that repression is due to 

the belief held by regimes that their greatest threat is their own citizens.  
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The amount and nature of legitimacy of a regime could also influence the 

likelihood of civil unrest and repression. Popular resentment is a key factor 

determining the manner in which authoritarian governments behave. As Gurr 

(1968) claims, lower levels of legitimacy held by autocratic regimes would 

theoretically predict a greater likelihood and severity of unrest. Further, Rubin 

(2002) and Merelman (1966) conclude that low legitimacy would inevitably lead 

to higher levels of repression and thus little to no reform.  

Rubin (2002) argues that most incumbents, to ensure their survival, 

depend on the military or security apparatus to promote legitimacy, maintain 

popular compliance, and ensure regime longevity all the while resisting reform. 

This argument is inline with Inglehart (1997, 39) who argues that, “all societies 

depend on some legitimating formula for authority: unless their leaders’ decisions 

are seen as legitimate, they rest solely on coercion.” The literature does not 

explain the dilemma that, though many of the states in the Middle East are 

repressive to varying degrees, many also allow for political liberalization.  

 

Rentier Effect 

There are two arguments in the literature on the effects of high revenues 

from resource export. One argument poses that rent monies, particularly oil 

revenue, will centralize power in the government, placing a regime in a position 

to resist reform. Conversely, some scholars argue that rent monies provide a 

regime with substantial revenue which in turn is bestowed upon the people 
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through social welfare programs. As a result, there is a change in the populace in 

its expectations of the government.   

The first and most popular argument in the democratization literature, 

relates to the negative effects of extraordinary revenues from natural resource 

extraction and export on political liberalization. Luciani (1994) and Ross (2001) 

argue that oil revenues have been the driving force behind authoritarianism in the 

Middle East. They allege that states with high oil revenues are least likely to 

acquiesce to reformists’ desires for greater liberties. They conclude that the 

revenues from oil exports perpetuate authoritarian systems and that those states 

which receive high revenues from oil export are most likely to resist political 

reform and democratization. 1   

Luciani (1994) argues that it is the absence of taxation on the population 

which provides the government greater leverage to be nonresponsive toward 

demands made by the citizenry. The government receives immense rent monies 

from resource extraction and export, which the governments use to fund the 

services in lieu of taxation. As such, the government does not depend upon the 

citizenry for funding and it therefore holds an advantageous position, able to 

resist reformists’ demands. According to Ross (2001) and Luciani’s (1994) 

arguments, those very countries (the monarchies) which show the highest 

                                                 
1 Ross does find that certain states seem to resist democratization where oil revenue is significant. However, 
his findings are based on comparing those rentier states in the Middle East to non oil-producing states in the 
West. This is problematic due to the dramatic contrasts in cases. My argument gives greater clarity to the 
effects of oil production primarily because the study is an MSS analysis of states in a particular region. The 
primary difference between these states is the type of government. Thus, this study should allow for a more 
enhanced understanding of oil’s impact on states of the Middle East.  
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Human Development Index (HDI)2 levels and the greatest per capita incomes in 

the region are destined to a political environment suffering from the centralization 

of power and the continued resistance of reform measures demanded by the 

populace because of the rentier effect.  

Despite these assertions, reforms are occurring in the rentier sates, as the 

findings in Chapter 2 show.  This presents a predicament for researchers. I would 

argue that the complete effects of rent monies from oil revenue are not fully 

explored by the general literature and necessitate further attention.  

Other writers present a different perspective concerning the effect of oil 

revenue upon democratic reforms in the Middle East. In the opinion of such 

writers, oil revenues provide a resource for the government which ultimately 

changes the way in which the people define their relationship with the regime. 

The governments use rent monies in lieu of taxation to provide social welfare 

programs and reduce social inequalities. Thus, though the monarchies of the 

Middle East enjoy high revenues from resource export, such oil revenues have 

been continuously used to provide programs and services for the societies just 

as revenues obtained from taxation could have been applied. This is due to the 

relationship between the ruler and the ruled in the monarchies. As Gause (1994, 

25) argues, such programs and services provided by the monarchs help “forge 

emotive links with the populace over which (they) rule,” and thus gain legitimacy. 

This point is elaborated upon further below. 

                                                 
2 According to UNHDR, the HDI values can be defined as “A composite index measuring average 
achievement in three basic dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life; knowledge; and a 
decent standard of living.” 
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As Korany (1994) argues, programs as a result of large revenues 

produced by oil have sanctioned greater amounts of civil associations and 

societal expectations of the government. Consequently, a social “dependency” 

on welfare programs and associations has come about influencing many in the 

societies of the monarchies to call for greater levels of representation. 

Although individual citizens among the oil producing states are not taxed 

on their personal incomes as in the west, the failure of the state to maintain the 

level of multiple social programs as in the past has led to popular demands 

based on the frustration of their expectations. In this connection, Crystal (1989, 

439) argues that, “as welfare functions become the norm and services become 

legitimate claims on the state, they are seen less as examples of ruler’s largesse 

and more as rights that the individual can claim from the state because of 

nationality.” These policies are altering citizens’ notions of “right, obligation, and 

interest towards the state and the regime leading to more demands of 

accountability and policy implementation by the regime to incorporate nationals 

politically at the mass level” (Crystal 1989, 439). Thus, although rent monies can 

very well promote the centralization of power in the short-term, the data will show 

that over an extended period of time, the rentier effect can contribute to political 

liberalization. 

 

Cultural Compatibility 

Some scholars attribute the weakness of democratic institutions to Islam. 

In their opinion, Islam lacks certain necessary and sufficient characteristics for 
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democracy. Vanhanen (1997) implies that there may be certain cultural factors 

present impeding the process of democratization in the Arab states, although he 

does predict democratization in the future for the region. In addition, Huntington 

(1991, 307) claims that Islamic ideology is not compatible with democracy 

because “to the extent that governmental legitimacy and policy flow from 

religious doctrine and religious expertise, Islamic concepts of politics differ from 

and contradict the premises of democratic politics.”  

 

General Comments on the Literature 

Though the general democratization literature is extensive and thorough, it 

suffers from scholars’ tendency to group dissimilar cases. This strategy ultimately 

contributes to erroneous generalizations regarding the Middle East. Further, a 

distinction between democratization and political liberalization as two 

autonomous processes is not prevalent in Middle East analyses, thus steps 

taken toward liberal democratization are overlooked because such measures do 

not appear to portray full democratization.  

When attempting to apply theories of democratization to the Middle East 

States, one realizes that many general arguments in the literature do not account 

for particular distinctions or contradictions among different types of states that 

could influence the understanding of these problems. Combining all the states in 

a region (such as the Islamic nations and more specifically the states of the 

Middle East) could leave analysts with perceptions of circumstances which could 

be misleading in predicting democracy’s prospects. Indeed, there seems to be a 

 14
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tendency in the general literature in that Middle East states are all broadly 

examined and defined in monolithic terms. This has led scholars to overlook 

slight movement toward political liberalization where and when it does occur 

because of the overshadowing effects of the more authoritarian behavior of 

certain regimes.  

Bratton and Van de Walle (1992), Karl and Schmitter (1990), and 

O’Donnell, Schmitter (1986) argue that there is a difference between political 

liberalization and democratization. O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986, 7) define 

liberalization as “The process of redefining and extending rights” of the individual. 

They go on to say that, “its emergence triggers a number of (often unintended) 

consequences which play an important role in ultimately determining the scope 

and extension of that process.” And, as importantly, “If those liberalized practices 

are not too immediately and obviously threatening to the regime, they tend to 

accumulate, become institutionalized, and thereby raise the effective and 

perceived costs of their annulment” (O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986, 7). 

Democratization, as defined by O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986, 8), “refers 

to the processes whereby the rules and procedures of citizenship are either 

applied to political institutions previously governed by other principles, or 

expanded to include persons not previously enjoying such rights and obligations, 

or extended to cover issues and institutions not previously subject to citizen 

participation.”  
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They add that each process can occur autonomously from the other in the 

same environment, but for democratization to come about liberalization is 

necessary. Bratton and Van de Walle (1992, 422) state that:  

Political reform is any measure taken by a ruling elite to 

increase political competition; Where state elites come to recognize 

mass rights, such as freedom of political expression and freedom of 

political association, reform can be characterized as “political 

liberalization.” Only where free and fair elections are held to choose 

national political officeholders can a “transition to democracy” be 

said to be underway. 3   

In discussing transitions from authoritarian rule to democracy, O’Donnell 

and Schmitter (1986)  similarly argue that liberalization and democratization are 

not synonymous, they may not occur at the same time, and liberalization can 

occur without democratization, but democratization only comes about when 

liberalization strengthens ultimately creating a demand for democracy (O’Donnell 

and Schmitter, 1986). This point is quite significant as it implies that the visible 

signs of democratization are not necessarily dramatic events but often smaller 

movements that are easy to overlook. This could very well be the case especially 

in the initial stages.  

Thus, a country could be moving down a path of democratization by 

allowing for political liberalization and yet continue to appear as an autocratic 

regime. This problem leads me to desire to better determine those factors which 

inhibit liberalization and democratization. Therefore, in this thesis, I examine 
                                                 
3 O’Donnell and Schmitter, 1986, present similar arguments. 
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alternative indicators of democracy while differentiating between the two systems 

of government. This constitutes the subject matter of the second chapter.  

 

Regime Type Matters 

I would concur with other scholars presented in this thesis that regime 

type matters. But the question not addressed and tested adequately in the 

literature is, why does regime type matter in the Middle East when it pertains to 

implementing reform? I contend that the manner in which a regime comes to 

power affects the relationship it has with its constituents. This relationship has a 

profound effect on the foundation of rule. In other words, this relationship impacts 

the ruler’s choice of using military coercion or voluntary compliance to ensure 

adherence to government policies. Below I illustrate the differences in the 

regimes and why these differences affect legitimacy, the foundation of rule, and 

the plausibility of reform.  

 

The Political System: Monarchies v. Republics  

Many scholars (Bratton and Van de Walle, 1997; Diamond, Plattner, Chu, 

and Tien, 1997; Geddes, 1999; Herb, 1999; Linz and Stepan, 1999; and Snyder 

and Mahoney, 1999) argue that the type of regime determines the likelihood of, 

and prospects for political liberalization. Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) 

further argue that the type of authoritarian regime also affects the development of 

institutions during liberalization. A number of scholars more specifically contend 

that monarchic regimes are more likely to introduce democratic reforms than the  
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republics.  Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) conclude, upon analyzing 

authoritarian regimes in the Middle East, that most of the states permitting reform 

have been the monarchies. In contrast, the republics, or one-party states as they 

have labeled them, have lagged in promoting political development. Indeed, they 

report a profound difference between how republics and monarchies liberalize. 

However, their research is primarily confined to reforms of the electoral 

processes of a selected number of Middle Eastern states4, rather than those 

broader factors which advance liberal democracy in the region.  

To maintain a moderate and effective pace and to ensure stability during 

the process, Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) argue that monarchical regimes 

may even permit a certain level of opposition as a sustaining mechanism for their 

policies. They reason that monarchs in conflicts stand as the head mediators and 

negotiators between opposition forces. This arrangement sanctions the monarch 

with the ability to manipulate environmental conditions, therefore playing 

disparate factions against one another, fostering their political weaknesses. They 

contend that monarchs ensure that no one party acquires sufficient political 

power to credibly threaten the throne. According to Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal 

(2002), such a position furnishes the monarch more effective control in managing 

the process of liberalization versus that of presidents in the republics. That is, 

because monarchs are not participants in the political process, but rather 

arbiters, they prefer multiple competing political parties to reinforce their 

                                                 
4 Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) make a poignant case, but only analyze the electoral rules within a 
few of the Middle East states i.e. Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Palestine, and Tunisia. This 
thesis furthers their research specifically and the Middle East literature in general by analyzing the 
distinctions between the two political systems of the region, in its entirety, and their allowance for 
liberalization.  

 18



supremacy. Thus, the monarch is indispensable to the system as the most 

essential actor and can therefore manage the amount of liberalization occurring 

during the process. Moreover, the incumbent’s provision of a pluralist 

environment facilitates his function as arbiter, thus strengthening his legitimacy 

as ruler.  

In a similar manner, Richards and Waterbury (1998) argue that the 

solution to a peaceful transition toward democracy may in fact derive from 

monarchs’ self-perception as “disinterested but authoritative” arbiters “of the 

contending interests,” consenting to contested elections and whose “sole 

concern is the well-being” of their people. Richards and Waterbury (1998) and 

Halpern (1963) further contend that monarchs have the option of limiting their 

own prerogatives through constitutional restraints, thereby sharing power while 

continuing to rule. In addition, monarchies may tolerate additional reform 

because they are unusually susceptible to stresses which arise during 

modernization. Likewise, Hudson (1977) claims that the monarchs hold 

legitimizing values which are fundamentally based on tribal characteristics such 

as kinship, religion, and custom. Hudson further suggests that one system is 

more likely to allow for a transition to occur due to its suitability for the 

transformation. 

In a similar vein, Lisa Anderson (1991) asserts that throughout history 

there are many examples where monarchies held the most influential roles in 

nation building and state formation. She further states that the “slight of hand 

implicit in modernizing monarchies of the Middle East may permit change to take 
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place more incrementally and less disruptively than do the loud protestations of 

revolutionary intentions” (Anderson 1991, 4) from the equally authoritarian 

republics. Anderson (1991) also contends that in comparison to the monarchies, 

the one-party states prove to be much more authoritarian and corrupt and 

consequently less likely to agree to liberalization.  

Though her argument is a contribution to the democratization literature, it 

however, suffers from several significant shortcomings. Although some 

monarchies over time have permitted democratization, others have not. 

Moreover, historical focus omits contemporary factors contributing to the 

acceptance of liberalization. Finally, she states that the monarchies of the Middle 

East are “vagaries of historical accident.” In addition, she claims that, “almost all 

of monarchies of the Middle East and North Africa are creations of the twentieth 

century. Only Moroccan and Omani dynasties can claim a genuine-centuries long 

pedigree in power…both the existence and the character of the monarchies of 

the Middle East reflect British imperial policy in the region” (Anderson 1991, 3). 

I would agree that the monarchic system of governance was implanted by 

foreign powers and was used as a means to further colonial policies in the 

region. However, the families which were placed into positions of power within 

these political systems were not done so by “accident.” Indeed, a majority of 

these families beyond Moroccan and Omani held leadership positions for many 

generations, some for over two-hundred years. Thus, her description of the 

regimes of the monarchies is inaccurate and fails to distinguish between the 

ruling families and the political system. The section presented below more 
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accurately articulates this distinction and demonstrates why this is important to 

research of the region.  

 

Why Does Regime Type Matter? 

In the following pages, I summarize the reasons which explain why the 

monarchies are less repressive and why they allow for the establishment of 

conditions which could make political liberalization more likely. How power is 

acquired by the initial government, the type of political system established at 

independence, and the foundation of rule employed by the incumbents play 

important roles in explaining conditions of low levels of repression and holding 

the promise for democratization.  

 

Acquisition of Power, Legitimacy, and the Foundation of Rule 

A number of scholars argue that the manner in which a regime acquires 

power has an impact on its legitimacy. Many also discuss the effects of 

legitimacy on the capacity and/or willingness of a regime to allow for reform. And 

still others argue that the foundation of rule is based on the type and level of 

legitimacy an incumbent holds.  

Rubin (2002) argues that how the initial government acquires power and 

the type of political system it establishes is crucial to the amount and nature of 

legitimacy it holds with the population. Thus, how a regime comes to power 

impacts the foundation of its rule, be it military coercion or voluntary compliance. 
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Furthermore, he goes on to say that the system of governance established and 

the type of subsequent legitimacy affects the capacity to liberalize. 

In other words, because legitimacy is directly related to how a regime 

acquires power, the type and level of legitimacy held by the regime will likely 

determine the manner in which the incumbent will ensure compliance to 

governmental policies.  Intuitively, this will affect the likelihood of reform and 

means in which the incumbent responds to the challenges brought about by 

reform. Therefore, the foundation of rule is based primarily on how the regime 

acquired power.  

Lipset (1959, 86) contends that “the stability of a given democratic system 

depends not only on the systems’ efficiency in modernization, but also upon 

effectiveness and legitimacy of the political systems.” Lipset (1959, 87) further 

posits that because legitimacy is impacted by effectiveness, “a crisis of legitimacy 

is a crisis of change.” Accordingly, development in the socio-economic sectors 

alone is not a sufficient factor for political liberalization, but must be 

supplemented by legitimacy (Arat, 1988). 

Lipset (1959, 86) defines legitimacy as “the belief that existing political 

institutions are the most appropriate or proper ones for the society.” He adds that 

the government must maintain this belief in the society. If it is ineffective in this 

endeavor, legitimacy will be challenged and reform will be impeded. In other 

words, belief in the legitimacy of the system and the incumbents can profoundly 

affect liberalization.   
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 Lipset (1959, 88) states that,  

Nations which have moved from absolutism and oligarchy to 

a democratic welfare state, while retaining the forms of monarchy, 

more frequently seem able to make changes while sustaining a 

continuous thread of legitimacy for their political institutions. The 

preservation of the monarchy has apparently retained for the 

system the loyalty of the aristocratic, traditionalist, and clerical 

sectors of the population which resented increased democratization 

and egalitarianism. 

Gurr (1968) concurred while adding that lower levels of legitimacy held by 

some states can provoke unrest and consequently impede reform. Further, 

Inglehart (1997) argues that societies require legitimacy for authority and when 

legitimacy is inadequate, coercion is implemented. 

Thus, the amount and nature of legitimacy a regime enjoys could predict 

the likelihood of repression. Merelman (1966) argues that little to no legitimacy 

could inevitably lead to high levels of repression, coercion (via the military), and 

no regime change, especially when in combination with an inefficient economy. 

Consequently, it is logical for the more repressive republics to maintain a military 

force with the capacity to restrain domestic opposition. Therefore, lower levels of 

legitimacy supposedly held by republics would theoretically predict a greater 

likelihood and severity of unrest. In contrast, the monarchic system was 

established by foreign powers and the ruling families have been in positions of 

power for centuries (Further explained below). Moreover, their base of legitimacy 
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and power is founded on tribal tradition and authority, not forced occupation of 

the government via coups. However, the general literature lacks in explaining 

how the different types of legitimacy in Middle East countries are distinct and how 

each affect the process of democratization.  

A brief glimpse into the types of regimes and the manner in which 

contemporary incumbents came to power should assist in recognizing why 

certain conditions conducive to liberalization are present among the monarchies 

in contrast to the republics which have focused principally on strengthening the 

party and thus the governmental elite.  Hence, the type of system implanted 

impacts the relationship between regime and constituency and the foundation of 

rule, that is, ruling by military coercion or voluntary compliance.  

Inglehart (1997, 164) argues that regardless of whether a regime is placed 

into power from above or from outside, its survival “depends on whether its 

institutions have built up deep-rooted cultural attachments among the citizens.” 

Although supported externally as rulers over their societies for the last 

century, the ruling families of the monarchies, along with their constituents are 

“traditional.” That is, “tribal social structures and Islam are the basis of politics” 

(Gause 1994, 3). In other words, the “systems” of government were established 

by European powers following World War I and World War II. However, with the 

exception of Jordan the ruling families of the monarchies, although only placed 

into ‘official’ positions of power during this time, held dominant status within the 

societies for many generations. With the exception of Jordan which was created 

in 1921 – the remaining monarchies have tribal roots.  
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Starting with Jordan’s ruling family, the Hashemites trace their heritage as 

far back as the grandfather of the Prophet Mohammad, Hashim ibn Abd al-

Manaf. From the 10th century until the 1920s, the Hashemites ruled the land of 

the Hejaz (the western coast of Arabia). Following a conflict between the 

Hashemites and the Ibn Sauds in the mid-1920s, the Hashemites lost control 

over the Hejaz, migrating to the area known as Trans-Jordan and with the help of 

the British have established the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. Jordan achieved 

independent status in 1946.   

Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, and the UAE all share similar lineages. Kuwait 

received its independence from Britain in 1961. However, the al-Sabah family 

which rules today traces its lineage back to the Bani Khalid tribe which was the 

dominant tribe of northeastern Arabia. This tribe migrated to the area now known 

as Kuwait around 1716.5  A split within the tribe left the Bani Utub prevailing in 

the city of Kuwait, although they remained loyal to Bani Khalid. By the mid-

eighteenth century, “the al-Sabah had become the leading political family, from 

whose ranks all successive rulers have arisen” (Crystal 1992, 9). Moreover, as 

Crystal (1992, 10) claims, the al-Sabah only had a “conditional right to rule, 

dependent on continued political performance and on the support of the town 

notables who…played a role in selecting the ruler from among the leading 

members of the ruling family.” Thus, they were “never absolute rulers.” Because 

they ruled well, the “Sabah’s continuing competence deepened their legitimacy” 

(Crystal 1992, 10). 

                                                 
5 The historian Ahmad Mustafa Abu-Hakima places the Bani Khalid in Kuwait around this time.  
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Qatar has a comparable history as that of Kuwait, gaining its 

independence from Britain in 1971. Here too, the al-Thani family traces its line 

back to the Bani Utub tribe of the mid-1700s. Segments of the Bani Utub 

migrated into Qatar during the mid-eighteenth century and founded a settlement. 

During the mid-nineteenth century the al-Thanis moved to Doha (the capital city) 

and through tribal alliances rose to power (Crystal, 1990). In 1868, following a 

regional tribal conflict between the al-Thanis and the al-Khalifa, Britain 

intervened, recognizing Qatar as a distinct political entity and the al-Thanis as the 

ruling family. Following World War I and the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the 

al-Thanis were in Doha at the right time (Crystal 1990). They were subsequently 

recognized by Britain and the Ottomans as the ruling family of Qatar, which 

Crystal (1990, 35) argues, “allowed them to consolidate power internally.” 

Bahrain also received its independence from Britain in 1971, and is closely 

tied to the kingdoms of Kuwait and Qatar. The al-Khalifa family (also 

descendants of the Bani Utub tribe) which rules to present, invaded the islands in 

the late eighteenth century from its home in Qatar. In the nineteenth century, the 

al-Khalifa family institutionalized its power due to the decline of the Bani Utub 

alliance.  

Oman, never actually a British colony, received official independence in 

1971 (Gause, 1994). The ruling regime of Oman, the Ibn Sa’id family, claimed 

the throne in 1741 when the Ottomans were defeated and forced to retreat from 

the territory. During the early 1800s, Oman became the most powerful state in 

Arabia.  
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Morocco’s ruling family, the Alaouites, claim relations to the Prophet 

Mohammad. Although not gaining official independence until 1956, the Alaouites 

have ruled Morocco since 1649.  

The United Arab Emirates (UAE) is a federation of emirates, each with its 

own ruler. It gained its official independence in 1971, and is a family state like the 

other monarchies, however it is dominated by two principle emirates, Abu Dhabi 

and Dubai (Hudson, 1977). The Al bu Falah of Abu Dhabi and the Al bu Falasa of 

Dubai also have extensive familial heritages to the throne. The Al bu Falah family 

even claims its lineage back to the 1760s as a member of the Bani Yas tribe. 

According to Hudson (1977, 199), “Personal reputation-royal authority-and 

kinship still play the central legitimizing role in the Federation.”  

Saudi Arabia, ruled by the Ibn-Saud family, was never under the 

domination of an imperial power. The state of Saudi Arabia has its origins from 

the mid-eighteenth century. In 1750, Mohammad bin Saud combined his forces 

with Muhammad Abd al-Wahhab to create a new political institution. Since 1750, 

the bin Sauds have risen and fallen in status, but in the early twentieth century 

strengthened their control over the region.  In fact, King Abd al-Aziz Al Saud 

began controlling the peninsula in 1901 and solidified his reign by 1934. The 

sons of Ibn-Saud have been ruling the state ever since their father’s abdication of 

the throne in 1964. In addition, Ibn-Saud established the Wahhabist interpretation 

of Islam as the state religion. This sect has been the primary version of Islam 

followed by the people of Saudi Arabia since the first part of the twentieth 

century.  
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Thus, historical evidence demonstrates that the monarchies maintain 

some of the oldest ruling families in the world. Further, the brief historical survey 

here of the monarchies suggests common grounds for legitimacy including tribal 

consent and acceptance, historical legitimacy, and in some cases religious 

legitimacy. Perhaps as important, many monarchies had no direct colonial rule 

prior to independence. Therefore, the foundation of rule for the monarchies is 

based fundamentally on legitimacy and tribal tradition.  

By contrast, the republics have different grounds for legitimation. One 

possible reason for the scarcity of reform in the republics is that many of the 

incumbents and the present day political systems are products of coups (Rubin, 

2002). During the twentieth century many coups came about because of 

dissatisfaction with the regimes’ linkage to colonial rule, high levels of corruption, 

domestic instability, and failed economic policies. Once coup leaders grasped 

control of the government, states were then led by military rulers and undeniably, 

many ruling incumbents retained strong ties with the military for decades (Rubin, 

2002). In fact, numerous republics have had uninterrupted military rule since or 

continue to have militaries deeply entrenched into the political arena. 

Moreover, these regimes have an agenda including promises to Arab unity 

and socialism and they do not tolerate reform or any measure that may bring 

about factionalism. That is, an increase in pluralism would undermine the 

socialist objectives and achievements of the regime. Thus, democracy has been 

impeded because these regimes seek to preserve their power, refusing to yield 

to other groups. As Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) argue, the electoral 
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process is structured in such a way as to strengthen the incumbent’s party, 

hence assuring that any opposition remains weak.  

Conversely, the monarchies enjoy a special patriarchal nature of 

legitimacy in contrast to those holding power in the one-party states. Therefore, 

these governments derive benefit from a familial type of rule where their 

constituents view them as fatherly figures. In this connection, Gause (1994, 25) 

contends that, 

…the ruling families have appropriated these institutions, 

symbols, and rhetoric into an ideology of support for their rule. 

What most Westerners see as a “traditional” political culture is in 

fact a construction of recent decades, in which rulers employ a 

political language redolent of Islamic and tribal overtones to 

convince their citizens of the legitimacy of their political system. The 

rulers portray their system as representing the best of religious and 

tribal traditions, and contend that obedience to it is a religious and 

cultural obligation. They use these images and institutions to “forge 

emotive links with the populace over which (they) rule,” and thus to 

gain legitimacy. 

Richards and Waterbury (1998) also conclude that a more intimate 

relationship between government and populace as seen in the monarchies 

contributes to the incumbent’s supremacy and reinforces his legitimacy and 

therefore could be a positive influence on liberalization.  
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One possible exception is Saudi Arabia with its exhibition of the highest 

repression level amongst the monarchies. However, the case of Saudi Arabia as 

an outlier does not necessarily disconfirm my hypotheses. As Lipset (1959, 70) 

argues, the “existence of deviant cases cannot be the sole basis for rejecting the 

hypothesis. A deviant case, considered within a context which marshals the 

evidence on all relevant cases, often may actually strengthen the basic 

hypothesis if an intensive study of it reveals the special conditions which 

prevented the usual relationship from appearing.”  

Saudi Arabia exemplifies such special conditions. First, the royal family 

perceives a strong threat from domestic opposition and consequently it maintains 

a proactive behavior to continue its rule by sustaining large internal security 

forces to coerce compliance. Second, Saudi Arabia has within its borders the two 

most highly regarded and symbolic religious locations in the Islamic faith, Mecca 

and Medina. Indeed, as Gause (1994, 16) exclaims, “Saudi Arabia’s special 

place in the Muslim world, as the home of the holy cities of Mecca and Medina, 

the particular legitimating role of Islam in the political system, and the vast oil 

wealth at the state’s disposal have combined to produce a state religious 

bureaucracy of far greater size and power than those of the other monarchies.” 

This translates into more repression upon the society because as with the Saudi 

regime, larger governments or bureaucracies “permit state elites to monitor and 

control their citizens to a greater extent than has been possible in the past, 

particularly through the expansion of their coercive apparatus – the military, the 

police, and the intelligence services” (Gause 1994, 62).  
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Additionally, it is assumed that the survival of the monarchy is a key issue 

on the minds of those in power. Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) point out 

that monarchs are arbiters and directors of the political process and unlike their 

counterparts in the republics, they are not participants. They go on to state that 

“monarchs want to retain power, and thus they promote electoral rules that will 

enhance their stability” (and legitimacy) (Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal 2002, 

353). This means they prefer electoral rules “that favor competing political 

parties,” and, “for the monarch, then, political division and competition in popular 

politics, not unity, is the basis of stability” (Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal 2002, 

353). Conversely, they find that the presidents of the republics prefer ‘rules of the 

game’ that promote their party and its domination in the political process. 

Karl and Schmitter (1990) and Bratton and Van de Walle (1992, 435) do 

point out that incumbents “are likely to allow liberalization measures because 

they realize executive power can be used to impede opposition therefore they 

prefer a reform process they can control.” Karl and Schmitter’s theory (1990) 

would imply that monarchies, showing higher human development indicators, 

would be more likely to experience protests and thus more likely to have reform 

strategies which would be effective in liberalizing the political system. To 

support this argument, Bratton and Van de Walle (1992, 435) remark that,  

…those states which are resource poor resisted reform 

because they lack the wherewithal to manage reform – conversely 

those states with high revenues from resource exports believe they 

can still dominate the political game, even during and after reform. 
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Ironically governments arranged in the design of a republic in the Middle 

East such as Egypt, Yemen, Sudan, Algeria, or Syria, having a presidential 

system, judiciary, and some variety of consultative body, seem to have those 

institutions in place which would advance liberalization (Rubin, 2002). Yet quite 

the contrary situation prevails. This is because the republics hold less legitimacy 

and base their foundation of rule on military coercion. Having taken power via 

coups, these states have held onto power through an oppressive one-party 

system.  

Further, although elections are prevalent in many of these states, 

participation is compulsory and candidates are considerably limited and/or 

restricted in their bid for office and in some states civil society organizations are 

completely prohibited. Their legitimacy is based primarily on their ability to 

provide for the public good and establish a sense of security. However, a majority 

of the republics have failed over the years to fulfill the public’s expectations. 

Many of the republics were courted by the Soviet Union throughout the 

Cold War (Antonenko, 2002; Bill and Springborg, 2000), which aided incumbents 

to retain power. The Soviet Union was an adamant provider of military and 

financial aid and advocated socialist/nationalist paradigms. However, these 

ideologically based paradigms have failed. Unable to bolster weak economies, 

they have led to disillusionment, distrust, and contempt for the regime (Bill and 

Springborg, 2000). Consequently, the concentration on the application of the 

military as an instrument to ensure domestic compliance remained.  
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In addition, the western alliance with Israel divided the Middle East. While 

the monarchies discounted Israel’s right to exist, they maintained friendlier 

relations with the west; particularly with the U.S. Resolute ties with the west 

continue to be a steadfast force of external pressure on the monarchies to 

liberalize politically as well as economically.  

Moreover, the republics have established and strengthened their influence 

within the military industrial complex to become a very significant contributor to 

the regime (Bill and Springborg, 2000). The military industrial complex serves the 

ambitions of the regime and irrefutably supports the party all the while gaining the 

backing of the society, much more so than in the monarchies. The presidents 

thus feel more secure in their governing position and feel less likely to 

accommodate demands to apply reform wanted by the opposition.  This is not an 

issue in the monarchies because of their smaller populations. Indeed, the 

monarchies do not have military industrial complexes. Simply put, the 

monarchies cannot afford such an institution. In addition, the monarchs are only 

the head of their militaries which they created using tribal relations for support of 

the regime. In the republics, those who took power through coups came from 

within the ranks of the military and used the military or groups within the military 

to acquire power they hold to this day. The monarchs, as described above, 

acquired power in a vastly different manner.  

Therefore, regime type does matter. More specifically, the manner of 

coming to power influences the regime’s subsequent legitimacy. This in turn lays 

the foundation for an incumbent to rule. As a consequence, the type of political 
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system affects the capacity to liberalize. In order to illustrate the comparative 

prospects for reform between the republics and the monarchies in the Middle 

East, the next chapter will provide descriptive statistics on many aspects of 

democracy.  
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CHAPTER 3  
 
 

STATUS OF DEMOCRATIZATION AND POLITICAL  

LIBERALIZATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

In this chapter, I investigate the status of several aspects of democracy 

and political liberalization in the Middle East, including electoral procedural 

democracy and liberal democracy. More precisely, the chapter focuses upon the 

citizen’s civil liberties, economic freedom, political participation of women, 

freedom of the press, and human rights as indicated by personal integrity rights 

and subsistence rights. In order to illustrate the status of democracy (or absence 

thereof) among the various governments of the Middle East, I employ descriptive 

statistics using data from Polity IV, Freedom House, World Bank, the Economic 

Freedom Index, Gibney Political Terror Scale, the United Nations, Transparency 

International, and Reporters Without Borders, and Election World.  

The states under investigation here are those most widely considered as 

nations of the Middle East and North Africa. Those states classified as 

monarchies are: Bahrain, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 

and the United Arab Emirates. Those classified as republics are: Afghanistan, 

Algeria, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, 

Pakistan, Palestine, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, and Yemen. 

Although Cypress and Israel are part of the Middle East region, they are 

excluded based on their status as consolidated democracies, which would skew 

the findings and leave the reader with an inaccurate perception of conditions in 

the republics. One additional note should be addressed here regarding Turkey’s 
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inclusion in this investigation. Turkey is included because it has had several 

periods of military rule since its independence and as the data below show, does 

not have a consolidated democracy.  

 

Status of Electoral Procedural Democracy 

Electoral procedural democracy consists of an environment where public 

officials serve for limited terms and have accountability to the people through 

free, fair, and open elections. In addition, there is legal political equality providing 

for universal suffrage, no discrimination, and secret balloting. Evidence of a 

gradual transformation toward procedural democracy prescribed by the literature 

can be seen by the amendments in electoral laws of some Middle East states. 

Lust-Okar and Ahmad Jamal (2002) point out that ruling elites are originating 

these alterations as would be prescribed by the general democratization 

literature. Baaklini, Denoeux, and Sringborg (1999, 30-31) maintain that the 

transitions are characterized as being: 

a) initiated and led by the incumbent regime; (b) are 

characterized by slow, gradual changes towards democratization; 

(c) include broadening of freedoms of speech, press, and 

association, and political participation; (d) are accompanied by a 

dialogue between the regime and the opposition; (e) are those in 

which the authoritarian elite is determined to maintain power, not 

bring about democracy; and (f) are often met by internal and 

international skepticism. 

 36

JKleister
Underline



In an effort to present a more accurate measure of the conditions in the 

Middle East, I employ the model introduced by Stephen Lohse in 1996 and 

further developed by Sahliyeh and Lohse (2001). I would argue that the general 

means in which Polity IV scores are applied to determine conditions of civil 

liberties in states is not sufficiently accurate. According to the Polity IV Website 

(http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/), “Polity IV contains coded annual 

information on regime and authority characteristics for all independent states 

(with greater than 500,000 total population) in the global state system and covers 

the years 1800-2003.”  It is a 21 point scale ranging from -10 to 10. A score of -

10 is defined as authoritarian and a score of 10 is a consolidated democracy.  

Using six variables from Polity IV data,6 Lohse (1996) and Sahliyeh and 

Lohse (2001) created two aggregate constructs:  The Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation Indices. The two indices “reflect the distribution of political 

authority among elites” and “the distribution of political authority among masses” 

(Lohse 1996, 4).  

The Elite Accord is an index of three Polity IV variables: Executive 

Recruitment Regulation, Executive Competitiveness, and Openness. The index 

ranges from 1 to 10, with the low range (1 to 5) “representing non-democratic 

executive recruitment (unregulated, selected or designated, closed process)” 

(Lohse 1996, 5) and the high range (6 to 10) “representing democratic executive 

                                                 
6 This model was first introduced by Stephen Lohse as part of his master’s thesis, and was further 
developed by Sahliyeh and Lohse.  For more details, see Stephen Lohse, "U.S. Foreign Assistance and 
Democracy in Central America: Quantitative Evaluation of U.S. Policy, 1946 through 1994”  (University of 
North Texas, M.S. thesis, 1996),  Emile Sahliyeh and Stephen Lohse, “Measuring Political Authority In the 
Arab World” (paper presented at the Middle East Annual Meeting, San Francisco, November 2001). For 
further explanation of Polity IV variables, see http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/.  
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recruitment (regulated, elected, and open process)” (Lohse 1996, 5). Sahliyeh 

and Lohse (2001, 7) argued that a “high score on Elite Accord reflects high elite 

consensus on open and competitive access to executive office and on 

established procedures for transferring power.  Elections are considered, but so 

are other means to power by a variety of office-seekers.” 

The Mass Accommodation Index is constructed of three variables from the 

Polity IV data. It consists of two variables that measure mass participation, 

Participation Regulation and Competitiveness, and one indicator of executive 

responsiveness – Executive Constraint. Participation Regulation refers to “the 

development of established institutional structures for political expression, while 

Participation Competitiveness refers to the extent to which non-elites have 

access to institutional structures of political expression” (Lohse 1996, 9). 

Additionally, Executive Constraint represents the “operational (de facto) 

independence of chief executives, checks and balances, and executive public 

accountability” (Sahliyeh and Lohse 2001, 8). 

The Mass Accommodation Index ranges from 1 to 17, with the low range 

(1 to 8) “representing non-democratic participation accommodation (unregulated, 

suppressed, and an unlimited executive authority)” (Lohse 1996, 9). The high 

range (9 to 17) represents “democratic participation accommodation (regulated, 

competitive, and an accountable executive)” (Lohse 1996, 9). Therefore, the 

higher the score on this index, the more likely the masses will have access to 

“legal, regular, meaningful participation in the political decision-making process 

with executive authority accountable to those decisions” (Sahliyeh and Lohse 
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2001, 11). Again, the use of such a metric to measure political authority on both 

the elite and mass levels will provide a more accurate representation of 

conditions in the states under investigation.  

Table 1 presents statistics on the Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation 

indices for the period of 1980 to 2003 according to Polity IV scores. The data 

provided are the mean scores for the decades of the 1980s and 1990s, and for 

the year 2003. The Democracy score is a combination of the two indices for the 

year 2003. The means are significant here because they allow inferences about 

differences between the two types of regimes and the occurrence of longitudinal 

change. Important to note is that the scores for both the republics and 

monarchies clearly suggest that the Middle East countries, regardless of regime 

type, are authoritarian in nature concerning electoral procedural democracy.  

As Table 1 demonstrates, the mean score for the monarchies for 1980-

2003 is 5.5 for the Elite Accord. Only Jordan, Morocco, Kuwait and the UAE hold 

scores of 6 on the Elite Accord scale as of 2003. However, the remaining 

monarchies hold a score of 5. It should be noted that the Polity IV scale ends in 

2003. This unfortunately eliminates those political reforms which were introduced 

by the monarchies since 2003 that further advance procedural democracy. 

Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, Jordan, Morocco, and the United Arab Emirates have all 

made recent amendments to their political processes favoring liberalization of 

their governing systems since this data was accumulated.  
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Table 1: The Elite Accord & Mass Accommodation Indices of the Middle East 

Monarchies 1980s 1990s 2003 

  EA MA EA MA EA MA 

Democracy 
Score  
(2003) 

Regime 
Type 

Score* 
(2003) 

Jordan 6.00 6.80 6.00 9.00 6.00 9.00 15.00 T 
Morocco 6.00 8.00 6.00 8.60 6.00 6.00 12.00 O 
Bahrain 6.00 6.00 5.90 6.70 5.00 7.00 12.00 O 
Kuwait 5.00 7.00 5.00 7.90 6.00 9.00 15.00 T 
Oman 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.90 5.00 8.00 13.00 O 
UAE 6.00 8.00 6.00 8.00 6.00 8.00 14.00 T 
Qatar 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 11.00 O 
Saudi Arabia 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 11.00 O 

Mean Score 5.50 6.73 5.49 7.39 5.50 7.38 12.88 n/a 
         
Republics         
                  

Lebanon n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Iran 7.00 7.20 7.30 9.30 8.00 10.00 18.00 T 
Yemen 7.50 8.10 2.33 6.60 2.00 8.00 10.00 O 
Algeria 7.00 6.20 5.50 7.90 7.00 9.00 16.00 T 
Pakistan 3.10 8.10 9.10 11.30 2.00 8.00 10.00 O 
Egypt 7.00 8.10 7.00 9.00 7.00 9.00 16.00 T 
Sudan 5.92 8.50 1.00 6.00 1.00 6.00 7.00 A 
Libya 2.00 6.00 1.90 6.00 1.00 6.00 7.00 A 
Syria 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 15.00 T 
Afghanistan 7.00 7.90 3.00 3.80 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Comoros 2.00 6.70 7.23 10.45 2.00 11.00 13.00 O 
Tunisia 7.00 7.20 7.00 8.70 7.00 6.00 13.00 O 
Mauritania 7.00 8.00 7.00 8.90 7.00 9.00 16.00 T 
Djibouti 7.00 7.00 7.10 7.50 8.00 8.00 16.00 T 
Iraq 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Somalia 2.00 6.00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Turkey 8.20 10.30 10.00 13.40 10.00 13.00 23.00 C 
Palestine n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Mean Score 5.86 7.33 5.96 8.06 5.31 8.54 13.85 n/a 
* Regime Type Score: Regimes have been categorized into “Regime Type” according to their 
“Democracy 2003” score. 1 to 12 = Autocracy (A); 13 to 16 = Oligarchy (O); 17 to 21 = 
Transitioning Democracy (T); and 22 to 27 = Consolidated Democracy (C).  
Note: EA column represents values for the Elite Accord Index. MA column represents values for 
the Mass Accommodation Index.  
Source: Data were acquired from Polity IV data sets. 
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For instance, in Kuwait, general elections have been held for the 

parliament (which is the first elected law-making parliament in the region), 

women now have the right to vote and run for office, the first woman was 

appointed to a cabinet level office, and the economy is open to foreign 

investment.7 In Saudi Arabia, elections have been held for municipal and 

regional councils. In Qatar, municipal elections have been held, governmental 

censorship of the press has been abolished, and women can now vote and run 

for office. Qatar was the first country in the Persian Gulf region to allow a woman 

to hold a cabinet level position (occurring in 2003). Moreover, the Qatari 

government put forward proposals for general elections to parliament, a 

permanent constitution was adopted, and the practice of democracy has been 

implemented in the school systems and associations.8 And in Bahrain, a 

constitutional monarchy was declared, economic diversity is underway, women 

have been given the right to vote and hold office, elections for a parliament have 

occurred, liberties have been granted for a freer press, greater political 

opposition is allowed, and an independent judiciary and bicameral legislature 

have b

                                                

een created.9 

Table 1 further shows very interesting results for the Elite Accord (EA) 

concerning the republics. No more than five of the eighteen states have been 

classified as an 8 or above for any period. Iran, Pakistan, Djibouti, and Turkey all 

appear to have had open and regulated elections at one time or another, with 

 
7 According to Civilliberty.com reports, 4 April 2006 and BBC reports, 17 May 2005. In addition, in the June 
29,  2006 election, reformists won 36 out of the 50 seats, but women failed to obtain a seat in parliament. 
(USA Today, 30 June 2006).  
8 According to BBC reports, 11 February 2005 and US State Department reports 2005. 
9 According to US State Department reports 2006. 
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only Pakistan regressing toward more autocratic rule. Indeed, Pakistan made a 

profound leap during the 1990s, moving from a score of 3.1 in the 1980s to a 

score of 9.1. However, by 2000 it had fallen significantly to a 1, only advancing to 

a score of 2 by 2003. In contrast, Iran, Djibouti, and Turkey have shown 

consistency in progressing toward becoming more open with Turkey holding the 

strongest score of 10 in 2003. There are ten republics with authoritarian 

tendencies i.e. that have a score of 7 or less on the Elite Accord scale. Thirty-

three percent (or 5 out of fifteen states which had data) received a score of 2 or 

1, indicating that rising elites are not allowed in the political system and that the 

political system is closed. In addition, five of the states classified as republics had 

no available data due to issues of internal instability. This could also explain the 

variance in the mean scores for the republics. That is, the multiple fluctuations in 

scores could be attributed to the instability and numerous regime changes that 

occurred during the time frame measured. Further research is required to better 

 improvement with the 

republics gaining .31 to receive a score of 5.31 in 2003.  

understand why this might be so.  

 Another interesting point comes about when analyzing the mean scores 

for the periods evaluated. In 1980, the republics offered slightly better conditions 

for political competition at the elite level holding a score of 5.72 in comparison to 

the monarchies’ score of 5.5. The trend toward more openness in the republics 

continued through the 1990s, but took a turn for the worse at the beginning of the 

twenty-first century, with the republics receiving an overall mean score of 5.0 for 

2000. Since 2000 however, there has been a small
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 Conversely, the monarchies tended to see decreases in their scores until 

2000. During this period the monarchies, for the first time, surpassed the 

republics, receiving a 5.38 in contrast to the republics’ 5.0 score. Moreover, the 

monarchies also improved conditions since 2003 receiving a mean score of 5.5 

for the year, once more outdoing the republics’ 5.31. Again, it should be noted 

that the Polity IV data ends in 2003, thus excluding from systematic analysis 

many recent reforms in the monarchies that allowed greater freedom in the 

political process on the elite level as well as the mass level.  

Table 1 also presents the results of the Mass Accommodation Index (MA) 

of the monarchies; this measures the amount of participation and competition at 

the mass level and the responsiveness of the elite to such behavior during the 

period between 1980 and 2003. As the table suggests, Jordan and Kuwait have 

the most advantageous environments for public political participation, with both 

receiving a score of 9 in 2003. In addition, both of these states have made strong 

progress since the 1980s when each held a score of 6 on the scale. Perhaps 

more important is the fact that all other monarchies except Morocco have made 

progress since the 1980s or have remained consistent in permitting political 

participation on the mass level as of 2003. As of 2003, only Qatar and Saudi 

Arabia show no progression toward improvement, sustaining a 6 on the scale. 

The table, however, indicates that there has been a general trend toward 

improvement. Since the 1980s, the monarchies’ overall mean score has 

improved 0.88 points, with only a slight regression between 2000 and 2003.  
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The lower half of Table 1 illustrates the Mass Accommodation Index of the 

republics based upon Polity IV data from 1980 to 2003. In this table, six out of the 

eighteen republics show scores of 9 or better, demonstrating toleration of political 

participation and competition at the mass level.  

Turkey indeed shows the most advantageous conditions for those wishing 

to participate in the electoral process with Comoros and Iran falling slightly 

behind with an 11 and 10 respectively. Algeria, Mauritania, and Egypt additionally 

round out this group of states with each holding a score of 9 on the index. Thus, 

30% of the republics receive scores indicating the sanctioning of political 

participation and competition at the mass level. Of the remaining twelve states, 

five receive no score due to the lack of data caused by internal instability. Thus, 

again, 39% of those states classified as republics receive scores at or below the 

threshold of 8. That is, these states all hold varying authoritarian policies 

concerning their electoral processes and mass participation. Four of these states, 

Yemen, Pakistan, Syria, and Djibouti, are positioned at the threshold, receiving a 

score of 8 on the scale in 2003.  

Overall, eleven republics show improvement or sustainment of scores they 

received in the 1980s. In addition, the mean scores for the periods indicate that 

progress has been made in the republics. In the 1980s, the republics received a 

mean score of 7.33, but enhanced conditions by 2003, resulting in a mean score 

of 8.54. These scores exhibit the superiority of the republics over the monarchies 

up until 2003 in terms of electoral participation and competition. Even with the 

removal of Turkey, the only continuous democracy in the region, results in only a 
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slight decrease in the overall mean scores. Thus, it is evident that until 2003, the 

republics displayed better conditions at the mass level for electoral politics. 

However, when applying a difference of means test, the variation between the 

two political systems does not show statistical significance. Therefore, we can 

conclude that there are similarities between the monarchies and the republics 

when evaluating the Elite Accord Index. However, as Appendix C would indicate, 

the participation and competition in politics can be misrepresented when one 

party dominates the political arena.10  

 

Additional Measures of Democratization 

One must consider not only the procedural electoral policies of a 

government to determine whether progress is being made, but several additional 

aspects that can contribute to progress toward a democratic system. These 

include accommodative, pluralist, liberal, and substantive aspects of democracy. 

First, accommodative democracy entails the existence of a loyal opposition 

working within the political system to oppose elected groups. Pluralist democracy 

calls for multiple political parties and the general allowance of associationalism 

which would contribute to the establishment and sustainment of a civil society 

keeping the state’s power in check. By contrast, liberal democracy ensures 

individual rights and liberties. Finally, substantive democracy calls for meeting 

the basic human needs of the individual. Therefore, for political liberalization or 

                                                 
10 For a more in-depth understanding of the political environment of those states of the Middle East, see 
Appendix C. Indeed, the republics did allow for more political participation and competition up until 2003, the 
political arena has been, and continues to be dominated by a single party. More recent events however, 
have undoubtedly changed the general conditions in many of the monarchies.  
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democratization to be accurately evaluated, researchers must take into account 

the possible occurrence of many additional aspects of democracy.  

Table 2: Civil Liberties in the Middle East According 

to Freedom House 1980-2003.11 

 
Monarchies 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2003 Mean Scores 
Jordan 6 5 5 4 4 5 4.83 
Morocco 4 5 4 5 4 5 4.50 
Bahrain 4 5 5 6 6 5 5.17 
Kuwait 4 4 7 5 5 5 5.00 
Oman 6 6 6 6 5 5 5.67 
UAE 5 5 5 5 5 6 5.17 
Qatar 5 5 5 6 6 6 5.50 
Saudi Arabia 6 7 6 7 7 7 6.67 
Overall Mean 
Scores 5 5.25 5.38 5.5 5.25 5.5 5.31 
          
Republics        

Lebanon 4 4 5 5 5 5 4.67 
Iran 5 6 5 7 6 6 5.83 
Yemen n/a n/a 5 6 6 5 5.50 
Algeria 6 6 4 6 5 5 5.33 
Pakistan 5 5 4 5 5 5 4.83 
Egypt 5 4 4 6 5 6 5.00 
Sudan 5 6 7 7 7 7 6.50 
Libya 6 6 7 7 7 7 6.67 
Syria 6 7 7 7 7 7 6.83 
Afghanistan 7 7 7 7 7 6 6.83 
Comoros 5 6 5 4 4 4 4.67 
Tunisia 5 5 4 5 5 5 4.83 
Mauritania 6 6 6 6 5 5 5.67 
Djibouti 4 6 5 6 5 5 5.00 
Iraq 7 7 7 7 7 5 6.67 
Somalia 7 7 7 7 7 7 7.00 
Turkey 3 5 4 5 5 4 4.33 
Overall Mean 
Scores 5.38 5.81 5.47 6.06 5.77 5.53 5.67 

                                                 
11 According to Freedom House, 1 equals most free, 7 equals least free. Period of 1980 to 2003 was 
evaluated using data acquired from Freedom House.  
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In the remainder of this chapter, I investigate some of these indicators of 

political liberalization and democracy. First, I use civil liberties as indicators for 

liberal democracy and evaluate them by analyzing Freedom House scores, 

female political participation, freedom of the press, economic freedoms, and 

personal integrity rights (I assess the status of personal integrity rights by looking 

at the Gibney Political Terror Scale to determine levels of repression.). Second, I 

measure subsistence rights by exploring cumulative human development indices. 

Third, transparency is evaluated by analyzing corruption rates. Finally, I provide a 

comparison of the two political systems of the Middle East, as well as the region 

as a whole, to the other regions of the world in order to present a more 

comprehensive perspective of the worldwide standing of the Middle East 

regarding political liberalization and democratization. The final table also assists 

in revealing the vast differences between the monarchies and the republics.  

 

Civil Liberties 

My first measurement evaluates civil liberties performance according to 

Freedom House scores. Freedom House rates those countries which are most 

free a 1 to 2.5; those categorized as partly-free are given a score of 3 to 5; and 

those which are least free a 5.5 to 7. According to Table 2, the monarchies and 

the republics have generally decreased slightly in their granting and protection of 

civil liberties. Although there are fluctuations throughout the time frame analyzed, 

the general trend between 1980 and 2003 was for civil liberties to be restricted. 

However, because the available Freedom House data ends in the year 2003, it 
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unfortunately neglects to take into account the events which have occurred more 

recently in the monarchies.  

As Table 2 indicates, although there is some trivial movement, there is no 

dramatic change during the twenty-three year period concerning civil liberties in 

the republics and the monarchies. In fact, when the mean scores for the 

republics are compared to the monarchies for 2003, there is little difference. The 

monarchies’ mean score according to Freedom House is 5.5 and the republics’ 

score is 5.53. These results are quite similar to those found in Table 1. Thus as 

we can see by looking at civil liberties measured by Freedom House, there is 

very little difference regardless of regime type. We also see similar tendencies 

concerning female political participation.  

 

Female Political Participation 

My second measurement for liberal democracy looks at female political 

participation. Discrimination toward women in the Middle East has long been a 

focal point for activists and scholars. However, I would argue that the situation is 

not as bleak in the political arena as many believe it to be. Women do have the 

right to vote in all states examined here except for Saudi Arabia and the UAE.12 

Table 3 presents data on the quantity of seats held by women in the parliaments 

of the Middle East according to the World Bank. 

Though the republics have a much better record than the monarchies, as 

the upper half of the table and empirical evidence presented in this paper show, 

the monarchies are moving in a more positive direction, recently implementing 
                                                 
12 For more information on suffrage of the Middle East states see www.state.gov, country background notes.  
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amendments to their constitutions and political processes to allow for female 

participation.13 Indeed, as recent events have unfolded in the monarchies, there 

seems to be momentum to provide women with greater rights concerning their 

ability to vote for and hold office in legislative bodies. 

For example, in 2005, Kuwait expanded suffrage to include women over 

the age of twenty-one. The amendments to the Kuwaiti constitution also allow for 

women to run for political office. In Morocco, several revisions were made to the 

constitution during the 1990s, following King Hassan’s death and the ascent of 

his son King Mohammed to the throne. These included the creation of a lower 

house of parliament in 1996 and the expansion of parliamentary power 

throughout the 1990s. In addition, women have gained several seats in 

parliament due to the progressiveness of the recent reforms to the constitution. In 

2003, Omanis were granted universal suffrage and elected two women to 

parliament in free and contested elections. Finally, during the 1990s, Jordan’s 

King Hussein instituted revisions to the constitution legalizing political parties and 

permitting free and fair elections with universal suffrage.   

The descriptive data provided in Table 3 illustrate that half of the 

monarchies are now permitting both genders to have access to the political 

process. Morocco leads the monarchies with eleven seats held in its parliament 

by women with Jordan scoring six positions. Perhaps more important is the fact 

that Kuwait and Oman have recently altered their processes to allow women to 

not only vote, but also hold office.  

                                                 
13 Appendix C also shows the increase of political opposition allowed in the monarchies and the 
overwhelming domination of the state party in the republics.  
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Table 3: Parliamentary Seats Held by Women in the Middle East 

Monarchies        

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Total # 

of Seats 

% of 
Seats 
Held 

(2005)
Jordan 0 0 1 1 6 6 110 5.45
Morocco 1 1 1 11 11 11 325 3.38
Bahrain 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0.00
Kuwait 0 0 0 0 0 2 50 4.00
Oman 0 0 0 0 0 2 83 2.41
UAE 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0.00
Qatar 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0.00
Saudi Arabia 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 0.00
Mean Scores      96.625 1.91
        
Republics       

                 

Lebanon 2 2 2 2 2 5 128 3.91
Iran 5 3 3 4 4 4 290 1.38
Yemen 1 1 1 1 0 0 301 0.10
Algeria 3 3 3 6 6 6 380 1.58
Pakistan n/a n/a n/a 22 22 21 342 6.14
Egypt 2 n/a 2 2 2 3 454 0.66
Sudan n/a n/a 10 10 10 15 450 3.33
Libya n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 2700 0.19
Syria 10 10 10 10 12 12 250 4.80
Afghanistan n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 27 249 10.84
Comoros n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 3 33 9.09
Tunisia 12 12 12 12 12 23 189 12.06
Mauritania 4 4 n/a n/a 4 0 81 0.00
Djibouti 0 0 0 11 11 11 65 16.92
Iraq 6 8 8 8 n/a 32 275 11.64
Somalia n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8 82 9.76
Turkey 4 4 4 4 4 4 550 0.80
Palestine n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 132 n/a
Mean Scores      386.17 5.48

Source: Data acquired from World Bank data set.  
Note: Data were only available for the period of 2000 to 2005. 
 

As the table shows, the republics do have a greater number of seats held 

by female members of parliament. Pakistan, Afghanistan, Tunisia, and Iraq all 
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have more than twenty seats in parliament which have been won by female 

candidates.  Sudan, Syria, and Djibouti have more than ten seats with female 

members.  

Indeed, for the data collected, only Mauritania has no female members of 

parliament. This is most likely due to the short time frame that Mauritania has 

practiced democratic electoral processes, having only implemented them in 

1991. However, in the elections of 2003, the countries first female ran for 

president. More recently, the former president Maaouya Ould Sid'Ahmed Taya, 

was overthrown in a bloodless coup in 2005 by military officers. Elections are to 

be held again in 2007 allowing for universal suffrage. 

Overall these are quite interesting findings given the low scores the 

republics received regarding levels of repression. I would argue that it is again 

the nature of the political system itself that determines such scores. That is, the 

monarchies have been until recently, more patriarchal and conservative in 

nature, resisting giving females leadership roles.  In other words, until recently 

membership in the legislature was based on tribalism and tribal loyalty and under 

such a structure, women have little to no rights. However, in the last few years 

the monarchies have begun to adapt to female participation. The republics, on 

the other hand, follow a socialist, nationalist paradigm and thus gave women 

greater political rights in the beginning.  

Here again the data show inconclusive results to determine a dramatic 

difference between political systems. However, when we look at press freedom 

as measured by Reporters Without Borders, disparities are found.  
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Press Freedom 

Freedom of the press is critical in the establishment of democracy as it 

allows for the free exchange of ideas and information and displays the level of 

involvement the state has in that exchange. Table 4 presents data acquired from 

Reporters Without Borders for the period 2002-2005 for the monarchies.14 This is 

a relatively new scale established in 2002 to remove biases when evaluating 

press freedoms abroad, over time and space.15 In addition, Holtz-Bacha (2004, 

10) argues that this index is a more accurate depiction of press freedoms in the 

evaluated countries over Freedom House because it not only uses local reporter 

provided surveys, but “it takes into account whether the state uses its resources 

to fight such groups that put pressure on the media. Thus, the index goes beyond 

state influence on freedom of the press and, to a certain extent, registers the 

active protection of press freedom by the state.”  

Furthermore, the Reporters Without Borders Index does not group states 

according to the level of freedom as does Freedom House. In contrast, it only 

ranks states according to the given score. Reporters Without Borders thus 

“avoids the difficult and somewhat arbitrary task to decide about thresholds 

between free and not free and at the same time demonstrates that such 

boundaries cannot easily be defined”  (Holtz-Bacha 2004, 10). Like Freedom 

House however, the Reporters Without Borders Press Freedom Survey scores 

countries 1 to 100, with one having the least number of infractions against the 

                                                 
14 Freedom House classifies states with scores from 0-30 as free, 31-60 as partly free, and 61-100 as not 
free. Data was only available for the period 2002 to 2005. Data acquired from Reporters Without Borders.  
15 For a more in depth discussion on the benefits of the Press Freedom Survey created by Reporters 
Without Borders, see Christina Holtz-Bacha’s conference paper, “The Difficulty in Measuring Freedom of the 
Press Worldwide.” (July, 2004). 

 52



media and 100 being given to states which exemplify a hostile environment for a 

free media.  

Looking at Table 4, the monarchies’ scores are generally superior to the 

republics. In 2002, data were only available for Bahrain, Morocco, Jordan, 

Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia. Bahrain held the most positive conditions receiving a 

score of 23, but Kuwait followed closely with a 25. Morocco and Jordan received 

scores of 29 and 33 respectively. Overall, in 2002, the monarchies for which data 

were available (except Saudi Arabia), displayed conditions comparable to many 

western nations.  

In 2005, there were both improvements and declines in the monarchies’ 

scores. Kuwait moved from a score of 25 to a 21, taking the top position among 

these countries. Following closely behind were Qatar with a score of 23, Jordan, 

which improved from a 33 to a 24, and the UAE with a 25. Rounding out this 

group were Morocco, which declined from a 29 to a 36, and Bahrain, also 

declining to a 38. Again Saudi Arabia received the worst score among the 

monarchies, also showing a decline from a 62 to a 66. The overall mean for the 

monarchies for 2005 is a 33.29.  

There is a significant contrast when evaluating press freedom between the 

monarchical style of governments and the republics as Table 4 shows. The 

republics overall receive worse scores than the monarchies and thus fail to allow 

the free and unimpeded functioning of the media. In 2002, out of 18 republics 

investigated, only Lebanon (19), Comoros (20), and Palestine (27) received 

scores under 30. That is, only 17% of the republics were on an analogous level 
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with the monarchies. Of the remaining republics 7, or 39 %, received a score in 

the 30s. These included Yemen (34), Algeria (31), Egypt (34), Sudan (34), 

Afghanistan (35), Djibouti (31), and Turkey (33). Interesting here is that Turkey 

fails to receive a score reflecting its democratic status.  

Additionally, the remaining republics, or thirty-nine percent, received 

scores at or above 40, with Iraq (79) and Libya (72) representing the worst two 

cases. Overall, the mean score for the republics, a 41.82 for 2002, is 7.42 points 

worse than the monarchies.  

In 2005, we do see improvement in some republics, but the overall 

majority declined in the allowance of press freedom. Those republics which 

experienced progress include Syria, moving from a score of 62 to a 55 in 2005; 

Tunisia, progressing from a 67 in 2002 to a 57 in 2005; Mauritania, showing a 

slight decrease in its score of 41 in 2002 to a 40 in 2005; Iraq, which showed 

strong advancements toward becoming more free by moving from a score of 79 

in 2002 to a 67 in 2005; and Turkey, which displays a score of 25 in 2005, an 

eight point improvement form its score of 33 in 2002.  

The remaining 12 republics, or 67 percent, experienced declines in the 

amount of press freedoms allowed according to the Press Freedom Survey. Of 

these, Iran saw the greatest regression toward becoming less free, moving from 

a score of 48 in 2002 to an 89 in 2005. In brief, in 2005, the republics receive a 

mean score of 49.44 while the monarchies received 33.29 score. This represents 

a meaningful difference in these two systems of governance in freedom of the 
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press. A similar tendency is observed in the economic freedom and the levels of 

protectionist policies between the two political systems.  

Table 4: Press Freedoms in the Middle East According to 

Reporters Without Borders 2002-2005. 

Monarchies   

  2002 2005 
Mean 

Scores 
Jordan 33 24 28.50 
Morocco 29 36 32.50 
Bahrain 23 38 30.50 
Kuwait 25 21 23.00 
Oman n/a n/a n/a 
UAE n/a 25 25.00 
Qatar n/a 23 23.00 
Saudi Arabia 62 66 64.00 
Mean Scores 34.4 33.29 32.36 
      
    
Republics   

      
Mean 

Scores 

Lebanon 19 28 23.50 
Iran 48 89 68.50 
Yemen 34 46 40.00 
Algeria 31 40 35.50 
Pakistan 44 60 52.00 
Egypt 34 52 43.00 
Sudan 34 44 39.00 
Libya 72 88 80.00 
Syria 62 55 58.50 
Afghanistan 35 39 37.00 
Comoros 20 22 21.00 
Tunisia 67 57 62.00 
Mauritania 41 40 40.50 
Djibouti 31 37 34.00 
Iraq 79 67 73.00 
Somalia n/a 59 59.00 
Turkey 33 25 29.00 
Palestine 27 42 34.50 

Mean Scores 41.82 49.44 46.11 
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Economic Freedom 

The fourth indicator of liberal democracy is economic freedom. 

Examination of Table 5 illustrates the levels of economic freedom in the 

monarchies and the republics according to the 2006 Economic Freedom Index.16 

The index scores rate countries from 1 (the lowest amount of governmental 

protectionist policies) to 5 (the greatest amount of governmental protectionist 

policies). As table 5 below suggests, the monarchies fare considerably better 

than the republics with mean scores representing lesser amounts of protectionist 

policies in place for each period evaluated from 1995 to 2006. 

As the table proposes Jordan, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia have made 

progress toward greater economic freedom since 2000. Bahrain holds the best 

score of 2.23 and an overall mean score of 2.04 providing it with the most 

advantageous economic conditions. Additional countries which hold a score of 

3.0 or less include Jordan, Kuwait, Oman, and the UAE. Although conditions are 

improved in some monarchies, there are those which have slightly declined in 

economic freedom since 1995, including Morocco, Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, and 

the UAE, however, they remain much freer than the republics. Such retractions 

are blamed by the Heritage Foundation on many factors including monetary 

policies which have led to an increase in inflation, capital flows, trade policies, 

and issues with property rights which are affected by the judiciary not being fully 

independent from the monarchy.  

 

                                                 
16 For a more in depth definition on economic freedom scores see Appendix B. Data was only available for 
1995 to 2006.   
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Table 5: Economic Freedom in the Middle East 

Monarchies      
  1995 2000 2005 2006 Mean Scores 

Jordan 2.95 2.95 2.79 2.80 2.87 
Morocco 3.03 3.05 3.18 3.21 3.12 
Bahrain 1.83 1.93 2.15 2.23 2.04 
Kuwait n/a 2.50 2.81 2.74 2.68 
Oman 2.70 2.93 2.81 3.01 2.86 
UAE n/a 2.25 2.73 2.93 2.64 
Qatar n/a 3.13 3.05 3.04 3.07 
Saudi Arabia n/a 3.20 2.99 2.84 3.01 
Mean Scores 2.63 2.74 2.81 2.85 2.79 
      
Republics      
            

Lebanon n/a 3.06 3.10 3.00 3.05 
Iran n/a 4.69 4.21 4.51 4.47 
Yemen 3.74 3.94 3.75 3.84 3.82 
Algeria 3.68 3.40 3.49 3.46 3.51 
Pakistan 3.34 3.50 3.73 3.33 3.48 
Egypt 3.69 3.53 3.43 3.59 3.56 
Sudan 4.30 4.05 n/a n/a 4.18 
Libya n/a 4.85 4.40 4.16 4.47 
Syria n/a 4.05 3.90 3.93 3.96 
Afghanistan n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Comoros n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Tunisia 2.93 2.94 3.14 3.24 3.06 
Mauritania n/a 4.00 2.98 3.08 3.53 
Djibouti n/a 3.38 3.30 3.20 3.29 
Iraq n/a 4.90 n/a n/a 4.90 
Somalia n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Turkey 2.95 2.68 3.41 3.11 3.04 
Palestine n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Mean Scores 3.52 3.78 3.57 3.54 3.74 

 

Table 5 also demonstrates that the republics implement significant 

protectionist policies and thus have much less economic freedom than the 

monarchies. Although both have shown minor increases in freedom since 2000, 

Libya and Iran tie for the second worst conditions, with both holding a 4.47 on the 
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Economic Freedom Index. Other decreases in protectionist policies since 1995 

occurred in Algeria, Pakistan, Egypt, Syria, Mauritania, and Djibouti. Expansion 

occurred in Yemen, Tunisia, and Turkey. Moreover, as the table confirms, Turkey 

is not the most free among the republics, being surpassed by Lebanon and 

Mauritania in economic freedoms. Overall, the republics have a rating of 3.0 or 

better with nine states having 3.5 or greater, and four displaying 4.0 or greater 

scores. The findings in Table 5 demonstrate that while the republics are moving 

toward greater economic freedom, they are inferior to the monarchies. Thus, the 

regime type does have an impact on the amount of protectionist policies 

instituted and as Table 6 will show, regime type also has an affect on repression.  

 

Personal Integrity Rights 

The final measurement on liberal democracy is personal integrity rights 

indicated by levels of repression. Like economic freedom, repression in the 

Middle East varies among the political systems. Gibney and Dalton’s Political 

Terror Scale as presented in Table 6 provides evidence that the monarchies fair 

far better than the republics concerning the respect of personal integrity rights of 

their citizens. All of the monarchies (except Saudi Arabia) score comparably to 

many nations of the west.  

 According to Gibney and Dalton,17 a score of 1 indicates “Countries under 

a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their view, and torture is rare 

or exceptional. Political murders are extremely rare.” Those states with a score of 

                                                 
17 Definitions for levels of repression quoted from Mark Gibney’s Web page. See: 
http://www.unca.edu/politicalscience/images/Colloquium/faculty-staff/gibney.html.  

 58

http://www.unca.edu/politicalscience/images/Colloquium/faculty-staff/gibney.html


2 have limited amounts “of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. 

However, few persons are affected, torture and beatings are exceptional. Political 

murder is rare.” The mid-range score of 3 dictates that “There is extensive 

political imprisonment, or a recent history of such imprisonment. Execution or 

other political murders and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, with or 

without a trial, for political views is accepted.” Extensive amounts of repression 

are seen with a score of 4. That is, “the practices of level 3 are expanded to 

larger numbers. Murders, disappearances, and torture are a common part of life. 

In spite of its generality, on this level terror affects those who interest themselves 

in politics or ideas.” And finally, Gibney and Dalton code the most repressive 

states a 5 where “The terrors of level 4 have been expanded to the whole 

population. The leaders of these societies place no limits on the means or 

thoroughness with which they pursue personal or ideological goals.” 

Although there have been slight fluctuations during the time frame 

measured and no improvements shown by Saudi Arabia, the general trend has 

been one of improvement in the monarchies. Jordan and Morocco have made 

significant changes towards respecting human rights of the individual and 

Bahrain has, since 1980, moved from a score of 3 to a 1. 

With 2004 scores of 1, Oman and Qatar are also demonstrating few signs 

of being repressive. The UAE does seem to have suffered from a slight increase 

in repression, but is still consistent with the similar political systems. Kuwait’s 

high score in 1990 is most likely due to the Iraqi led invasion during the late 

summer and the policies put forth by the occupying forces. 
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Table 6: Repression in the Middle East.18 

Monarchies 1980 1990 2000 2004 Mean Scores

Jordan 3 3 3 2 2.75
Morocco 3 3 2 2 2.50
Bahrain 3 3 2 1 2.25
Kuwait n/a 5* 2 2 3.00
Oman 2 1 1 1 1.25
UAE 1 1 1 2 1.25
Qatar 1 1 2 1 1.25
Saudi Arabia 3 3 3 3 3.00
Overall Mean Scores 1.86 2.25 2 1.75 2.16
       
Republics      
Lebanon n/a 4 3 3 3.33
Iran 5 4 3 4 4.00
Yemen 3 3 3 4 3.25
Algeria 2 2 5 4 3.25
Pakistan 3 4 3 3 3.25
Egypt 3 3 3 4 3.25
Sudan 3 4 5 5 4.25
Libya 4 3 3 3 3.25
Syria 5 4 3 3 3.75
Afghanistan 5 4 5 4 4.50
Comoros 2 1 2 1 1.50
Tunisia 3 3 3 3 3.00
Mauritania 3 4 3 3 3.25
Djibouti 2 2 2 2 2.00
Iraq 4 5 5 5 4.75
Somalia 3 5 4 4 4.00
Turkey 4 4 4 3 3.75
Palestine n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Overall Mean Scores 3.19 3.24 3.47 3.41 3.43

* 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.  

Looking at the lower half of Table 6, we can see that only Djibouti and 

Comoros have favorable ratings similar to the monarchies holding a 2 and 1 

respectively. Indeed, eight republics hold a score of 4 or 5, while seven states 

                                                 
18 For a complete definition of the categories of political terror, see Appendix A or Mark Gibney and Matthew 
Dalton. “The Political Terror Scale.” Policy Studies and Developing Nations. Vol. 4. (JAI Press Inc. 1996). 
Data was acquired from Gibney & Dalton Political Terror Scale for the period of 1980 to 2004. The end date 
of 2004 was used to show the reader a more current synopsis of contemporary conditions in both regime 
types. Data are provided for a given year.  
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hold a score of 3. Moreover, as the table shows, several of the republics have 

worsened conditions of human rights since 1980.   

Also interesting is the comparison of the mean scores for the two types of 

regimes between 1980 and 2004. In 1980, the average score for the monarchies 

was 1.86, while the republics held a 3.19. In 2004, conditions had improved 

overall for the monarchies which scored an average of 1.75. However, the 

republics’ repressive environment worsened overall since 1980; their mean score 

fell to 3.41 in 2004. Indeed, for the twenty-four year period, the monarchies score 

an overall mean of 2.16, while the republics score a 3.43. All but two of the 

republics have worse scores than the worst of the monarchies Thus, according to 

Gibney and Dalton, many republics practice political imprisonment, execution, 

brutality, and murders. There is also extensive and unlimited detention with or 

without trial for political views. By holding a 2 score on the Gibney and Dalton 

scale these events rarely occur in the monarchies. Undoubtedly, Table 6 

confirms that repressive conditions are far worse in the vast majority of the 

republics than the monarchies. Indeed, upon application of a difference of means 

test, there is statistical significance found between the means of the monarchies 

and the republics concerning repression. Similar tendencies are also found when 

we examine subsistence rights by looking at a state’s HDI score.  

 

Subsistence Rights 

Subsistence rights are inherent to a democratic system. I measure the 

status of substantive democracy by analyzing the subsistence rights of the 
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individual according to the United Nation’s Human Development Index (HDI). 

According to UNHDR 2005 (Pg. 214), the HDI values can be defined as “A 

composite index measuring average achievement in three basic dimensions of 

human development: a long and healthy life; knowledge; and a decent standard 

of living.” The higher the score, the more likely an individual will live a long, 

healthy life with access to adequate education and maintain a sufficient income 

to provide substantive necessities for his/her family. The range of scores is 

between 0 and 1.  

Table 7 reveals that the monarchies have higher life expectancy, literacy 

rates, and per capita income. These are conditions which according to the 

literature are requirements for democratization. Generally, when compared to the 

republics in the lower half of Table 7, the monarchies are ranked considerably 

higher on average. Four of the eight monarchies, Qatar, Bahrain, UAE, and 

Kuwait all receive above a 0.900. It should be noted, however, that with the 

exception of Jordan and Morocco, the rest of the monarchies are oil producing 

states and as such derive vast revenue from exporting oil. However, both of 

these countries hold scores which far outweigh many of the republics.  

Upon examination of the conditions within the republics in the table, we 

observe several interesting points. First, in 2003 a considerable majority of the 

republics were ranked well below the monarchies in subsistence rights. 

Moreover, only Libya, Lebanon, and Turkey were ranked in the top half of all 

countries evaluated by the 2005 United Nations Human Development Report. 
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Table 7: Human Development Trends in the Middle East, 1980-2003.19 

Monarchies Rank* 1980s 1990s 2003 
Mean 

Scores 
Qatar  40 n/a n/a 0.849 0.849 
UAE 41 0.780 0.813 0.849 0.814 
Bahrain  43 0.764 0.818 0.846 0.809 
Kuwait  44 0.779 0.813**   0.844 0.812 
Oman  71 0.594 0.719 0.781 0.698 
Saudi Arabia  77 0.666 0.725 0.772 0.721 
Jordan  90 0.653 0.696 0.753 0.701 
Morocco  124 0.497 0.564 0.631 0.564 
Mean Scores 66.25 0.676 0.619 0.791 0.746 
Population-Weighted Mean Scores 0.58 0.647 0.72 0.649 
      

Republics          
Libya  58 n/a n/a 0.799 0.799 
Lebanon  81 n/a 0.702 0.759 0.731 
Turkey  88 0.614 0.683 0.751 0.683 
Tunisia  92 0.574 0.656 0.745 0.658 
Iran  99 0.590 0.672 0.736 0.666 
Palestine  102 n/a n/a 0.729 0.729 
Algeria  103 0.585 0.660 0.722 0.656 
Syria  106 0.605 0.659 0.721 0.662 
Egypt  119 0.514 0.595 0.659 0.589 
Pakistan  135 0.403 0.447 0.527 0.459 
Comoros  136 0.479 0.501 0.530 0.503 
Sudan  141 0.386 0.447 0.512 0.448 
Yemen  151 n/a 0.415 0.489 0.452 
Mauritania  152 0.362 0.387 0.465 0.405 
Djibouti  154 n/a n/a 0.454 0.454 
Afghanistan  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Iraq  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Somalia  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Mean Scores 95.39 0.511 0.569 0.640 0.593 
Population-Weighted Mean Scores  0.431 0.520 0.625 0.525 
          
* Country rank applies only to 2003  
** Incomplete data for decade 

 

Second, for the entire period covered, the republics scored an average 

HDI mean of 0.500 versus the monarchies’ score of 0.842. Finally, those 
                                                 
19 Data was acquired for the time period of 1980 to 2003. Data was not available for more recent years. In addition, the 
data were averaged by decade for the 1980s and 1990s to present more accurate conditions of human development 
indicators. Data provided for 2003 are solely for that given year. Means were also weighted to account for population 
differences between monarchies and republics. According to UNHDR, the HDI values can be defined as “A composite 
index measuring average achievement in three basic dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life; 
knowledge; and a decent standard of living.” Source: UN Human Development Report 2005.  
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republics which are resource rich or where the government’s revenue is primarily 

generated from resource export20, Iran, Libya, Algeria, Yemen, and Sudan, do 

not hold scores comparable to the resource rich monarchies.  

The mean HDI scores are meaningful because they suggest that there is a 

difference in subsistence rights between regimes and they display the overall 

score for the time period covered for each state. To make certain that the HDI 

scores were not distorted by the disparate populations of the countries; I 

calculated population-weighted HDI values. When means weighted for national 

populations were calculated, an overall decrease in HDI occurred for both types 

of political systems and the gap between the monarchies and republics narrows 

somewhat. However, the strong overall advantage of the monarchies remains. 

Overall, the data in Table 7 demonstrate that regime type does indeed matter 

when it concerns subsistence rights guaranteed by the government. Another 

area where the monarchies seem to hold an advantage is corruption. 

 

Transparency 

Table 8 presents data acquired from Transparency International on 

corruption rates in the region for the years 2003 and 2005. Transparency 

International employs a scale of corruption that ranges from a value of 10 points 

representing an environment where no corruption exists, down to 1 point which 

represents an environment with rampant corruption.21 As the table shows, 

                                                 
20 Those countries listed were classified according to information collected from the US State department. 
www.state.gov.  
21 For a more in depth discussion on corruption rates used see www.transparency.org. Data only available 
for thirteen countries for the period 2003 to 2005.  
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several states in 2003, including Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, the UAE, and Qatar 

experienced lesser amounts of corruption, receiving scores greater than a 5. 

Bahrain and Oman were positioned with the best scores holding a 6.1 and 6.3 

respectively. 

Table 8: Corruption Rates in the Middle East  

According to Transparency International. 

Monarchies   
  2003 2005 
Jordan 4.6 5.7 
Morocco 3.3 3.2 
Bahrain 6.1 5.8 
Kuwait 5.3 4.7 
Oman 6.3 6.3 
UAE 5.2 6.2 
Qatar 5.6 5.9 
Saudi Arabia 4.5 3.4 
Mean Score 5.11 5.15 
   
Republics   
  2003 2005 
Lebanon 3.0 3.1 
Iran 3.0 2.9 
Yemen 2.6 2.7 
Algeria 2.6 2.8 
Pakistan 2.5 2.1 
Egypt 3.3 3.4 
Sudan 2.3 2.1 
Libya 2.1 2.5 
Syria 3.4 3.4 
Tunisia 4.9 4.9 
Iraq 2.2 2.2 
Turkey 3.1 3.5 
Palestine 3.0 2.6 
Mean Score 2.92 2.94 

 

In 2005, Jordan and the UAE showed strong decreases in corruption as 

Jordan moved from a 4.6 in 2003 to a score of 5.7 in 2005 and the UAE moved 
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from a 5.2 in 2003 to a 6.2 in 2005. Although Bahrain had a slight increase in 

corruption, it remained above the threshold of 5.0. Kuwait however, dropped from 

5.3 to 4.7 while Saudi Arabia made a further shift toward being more corrupt with 

a jump from 4.5 in 2003 to 3.4 in 2005. Morocco’s overall corruption rate 

changed little during the two year time period moving only 0.1 from a score of 3.3 

in 2003 to a 3.2 in 2005.  

The statistics in Table 8 display strong contrasts between the republics22 

and the monarchies. In 2003, no republic met the critical threshold of 5.0, 

whereas for the same period, five out of the eight, or 63%, of the monarchies 

reached the mark. 

In addition, in 2005 still no republic had breached the threshold point of 

claiming less corruption with a 5.0. Another interesting point to make is that only 

six states, Algeria, Libya, Egypt, Yemen, Lebanon, and Turkey, experienced a 

slight decrease in corruption. 

The table also indicates that Turkey has high levels of corruption. This is 

interesting due to it being regarded as the most democratic of all the Middle 

Eastern states. The table further suggests that out of the thirteen states, four had 

an increase in corruption from 2003 to 2005 and three saw no change. It shows 

that the monarchies had a mean score of 5.11 for 2003 and a 5.15 for 2005. In 

comparison, the republics show a slight decrease in corruption from a mean 

score in 2003 of 2.92 to a mean score of 2.94 in 2005. However, in contrast to 

the monarchies, the overall scores according to Transparency International 

present the case that corruption is much more widespread in the republics 
                                                 
22 Data were only available for 13 of the republics.  
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relative to the monarchies. Thus, we have seen the monarchies score better on 

many indicators of liberal democracy. However, their superiority to the republics 

does not indicate that they are comparable to other regions of the world. The 

next section will serve such a purpose.  

 

Regional Comparisons 

Table 9 is a regional comparison of the categories evaluated in this 

chapter. The regions included for comparison to the Middle East are Africa, Asia, 

Latin America, and Western Nations.23 In addition, the world average for each 

category is included. This table also separates the two political systems in the 

Middle East for comparative purposes.  

Table 9 offers support for the argument presented here that regime type 

matters. First, the findings provide a more accurate illustration of the differences 

in the two systems concerning socio-political and economic conditions conducive 

for political liberalization. Second, by comparing the individual political systems to 

other regions of the world, progress toward political liberalization is better 

defined.  

Table 9 reveals several interesting comparisons. First the Elite Accord 

Index shows that until 2003, the Middle East, with a score of 5.405, falls far 

behind Western Europe and North America, with a score of 10.00, Central & 

Latin America, with a score of 9.409, and even Asia, with a score of 8.440 in 

promoting regulated and open electoral processes. Indeed, the only region which 

                                                 
23 For a breakdown of the countries assigned to each region, see Appendix D. Data for each region were 
acquired from those data sets used in the previous tables.  
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the Middle East approaches on the Polity IV scale is Africa with its score of 

6.306. Moreover, the Middle East states as a whole fail to achieve even the world 

average of 7.982 when assessing their electoral processes. Furthermore, based 

on the 2003 scores of Polity IV, the monarchies’ score displays the group of 

states with the worst environment for elite acquisition to high governmental 

positions. Again, it should be noted that with both the Elite Accord and the Mass 

Accommodation indices, the coding of states ends in 2003 which arguably fails to 

account for many accomplishments made in the monarchies in more recent 

years. 

Looking at the Mass Accommodation Index, again the Middle East region, 

with a score of 7.960, is again revealed to have the world’s lowest scores on 

participation and legitimate accountability of political elites. Indeed, the region 

falls far behind Western Europe and North America’s score of 16.944 and also 

fails again to meet the world average of 11.599. Another interesting point here is 

that the monarchies also score worse in contrast to the republics. In addition, the 

score for the republics represents many political systems where the electoral 

system is dominated by a single party and/or voting by the public is compulsory. 

This would undoubtedly impact a score to such a degree that a state could be 

conceived as being more permissible concerning the election of officials and 

accountability than it would actually be.  

The Democracy index is used in order to offer a more accurate 

representation of the conditions in each region up to 2003. In contrast to the 

widely used Polity IV score, the democracy index used in this thesis consists of 

 68



 69

the six indicators representing elite accord and mass accommodation. Here 

again, the Middle East, with the score of 13.365, does not score adequately 

when compared to other regions of the world.  

 Looking at the Freedom House scores rating civil liberties, the table shows 

that here too the Middle East holds the lowest scores. Until 2003, the Middle East 

did not portray conditions which would be conducive to advocating and enforcing 

individuals’ liberties and rights. However, the monarchies do show slightly better 

conditions than the republics.  

In comparison to the other regions of the world, the Middle East in general 

is quite restrictive on allowing the media freedom, with a score of 41.365. Indeed, 

it falls far behind the Western Europe and North American score of 3.333 and lies 

well below the world average of 24.485. However, interestingly the monarchies 

have a much better score (33.290) than the republics (49.44). Furthermore, 

although the monarchies also fall below the world average of 24.485, they score 

better than Asia (34.091). 

With regard to corruption, the Middle East’s score of 4.045 resembles 

those of several other regions. Although it scores far below Western Europe and 

North America (7.985), it approaches the world average of 4.296. Eastern 

Europe & Central Asia (3.174), Central and Latin America (3.596), and Africa 

(2.747), all demonstrate more corrupt environments than the Middle East. More 

importantly, the monarchies, with a score of 5.150, score better than the 

republics’ (2.94) and are bested only by Western Europe and North America 

(7.985).  



Table 9: Regional Comparison of Democratic and Political Liberalization Indicators24 

 

Regional Averages      

  Monarchies Republics
Middle   
East* Africa Asia 

E. Europe & 
Central Asia 

Central & 
Latin 

America 

W. 
Europe & 

N. 
America World

Elite Accord (2003) 5.500 5.310 5.405 6.306 8.440 8.333 9.409 10.000 7.982 

Mass Accommodation (2003) 7.380 8.540 7.960 9.556 11.600 11.259 12.273 16.944 11.599

Democracy (2003)  12.880 13.850 13.365 15.861 20.040 19.592 21.682 26.944 19.581

Civil Liberties (2003)  5.310 5.67 5.490 4.051 3.560 3.321 3.046 1.056 3.421 

Press Freedom (2005)  33.290 49.44 41.365 25.105 34.091 22.286 20.727 3.333 24.485

Corruption (2005) 5.150 2.940 4.045 2.747 4.227 3.174 3.596 7.985 4.296 

HDI (2003) 0.791 0.640 0.716 0.515 0.698 0.802 0.797 0.892 0.737 

Repression (2004) 1.750 3.410 2.580 2.864 2.760 2.214 2.577 1.381 2.396 

Economic Freedom (2006) 2.850 3.540 3.195 3.350 3.180 2.825 3.022 2.024 2.933 
             
* Middle East Averages are without Israel or Cypress        

                                                 
24 Note: For Elite Accord (1-10), higher Polity IV values indicate a more open political process; for Mass Accommodation (1-17), higher Polity IV values indicate a 
more competitive electoral process with executive accountability; for Democracy (1-27), higher Polity IV values indicate a more democratic environment; for Civil 
Liberties (1-7), higher Freedom House values indicate better performance on civil liberties; for Press Freedom (1-100), higher Reporters Without Borders Values 
indicate better performance on press freedom; for Corruption (1-10), higher Transparency International values indicate better performance on corruption, for HDI 
(0-1), higher UNHDR values indicate better performance on subsistence rights; for Repression (1-5), higher Political Terror Scale values indicate better 
performance on personal integrity rights; and for Economic Freedom (1-5), higher Economic Freedom Index values indicate poorer performance on protectionist 
policies. 



That is, the monarchies of the Middle East are the second least likely 

region in the world to have or condone corruption.  

The Human Development score of the Middle East (0.716), is near the 

world average of 0.737, but falls behind Western Europe and North America 

(0.892), Eastern Europe and Central Asia (0.802), and Central and Latin America 

(0.797). However, the Middle East has better scores than Asia (0.698) and Africa 

(0.515). As with corruption rates, the monarchies again outshine the republics 

with scores of 0.791 and 0.640 respectively. Furthermore, the monarchies hold a 

better score than the world average of 0.737 and are only slightly behind the 

second and third ranked regions, Central and Latin America (0.797) and Eastern 

Europe and Central Asia (0.802) in human development indicators. (Note that 

these mean scores weight countries equally; that is, they are not population-

weighted.) 

Repression scores place the Middle East (2.580) just behind the world 

average of 2.396, but far behind Western Europe and North America with a score 

of 1.381. The Middle East scores similarly to the remaining regions and even 

superior to Asia (2.760) and Africa (2.864). However, the important issue here is 

the score which the monarchies receive. These states hold a 1.750 according to 

Gibney and Dalton and only Western Europe and North America hold a stronger 

score of 1.381. This is indeed, quite an important finding that highlights a major 

difference between the monarchies and the republics.  

Finally, the Middle East scores a 3.195 on economic freedom. The overall 

picture of the Middle East appears to be bleak when all of the states are taken 
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into account. Indeed, the region performs worse than the world average of 2.933 

and only outperforms Africa (3.350). However, when the two main types of 

political systems of the Middle East are considered separately a major difference 

is observed. The monarchies score 2.850 on economic freedom and the 

republics score 3.540. The monarchies thus achieve a score above the world 

average of 2.933 and are only outdone by Western Europe and North America 

(2.024) and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (2.825).  

In conclusion, while on the one hand the table suggests that the Middle 

East is the least democratic when compared with the rest of the regions of the 

world, on the other hand, the table shows that regime type matters. Although 

conditions of electoral procedural democracy and civil liberties are similar 

between the two political systems, economic freedoms, press freedoms, 

corruption rates, repression scores, HDI levels (including GDP per capita 

incomes, life expectancy rates, and literacy rates) are all superior in the 

monarchical style of government, even when compared to other regions of the 

world.  

Thus, for an accurate representation of the socio-political and economic 

conditions of the Middle East to be correctly addressed, the states of the region 

should not be regarded monolithically because this obscures the sometimes 

important contrasts between the monarchies and the republics. The findings also 

demonstrate the importance of distinguishing between political liberalization and 

democratization as two distinct processes and that conditions called for in the 
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literature that promote political liberalization do exist in the monarchies. However, 

more time is needed to determine whether true liberalization is occurring.  
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CHAPTER 4  
 
 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The purpose of this thesis has been twofold. The first was to test the 

accuracy of generalizations in the literature concerning political liberalization and 

democratization among the Middle East countries. The literature presented three 

arguments: a) that democracy is possible in the Middle East region; b) that 

democracy is not possible in the Middle East; and c) that democracy is possible 

in the region, but only in the monarchies. The second objective of this thesis was 

to explore with descriptive data whether Middle Eastern countries were actually 

democratizing and whether conditions might exist for liberalization in one regime 

type more than another. The literature reviewed in this thesis suggested many 

factors that might inhibit or contribute to political liberalization and/or 

democratization. The findings of this thesis confirm that some contentions in the 

literature on the status of democracy in the Middle East are valid, but that others 

are not.  

Many scholars contend that democratization is occurring in the 

monarchies. Contrary to these assertions, the findings in Table 1, which used 

Polity IV scores to determine the status of electoral procedural democracy in the 

region, show that both types of regimes are authoritarian. Moreover, though the 

data show that there has been a slight weakening of authoritarian tendencies 

among the monarchies, this tendency was slightly more pronounced among the 

republics. Although the monarchies have introduced reforms in recent years not 

covered by the data, one cannot reasonably claim that democratization is 
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occurring among either the monarchies or the worse-performing republics. 

Freedom House scores for the status of civil liberties in the region provide no 

evidence that democratization is occurring in the Middle East.  

The thesis tried also to determine that if electoral democracy is not 

occurring, other aspects of political liberalization might exist and thus possibly 

contribute toward an environment for future democratization. O’Donnell and 

Schmitter (1986, 7) argue that liberalization means “the process of making 

effective certain rights that protect both individuals and social groups from 

arbitrary or illegal acts committed by the state or third parties.” The findings on 

possible liberalization suggest that conditions of liberalization may be present in 

the monarchies. However, more time needs to pass before a conclusive 

statement can be made on the status of political liberalization among these 

regimes.  

 Tables 4 through 9 offer other evidence that the monarchies are less 

repressive; have less corruption; provide greater economic freedoms; and allow 

more press freedom. Based upon these findings, if the recent momentum for 

further reform persists among the monarchies, the possibility for authoritarian 

practices to diminish and allow for democratization to occur could increase.  

In conclusion, the Middle East regimes may be similar in that they are 

authoritarian, but the data show interesting differences between regime types. 

Data reveal that neither monarchies nor republics are democracies and that they 

differ little in this area. Other indicators do present an alternative picture. The 

indicator measuring disparities in press freedoms was moderately in favor of the 
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monarchies. Those indicators of repression, literacy, life expectancy, per capita 

income, press freedom, economic freedom, and corruption were all strongly in 

favor of the monarchies. These latter conditions could perhaps advance 

liberalization, which in turn might eventually contribute to democratization. 

Finally, the findings of my thesis suggest that the manner in which governments 

took power, the form of government established at independence, and the type of 

legitimacy held by the two dissimilar regimes affect the progress of liberalization 

and the prospects for democratization of the Middle East.  
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APPENDIX A 

NOTES ON LEVELS OF POLITICAL TERROR SCALE 
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Level 1: 

Countries under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their view, 
and torture is rare or exceptional. Political murders are extremely rare. 

 Level 2: 

There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. 
However, few persons are affected, torture and beatings are exceptional. 
Political murder is rare. 

 Level 3: 

There is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such 
imprisonment. Execution or other political murders and brutality may be 
common. Unlimited detention, with or without a trial, for political views is 
accepted. 

 Level 4: 

The practices of level 3 are expanded to larger numbers. Murders, 
disappearances, and torture are a common part of life. In spite of its generality, 
on this level terror affects those who interest themselves in politics or ideas. 

 Level 5: 

The terrors of level 4 have been expanded to the whole population. The leaders 
of these societies place no limits on the means or thoroughness with which they 
pursue personal or ideological goals.  
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ECONOMIC FREEDOM INDEX 
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Score  

Levels of 
Protectionism Criteria 

1 Very Low 
  

Weighted average tariff rate less than or equal to 
2.5 percent. 

   
1.5 Low 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 2.5 
percent, but less than or equal to 5 percent. 

   
2 Low 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 5 percent, 
but less than or equal to 7.5 percent. 

   
2.5 Moderate 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 7.5 
percent, but less than or equal to 10 percent. 

   
3 Moderate 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 10 
percent, but less than or equal to 12.5 percent. 

   
3.5 High 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 12.5 
percent, but less than or equal to15 percent. 

   
4 High 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 15 
percent, but less than or equal to 17.5 percent. 

   
4.5 Very High 
  

Weighted average tariff rate greater than 17.5 
percent, but less than or equal to 20 percent. 

   

5 Very High 
Weighted average tariff rate greater than 20 
percent. 

 
Source: Economic Freedom Index 2006. The Heritage Foundation. www.heritage.org. 
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Country            
(Total Seats 
in Parliament) 

Year Last        
Election Held Parties 

# of Seats 
Held       in 
Parliament

    
Bahrain (40)  2002  
  Independents/Secularists 21
  Islamists 19
   
Morocco 
(325) 2002   
  Socialist Union of People's Forces 50
  Independence Party 48
  Justice and Development Party  42
  National Rally of Independents 41
  People's Movement 27
  National People's Movement  18
  Constitutional Union 16
  National Democratic Party  12
  Front of Democratic Forces  12
  Party of Progress and Socialism 11
  12 Parties with 10 or less seats  48
   
Kuwait (50)  2003  
  Islamists 21
  Government supporters 13
  Liberals 3
  Other non-partisans 12
   
Oman (83)  2003    
  Independents 83

  
(nominated by people then chose by 
Amir)  

     
Jordan (110)  2003  
  Islamic Action Front 18
  Allies of King Abdullah II 62
  Other non-partisans 24
     
     
   
Lebanon 
(128)  2005  
    Rafik Hariri Martyr List  72
    Resistance and Development Bloc 35
    Aoun Alliance 21
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Djibouti (65)  2003  
  Union for the Presidential Majority 65
   
Egypt (454) 2005  
  National Democratic Party 311
  New Wafd Party  6
  Progressive National Unionist Party 2
  Tomorrow Party  1
  Independents - Muslim Brotherhood  88
  Independents 24
  Still in contest 12
  Non-Elected members 10
   
Algeria (380)  2002  
  National Liberation Front 190
  Movement for National Reform 43
  National Rally for Democracy  47
  Movement for the Society of Peace  38
  Workers' Party  21
  Non-partisans 30
  4 Parties with 10 or less seats  11
   
Iran (290) 2004  
  Conservatives 156
  Reformists 39
  Independents 31
  Elected in second round 59

  

“Recognized minority religions” 
(Armenians (2 seats), Chaldean and 
Assyrian Catholics (share 1 seat), Jews 
(1 seat), Zoroastrians (1 seat)) 5

   
Yemen (301) 2003  
  General People's Congress 238
  Yemeni Congregation for Reform 46
  4 Parties with 10 or less seats 17
   
Syria (250)  2003  
  Arab Socialist Ba'th Party  135
  Arab Socialist Movement  32
   
Comoros (33) 2004  
  Camp of the Autonomous Islands  12

  
Convention for the Renewal of the 
Comoros 

6

  
Representatives of the regional 
assemblies 

15
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Tunisia (189)  2004  
  Democratic Constitutional Rally 152
  Movement of Socialist Democrats 14
  Party of People's Unity 11
  3 Parties with 10 or less seats 12
   
Mauritania 
(81)  2001  

  
Democratic and Social Republican 
Party 

64

  6 Parties with 10 or less seats  17
   
Iraq (275) 2005  
  United Iraqi Alliance 128

  
Democratic Patriotic Alliance of 
Kurdistan 

53

  Iraqi Accord Front 44
  Iraqi National List 25
  Iraqi National Dialogue Front 11
  7 Parties with 10 or less seats 14
   
Turkey (550)  2002  
  Justice and Development Party 363
  Republican People's Party 178
   
Palestine 
(132)  2006  
  Hamas 74
  Fatah 45
  5 Parties with 10 or less seats  13

 
Source: Electionworld.org 2006. www.electionworld.org. 
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Central & Latin America (26) W. Europe & N. America (21) E. Europe & Central Asia (28) 
Argentina Austria Albania 
Bahamas Belgium Armenia 
Barbados Canada Azerbaijan 
Belize Denmark Belarus 
Bolivia Finland Bosnia 
Brazil France Bulgaria 
Chile Germany Croatia 
Colombia Greece Czech Republic 
Costa Rica Greenland Estonia 
Cuba Iceland Georgia 
Dominican Rep Ireland Hungary 
Ecuador Italy Kazakhstan 
El Salvador Luxembourg Kyrgyzstan 
Grenada Netherlands Latvia 
Guatemala Norway Lithuania 
Haiti Portugal Macedonia 
Honduras Spain Moldova 
Jamaica Sweden Poland 
Mexico Switzerland Romania 
Nicaragua United Kingdom Russia 
Panama United States Serbia and Montenegro 
Paraguay  Slovakia 
Peru  Slovenia 
Trinidad  Tajikistan 
Uruguay  Turkmenistan 
Venezuela  Ukraine 
  Uzbekistan 
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Africa (46) Middle East (27) Asia & The Pacific (27) 
 Afghanistan Australia 
Benin Algeria Bangladesh 
Botswana Bahrain Bhutan 
Brunei Comoros Cambodia 
Burkina Faso Djibouti China 
Burundi Egypt East Timor 
Cameroon Iran Fiji 
Cape Verde Iraq India 
Central African Republic Israel Indonesia 
Chad Jordan Japan 
Congo Brazzaville Kuwait Korea North 
Congo Kinshasa Lebanon Korea South 
Côte d'Ivoire Libya Laos 
Equatorial Guinea Mauritania Malaysia 
Eritrea Morocco Malta 
Ethiopia Oman Mongolia 
Gabon Pakistan Myanmar (Burma) 
Gambia Palestine Nepal 
Ghana Qatar New Zealand 
Guinea Saudi Arabia Papua New Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau Somalia Philippines 
Guyana Sudan Singapore 
Ivory Coast Syria Solomon Islands 
Kenya Tunisia Sri Lanka 
Lesotho Turkey Taiwan 
Liberia UAE Thailand 
Madagascar Yemen Vietnam 
Malawi 
Maldives 
Mali 
Mauritius 
Mozambique 
Namibia 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
South Africa 
Suriname 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Uganda 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
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