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Research Question:

To what extend does the level of democracy influence how hostile the rhetoric of a state I1s?
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Motivation: Theory: Data:
Innovative approach by applying the Theory of Democratic Peace: * Looking at 66.653 UNSC speeches (Schoenfeld et al., 2019) from
gemoqlratlc Per?Cﬁ tto the United Nations Security . The idea goes back to Kant's Perpetual Peace 188 countries in the timeframe from 1995 — 2018
ouncili-speech rhetoric. (1795) » Self-constructed dictionary with 195 words based on the General
- “ |« Distinction between a monadic and a dyadic Inquirer dictionary; category “hostile” (Stone et al., 1966)
g _ ) argument: » Polity V Index for 160 countries in the same timeframe (Marshall &
\/aLbleS' » Monadic argument: Democracies are overall Gurr, 2020):
. Independent variable: Level of democracy more peacetul 3 Subgroups (score range):
according to Polity V Index (ranging from strongly » Dyadic argument: Democracies are more () Democracies (6 — 10)
democratic +10 to strongly autocratic -10) peaceful only towards other democracies @ Anocracies (-5 — 5)
o Eoesptﬁen?oe;;n\)/a”able: Hostility score (percentage of o Egsgsngr;irpe%??g:c eatrg:.J(;TJer: as UNSC speeches ® Autocracies (-10 — -6)
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H1l: On average, countries with a higher polity score use less hostile language in |
their UN Security Council speeches. Result:
: : : I 4.0
H2: On average, the usage of hostile language differs between the Polity V Weak negative .
subgroups in their UN Security Council speeches. We expect democracies to correfation (-0.335) £
have the lowest and autocracies the highest hostility scores. The linear model e
H3 a: Overtime, the usage of hostile language constantly differs between the Polity finds a significant E
V subgroups in their UN Security Council speeches. effect of -0.0574 3.0
| | | N | at the 1%-level
b: Overtime, higher polity scores cause lower hostility scores in the UN with a very low Rz-
Security Council speeches. value (~10%) 25— . . .
] -10 -5 0 S 10
N y > We can still Polity Score
r ~N confirm our H1.
. . . Legend m== Forced Line === Smooth Line
DeS C rl Qtlve Data. 5 The vertical black lines indicate the ranges of the subgroups )
Polity Score Distribution in the Subgroups g ] h
Analysis H2:
s Hostility Score Distribution in the Subgroups
AN Result:
v 51 ’ n= - Kruskal-Wallis, p = 0.0027 o
£ 84 Democracies, The p-values of the
& 0 57 Anocracies, pairwise Wilcox 2 - . .
E 19 Autocracies test suggest a é 6 ° e o
-5+ ... significant 3 o o o
difference between 24_
104 Tl democracies and =
Demolcracy Anoéracy Autolcracy autocracies and é
Subgroups anocracies and > .
. . autocracies. - | |
HOStlllty Scores around the World in % Democracy Anocracy Autocracy
- Thus, we can Subgroups
partly confirm
our H2.
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. Analysis H3:
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1 Result:
Megliym stronlg . Hostility Score according to Subgroups over time
positive correlations 6.
Outliers: Israel and Nicaragua are very hostile although they classify as of all three time-
Democracies; China, Turkmenistan are less hostile than expected. series for the hostility 3 s-
- The final sample after merging the two datasets contains values for 153 score. 2
. countries in the timeframe from 1995 until 2018 ) Pairwise Spearman %4-
. Correlation = .
D| ction ar) {: C_oe_ff_luents suggest
| significant negative
Most frequent hostile tokens _ . correlations between
: Percentage of Hostile Terms over Time . - - - - -
(min. count 1000) autocracies and £ 25 £ 3 8822 Lsg588z:82z2¢8z¢8¢
o Egt:é:émna”-on 3 democrac'es aS We” | | — v v o (@] o o o (o ?earﬂ o (o (@] (o (@] o o () o o Lo\
ggbtagkgt,;bn o as between Subgroups - Anocracy < Autocracy < Democracy
s*’:cnrnt:?:m Q) ¢ bordor e g, autocracies and
s it threat 8 Sttacks soums > anocracies. - Again, we can only partly confirm H3a and H3Db.
eeeee ocoupied WAl L sterrorist.i. A 1 - 7
sanctions Oweapons
Ceisaoign> Oresponsibility C lusion: - Polit |
S cine” S S e onciusion: Departm th. _P_oltltlct':_‘, and Public
s , condemn escgatlon - - mInIS ra Ion
é’terrorlsmﬁs - Overall, we see that with a higher level of democracy
oooooo J the ussgeé)f hostile language in UN Security Council Seminar: Analysis of political
sp-eec e_s ccreases. _ _ speech in the UN Security Councll
C ] i _ N2 Wlth_ an increase of the polity score by one point, the Summer term 2021
LI mitations: hostility score decreases by 0.0574 percent.
. . L . .. - We found a significant difference in the level of hostile : .
« Supervised learning methods or more validations could provide a better fitting J . Lecturer: Jun.-Prof. Dr. Steffen
dictionary language between autocracies and the two other Eckhard & Prof. Dr. Mirco
' subgroups, which also persists over time. Schénfeld
 Additional control or context variables could increase predictive power of the model. > Further, the development of the hostility scores for all
+ Combination of countries for the time-series is somehow problematic. ) subgroups follows a similar trend. Authors: Daniel Baumann
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