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Political power is an often discussed topic in international relationships.  How political power is conceived will largely determine what states concentrate in their search for it.  If a state defines power as military strength, economic strength, or as some aspect of their population, states will invest in those particular areas in order to become more powerful and act in terms of that definition.  I will be looking at how power has been defined, how it has changed, and how “soft power” fits into today’s discussions of power.

Power’s definition and role it plays in international relations can be seen in different ways by international relations theorists.  Hans J. Morganthau and Robert Strausz saw international politics itself as the “struggle for power”; Charles Kindleberger saw power as “strength capable of being used efficiently” (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990).  A.F.K. Organski suggests that one of the most important characteristics of a nation is its power, for power is a major determinant of the role a nation will play in the international system.  He defines power as the “ability to influence the behavior of others in accordance with one’s own ends” and warns against defining power as the use of force or violence alone (Organski 1968).  

One definition of power from Oxford Concise Dictionary of Politics is “the ability to make people do what they would not otherwise have done.”  To expand upon this definition in terms of the political power of states, the dictionary continues that; if A has power over B, A affects B’s choices and actions, A can move B’s choices and action in ways that A intends, A has capacity to override opposition from B, and the relationship between A and B described is part of a social structure (Mcclean and McMillan 2003).
The nature of a state’s power has not remained constant over time.  In early times, a state’s population was the primary source of power, as it was the foundation of taxes to create armies, as well as source of soldiers themselves.  Later, industry became necessary for power.  In the 1800s, Great Britain’s industry was responsible for the unmet strength of its Navy.  Later though, Germany emerged as the leader in the area of industry and thus power.  Germany’s rail system was able to move troops across great distances at unmatched speeds.  Both the role of industry and population reflect the idea that power came from a state’s “strength for war” (Nye 2002b).  Today, a general definition describes powerful states as those who hold relatively large amounts of population, territory, natural resources, economic strength, and political stability (Nye 2002a).  However, today’s definition of power has less emphasis on geography, population, and raw materials, and more emphasis on technology, education, communications, organizational and institutional skills, manipulation of interdependence, and economic growth (Nye 1990).  The focus on economy, technology, and the extent to which a country is suited as the hub of transnational communication has also become more important (Nye 2002a).  Societies are no longer as willing to use force as a means to get what a country wants.  A strong moral justification is necessary for popular support of military action, as societies are resistant to the use of force because of the possibility that casualties will be incurred (Nye, 2002b).  In addition, states need to be cautious in the use of force, for it can actually jeopardize their economic objectives (Nye, 2002b).   Robert Art suggests that there are three schools of thought that challenge the importance of force and military; one says it is unthinkable because of nuclear weapons, another that says it unimportant because of the common problems in society (pollution, raw material scarcity, energy) and because of these common problems, there is more need for cooperation, and finally one that says the role of force and military is diminished because the world is so economically interconnected (Art and Jervis, 1996).

This brings me to the focus of my study; soft power.  Joseph S. Nye, Jr., calls soft power getting others to want what you want, not by coercing them, but through cooption (Nye 2002a).  Soft power rests on the ability to set the political agenda in a way that benefits a state.  One of the strengths of soft power is that it reduces the number of carrots and sticks needed to get others to do what you want (Nye 2002a, 10).  If I have an idea that by nature is agreeable to others, I have eliminated any convincing I would have had to do.  Soft power is an indirect way to exercise power, it comes from other countries wanting to follow it, admiring the state’s values, emulating its examples, and aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness (Nye 2002a, 9).  Soft power may not be as obvious as other sources such as a state’s military, but still should factor into some sort of power equation. 
Soft power contrasts with hard power, which includes military and economic power.  Military power works through coercion, deterrence, and protection.  Economic power uses inducement and coercion.  

To understand soft power, it is helpful to look at its sources.  One source is the policies and values a country holds that are attractive (Nye, 2003a).  “Values of U.S. government championed at home (democracy), in international institutions (listening to others), and in foreign policy (promoting peace and human rights) also affect the preferences of others” (Nye 2002b).  However, if a country simply claims to have attractive values, it is not enough, they need to live up to them (Nye, 2003a).  Saying one thing and doing another will undercut our soft power.  If a state has human rights injustices occurring at home, they cannot expect other countries to have better human rights policies than we do.  “Credibility and legitimacy are what soft power is all about” (Nye 2003b).    I think it’s important not to confuse soft power with a universally attractive idea.  Although a universally attractive idea would certainly improve a state’s soft power standing, but that alone is not what soft power rests on.  Other’s must have access to that idea, and the idea must be properly communicated so that it is understood.

Globalization affects soft power.  Thomas Friedman has indicated three different democratizations that brought about globalization; the democratization of technology, finance, and information.  The democratization of technology allows more people to reach farther, faster, deeper and cheaper than ever before in history (Friedman 2000).  Now people who previously did not possess the technology, or the money to get the technology, can have it, and cheaply.  It has leveled the playing field.  The democratization of finance has changed the world so that now, instead of a few bankers holding sovereign debts of many countries, we have a world where many individuals hold that debt, mostly in the form of bonds (Friedman 2000).  The democratization of information has created a world where, through the internet, satellite dishes, and television, people can “see through, hear through, and look through almost every conceivable wall” (Friedman 2000).  Through this change, the flow of ideas, information, culture, and values is available to more people than ever (Mclean and McMillan 2003).  Globalization has not only changed the nature of power, mainly through the democratization of finance, but has also opened the door for soft power.  Through the democratization technology and information, people worldwide have more access to the ideas, values, culture, and the opportunity for soft power to manifest itself has increased. I feel this is what distinguishes soft power the most from a universally attractive idea.

There is a relationship between soft power and hard power.  The two power types seem to be opposite, but they can actually reinforce each other (Ferguson 2003, Mclean and McMillan 2003).  However, the level of soft power a state possesses can be reduced by hard power.  Nye points out that the Soviet Union had a high level of soft power because communism was attractive, but it squandered that soft power by invading Hungary and Czechoslovakia.  These imperious policies undercut their soft power, even when their military and economic strength, their hard power, continued to grow (Nye 2002b).  This can happen today too, “arrogance and indifference to opinions of others, and narrow approach to our national interest advocated by the new unilateralists are a sure way to undermine American soft power” (Nye 2002b).

What I find to be very important in the realm of soft power, is the idea that soft power can both make hard power more acceptable or reduce the amount of hard power a state needs to get what it wants.  Nye says it well in the following passage;

“Soft co-optive power is just as important as hard command power.  If a state can make its power seem legitimate in the eyes of others, it will encounter less resistance to its wishes.  If its culture and ideology are attractive, others will more willingly follow.  If it can establish international norms consistent with it society, it is less likely to have to change.  If it can support institutions that make other states with to channel or limit their activities in ways the dominant state prefers, it may be spared the costly exercise of coercive or hard power” (Nye 1990).

The idea that higher levels of soft power reduce the amount of hard power needed to get what a state wants is the focus of this study.   I theorize that states with higher levels of potential soft power will actually have and need less hard power.  If it is possible to further legitimize and quantify soft power, its acceptance as a theory in international relations will be increased.  Also with this acceptance, states can more readily look to soft power as a power source.  This is more important for power seeking states that may be less able to look to force and military means because of their said diminished role.

Measuring the power of a state is quite appealing.  Measuring the power of states is an important part of explaining the behavior of states and the international system with regards to matters of war and peace (Viotti and Kauppi, 1987).   Robert Lieber asserts that power should lend itself to quantification just as flows of currency allow analysis by economists (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1990).  This is not meant to suggest that it is simple or easy to do.  Power changes from situation to situation and using cardinal numbers to represent power may not be representative (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990).  For example, there’s not really a “unit” for political power.  Also, in terms of assessing whether one state can overcome/influence another, it’s difficult because this rests on a state possessing and using the appropriate method to do so, and upon the nations’ mutual appraisals of each other and their possible reactions (especially if one defines power as strength capable of being used efficiently).  So, the use in quantifying may become useless if states are not capable of using their power to their full capacity.  In addition, nations generally do not “battle” one on one, there are usually coalitions that form, and this make the determination of who would “win” even more difficult. If one were to use past victories as a means to determine who had power over another, one runs into the problem of assessing how to weight a specific victory in terms of power possession (Organski 1968).

The fashion in which one attempts to quantify power depends on how one views power.  Some see it as a summation of characteristics like economic strength, military strength, technological advancement, effective diplomacy, and other capabilities at the disposal of the state.  Others consider power to be not so much an absolute value, but emphasize comparing the power of one state, and rating nations.  Some would contend that both of these approaches miss the point; that the power of a state is dependent on the issue involved (Viotti and Kauppi, 1987).

Despite the issues related to power measurement previously stated, attempts are made at quantifying power.  One method is to  measure national strength as a sum of a state’s internal capabilities (societal base, GNP on a per capita basis X population X tax effort) and external resources (in the form of help from allies or other nations, foreign aid accumulated X tax effort of recipient) (Jones 1985, Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990).  Another is to look at level of industrialization, productivity, gross national product, national income, and income on a per capita basis (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1990).  Perceptual power is another approach.  This method asserts that national power is a function of military expenditures if the nation has not been at war recently (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1990).  A fourth approach used by Rudolph J. Rummel looks at a state’s physical size, GNP, resources, railways, military personnel, total defense expenditures, and political centralization (Singer, 1968).  Organski uses GNP alone because it reflects both the contribution of a state’s population and economic development (Organski 1968).  Ray Cline attempts to quantify perceived power using the critical mass of the population and territory, economic and military capabilities (all multiplied together) added to the strategic purpose multiplied by the will to pursue national strategies (Jones 1985).

In my study, I attempt to create a model that measures soft power using the writing of Nye as a basis for variable selection.  One aspect of soft power I attempt to measure is how much culture a state emits outside its borders.  For this, I will be using book and periodical exports.  Nye notes in his discussion on sources of soft power that Germany and Britain are third and fourth in book sales, and that it is common to distinguish between higher culture such as literature and art… (Nye 2004).  Also related to culture is the variable international students attending domestically.  Nye quotes Colin Powell as saying “I can think of no more valuable asset to our country than the friendship of future world leaders who have been educated here (Nye 2004)”.  Another variable I will be using based on Nye is one that represents freedom in the world.  Nye says that the values of democracy, personal freedom, upward mobility, and openness…contribute to American power in many areas (Nye 2002a).  To represent this concept, I will use the Freedom House’s freedom rating.  Freedom House rates the “rights and freedoms enjoyed by individuals in each country or territory” (www.freedomhouse.org).  A third variable put to use in this study is the number of internet users in a country.  In his chapter on the sources of soft power, Nye mentions that the U.S. ranks at or near the top of internet users and remarks on the importance of the number of internet hosts a country has (Nye 2004).  In my study I use the internet users per 100 people.  I feel that the internet users and internet hosts is a key part of soft power.  A country may enjoy high levels of freedom and have what may be an attractive culture, but if it has no means to get that attractive reality to the rest of the world, it cannot actualize itself into soft power.  Membership in international relations also plays a part in my analysis.  Or in other words, if no one knew I had a good idea, I can’t get very far with it.  Nye stresses the importance that listening to others plays in terms of soft power and membership in international organizations (Nye 2002a).  Another suggested source of soft power that Nye makes is life expectancy (Nye 2004).
Methods
What I attempt in this project is to create a model using multiple regression that will predict military spending (hard power, dependent variable), which in turn shows how much soft power a nation has compared to others.  To predict military spending I will use variables that may represent soft power (independent variable).  An assumption that I make is that states with more hard power will have less soft power, and vice versa.  The idea is that if the soft power variables can accurately predict hard power, it can then be shown how much soft power those states have, since the state with more military spending would have less soft power, and a state with less military spending would have more soft power.  This may or may not be true in every case, but there is literature to suggest that it could be to some extent, and I will run tests to see if there is some indication of this.  There are questions to consider however.  Do the variables I choose to represent soft power actually represent some level of soft power (and can this be known), is military expenditure the proper measure for hard power (and can this be known), and is my assumption correct.  Please keep these ideas in mind throughout my analysis.
Variables

The variables I choose to represent soft power are the freedom score, taken from Freedom House (1999-2000); internet users per 100, taken from the United Nations Statistics Division (2000); number of memberships in international organizations and people per internet host, taken form Foreign Policy (2000); life expectancy at birth, taken from the World Health Organization (2000); book and brochure exports in US dollars, taken from the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Institute for Statistics (1995); periodical and newspaper exports in US dollars, taken from the UNESCO Institute for statistics (1995); international students attending college domestically, taken from the UNESCO Institute for statistics (peak number between the 98/99 and 02/03 academic year, which I do in order to get data for the maximum amount of countries).  The basis for the selection of these variables has been explained previously.


Freedom House measures freedom on two scales, one for political rights, and one for civil liberties.  The organization then combines the two to form one number representing the level of freedom. The freedom variable is coded with values of one, two, and three; one being free, two being partly free, and three being not free.


I also perform natural log transformations on several of the variables.  I do this because of the presence of skew in the variables internet users, internet hosts, book and brochure exports, newspaper and periodical exports, and international students.  Performing natural log transformation eliminates skew, and creates a more normally distributed sample.  By doing this I can more accurately determine if there are correlations between variables.

For the dependent variable, or the variable my independent variables will attempt to predict, I look at military expenditures, both as a percentage of government expenditure, taken from the World Resource Institute (2000); and as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product, taken from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institution (2000).  Variables are measured at the interval level, except for the freedom measure, which is done at the ordinal level.  Refer to Table 1, 2, and 3 for univariate analysis of these variables.
Analysis
The first step I take is running correlations between the variables I choose to represent soft power and the military expenditure variables.  For this I use Pearson’s r.  

Results are shown in Table 3.  There is correlation between freedom and military expenditure as a percentage of government expenditure and as a percentage of GDP (0.533 and 0.358 respectively), and both are significant at the 0.01 level.  None of the other variables I use to represent soft power show significance in their relationships to military expenditure as a percentage of GDP, nor are the strengths very high.  However, the variables freedom, internet users, internet hosts, and membership in international organizations all have slight to moderate correlations (0.533, -0.259, 0.311, -0.273) with military expenditure as a percentage of government expenditure.  Significance is also found (freedom at the 0.01 level, all others at the 0.05 level).  On this basis, these variables are used in a multiple regression model.  I also include life expectancy.  Although significance is not present, and there is a weak correlation between it and military expenditure, I include this variable on a theoretical basis than on a statistical basis.  Since Nye sights this as a source of soft power, and because, I would argue, this particular variable may be a more straightforward measure of soft power than the other variables not included (book and periodical exports rest on those exports being attractive to others, international students have to have a positive view of the country they’re in, and bring the view back to their home country).  Future study may lead to the elimination of this variable as a representative of soft power.  Note that freedom and people per internet host are coded in a way that an increase in their values would actually represent an expected decrease in soft power, whereas an increase in the other variables would represent an increase in soft power.  This direction of relationship is different from the other variables.  So, if the independent variables do represent soft power, there is a negative correlation between soft power and military spending (hard power).  In other words, as soft power decreases, hard power decreases.  Or, as soft power increases, military expenditure decreases.  Refer to Table 4 for the correlation analysis.  

I now run a multiple regression with these variables, using military expenditure as a percentage of government expenditure, as the dependent variable.  The resulting equation is…

Y (predicted military expenditure)= 1.1+(4.093*Freedom)-(1.667*Ln Internet Users)-(.0833*Ln Internet hosts)-(0.159*Int’l Orgs)+(0.2434*Life expectancy)

The R2 value for this regression is 0.283, meaning that 28.3% of the variance from the mean of military expenditure is explained by the soft power variables.  This value is low, but given the number of variables that could affect a state’s military expenditure, I don’t discount its validity entirely.  Of more importance, significance is only found for the constant and for the variable freedom (both at the 0.05 level, n=49).  I think that this may because of the low number of cases in this sample, further research will be needed in this respect.  Caution should be taken in placing trust in the model created.


Despite the lack of significance in the regression test, I move on from here and use the formula from above to calculate the expected military spending (Y) for each state in the database.  I then take the Y value and subtract the actual military spending percentage, and get the error (e).  This shows how close the formula actually gets to predicting military expenditures for each country.  Some states’ military expenditure is predicted quite closely, some are far off.

For the states that the expenditure was predicted closely, states can be compared (provided the assumptions I make are correct) through their military expenditures and soft power.  For example, for a state that had an error very close to zero (predicted expenditure minus actual expenditure) it could possibly be compared to another state that has an error of zero or close to zero.  So, I look at the states that were predicted the most accurately, Turkey, Germany, and Peru, with error values of 0.016, 0.028, and 0.082.  Then I compare their military expenditure, which is 10%, 4.7%, and 9.2%.  I can determine which state has more soft power.  Germany would have the most, since it spends the least on its military, Peru would come second, and Turkey would come last in terms of soft power possession.  This of course may not be accurate since it depends on the assumptions I make and a regression analysis with a low R2 and no significance except for with the constant and the freedom variable.  Please note that I do this more to show what could be done with this formula rather than actually using it and forming conclusions.  This could not be done between states that have larger errors, since it is not known what that error represents.  The error could come from a soft power source not accounted for in the regression formula, or it could come from some other source, or possibly circumstances (i.e. a nation that is at war).  Also, my hypothesis may not be accurate.
  I then compare the states in which the formula performed relatively better in to the states in which the formula did not perform as well.  The top 25 states and lower 24 states are split into two tiers, and I run tests of central tendency on the variables that make up soft power and on the dependent variable, military expenditure (mode for freedom, mean for internet users, internet hosts, international organizations, life expectancy, and military expenditure).  The average values of the variables representing soft power in the states in which military expenditure was predicted relatively better appear to represent a higher levels soft power when compared to those values in the states where prediction did not work as well, excluding freedom, which had a mode of 1 in both tiers (the error values for states can be seen in Table 5, and the mode and average scores for the top and bottom tiers can be seen in Table 6).  This may mean that the model created works better for states that have higher levels of soft power to start with.  I say this with reservations, since my R2 value was not very high and because of the lack of significance in the regression analysis.  It could also be that there are soft power sources at work that are not represented in my formula.  In addition, it could be that there may not be one model that could predict military expenditure for all states, since there is probably variation in the actual sources of soft power a state has at its disposal.
Discussion


My attempt to measure soft power through regression has its strengths and weaknesses.  First of all, there is literature that suggests that the variables I use should depict soft power.  I also think that the process of selecting which variables to put into the regression model gave me the best model I could have given the data available (although life expectancy could possibly be removed).  However, the regression model did not perform at a high standard given the lack of significance and R2 value.  I do think that it is a starting point though, given that there were eleven states that the predicted military expenditure came within one percent of the actual expenditure.  Also, looking at the top tier of countries (from a purely observational standpoint), it looks to me that the countries that I would consider to be in possession of more soft power are in that top tier.  There are exceptions though.  I consider the U.S. to have high levels of soft power, and it has the second most error in the prediction.  Further research is certainly needed for there to be any solid conclusions.  Data is needed for more countries.  Testing only 49 with the model is not sufficient, and could be the reason there was no significance in the regression analysis.  Further research should look at the variables used for soft and hard power.  It may be that the military expenditure does not measure hard power well at all, as it could be that the soft power measures may not as well.  Also, as said before, it may not be correct that nations with more soft power have and need less hard power.  There may be qualitative methods that could be used in the determination of soft power, or also looking at historical contexts more, rather than a quantitatively focused study.
Conclusion


The study of power is at the center of international relations theory.  However, quantifying power, however one chooses to, is no simple task.  Nevertheless, theorists make this attempt, and each method has its strengths and weaknesses.  It is my contention that whichever method is used, soft power should factor in the equation.  I feel that my research has shown this to some degree.  There are certainly weak points in my research, but I think that if one has the necessary data, and the theory to back up the use of variables to use as representatives of soft power and hard power, there is a way to say, within some degree of error, how much soft power a state possesses.  Further research should be undertaken.  I do believe that soft power can be a viable power source, and that it can work to increase a nation’s overall power.  However, to say that it is useful in every situation would be a stretch, as it would be for any other power source.  Nevertheless, if a nation wants to know what role they ought to be playing in the international system, understanding their own power is a critical step, and neglecting to look at soft power resources will leave a nation fewer options and with less overall power in their interactions with other nations.
Tables
Table 1

Univariate Analysis

Independent Variable

	
	Freedom
	People per Internet Hosts
	Internet Users per 100
	Membership in Int’l Orgs
	Periodical Exports in US Dollars
	Book Exports in US Dollars
	International Students

	N
	88
	52
	90
	66
	72
	77
	52

	Mean
	NA
	10,798
	11.58
	51.03
	5,6145,324
	109,701,663
	39,723

	Median
	2
	170.5
	4.075
	50
	2,671,044
	5310786
	10,767

	Mode
	1
	10
	.70a
	45a
	35a
	130a
	1142a

	Std. Dev.
	NA
	51,343
	14.65
	8.918
	156,412,214
	305834619
	95,474

	Min
	1
	3
	0
	33
	35
	130
	1142

	Max
	3
	368,977
	59.79
	77
	935310699
	1,956,157,873
	582,996

	Range
	2
	368,974
	59.79
	44
	935310699
	1,956,157,743
	581,854


a. multiple modes exist, the smallest value shown

Table 2

Univariate Analysis

Independent Variable Natural Log Transformations

	
	Ln Internet Users per 100
	Ln People per Internet Host
	Ln International Students
	Ln Newspaper and Periodical Exports
	Ln Book and Brochure Exports

	N
	89
	52
	52
	72
	77

	Mean
	1.34
	5.5945
	9.1802
	14.2385
	15.3283

	Median
	1.4725
	5.1375
	9.2798
	14.7980
	15.4853

	Mode
	-0.36a
	2.3
	4.6
	3.56a
	4.87a

	Std. Dev.
	1.811
	2.7512
	1.8125
	3.7147
	3.3537

	Min
	-3.22
	1.1
	4.6
	17.1
	4.87

	Max
	4.09
	12.82
	13.28
	3.56
	21.39

	Range
	7.31
	11.72
	8.68
	20.66
	16.53




a. multiple modes exist, smallest value shown
Table 3

Univariate Analysis

Dependent Variables

	
	Military Expenditure as % Govt. Expenditure
	Military Expenditure as % GDP

	n
	73
	80

	Mean
	9.4507
	2.4312

	Median
	6.8000
	1.7000

	Mode
	4.2a
	1.3a

	Std. Dev.
	7.218
	2.132

	Min
	0.8
	0.0

	Max
	40.7
	10.6

	Range
	39.9
	10.6




a. multiple modes exist, smallest value shown
Table 4

Bivariate Correlations

	
	Military Expenditure as % of Govt. Expenditure
	Military Expenditure as % of GDP

	Freedom
	0.533**
	0.358**

	Ln Internet
	-0.259*
	-0.042

	Ln Hosts
	0.311*
	0.193

	Membership in Int’l Orgs
	-0.273*
	-0.222

	Life Expectancy
	-0.138
	0.025

	Ln Int’l Students
	0.072
	0.098

	Ln Book Exports
	-0.098
	-0.010

	Ln Periodical Exports
	-0.129
	-0.130


*significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

**significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Bold: used in model

Table 5
Regression Model

Dependent Variable: Military Spending

as a Percentage of Govt. Expenditure

	
	B
	P

	Constant
	1.1
	0.038

	Freedom
	4.0930
	0.012

	Ln Internet Users
	-1.6670
	0.586

	Ln Internet Hosts
	-0.8330
	0.270

	Membership in Int’l Orgs
	-0.1590
	0.127

	Life Expectancy
	0.2434
	0.155


R2=0.283

N= 49

Table 6
Country
        Error
   Country
    Error
	1.  Turkey  
	0.01638
	25.  Hungary 
	2.62109

	2.  Germany 
	0.02823
	26.  Switzerland
	2.74821

	3.  Peru    
	0.08171
	27.  South Africa
	2.94692

	4.  Canada  
	0.12138
	28. Croatia 
	2.98855

	5.  Thailand
	0.46271
	29.  Czech Re
	3.11162

	6.  Italy   
	0.47678
	30.  Mexico  
	4.05493

	7.  Australia
	0.48236
	31.  Russia
	4.13210

	8.  Romania 
	0.63787
	32.  Venezuela
	4.31636

	9.  Sweden  
	0.64837
	33.  New Zealand
	4.38650

	10. Malaysia
	0.68111
	34.  China   
	4.85967

	11.  Portugal
	0.81877
	35.  Austria 
	5.18441

	12.  Morocco 
	1.06107
	36.  Tunisia 
	5.24864

	13.  Norway  
	    1.10160
	37.  Indonesia
	5.61928

	14.  Philippi
	    1.18998
	38.  Ireland 
	5.66221

	15.  Netherlands
	    1.56700
	39.  Chile   
	5.81173

	16.  Denmark 
	1.72269
	40.  Brazil  
	5.90256

	17.  Finland 
	   1.8156
	41.  Israel  
	6.00581

	18.  France  
	2.02431
	42.  Panama  
	6.08941

	19.  Argentina
	2.30666
	43.  Kenya   
	7.37782

	20.  UK      
	2.37008
	44.  Colombia
	7.76672

	21.  Poland  
	2.46388
	45.  Greece  
	7.98888

	22.  Spain   
	2.46496
	46.  Pakistan
	8.65227

	23.  Senegal 
	    2.49760
	47.  Singapore
	8.84714

	24.  Egypt   
	2.50221
	48.  US      
	9.44810

	
	
	49.  India   
	9.53085


Table 7

	
	Countries 1-24

(predicted relatively better)
	Countries 25-49 (predicted relatively worse)

	Freedom Mode
	1
	1

	Avg Internet Users per 100
	19.8571
	11.4688

	Avg People per Internet Hosts
	2,600
	18,251

	Avg Int’l Orgs Membership 
	56.83
	49.52

	Avg Life Expectancy
	73.89
	71.08

	Avg Military Spending (% of Govt.)
	6.813
	9.688
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