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Abstract

Lupu and Peisakhin’s 2017 article “The legacy of political violence across
generations” in the American Journal of Political Science reveals two findings that
deviate from the literature on the legacy of political violence. Their article finds a
positive correlation between political engagement and violence experience and no
correlation between religiosity and violence experience among Crimean Tatars after
the 2014 Annexation. In this replication through the original dataset, we reveal that
their findings are based on coding errors and ignorance of missing values. After
correcting the coding error, political violence negatively correlates with political
engagement. The diverse pattern of missing data suggests that Crimean Tatars may
indeed find some questions politically sensitive after the 2014 annexation, which may
underestimate the effect of violence experience on religiosity. We conclude by
integrating the new findings into the literature on the legacy of political violence and

by reiterating the importance of replication.
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Introduction

Democratization is not yet the end of history. The political violence people experienced
before and during the democratization still influences how people feel, interpret, and make
decisions. What is the legacy of political violence? Recent literature suggests that the effect of
political violence is conditional to the political opportunity structure (Walden and Zhukov 2020).
People do remember what they, their relatives, and neighbors had suffered in the past. However,
whether they will express their discontent to authoritarian successor parties or candidates who have

connections to the previous repressors depends on the likelihood of being avenged.

For example, Rozenas and Zhukov (2019) exploit periods in Ukraine with different levels
of threat from Moscow and show that the famine-ridden communities caused by Stalin’s “terror
by hunger” would express their opposition to Moscow only if the threat was low. After the
independence of Ukraine, Rozenas, Schutte, and Zhukov (2017) show a strong and negative
correlation between the WWIl-era violence and the district-level support of Pro-Russian
candidates in western Ukraine.

In contrast, Garcia and Wantchekon (2011) show that people in Madagascar who
experienced the slaughter during the rebellion in 1947 were still less likely to express their opinion
freely nowadays. Wang (2021) found that the proportion of death in a province during the Chinese
Culture Revolution negatively correlates with institutional trust but also negatively correlates with
the likelihood of protesting. In short, people have a good reason to falsify their preference when
the threat of avenge is credible (Kuran 1997). This concern remains after democratization —
especially when there is a considerable number of authoritarian successor parties in new

democracies (Loxton Mainwaring 2018).



Among the literature on the long-term effect of political violence, Lupu and Peisakhin’s
work (2017) stands as a unique outlier. The two authors conducted a cross-generation survey on
Crimean Tatars. They revealed that the effect of victimization (number of relatives killed during
the train journey to deportation destination) significantly increased their in-group cohesion
(supporting Crimean Tatar leaders), which is consistent with other works. The effect is strongest
among the first generation and passes down to the third generation.

Meanwhile, Lupu and Peisakhin also show that victimization positively correlated with a
higher level of political participation. This is supported with psychological research explaining
how traumatic experiences may translate into more political engagement, mentioning “self-
identities as victims” specifically (Hobfoll, Cannetti-Nisim, and Johnson 2006). However, this
finding is surprising given the timing of the survey. According to its method section, the survey
was conducted right after the annexation of Crimea in 2014. The military threat from Moscow was
no longer outside the border but was at the front door, again. The two measurements of political
participation in the survey are the turnout in the 2014 referendum and the following local elections,
both of which the pro-Russia option won the supermajority. Nevertheless, the authors found a
significantly positive relationship between victimization and political participation, and a positive
effect exists among both the first and the third generations. The authors seemed to perceive the
abnormality of this finding and explained that:

“Interestingly, the descendants of more intensely victimized Crimean Tatars were more
likely to participate in these elections even though the Crimean Tatar community generally
boycotted both of these political events, especially the March referendum ... this participation
seems motivated by opposition to potential renewed persecution, not by posttraumatic growth.”

(p.845).



Apart from the political engagement, the authors also did not find the relationship between
victimization and religiosity, which is “contrary to the conventional wisdom.” Once again, this
tendency deviates from the literature in the conditional effect of political violence. These two
findings are important, and this article is cited at least 200 times on Google Scholar after its
publication in 2017.

The abovementioned findings revealed from survey data rely on the assumption that the
respondents did not falsify their preferences. Lupu and Peisakhin defend this assumption through
direct observations during the interview: “we found that respondents seemed comfortable sharing
their deportation experiences and political opinions with Crimean Tatar interviewers, even when
we were present. (p.841)” They also tried to verify this assumption through survey questions about
radical Islam.

We found that both claims in the original article do not hold through carefully examining
the replication file provided by Lupu and Peisakhin’s article on the American Journal of Political
Science website.* After correcting the coding errors and missing values, we found a significantly
negative correlation between victimization and political participation, and the effect only exists
among the third generation. We also found considerable evidence that Crimean Tatars chose not
to answer the politically sensitive questions, which may bias the analysis and underestimate the
effect of victimization on religiosity.

Our findings come from a coding error and the ignorance of the missing values in the
original article. The original article miscoded the variable in political participation and then

inappropriately combined the two variables through factor analysis. Besides, the original article

1 https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentld=doi:10.7910/DVN/VEPHLS Access: Feb 19 2022.
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simply dropped all missing values without explanation, which accounts for 26% of cases in some
sensitive questions.

In the following sections, we will show the evidence of miscoding, its impact on the
regression analysis, the potential bias from the conscious missing values, and its implications to

our understanding of the legacy of political violence.

Miscoding in political engagement

The original article designed two questions to measure the level the political engagement
— turnout in the Russia-backed referendum (turnout_ref) and turnout in the September 2014 local

elections (turnout_loc).

In the survey, the turnout rate in the referendum turnout_ref is 7%. Only 138 in 1904 self-
reported to vote in the 2014 referendum. However, the official record of the turnout rate in the
referendum is 83.1%.2 Since Crimean Tatars account for about 15% of the population in Crimea,
it is still mathematically possible that 83% overall turnout rate is mainly composed of other ethnic
groups in Crimea, but the likelihood is small. Unfortunately, there is no local-level data to falsify
the turnout rate among Crimean Tatars in the 2014 referendum (Zimin 2019). Given that Crimean
Tatar leaders boycotted this referendum, we assumed that this measure is correct as the original

article did.

The second measurement of political participation is turnout_loc, the turnout in the 2014
local election. There was a coding error in the dataset publicly available on the AJPS’s Harvard

dataverse when the first draft of this replication article was submitted, which the authors

2 https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2014/03/16/ccec2132-acd4-11e3-a06a-e3230a43d6ch_story.html Access:
Feb 19 2022.
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mistakenly coded all 0 (Did not vote) to 2 (no meaning in the codebook, see Figure 1). Hopefully,
the authors of the original article updated the dataset on May 10, 2022. In the updated dataset, the
distribution of turnout_loc includes 0 (1461 in 1904, 76.7%) and 1 (416 in 1904, 21.8%), with 27
NAs. After the update, the Pearson’s r between the two variables is 0.39, which speaks to the

literature of habitual turnout (Aldrich et al 2011; Rapeli et al 2021).

Lupu, Noam; Peisakhin, Leonid, 2017, "Replication Data for: The Legacy of Political Viclence across Generations”, hitps:
O/DVYNNVEPHLS, Harvard Dataverse, V1, UNF:8:aCjs8YKYLJBEZrCpnprFHQ== [fileUNF]

Preview

% Open in New Window

computer internet tv  atr language mixmarry trustCT trustRU vicrussia fear flagday chechens annex tumout_re| tumnout loc pharia h
5 1 1 1 30 3 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 00 1.0 0.0 0.0 20 0
6 1 1 0 30 5 2.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 10 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0
71 1 1 30 4 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 20 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 .0 -1
8 1 1 1 30 3 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 20 10 0.0 00 00 20 0
9 1 1 1 30 3 20 1.0 0.0 1.0 20 10 00 00 2.0 0
10 1 1 0 30 3 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 20 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0 -1
1 1 1 1 20 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 10 1.0 0.0 0.0 20 0
12 1 1 1 30 3 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20 0 -1
13 1 1 1 30 5 20 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 20 0 -1
14 1 1 1 30 2 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 10 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 .0
15 1 1 1 30 2 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 10 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 .0
16 1 1 1 30 3 20 1.0 1.0 00 10 1.0 00 00 2.0 0 -1
17 1 1 1 30 3 20 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 10 0.0 00 00 2.0 0
18 1 1 0 30 2 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 00 1.0 0.0 2.0 0
19 0 0 0 30 4 20 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 20 0 0.
20 1 1 0 3.0 4 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0

Figure 1. The unknown “2s” in the previous version of replication file. Access: February 19, 2022

Violence and political engagement

After the original article updated the dataset, however, other problems still remain. In the
original article, the relationship between victimization and political participation is significantly
positive, and the effect is robust in both the first and the third generation. It created a variable
political engagement which is a factor analysis from the variables turnout_ref and turnout_loc.
However, the original codebook noticed that the Cronbach’s alpha for the two variables is merely
0.52, which is way below acceptable standards to merge these two variables into one. Since there

are only two variables, both are binary, and both ask about the behavior (instead of attitude or



identity), there is no obvious reason to combine these two variables instead of analyzing them

separately.

We then used the updated dataset with all 2s in turnout_loc to be 0. Based on the analysis
of the updated dataset, the relationship between political engagement and political violence is
reversed. Table 1 shows the logit regression explaining turnout in the 2014 referendum and local
election by the victimization only. Among all samples in Model 1 and 4, the relation is significantly
negative in both cases. In other words, victimization would lower the turnout rate in both elections

after Russia controlled Crimea.

Table 1. Logit Regression on Political Engagement in Lupu and Peisakhin (2017), after correcting turnout_loc

Turnout in 2014 Referendum Turnout in 2014 Local election
(corrected)
All sample First_ Third_ All sample First_ Third_
(1) Generation Generation (1) Generation Generation
(2) ©)) (2) 3)
Victimization -0.256* -0.205 -0.258* -0.184* -0.122 -0.231*
(0-3) (0.087) (0.250) (0.117) (0.054) (0.135) (0.078)
Constant -2.215* -2.606* -2.147* -1.008* -1.133* -1.081*
(0.131) (0.384) (0.177) (0.087) (0.221) (0.123)
n 1870 295 985 1863 297 979
AIC 980.1 127.7 539.3 1970.8 312.7 978.0
*p<0.05 |

Besides, the generational effect suggested by the original article no longer exists in Table
1. In this table, victimization only lowered the political participation among the third generation
(Model 3 and 6) but not among the first generation (Model 2 and 5). The smaller sample size
among the first generation is insufficient to explain the insignificance of the regression coefficient
since the effect size (coefficients of the victimization) on the first generation is also smaller than

the third generation.

Why the first generation of Crimean Tatars, who directly or indirectly suffered from

Moscow, did not show a lower level of political engagement once Russian returned in 2014? There



are two possibilities. The first hypothesis is that they were not afraid of Russia anymore, but this
hypothesis cannot explain the lower level of political engagement among their descendants. The
second hypothesis is that the first generation was still traumatized by the political violence, so they

falsified their responses during the survey conducted right after the annexation.

Respondents avoided politically sensitive questions

The second hypothesis did not hold if the respondents answered their survey sincerely and
without hesitation. Lupu and Peisakhin indeed reported such an observation, and such a qualitative
observation is not replicable given the changing environment in Crimea across times. However,
we can find several evidence in the survey that these Crimean Tatar respondents indeed chose not
to answer some politically sensitive questions; these missing values may further bias the original

findings.

In the replication file, 197 (10.3%) did not answer their attitude toward Wahhabi, 503
(26.4%) did not answer their attitude toward Hizb, 435 (22.8%) did not answer their attitude toward
annexation (annex), and 400 (21.0%) did not answer whether they considered themselves or their
relatives as a victim of the Soviet political system (victimhood). If everyone were comfortable sharing
their experiences and socio-demographic backgrounds, they had no reason to hide their victimhood
identity or preference toward radical Islam. The various proportion of missing values indicated that

some respondents consciously chose to avoid some questions but not others.

Since the questions about radical Islam were designed by the original authors to examine
whether their respondents perceived political sensitivity, these missing values may actually imply that

their Crimean respondents were sensitive. Did the political pressure drive the missing values? We



believe that it is. Table 2 shows the distribution of respondents considering themselves as victims
(victimhood) by the level of victimization (violence). When a respondent had more relatives who died
during the deportation, they were either more likely to claim victimhood, and they were also more
likely not to answer this question (the gray cells). Interestingly, once we consider the missing values,

the proportion of victimhood does not increase with the level of victimization — but the proportion of

missing value does.

Table 2. Victimization and Victimhood, missing value included

Number of relatives as victims (victimization
0 1 2 3
Consider No 281 (54.6%) 205 (40.5%) 194 (34.6%) 98 (31.8%)
thf/T;?r'T‘]’es Yes 142 (27.6%) 208 (41.1%) 235 (41.9%) 132 (42.9%)
(victimhood) | N/A 92 (17.9%) 93 (18.4%) 132 (23.5%) 78 (25.3%)

We then ran a series of simple multinomial regressions, and the result shows that victimization
positively correlates with the likelihood of claiming victimhood and being silent (p < 0.01 in all cases)
among all samples, the first generation, and the third generation (shown in Figure 2). The regression

table can be found in the Appendix Table Al.

Predicted probabilities of all_vic

Not victim Silent victim

T
222

0 1 2 3 0 1

all_vic

violence

Figure 2. Multinomial regression of violence on victimhood among the third generation, simulated

from Appendix Table Al, the Third Generation



A similar tendency of missing values also appears in respondents’ attitudes toward radical
Islam. For example, when a respondent had more victims in the family, they are less likely to answer

their attitude toward supporting Wahhabi, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Victimization and Supporting Radical Islam, missing value included

Number of relatives as victims (victimization)
0 1 2 3
-1 375 (72.8%) 368 (72.7%) 403 (71.8%) 217 (70.4%)
Supporting 0 86 (16.7%) 71 (14.0%) 90 (16.0%) 40 (13.0%)
Wahhabi 1 9 (1.7%) 13 (2.6%) 10 (1.8%) 11 (3.6%)
N/A 45 (8.7%) 54 (10.7%) 58 (10.3%) 40 (13.0%)

Both the proportion of the non-response and the change in the proportion of non-response
across questions suggest that the respondents in this survey did not answer freely as was claimed
by the original authors. In addition, it is worth mentioning that the survey already provides
“Neither positive nor negative” as an option, so the respondents could lower their psychological

pressure by choosing the neutral option. Still, many respondents chose not to answer.

Missing values may underestimate the effect of violence

The original article did not find a significant relationship between victimization and
supporting radical Islam. Once again, Lupu and Peisakhin were surprised by the results, claiming
that “In contrast to the conventional wisdom ... we did not find evidence that the descendants of
those more intensely victimized are more religious or more supportive of radical forms of Islam.

This may be due to the fact that the version of Islam practiced by Crimean Tatars is fairly secular...”

Our alternative explanation is that the result is partly driven by the missing values. In the
survey, 26.4% (503 in 1904) did not answer their attitude toward radical Islam, and there is a

positive relationship between the missing values and the level of victimizations. If those who



preferred radical Islam because of the victimizations were also less likely to answer in the survey,
then the coefficient of victimization (the independent variable in the original Table A8) may be

underestimated owing to the missing value.

Before imputing the missing values to examine the robustness of the original findings, we
decided to replicate the original findings without the factor analysis as we did before. We noticed
that the original authors used the factor analysis on three variables to create the dependent variable
radicalislam, including sharia (should Crimea be ruled under Sharia law?), hizb (supporting Hizb),
and wahhabi (supporting Wahhabi). The code in the do-file is factor sharia hizb wahhabi, pcf.
Unfortunately, the correlation between sharia and the other two variables are low: Pearson’s r are
0.25 and 0.23, respectively. Given the low correlation, we would like to examine if the findings

still hold when we use the original variables independently.

Unfortunately, the findings no longer hold. The left three columns in Table 4 show the
simple OLS model explaining the level of religiosity by victimization (violence). Among the three
variables, there was already a significantly positive relationship between violence and Sharia. In
other words, Crimea Tatars who suffered from political violence were much more likely to support

Crimea being ruled under the Islam law, which is consistent with the conventional wisdom.

Table 4. OLS Regression on Support for radical Islam

All complete cases All complete cases plus 49 imputed cases

Hizb Wahhabi Sharia Hizb Wahhabi Sharia

(-1,0,1) (-1,0,1) (0,1) (-1,0,1) (-1,0,1) (0,1)
Victimization 0.003 0.001 0.018* 0.027* 0.028* 0.030*
(0-3) (0.011) (0.013) (0.006) (0.013) (0.015) (0.007)
Constant -0.783* -0.689* 0.049* -0.767* -0.669* 0.059*
(0.131) (0.023) (0.011) (0.022) (0.026) (0.012)

n 1693 1387 1646 1742 1436 1695
Adjusted R2 -0.001 -0.001 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.010

*p<0.1 *p<0.05 |



We then impute the missing values following the assumption of political sensitivity.
Assuming those who felt the questions were politically sensitive may avoid answering all three
questions (since it was allowed to skip any question), and those who were victimized were much
more politically sensitive. In the original dataset, there were 49 respondents who had at least one
relative who died (violence >0 ) and did not answer all three questions related to supporting Islam
(sharia, hizb, and wahhabi are missing). It only accounts for 2.6% of all cases and 9.7% of missing

values.

We assumed that these respondents would support radical Islam (=1) if they answered the
questions and re-run the regression analysis. The result is shown on the right side of Table 4. Once
we impute a small proportion of missing values which was highly likely driven by the political
sensitivity, violence is positively correlated with hizb, shiria, and even with wahhabi (significant
at p = 0.1 level). This naive simulation and regression may serve as an example that the trend of
missing values found in the last section would indeed underestimate the effect of political violence

on supporting radical Islam, which is conflicted with the original findings.

Discussion

Overall, this replication reveals that the two interesting findings in Lupu and Peisakhin
(2017) were probably driven by miscoding and the ignorance of missing values. These issues were
not easy to be noticed after the factor analyses were applied to reshape the dependent variables.
Our analysis shows that those interesting findings in the original article may not hold. Crimean
Tatars who suffered from Moscow indeed lowered their political engagement and increased their

support to radical Islam after the 2014 annexation.



These findings, however, are consistent with the theory of political opportunity structure
on the legacy of political violence: victims would openly express their anger only if they had a
chance and would not be avenged. When the times are bad, they would instead restrain their
behavior and attitude temporarily. The same pattern also exists in Lupu and Peisakhin after our
replication and correction.

This replication also illustrates the importance of data transparency (King 1995). All of the
corrections and findings above are not possible if Lupu and Peisakhin did not share the data,
codebook, and appendix in the first place. Interestingly, even though all replication files were
prepared by the American Journal of Political Science, the journal itself may not be ready for the
challenge of replications. When we contacted the editor of AJPS of this replication in February
2021, the editors refused to review this replication. But the replication file on AJPS is then updated
by the authors of the original article. We believe that it would be more efficient if the replication
and the original work could be published and juxtaposed in the same journal so that the same group
of readers may find the replication directly.

In the end, the annexation of Crimea serves as a unique case in the study of the long-term
effect of political violence. Since the previous repressor returned and the regime changed (as a
country-level variable), people no longer make decisions in the previous democratic regime that
they used to be. The change of behavior would be caused by both the violence in the past and the
potential violence in the future. Hence, future work in studying the legacy of political violence
may focus on the authoritarian successor party — which is still competing under the democracy,

may not take avenge, but still carry the legacy of political violence from the previous regime.
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Appendix

Table Al. Multinomial Regression on Self-identifying as victim
All cases First Generation Third Generation
Silent Victim Silent Victim Silent Victim
Not Vic Not Vic Not Vic Not Vic Not Vic Not Vic
Victimization 0.331* 0.333* 0.328* 0.315* 0.299* 0.324*
(0-3) (0.060) (0.051) (0.144) (0.130) (0.084) (0.070)
Constant -1.114* -0.520* -0.878* -0.481* -1.199* -0.607*
(0.103) (0.085) (0.245) (0.217) (0.145) (0.118)
n 1890 298 996
AIC 3961.96 664.44 2071.65

*p<0.05 |



