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Non-governmental Sector and Democracy Empirical Régctions
and Findings in the Baltic States: Results of Metanalysis (Part II)
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This is the second part of meta-analysis on therietation between NGOs
and democracy in Baltic States. The relation is itwwad by integrating the re-
gression technique to find out which factors hagatdbuted most to the develop-
ment of democracy. The assessment by integratiegntbdel of traffic light has
been applied to determine the effectiveness obfa@nd the level of their devel-
opment in the context of democracy. The resulthefresearch show that third
sector does impact democracy in the Baltic Stadespndly that in all three coun-
tries the ways in which NGOs influence democradfedithirdly as well as the
level of influence towards democracy differs.
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Introduction

One of the principle objectives of the series titles is to evaluate empirically the
significance of the NGOs’ influence on the progre$siemocracy and determine the
factors, which should be improved [10]. Arguablgistcould be done in two ways:
qualitatively and quantitatively. In the previouarpof the research the primary factors of
NGOs impact on democracy were defined. Althoughfdletors were rated numerically
over three periods of time simultaneously, the yaimlhas not been purely quantitative,
but more a mixture of quantitative and qualitatmethods. In this part of the series of
articles an attempt has been made to define the M@@ct factors on democracy,
measure the relation, value and level of developwigorimary and secondary, impacting
and partially impacting factors of NGOs to demogracthe context of meta-analysis.
In the article the comparative method describe& dgechhofer and L. Paterson [5] is
applied as well as in the previous research, peparison across time and space,
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combining qualitative and quantitative approach&om the perspective of
comparison across space, the Baltic region prowvadi@est an ideal setting of three
countries: Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Regagdincomparison across tintbree
periods of time were chosen for the analysiSpériod comprises years from 1997
till 2000, 2" period — from 2001 till 2003, and®®eriod consists of years from 2004
till 2006. The relation between these two groups weonitored by integrating the
regression technique to find out which factors haantributed most to the
development of democracy, what finally helped teveer the question that third
sector does impact democracy, and determine the wawhich NGOs impact the
development of democratyFinally, the assessment by integrating the madel
traffic light has been applied to determine the effectivenegaabdérs and the level
of their development in the context of democracy.

1. Regression analysis and impact evaluation

The article continues with meta-analysis tryinggtee insight into the relative
impact of independent variables by using regressitie regression expresses the
prediction of dependent variables, where the intdga values are between the
extremes from 0 to 1, where 0 score stands forr@gme, and 1 for 100 percem:
value, as it appears next, indicates how well thesen relation fits the data, the
higher score of R, the more variability with theriables specified in the model is
explained and the higher is the relative impactiemocracy.

In further analysis NGOs’ primary and secondarydexcof impact are applied to
the Baltic States and to each country individuallgerefore, while determining the
relative impact, in cases of countries the aveRagall be defined, and compared with
R applied to the whole region.

Once measuring is completed and an overall scoRasfsigned to each primary
and secondary relations, it would be interestinglisiinguish between each of the
cases not only quantitative but also qualitativifedences. This could be done by
establishing thresholds according to the numeiitatval they belong to. According
to a commonly acknowledged rulg,appears to be important from the score of 0.3,
consequently the factors, which fall below 0.3 vhi# considered as non-impacting,
and the remaining scale is divided accordingly, herkafter three broad rankings of
primary relation are determined:

¢ Non-impact relation: having an average score betveand 0.3 inclusive;
e Partial impact relation: having an average scanedmn 0.31 and 0.5 inclusive;
e Impact relation: having an average score betweghdnd 1 inclusive.

! The data for regression analysis are taken frdlmwing sources: Estonian Annual Reports on
Statistic from 1997 to 2006; Latvian Annual RepamtsStatistic from 1997 to 2006;Lithuanian
Annual Reports on Statistic from 1997 to 2006; Balhstitute of Social Sciences, Baltic
Barometer and Baltic Voices; Unites States Agemeyiriternational Development: Europe and
Eurasia; World Value Survey; Freedom House; Uniidgtions Development Programme;
Eurostat; Index of Economic Freedom; European BatemT. Vanhanen 2003.
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The relations of secondary importance should haviglzer impact ranking point,
because their influence is not direct, therefore divided into two subgroups:

e Non-impact relation: having an average score betveand 0.5 inclusive;
e Impact relation: having an average score betweghdnd 1 inclusive.

According to this ranking, only relations havingtml of total impact could be
considered as supportive or non-supportive to demoegc

The relations between NGOs’ primary impact factansl the DEMO (degree
of democracy and level of democratization) grouplax how the third sector
influences the DEMO group. The above relations ulimie the importance of 31
factors, as their average éceeds the first threshold. However, the indesfes
population belonging to professional and other NG&=l index of NGOs target
group should be excluded from primary factors ofluence of the whole
territory, because their result does not reachnii@mum score. The six factors:
indexes of NGOs types of services, active netwopkpfessionalism of
representation, professionalism in management arghnization, supportive
legal environment have the most impact on the DEMI©up, because they
exceed the second threshold. It should be ackn@elgdthat these six factors
impact the whole region, but if each country is lexed separately, different
factors with higest impact are determined: for B&®8 the most impact factors
are determined, for Latvia — 8 impact factors, lfithuania — 11 impact factors
(see Table 1).

Apart from different degrees of the NGO group’s ampon the development
of democracy in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, thare also distinctions in the
means of influence. It should be mentioned, thé thme, partially impacting
relations are not taken into consideration. Thevabariteria explain that Estonia
has more primary instruments of influence than ather Baltic country, it has
twenty eight NGO factors of major influence, whiclh one or another way
impact democracy, Lithuania has eleven and Latvily eight. Despite the fact
that there are differences in quantity, few sinitlas from qualitative approach
are defined. All three countries have four commndeixes. Estonia due to the
fact that it has the majority of NGO and DEMO impaglations, differs most in
a positive way, and has no major impact in only teses: belonging to religious
organizations in comparison to Latvia, and law efpén comparison to both
Latvia and Lithuania. The Latvian third sector doest have as much impact
compared with Estonia and Lithuania. Lithuanian NG@b not have a major
impact only in few cases. However, it should be bagized that in nine of these
relations Lithuanian and in two Latvian NGO sectare at least partially
impact.

This study covers only the relations, which excedthreshold of 0.51, because
it relies on the most impact secondary relatiortk wie NGO group. It is thought, that
if the analyzed relations are of major influenceghte NGO group, and it is already
determined that the NGO sector impacts democrdmy tould also be the minor
ways of NGOs influence to democracy (see Table 2).
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Table 1:Relation between primary impact factors of Estonialatvia and
Lithuania with DEMO group

Estonia Latvia | Lithuanig AVverage of | Aver

Indexes countries rage

DD | LD |DD | LD |DD | LD [EST| LV |LT | R
Population belonging to religious NGOs 0/@§52| 0,95/ 0,35/ 0,42/ 0,18| 0,29/ 0,65/0,30{ 0,47
Population belonging to sport NGOs 0/9544|0,25| 0,40/ 0,33/ 0,55/ 0,70| 0,33 0,44| 0,48

Population belonging to music, art,

education NGOs 0,94|0,46|0,73| 0,35/ 0,28/0,11| 0,70/ 0,54| 0,19| 0,49

Population belonging to labor NGOs 0,211 |0,28 1 |0,99/0,88|0,60/0,64/0,94/0,73
Population belonging to professional NGOs Q0,76 | 0,60/ 0,11|0,07|0,28(0,38]0,36/0,18| 0,30
Population belonging to other NGOs 0/@103|0,25|0,05|0,09|0,55{0,32|0,15|0,32| 0,26
Supportive registration for NGOs 0,96,41/0,25| 0O 0 [0,590,69/0,13/0,28|0,36
Law experts working in NGO sector D 0/2B99] 1 |055 0 |0,62/0,78/0,47
Supportive economic legal regulations for NG@$96| 0,41| 0,25| 0,32| 0,25/ 0,55{0,69| 0,29/ 0,40/ 0,46
Legal improvement for NGO sector 0,4312|0,25/0,32|0,25/0,90] 0,28/ 0,29/ 0,58/ 0,38
Supportive legal environment for NGOs 0/3897| 0 |0,68/0,75/0,96|0,68|0,34/0,86|0,62
Framework of NGOs and government

cooperation 9 0,11/0,97| 1 |0,19/0,25|0,04|0,54|0,60|0,15|0,42
NGOs strategic activities 0,96,41/0,25|0,32|0,25|0,55|0,69|0,29(0,40| 0,46
NGOs professionalism in management 0,081110,25/0,99] 1 |0,55/0,69|0,62|0,78|0,69

Technology integration into NGOs activities  0/9641|0,25| 0,32| 0,25| 0,55|0,69| 0,29| 0,40| 0,46

E-capacities of NGOs 0,96,41|0,25/0,32| 0,25/ 0,55| 0,69/ 0,29/ 0,40| 0,46
NGOs professionally organized 0,9841|0,25| 0,56|0,48| 0,55/ 0,69/ 0,41|0,52| 0,54
NGOs gets funding from government 0/9641|0,25| O 0 [0,590,69/0,13/0,28|0,36
NGOs gets funding from providing services  0,0197| 0,25/ 0,32/ 0,25/ 0,55| 0,54/ 0,29| 0,40| 0,41
NGOs gets funding from foreign sources 0,9641|0,25/0,19{0,25/0,90| 0,69/ 0,22| 0,58/ 0,49
Number of sources NGOs get funding from  (,007/0,57{0,01f 0 |0,23(0,54|0,29(/0,12|0,32

NGOs professionalism in finance
management 0,96/0,41(0,25| O 0 |0,900,69/0,13({0,45/0,42

NGOs representation on national level ,0611|0,25|0,32(0,25|0,55|0,69|0,29|0,40| 0,46
NGOs representation on international leve 0,081|0,25|0,19|0,25|0,55(0,69| 0,22 0,40| 0,44
NGOs professionalism at representation level 0(588| 0,04|0,81|0,75|0,85(0,73| 0,43/ 0,80| 0,65

o

NGOs types of services 0,96,41/10,25/0,99] 1 |0,55(0,69|/0,62|0,78|0,69
NGOs active network 0,110,97|0,25/0,99| 1 |0,90/0,54|0,62(0,95|0,70
Number of sectors NGOs work in 0,/®74| 0 |0,65/0,57 0 |0,75/0,33|0,29|0,45
Major target group of NGOs 0,10,97| 0 |0,19/0,25] 0 [0,54/0,10{0,13]|0,25
Number of NGOs target groups 0,0359|0,25/0,19| 0,25/ 0,55|0,32| 0,22/ 0,40| 0,31
NGOs information centers 0,49,93|0,31|0,57|0,49/0,81|0,71|0,44| 0,65| 0,60
NGOs highly visibility 0,570,88/0,25| 0 0 |0,590,73/0,13/0,28] 0,38
NGOs and media cooperation 041197| 0,25/ 0,19 0,25| 0,55| 0,54|0,22| 0,40| 0,39
NGOs visihility in public 0,960,41(/0,25| 0O 0 |0,590,69/0,13|0,28|0,36

* The scores presented in bold shift are consideeathg no impact to democracy.

** Regression is made with SPSS 14.00.

**** The data for regression analysis are takemirfollowing sources: [1-12; 14; 15].
*xxxx \/ariables which have constant meaning are kexted.
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Table 2:Relation between Secondary Impact Factors of the B Region,
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania with NGO group

Baltic Estonia Latvia Lithuanie] Average of Cpuntnes Ave-
Indexes States and Region rage

cap | index cap | index cap | index cap|index BS | EST| LV | LT | R
GDP growth X x| 091090|094|087|0,01|0,17] x |0,91091|0,09| 0,63
GDP per capita X x| 0)56055|086{095 1 | 073 x |056|091]|087|0,78
income of citizens X x| 09F097( 1 |0,71/0,90/097| x | 0,97/ 0,86| 0,94| 0,92
Interpersonal trust of people 0,88,84| 0,05| 0,56| 0,42| 0,87 x | 0,84/ 0,31| 0,65| 0,60
People’s trust in political parties 0,20,22| 0,38/ 0,91| 0,07| 0,49| x |0,22| 0,65| 0,28| 0,38
People’s trust in government 0,66,43| 0,12| 0,11| 0,91| 0,37| 0,98] 0,87| 0,50| 0,12| 0,64| 0,93| 0,54
People’s trust in parliament X ¥ 008,03|038/091| 0 | 019 x |0,03|065|0,10| 0,26
People’s trust in NGO X x| 0,88,87|0,92]0,89]|0,71{ 0,23] x |0,88]0,91| 0,47| 0,75
People satisfied with their life X X 0,89,84| 0,96| 0,47( 0,87/ 098] x | 0,85/ 0,72| 0,93| 0,83
People’s pride of their nationalit 0,2@,31| 0,88 0,89| 0,00 0,30| 0,91| 0,96] 0,26| 0,89| 0,15| 0,94| 0,56
People’s opinion they can act freep X x (0,891|0,26| 0,01| 0,08/ 0,50f x |0,92| 0,14| 0,29| 0,45
People’s major aim: Price X 0,59,60(0,71| 1 | 094|053| x | 0,60/ 0,86|0,74| 0,73
People’s major aim: Media X 04046|030| 0 |086/040| x |047|0,15|0,63| 0,42
People’s participation in political| ; 35| 51| 0,03| 0,04| 0,09| 0,00 0,80| 1 | 0,44| 0,04| 0,09] 090| 0.18

actions: Boycotts

People’s participation in political

e " X x | 0,63]0,64|098| 053|074 1 x | 0,64/ 0,76| 0,87| 0,75
actions: Sign petition

People’s participation in political
actions: Lawful demonstrations ,24| 0,36 0,81 0,80 0,43| 0,01| 0,84| 0,99] 0,30| 0,81| 0,22| 0,92| 0,45

(@

People’s interest in politics X 1 1 0042|010/ 053] x 1 | 0,68| 0,32| 0,67

People’s participation in x | x |096/096]|088/033/071] 1 | x | 096 061|086|081
unconventional actions

Future changes, most important
Less emphasis on money and X x | 0,96(096|0,46|0,22| 1 |0,74] x |0,96|0,34| 0,87 0,72
material possessions

Future changes, most important

Less importance placed on worl X x | 0,86|0,87(0,51|0,03| 0,10{ 0,03 x |0,87|0,27| 0,06| 0,40

Future changes, most important

More emphasis on technology X x | 0,98/ 0,98|0,01f045|0,61|0,97| x |0,98]|0,23|0,79| 0,67

Future changes, most important

More emphasis on individual X x |007|007f O |028 0O |023 x |007|014|0,12|0,11

Future changes, most important

h X x | 084|0,85|099(0,59|0,64|098] x |0,85/080|0,81|0,82
Greater respect for authority

Future changes, most important

More emphasis on family life X x |0,01{0,01(0,98|0,46| 049|092 x |0,01|0,73|0,71| 0,48

Attitudes concerning society

: X x |095/09| 1 |065/017|064 x |096|0,83|041|0,73
radical changes
Election process X x| 097,96 0,82] 025|063/ 098] x |097|054|081|0,77
Independent media 09D92(067| 1 | 063 098] x |092/084|0,81|0,85
Corruption X X 1 1| 018075/ 0,37| 0,02] x 1 1047|020/ 0,55
Free economy 0,660,84| 1 1 | 085 02809109075 1 |[057/ 094|081
Inflation X x | 0,96/ 0,96| 0,75]| 0,17]| 0,55/ 0,95] x | 0,96| 0,46| 0,75| 0,72
Educated people 0520,75| 1 1 ]0,09 063089 097|064 1 |036/093| 0,73
Competition in participation 0,140,50| O 0 | 082 025/069/099[{032] 0 |054|084|042
Participation 0,34 0,69| 0,97| 0,98| 0,62| 0,08| 0,94| 0,94| 0,52| 0,98]| 0,35| 0,94| 0,70
Catholic people X x| 0,5B0,57]| 0,09/ 0,63/ 080] 1 X | 0,58 0,36] 0,90| 0,61
Human development X X 09®99| 1 | 0,64 094094 x |099]0,82|094|092
Voter turn out X X 0,740,73 095|086/ 1 |0,78] x |0,74/091|0,89| 0,84

* The scores presented in bold shift are considecédmpact to democracy.

** Regression is made with SPSS 14.00.

**+* The data for regression analysis are takemirfollowing sources: [1-12; 14; 15].
**xxx \ariables which have constant meaning are kexted.
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In the research eight indexes common to NGO and DE@foups in the
whole region have been determined; the threshokl rbduced it to three. Any
further developments of secondary relations shaakdude the systemic and
broader collection of data. Therefore in the caspronary relations, the relation
values in all three Baltic countries individuallyl\Wbe explored. For calculation of
common average fhe regional eight indexes have been incorporaad, values
of each country. As a result, the thirty six redas have been reduced to twenty
six, however, in each country the reduction of tietes differs. In the Estonian
case twenty eight relations remained of major iefice, in Latvia — twenty two,
and in Lithuania — twenty six. It should be outlihleereby the number of common
relations to each country, which are in all casgmi of averag® (see Table 2).
It is rather difficult to explain the decrease afnpary and secondary relations at
the final point, but there is a relation of certajoalitative aspects of different
countries with political, economic, social and cu#tl systems.

It could be argued why it has been decided to redhe final impact primary
relations only by three factors, when they impacpartially impact relations, and
in other cases, where in individual countries afewe partially or non-impact
relations, have remained, for instance NGOs fundimgn providing services,
representation on international level. In practioe final results for the whole
region, the research tried to apply simple arithcealculations by referring to the
average score, and it helped to choose the mostbt relations without taking
into consideration the average scores of individe@lntries. The same question
could also be raised and for secondary relatioschvhave been reduced by ten
indexes, but this determination of final impactatedns helped to define the final
model of NGOs impact on democracy. The value ofBh#tic States to averadge
has been also incorporated, because it is tholnghtthe appearance of the values
of the Baltic States could be misleading as a freslult, because it does not face
the peculiarities of each country separately. Ti@ysis has helped to clarify how
theoretical principles and rules are fulfilled imaptice in the Baltic States and
each country individually. Finally, the second phad meta-analysis considered
being successful, and hereafter attention has pe&hto the most impact relations
between the NGO and DEMO groups, which offer a mexensive picture of the
processes taking place within the two groups.

2. Application of traffic light model and assessmetrof its effect

This chapter of the article deals with the measems of the R value for
each primary and secondary factors of influencefotinnately, the R value does
not correspond to the value of significance. Wikpect to all primary factors of
influence, there are those which are more and $égsificant. It is difficult to
distinguish the character of significance, and albtfactors could be explained
theoretically, especially from the list of primarfactors. Therefore the
distribution of factors according to significance mostly based on a subjective
approach, and despite the risk that the choicegsfificance could be arguable,
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it is set to trust this approach, nevertheless, ttreoretical factors related to
NGOs, democracy and their measurements have alb@gis predominant in this
research

The existence of significance is a key factor dibstg the condition of NGOs
influence on democracy in the Baltic States, anthis chapter an original way of
measuring the condition of the quality of NGOs’ map is has been applied by
using an individually created model of traffic ltgff Lmodel). The central element
of the model is simple; here the significance isedmined according to colour
approach. Since everyone knows the meaning of theucs of traffic lights, the
most reasonable way is to refer to these coloues (Sigure 1). The TLmodel
determines whether or not the factors of impactveedl developed in the Baltic
States or they are in need of improvement despieldvel of their significance,
where thegreen means that the influence factors are well develoged have a
high level of quality, smooth support to democrathe yellow — the influence
factors are not fully developed and have to be anuizhed, little obstacles in
support to democracy, thred — the influence factors are not developed and need
to be extremely improved, obstacles in supportemacracy.

The TLmodel covers all primary factors. It offens m-depth examination of
factors that contribute most to the developmenderhocracy in the Baltic States.
The TLmodel measures the level of effect and deaknt of factors, it also
determines primary factors respectively to eachntguand the whole region;
however, it treats them differently, and is notoanplicated procedure so far. Thus
to determine the overall situation for the Baltitates and each country, these
factors are not weighted equally.

It should be noted, that the following analysisnist applied to secondary
factors, because in the last stage of meta-analymsinterest falls in direct
influence to democracy, and secondary factors émfbe democracy in this
research indirectly through the third sector, ameldapplication of the TLmodel for
the explanation of secondary factors could be rkésteor final conclusions.

Although, the number of primary and secondary fextim each case is
different, the weighting of individual factors i®tapparent so far. It should be
explained, that in general the TLmodel measurensgstem is based on green,
yellow and red colours, so the total number “3"applied. The grading system
which has been applied before from “0” to “1”, thisne will have different
thresholds. “1” is divisible into 3 parts, due dfettotal of colours used, and
therefore the first maximum is 0.33, the second60and the third - 1.

However, before the index of significance will belaulated, the categorization
of factors should be exercised. The later task lmélperformed by the application of
Sturges formula [14]. In the Sturges formula smadlhows in how many categories
factors could be distributed, and large N showsrthmber of factors. Having the
list of impact factors, first of all the factorsearemunerated by impact meaning from
1 to N, where hierarchic remunerations is based on subgeapproach (see Table
3). Later on for determination (n) tlbecan be calculated by integrating smalll= (
1 : n) Moreover, each factor has a value of imp@gtreflective to R calculated in
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the previous chapter, while trying to set the ollexeore of effecif,value of impact
is multiplied with weight inde. (8 =a x b)

Table 3:The most impacting factors in the Baltic States disibuted according to
their significance

Factors according to their significance a b B
1 Index of NGOs professionally organized 0.54 1 40.5
2 Index of NGOs professionalism in management 0.9 1 0.69
3 Index of supportive legal environment for NGOs 620. 0.75 0.46
4 Index of NGOs professionalism at representatorll 0.65 0.75 0.48
5 Index of NGOs active network 0.70 0.5 0.35
6 Index of NGOs types of services 0.69 0.50 0.3
7 Index of Population belonging to labour NGOs 0.78 0.25 0.18
8. | Number of NGOs information centres 0.6Q 0.25 50.1
In the current analysis it is notified that
n out of two the most effective factors, factor
—> 2, is well developed and factor 1 is not
0.32 completely developed and should be
h accomplished. Effective factors 3 and 4 are
—* | Factors 1,36 also not completely developed and the
instruments of influence on democracy
0.6¢ should be refined, as well as less effective
—> factors 5 and 6, and finally the least
1 effective factors should be extremely
developed, and the instruments should be
Figure 1: Application of the radically changed (see Figure 1). According
TLmodel with NGO primary to this ranking, only one factor out of eight
impacting factors of Baltic States  most impacts factors is well developed and

influence to democracy is effective.
However, other factors should be improved.
Continuing the study, the TLmodel is applied to tigdly impact factors
dividing them according to their significance froh to 23 (see Table 4).
According to the analysis, none of the most effectiactors fall into the green
colour, it means that there are no factors, whighveell developed and smoothly
support democracy. The partially impacting factavhjch are the most effective,
fall into the yellow colour, and it means that thehyould be developed and minor
changes should appear. However, the majority of besd least effective factors
fall under the yellow and red colours, it showstthizere should be additional
actions taken into consideration for improvemeeg(Eigure 2).
It has been identified that the majority of imp@ctors belong to the red colour. Such
result proves that the majority of impact factoesmite their level of influence and
significance should be improved and developed reffestively in the Baltic States (see
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Figure 3). Analyzing each Baltic state individualyt only numbers of impact factors
differ, but also the determination of significan¢see Table.5).

Table 4:The partially impacting factors in the Baltic States distributed according
to their significance

Factors according to their significance a b| B
1 | Index of supportive registration for NGOs 0.36 10.36
2 | Index of supportive economic legal regulatiomsN&Os 0.46 1| 0.44
3 | Index of legal improvement for NGO sector 0.38 10.38
4 | Index of framework of NGOs and government coopeana 0.42 1 | 042
5 | Index of number of sources NGOs get funding from 0.32 | 0.83] 0.27
6 | Index of NGOs professionalism in finance managgme 0.42 | 0.83 0.35
7 | Index of NGOs representation on national level 460{ 0.83| 0.38
8 | Index of NGOs representation on internationatlev 0.44 | 0.83 0.44
9 | Index of NGOs gets funding from government 0.86.660 0.37
10 | Index of NGOs gets funding from foreign sources 0.49 | 0.66] 0.32
11 | Index of NGOs gets funding from providing seedc 0.41| 0.66 0.27
12 | Index of Population belonging to religious NGOs 0.47 | 0.66] 0.31
13 | Index of Population belonging to sport NGOs 0.48.49| 0.24
14 | Index of Population belonging to music, art,@tion NGOs 0.49| 0.49 0.24
15 | Index of NGOs strategic activities 0.46 049 30.2
16 | Index of law experts working in NGO sector 0.40.49| 0.23
17 | Index of NGOs highly visibility 0.38) 0.32 0.12
18 | Index of NGOs visibility in public 0.3 032 @l
19 | Index of number of sectors NGOs work in 0.45 20.3.14
20 | Index of number of NGOs target groups 0.1 0.8210
21 | Index of NGOs and media cooperation 0.9 0.17230.
22 | Index of technology integration into NGOs adies 0.46 | 0.17 0.07
23 | Index of e-capacities of NGOs 0.46 0417 0.08
0 0
— —
0.3¢ 0.33
— —
0.6€ 0.66
— —
1 1

Figure 2: Application of the TLmodel Figure 3: The condition of factors
with NGO primary patrtially of influence in the Baltic States
impacting factors of Baltic Stal
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Table 5:The most impacting factors in Estonia distributed &cording to their

significance

Factors according to their significance a b B
1 Index of NGOs professionally organized 0.69 1 906
2 Index of NGOs professionalism in management 0.691 0.69
3 Index of supportive legal environment for NGOs 68 1 0.68
4 Index of supportive economic legal regulationsN&Os 0.69 1 0.69
5 Index of supportive registration for NGOs 0.69 10.69
6 Index of framework of NGOs and government coojana 0.54| 0.83| 0.54
7 Index of number of sources NGOs get funding from 0.54| 0.83| 0.54
8 Index of NGOs professionalism in finance manageéme 0.69| 0.83| 0.69
9 Index of NGOs professionalism at representagoell 0.73] 0.83] 0.73
10 | Index of NGOs gets funding from government 0(69.83 | 0.46
11 | Index of NGOs gets funding from foreign sources 0.69| 0.66| 0.46
12 | Index of NGOs gets funding from providing seegc 0.54| 0.66] 0.3¢
13 | Index of NGOs representation on national level .690 0.66 | 0.46
14 | Index of NGOs representation on internationatlle 0.69| 0.66| 0.4§
15 | Index of Population belonging to sport NGOs 0(70.66 | 0.46
16 | Index of Population belonging to music, art,&dion NGOs 0.70 049 0.4b
17 | Index of Population belonging to labour NGOs 00{60.49 | 0.39
18 | Index of NGOs strategic activities 0.69 0.49 604
19 | Index of NGOs highly visibility 0.73 049 0.24
20 | Index of NGOs visibility in public 0.69 049 G2
21 | Index of NGOs active network 084 032 o0/18
22 | Index of NGOs types of services 069 0B2 023
23 | Index of number of sectors NGOs work in 0475 20J30.25
24 | Index of major target group of NGOs 0.54 0.32 190,
25 | Number of NGOs information centres 0.f1 0B2 3Q0.2
26 | Index of NGOs and media cooperation 0|54 0}17180.
27 | Index of technology integration into NGOs adigs 0.69| 0.17| 0.23
28 | Index of e-capacities of NGOs 0.69 0.17 0{23

The most effective five factors are all well deyetd. Moreover even among
effective factors there are those falling into gellcolour, for instance, the index
of NGOs’ professionalism in finance management dhd index of NGOs’
professionalism at representation level. Still, thmajority of less and least
effective factors share yellow and red colours ahduld improved, in some
cases from 19-28 even extremely in visibility, eaaities, networking and so on
(see Figure 4).

As already mentioned, the partially impacting fastanpact democracy, as
well as the most impacting factors, however Estdméa only three factors of
such kind (indexes of Population belonging to pssienal NGOs, Population
belonging to other NGOs, Number of NGOs target geg)u Among partially
impacting factors the most effective is belongimgthe index of professional
NGOs and it falls into the yellow colour, which mmsathat it should be
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developed more qualitatively, and two other factdislonging to other NGOs
and the number of target groups should be extreimgbyoved, because they fall
into red colour.

The situation in Estonia seems to be promisingausee even seven factors, where the
most significant, are well developed, and twelvethaf most impacting and significant
factors fall into the yellow colour. However, twelmost factors fall into red colour, despite
the fact that these factors are of least signifiegsee Figure 5).

0 0

— -
0.3¢ 0.3¢

— —
0.6€ 0.66

— —
1 1

Figure 4: Application of the TLmodel with Figure 5: The condition of factors
NGO primary impacting factors of Estonia of influence in Estonia

The situation in Latvia differs from one in Estonkirstly, Latvia has only
eight most impacting factors. (see Table 6). Treeetwo most effective factors
and they both fall under the yellow colour, consmufly they should be
improved and some minor changes should appeam#jerity of impact factors
still fall under the yellow and red colours, andpitints that such factors as the
index of population belonging to labour NGOs, thdex of law experts working
in the NGO sector, the index of NGOs active netwahle index of NGOs’ active
network, the index of NGOs’ types of services skiohé extremely developed
(see Figure 6).

There are seven partially impacting factors in lzafindexes of NGOs professional-
ly organized, Supportive legal environment for NGO$GOs professionalism at
representation level, Number of sectors NGOs wark Ropulation belonging to
professional NGOs, Population belonging to sportO$GNGOs information centres)
.Index of professionally organized NGOs and supmotegal environment are the most
effective, professionalism at representation lewed the number of sectors in which
NGOs work are effective, and less and least effedtictors are belonging to professional
and sport NGOs, and the number of NGOs informat@rires. None of these factors fall
into the green colour, the most effective factaikifito yellow and the rest of the factors
belong to the red colour, and such situation sugdkat these factors should be more or
even extremely developed.
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Table 6:The most impacting factors in Latvia distributed acording to their

significance
Factors according to their significance a b B

1 Index of NGOs professionalism in management 0(621 0.62

2 Index of framework of NGOs and government codjmera 0.60 1 0.60

3 Index of Population belonging to religious NGOs 69| 0.75 0.49

4 Index of Population belonging to music, art, etioa NGOs |  0.54 0.75 0.41

5 Index of Population belonging to labor NGOs 0.640.50 0.32

6 Index of law experts working in NGO sector 0.62 .500 0.31

7 Index of NGOs active network 0.62 0.25 0.1p
8 Index of NGOs types of services 0.62 0.25 0.16

The dominant colour in Latvia is red, even sevesidia belong to this colours,
and it shows that the instrument of NGO influereceeémocracy should be improved a
lot; yellow colour involves 5 factors and greenatolonly 3. Professionalism in NGO
management, environment of government and NGO catipe, and people’s
membership in religious NGOs are mostly developadd their influence to
democracy is smooth (see Figure 7).

0 0

[z | —
0.3¢ 0.33

— —
0.66 0.66

— —
1 1

Figure 6: Application of the TLmodel with Figure 7: The condition of factors
NGO primary impacting factors of Latvia of influence in Latvia

Lithuania has twenty three impacting and partiatipacting factors on democracy.
(see Table 7). There are two factors, which are eféective and only one of them is well
developed, two — effective, and here only one fastavell developed, still the rest of less
and least effective factors are not fully developedot developed at all (see Figure 8).

The distribution of partially impacting factors doaot differ much from the one
above. There are twelve partially impacting faciar&ithuania (indexes of Supportive
economic legal regulations for NGOs, NGOs profesgdism in finance management,
NGOs representation on national level, NGOs reptasen on international level, NGOs
gets funding from providing services, Populatiotobging to sport NGOs, Population
belonging to other NGOs, NGOs strategic activittdamber of NGOs target groups,
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NGOs and media cooperation, Technology integratitmNGOs activities, E-capacities
of NGOs). Despite the fact that there are fourdfagtwhich are considered to be effective
enough, none of them are well developed. The mifsttige factors in relation to
democracy fall under the yellow colour, and heerafthould be improved a little,
however, other factors fall into the red colour #@ngheans that development of partially
impacting factors should take particular improvetnen

Table 7:The most impacting factors in Lithuania distributed according to their

significance

Factors according to their significance a b B
1 Index of NGOs professionally organized 0.52 1 205
2 Index of NGOs professionalism in management 0{781 0.78
3 Index of supportive legal environment for NGOs 860.| 0.80 0.69
4 Index of legal improvement for NGO sector 0.58 800.| 0.46
5 Index of NGOs professionalism at representagoell 0.80 0.60 0.48
6 Index of NGOs gets funding from foreign sources .580| 0.60 0.35
7 Index of Population belonging to labor NGOs 0.940.40 | 0.38
8 Index of NGOs types of services 0.8 0.40 031
9 Index of NGOs active network 095 020 0.19
10 | Index of law experts working in NGO sector 0.780.20 | 0.16
11 Number of NGOs information centers 0.65 0.20 301

The dominant colour in Lithuanian case is red, iamleans that the majority of all
impact-ting factors even 14 should be perfectedigver, what is positive that even seven
factors belong to the yellow colour and it mearat it least 50% of effective relations
between NGOs and democracy are developed enowgk at least standing on the right
way (see Figure 9).

0 0

— | Factors 8-11 >
0.33 0.33

— | Factors 1, 4-7 —>
0.66 0.66

—» | Factors 2, 3 e
1 1

Figure 8: Application of the TLmodel with Figure 9: The condition of factors
NGO primary impacting factors of Lithuania  of influence in Lithuania
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In summary, it appears that the countries difféittke bit with respect to the
requirements of NGOs influence on democracy. Thé emportant cleavage
which appears is between Estonia and the othericBattuntries, and also the
whole region. The chief difference between thenthis necessity to develop the

impact factors in Latvia,

Lithuania, and the whole
region in general (see Figure 10).

Moreover, the overall im-
pression regarding the qua-
lity and effectiveness of NGOs’
influence on democracy in
the countries and the whole
region is that, NGO suppor-
tive environment is not com-

pletely guaranteed in the sec-
Traffi_c light of Traffic Iight Traffic light Traffic Iigr_lt tor of influence to demo-
Baltic States  of Estonia  of Latvia  of Lithuania cracy, which in turn may

Figure 10: Model of traffic light; level of NGOs ~ pose serious problems for
influence on democracy in the Baltic Region ~ further  development  of
democracy.

Conclusions

The research showed, firstly, that the third seckoes impact democracy in
the Baltic States, secondly that in all three cdaestthe ways in which NGOs in-
fluence democracy differ, thirdly as well as thedkof influence towards democ-
racy. Moreover, it highlighted that the relationtween non-governmental organi-
zations and democracy is an unevenly developinggs® It also gives the oppor-
tunity to assume that there are additional waysNGOs to impact democracy
through secondary resources, on the one hand sagoimdpacting factors influ-
ence democracy directly, however, on the other haed influence could be fil-
tered through NGOs, expressing the following chaihile external factors impact
NGOs, the latter in addition influence democramnira different perspective.

The research assumed that the optimal model oftioelabetween non-
governmental organizations and democracy in thédBatates should have thirty one
most effective and qualitatively developed impaetlities; however, the present situa-
tion shows that the majority of factors has paiitighact or is not developed in rela-
tion to democracy.

Despite the fact that the determination of effeetigss of factors and the
level of their development in the context of densmgyr has been made, it should
be clearly stated that factors of influence and tredfic-light model contain
general weaknesses, this model fails to capture ralevant aspects of
democratic development: most notably, the impactagtors outside the NGO
group, the role of international factors, like gédization or integration. This
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empirical outcome is not fully consistent with mastholars’ conceptualization
of democracy.

Despite the potential failings, the primary ands®tary factors of impact and
the traffic light model have strong points too. Hpstance, it provides a good
picture of NGOs’ role in democracy, as well as s@pecific information about
the primary and secondary issues towards demodranogformation in the Baltic
States. Moreover, by using such an innovative nremsent model and other
measures, this research offers not only a comparatierview of NGOs influence
to democracy, but also a quantitative and qualitatiaccount of NGOs
achievements towards democracy.
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Sauk Matiukaite-Zviniene

Baltijos Saliy nevyriausybiniy organizacijy sektorius ir demokratijos empirinés
refleksijos: meta-analizs rezultatai (1l dalis)

Santrauka

Sis straipsnis yra antroji meta-anatizdalis, kuri taikant nagrigjamas santykis
tarp nevyriausybini organizacij sektoriaus ir demokratijos. Tas santykis vertinema
taikant regresija, kuri leidzia nustatyti NV{lakos faktorius, t@jusius didziausios
itakos ir prisidjusius prie demokratijos ¢ros Baltijos Salyse bendrai ir kiekvienoje
iS Baltijos Sali atskirai. Straipsnyje taikomas individualus ,Safso* modelis, kur
taikant vertinamasijtakos fakton; efektyvumas demokratijos kontekste. Tyrimo
rezultatai paroél kad nevyriausybini organizacij sektorius dargtaka demokratijos
plétrai Baltijos Salyse. Daroma prielaida, kad svarbidNVO jtakos faktoriai, taip pat
itakos efektyvumo lygmuo visose Baltijos Salyse iakir Tyrimo rezultatai ne tik
leido palyginti nevyriausybini organizaciy itaka demokratijos mtrai Baltijos Salyse,
bet taip pat paradkiekybinius ir kokybinius NVOjtakos segmentus, kurie galiit
taikomi ir toliau pétojant § tyrima, taip pat taikomi analizuojant demokratijostpd ir
kitose Salyse.



