
1 Online Appendix

1.1 The Historical Narrative

The democratically elected government of president Salvador Allende was overthrown on

September 11, 1973.1 The same day a military junta suspended the constitution and made

themselves the supreme executive and legislative body of the country. The Junta would run

Chile until re-democratization in 1990, though the people who constituted it changed.2 By

1974 General Pinochet induced his colleagues to agree to him becoming president. Pinochet’s

position was further consolidated by the new constitution that the military wrote in 1980 (see

Barros (2002), for an analysis of the constitutional process Cavallo, Salazar and Sepúlveda

(1990), 239-246). Right from the first day of the Junta’s existence they made clear their goal

was to extirpate the “Marxist cancer” which they claimed was terrorizing the country. They

did this via wholesale murder, assassination, torture and exile of their actual and suspected

opponents. The Rettig Commission, named after its chairman, Raúl Rettig, created after the

return to democracy in 1990, reported that in total 3,197 people had been either murdered

or had disappeared as a consequence of military repression. The first and second rounds of

1The seminal overview of the collapse of the Allende regime and the factors behind the

coup remains Valenzuela (1978), see also Sigmund (1978)
2Good treatments of the dictatorships and how it functioned are Constable and Valen-

zuela (1991), Spooner (1994), Cavallo, Salazar and Sepúlveda (1990), Ensalaco (1999) and

Muñoz (2008), see also the essays in Valenzuela and Valenzuela (1986). Stern (2006); (2009)

and (2010) presents a comprehensive discussion of how the events of the military dictator-

ship have been interpreted by different parts of Chilean society, see also Collins, Hite and

Joignant (2013) and Gómez-Barris (2008). The most comprehensive source of information

on repression during the dictatorship is the Valech Report. See also Policzer (2009) for an

analysis of the temporal patterns of repression by the National Intelligence Directorate or

DINA (Spanish acronym)
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the Valech Commission (named after its director, Bishop Sergio Valech, which reported in

2004 and 2011) concluded that total of 38,254 people had been imprisoned and tortured for

political reasons. Figure 1 plots the dynamics of repression during the 17 years of military

dictatorship.

Figure 1: Number of Victims and Detentions Registered in Rettig and Valech Reports

Figure 1 refers to the patterns of repression during the 17 years of military dictatorship. It

is possible to observe that the majority of cases of people who were murdered and imprisoned

by the military junta, are concentrated in the first and second years of the the dictatorship

when repression was conducted by different branches of the Army with no coordination.

Then, during the next 15 years it becomes more selective once the repressive apparatus is

centralized.
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Figure 2: Age at First Detention
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Figure 2 displays the distribution of subjects by the age when they were first detained.

The distribution of the different groups is very similar and the main difference is that the

subjects I interviewed are younger than those in the Valech Report. The percentage of people

who were first detained when they were less than 18 years old is around 9% in my sample

while in the Valech Report it is 6%. Also, the subjects who were between 18 and 20 years

old comprise around 15% of my sample while they are 11% in the Valech Report. If we look

at the groups of people were detained when they were older (31-40, 41-50 or 51-60 years

old), the proportions of subjects in these groups are larger in the Valech Report than in my

sample.
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Figure 3: Political Party and/or Movement Membership in 1973
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Figure 3 displays the distribution of membership in the different political parties or move-

ments in 1973. Again, the distribution is quite similar for both groups. For example, the

percentage of members of the Communist Party in the Valech Report is around 21% and in

my sample it is around 22%. For the case of the Socialist Party the difference is a bit larger,

20% in the Valech Report and 17% in my sample. The largest difference is in the category

recorded as “No Party or Not Available”, which is around 34% in the Valech Report and

46% in my sample, but this difference (12%) could indicate that even though people did not

belong to a particular political party or movement, they could have been “left-wing sympa-

thizers”, a category reported in the Valech Report but not in my survey, and this proportion

was about 11%.

1.2 Alternative Hypotheses and Parallel Trends

1.2.1 Alternative Hypotheses

Though so far my regression results are consistent with Hypotheses 1 and 2, it is important

to consider other hypotheses that could be consistent with my findings. For example, with
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respect to political parties. It could be that one consequence of the dictatorship, and perhaps

the Constitution of 1980, is that political parties have become more right-wing. If this is

so, left-wing people may reduce their membership of such parties simply because they do

not represent their views anymore. Since, as my evidence suggests, repressed people were

significantly more left-wing than the non-repressed, my findings in Table 3 could simply be

picking up the fact that left-wing people participate less in politics because political parties

have moved to the right. However, I can directly test for whether or not this is the real

channel by coding a Left Wing in 1973i variable and interacting it with the Postt dummy.

I construct this left wing dummy which takes the value of 1 for everyone, repressed and

non-repressed, who were to the left of the median value, 3, in the political ideology scale

in 1973 that goes from 1 to 10. Then I add this term and its interaction with the dummy

and the Postt dummy as controls to the basic difference in differences regression and the

ones with fixed effects. The interesting question is whether the interaction Left Wing in

1973i and Postt is negative and significant and if the significance of the interaction between

Postt · Repressedi disappears. If the interaction Postt · Repressedi is not significant once

this interaction is included, this suggests that the decline in participation in politics is not

due to being repressed but because what changed is the preferences of the political parties.

A similar argument about the parties can be applied to the media, and in the Chilean case,

the media certainly became more right wing, so people read newspapers less because they

diverged from the political stance of the newspapers. Table 9 shows the results of these tests

for two dependent variables of particular interest in this section: columns (1) to (3) show

the ones for membership of political parties. Even though it is true that the coefficient for

the interaction of Left Wing in 1973i and Postt is negative and statistically significant the

inclusion of this variable does not takes away the statistical significance or change the size

of the coefficient of the interaction of Repressedi · Postt which is -0.143 (s.e.= 067). Again

what these results show is that there seems to be evidence that political parties moved to

the center but the effect of repression persists.
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[Table 9 about here]

A different story is shown in columns (4) to (6) where the dependent variable is the

frequency of reading newspapers. In this case, the significance of Postt·Repressedi is reduced

by the inclusion of the interaction of Left Wing in 1973i and Postt, meaning that effectively it

is not repression which is the main reason why subjects decrease their interest in reading the

newspapers but the “turn to the right” of the printed press combined with the disappearance

and censorship of the left-wing press. Evidence of this is offered by Cavallo, Salazar and

Sepúlveda (1990) when they state that “In February of 1974, 50% of the journalists in

Santiago did not have a job. Of the 11 newspapers that previously existed, there were only 4

left; five radio stations had been bombed and expropriated; left wing magazines disappeared

and TV channels were under the ideological surgery of the new authorities. Mensaje, one

of the magazines that survived, that belonged to the Jesuit congregation was censored with

no mercy. The editors would leave blank the spaces and would include evangelical quotes”

(Cavallo, Salazar and Sepúlveda 1990, 200)

Though I have interpreted the connection between repression and political participation,

as reflecting the persistence of fear, an alternative hypothesis might be that in fact this is

connected to modernization. For example, it could be that repression disrupted people’s

education leading repressed people to be systematically less educated than non-repressed

and therefore participate less in politics as a consequence. If this were the case, we should

expect that subjects who were repressed will have lower levels of education today compared

to those are not repressed. However, I will now show that in fact, the opposite is true. I

do this by estimating the same difference in differences models, I estimated in the previous

section but where the dependent variable of interest is Number of Years of Educationi,t.

This variable contains the number of years of education in 1973 and 2012, taking a value

of 6 years for incomplete primary to 18 years for post graduate studies. If education is the

main channel which drives the differential political participation of the repressed. then I

would expect that the interaction between Postt ·Repressedi to be negative and statistically
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significant. The results of this estimations are shown in Table 10.

[Table 10 about here]

Columns (1) and (2) contain the results without fixed effects and Columns (3) and (4)

with fixed effects. These show that the interaction Postt ·Repressedi is indeed statistically

significant but the sign is positive, implying that it cannot be modernization which is driving

my results on political participation. These results are robust in Columns (3) to (4) which

are the most demanding specifications. One of the main concerns about these results is that

the higher levels of education for the repressed, might be driven by the fact that some of the

repressed had to leave Chile for exile in Europe or the United States. These people could

have had access to subsidies or better education opportunities while in exile. The results

displayed in Columns (5) and (6) show that the triple interaction of Postt ·Repressedi ·Exilet

is not statistical significant and the sign and statistical significance in the interaction between

Postt ·Repressedi holds. This means that exile is not the main channel by which repressed

subjects ended up with higher levels of education compared to the non-repressed.3

1.2.2 Parallel Trends

Since I did not collect information on the subjects prior to 1973, I cannot directly investigate

the parallel trends assumption for my main sample. However, I did ask questions about their

parents and the head of the household they used to live with in 1973. Specifically, I asked the

following questions about the educational level of the parents:“What was the educational

level of your father (or your mother if she was the head of the household) in August of

1973?”. The answers ranges from incomplete primary to completed post graduate studies.

This data gives me one indirect approach to test the parallel trends assumption.

The idea is to test whether there were differential trends on the levels of human capital

previous to the dictatorship for the repressed and non-repressed families. I estimated the

3I also estimated all of the regressions previously discussed controlling for these variables

and the results hold
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same difference in differences model introduced in section four where the family is taken as

the unit of observation. The family consists of the repressed or the control group and their

respective parents. Since some of the subjects did not live with their parents in 1973, I also

estimated this model using the educational level of the head of the household in 1973. In

this case, I asked: “What was the educational level of the head of the household in 1973?”.

The information of the parent is replaced by the information of the head of household in

1973. The results of these estimations are in Table 11.

[Table 11 about here]

In all columns the dependent variable is Number of Years of Educationf,t where f is

the educational level of the member of family f at time t. Columns (1) to (3) use the

educational level of the parents while columns (4) to (6) the educational level of the head

of the household. In columns (3) and (6) I include family fixed effects. The results in

this table show that there is no statistically significant difference between the repressed and

non-repressed families since the interaction between Postt · Repressedf is not statistically

significant in any of the specifications. This shows that educational attainment for repressed

and non-repressed families does not follow differential trends prior to 1973 which provides

at least some partial evidence consistent with the parallel trends assumption.
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Table 1: Political Parties and Newspapers
DV: Belonged to Political Partyi,t DV: Read Newspapersi,t

Difference in Differences
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Repressedi 0.325*** 0.036
(0.053) (0.081)

Postt -0.058 -0.058* -0.347** -0.017 -0.019 0.396
(0.036) (0.032) (0.152) (0.095) (0.074) (0.307)

Postt· Repressedi -0.143** -0.143** -0.159*** -0.086 -0.080 -0.079
(0.067) (0.057) (0.058) (0.119) (0.099) (0.101)

Left Wing in 1973i 0.303*** 0.231***
(0.054) (0.081)

Left Wing in 1973i·Postt -0.135** -0.135** -0.122** -0.179 -0.171* -0.175*
(0.067) (0.058) (0.060) (0.119) (0.099) (0.104)

Socio-economic variables YES NO NO YES NO NO
Individual Fixed Effects NO NO YES YES YES
Fixed Effects and X·Postt NO NO YES NO NO YES
Observations 624 624 624 622 622 622
R-squared 0.329 0.755 0.765 0.141 0.700 0.708
Note: This table reports the results of the difference in differences models. Columns (1) to (3)
displays the estimations when the dependent variable is Belonged to a Political Party, which is a
dummy variable that takes values of 1 when the subject reports to having belonged to a political
party or movement and 0 otherwise. Columns (4) to (6) report the estimations when the dependent
variable is Read Newspapers, which takes the value from 1 to 3, where 1 is never, 2 is sometimes
and 3 always. The variable Left-wing in 73 is a dummy variable takes the value of 1 for subjects
who reported to have an ideological position from 1 to 3 in 1973 in the ideological scale from 1 to 10
where 1 is left-wing and 10 is right-wing. The socio economic covariates included are: age, a female
dummy, household income scale (1 poor - 10 rich), years of education, working dummy, levels of
skill and sector of the economy in which the individual worked in 1973. Robust standard errors in
parentheses;***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p< 0.1.
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Table 2: Human Capital
Dependent Variable: Number of Years of Educationi,t

Difference in Differences
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Repressedi 0.982*** 0.091
(0.373) (0.122)

Postt 1.565*** 1.565*** 1.565*** 7.888*** 1.565*** 7.889***
(0.372) (0.180) (0.211) (0.599) (0.211) (0.600)

Postt· Repressedi 0.721 0.721*** 0.721** 0.904*** 0.726** 0.907***
(0.526) (0.266) (0.312) (0.219) (0.314) (0.221)

Postt· Repressedi· Exilei -0.003 -0.002
(0.017) (0.005)

Socio-economic variables NO YES NO NO NO NO
Fixed Effects NO NO YES NO YES NO
Fixed Effects and X·Postt NO NO NO YES NO YES
Observations 792 792 792 792 792 792
R-squared 0.094 0.770 0.840 0.930 0.840 0.930
Note: This table reports the results of the difference in differences models. Columns (1) to (6)
displays the estimations when the dependent variable is the Number of Years of Education which
ranges from 6 to 18. Columns (5) and (6) report the results including the variable Exile which
is a dummy variable and takes the value of 1 for subjects who reported to have gone into exile
after being repressed and 0 otherwise. The socio economic covariates included are: age, a female
dummy, household income scale (1 poor - 10 rich), years of education, working dummy, levels of
skill and sector of the economy in which the individual worked in 1973. Robust standard errors in
parentheses;***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p< 0.1.
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Table 3: Human Capital in 1973
Dependent Variable: Number of Years of Educationi,t

Parents in 1973 Head of Household in 1973
Difference in Differences

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Repressedi 0.120 0.163 0.950** 1.012***

(0.440) (0.445) (0.388) (0.388)
Postt 0.549 0.549 0.549 -0.130 -0.130 -0.130

(0.407) (0.410) (0.338) (0.372) (0.376) (0.238)
Postt· Repressedi 0.369 0.369 0.552 0.016 0.016 0.104

(0.603) (0.597) (0.539) (0.539) (0.529) (0.362)
Socio-economic variables NO YES NO NO YES NO
Family Fixed Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES
Observations 642 642 635 788 788 686
R-squared 0.011 0.034 0.712 0.016 0.057 0.808
Note: This table reports the results of the difference in differences models. The dependent variable
is the Number of Years of Education which ranges from 6 to 18. Columns (1) to (3) display the
results of a panel regression where the family is taken as the unit of observation. The family consists
of the repressed or the control group and their respective parents. Column (3) is estimated with
family fixed effects. In columns (4) to (6) the parent is replaced by the head of household in 1973
and column (4) is estimated with family fixed effects. The socio economic covariates included are:
age and female dummy. Robust standard errors in parentheses;***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p< 0.1.
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