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Abstract
Legitimacy is crucial for democracy’s existence. It signifies the extent to which the government is
accepted by citizens. This thesis contributes to the area of perceived legitimacy and considers what role
citizens’ expectations of an ideal regime play for their satisfaction with democracy (SWD). Two groups
were compared: those that are committed to democracy as an ideal, democrats, and those that are not,
non-democrats. From literature on legitimacy, three sources of legitimacy can be derived: input,
throughput, and output. It is argued that democrats care about democratic processes of participation and
representation and the quality of the government process (input and throughput), while non-democrats
care more about the outcome of the process (output). By means of multiple linear regression, the
importance of input, throughput and output legitimacy is tested, and the relative importance of these
sources is compared between groups. Results show that each of these sources have a significant effect
on SWD. It is also shown that feeling that voting has a difference (input) is significantly more important
for democrats’ SWD than for non-democrats. Furthermore, for the group of non-democrats it is revealed
that evaluation of government performance (output) matters most and for democrats it is feeling that
one’s views are represented (input) that has the largest impact on SWD. These results suggest that
citizens’ expectations of the regime have an impact on SWD, which provides many opportunities for
future research.
Keywords: legitimacy, political support, regime practice, regime principles.
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Introduction
Legitimacy is often considered to be crucial for the existence of democracy. It can be defined as the
extent to which government processes are acceptable to citizens. Acceptance signifies the willingness
to obey governmental action, even if the action opposes their own interests (Schmidt, 2013). A lack of
legitimacy for a longer period of time poses dangers to the stability of a regime. Especially in a
democracy, since such a system of government depends on citizens’ consent (Thomassen & van Ham,
2017a). Here, the focus will be on perceived legitimacy, which considers legitimacy to be a subjective
concept that is dependent on individuals’ judgments on whether they consider a regime legitimate or
not.
Empirical studies on legitimacy often focus on the concept of political support (Easton, 1965;
1975). This is a multidimensional concept that differentiates between various objects of support. It is
argued that citizens can distinguish between different elements of the regime and have varying levels
of support for these objects (Norris, 1999). Two of these objects will be the focus of this study: support
for the performance of the regime and support for the principles of the regime. The interest in these two
objects stems from an often-used explanation for how individuals form legitimacy judgments. It is
frequently said that citizens form such judgments by comparing what they expect from a regime to how
it works in practice: a comparison between ideal and reality (Cutler et al, 2013). Support for regime
principles and regime practice reflect these two dimensions. Despite the large amount of literature on
legitimacy and political support, the dynamic between ideal and reality has not received a lot of
attention. Therefore, this thesis will try to understand this relation better and see to what extent citizens’
expectations of an ideal regime play a role in their evaluations of the government’s performance.
To test the interplay between ideals and reality, two groups will be compared. These two groups
are democrats and non-democrats. They owe their names to their level of support for regime principles.
Those that are supportive of democratic principles, such as the quality of representation and
opportunities to participate, are named democrats. Those that are not as committed to these principles
will be referred to as non-democrats. It is argued that these two groups expect different things from a
governing regime, and therefore have different sources of support for the government. Recent research
on legitimacy provides three possible sources of support that reflect different stages of the decisionmaking process. These are referred to as input, throughput, and output legitimacy. They can be defined
respectively as: responsiveness of the government to public opinion, the quality of government
procedures, and the effectiveness of the outcome of policy (Scharpf 1997, 1999; Schmidt & Wood,
2019). These sources are researched extensively, but all three are seldom considered at the same time.
These three different sources can be divided into procedural and substantive explanations for
support (Strebel et al, 2019). Input and throughput legitimacy focus on the procedures of a governing
regime, namely the procedures of elections and voting and the quality and impartiality of the governing
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regime. Output legitimacy, on the other hand, is a substantive explanation since it concerns the outcome
of the decision-making. The expectation is that the procedural aspects of democracy are relatively more
important predictors for satisfaction with democracy of democrats than they are for non-democrats,
highlighting the different aspects of governance that these groups prioritize. This expectation results
from the fact that the principles that democrats consider important for democracy are often closely
related to procedural aspects reflected in input and throughput dimensions, such as free and fair
elections and government accountability (Ferrín and Kriesi, 2016). Non-democrats, on the other hand,
are expected to care more about the substance of decision-making and thereby the outcome of this
process matters more to them (Kakkar & Sivanathan, 2017; Hibbing & Theiss-More, 2002).
This thesis aims to contribute to the scientific debate on perceptions of legitimacy. In doing so,
it will answer the following research question:
To what extent do input, throughput and output legitimacy affect satisfaction with democracy and
differences therein between democrats and non-democrats?
To answer this question, this research will make use of data from the Comparative Study on
Electoral Systems (CSES) from 2002 and analyse it by means of multiple linear regression to test the
effects of different kinds of legitimacy on democrats and non-democrats. The nature of this analysis is
comparative. However, the comparison is not between countries but between groups: democrats and
non-democrats. Therefore, the scope of the thesis has been reduced to one country, namely Germany.
The choice for Germany was the result of both theoretical and methodological considerations.
This study is scientifically relevant because it is innovative in two aspects. Firstly, this study
aims to test the relation between reality and ideals of a regime. While it is often argued that citizens’
legitimacy judgments arise from comparing one’s expectations with reality, this is not often tested
together. This study tries to test this mechanism by comparing democrats and non-democrats. Secondly,
the three sources of political support that are derived from literature, are tested together as such. This
has not been done a lot. Most often, input and output are tested together, with throughput being left out
or put in the category of output legitimacy. Nevertheless, research does show that all three matter and
therefore it is valuable to consider them together to untangle their individual effects and to provide a
comprehensive framework for studying legitimacy that covers various stages of decision-making.
Besides scientific importance, this study is also of societal relevance. In the public debate, there
are worries about the growth of populism and the declining trust in political leaders and democratic
institutions. Furthermore, citizens seem less enthusiastic about representative democracy, with voter
turnouts declining in many countries (Solijonov, 2016). All this has given rise to the fear of a legitimacy
crisis. This would present some serious problems for democracy, since a democratic system cannot exist
without the support of its citizens (Thomassen & van Ham, 2017a). Public confidence in the government
has long been argued to be crucial for the stability of the regime (Useem & Useem, 1979). Therefore,
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it is also of societal importance to uncover what matters most for citizens’ levels of political support.
Understanding what drives citizens can help overcome the difficulties democracy is facing nowadays
and combat dissatisfaction with and disinterest in politics around the world.
The structure of this study will be as follows: in the next chapter, the literature on political
support will be discussed. The chapter will first dive deeper into the concepts of legitimacy and political
support, as well as support for regime performance and principles. Then the three sources of political
support will be discussed, and the hypotheses presented. The succeeding chapter will discuss the data,
operationalisation of the variables and methodology. This will be followed by the analysis and results.
Finally, this work will end with a discussion of the results, a consideration of the shortcomings of this
work, and suggestions for further research.
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Theoretical framework
In this chapter, literature on legitimacy will be discussed. First, I will define legitimacy, considering
many existing interpretations of the term. From this, a distinction will be made between support for the
regime's performance and support for regime principles and it is argued that the interplay between these
two is crucial for citizens’ legitimacy judgments. Both a regime’s performance and principles will then
be considered in more detail. Then I will discuss three different perspectives that have been argued to
explain citizens’ levels of political support: input, throughput, and output evaluations. From this, the
hypotheses will be derived. The main argument that will be made in this chapter is that the sources of
political support can differ between people, depending on what they expect democracy to be. The
distinction highlighted in this thesis will be between democrats and non-democrats, where democrats
are hypothesized to value procedural aspects of democracy more (input and throughput), while nondemocrats are more concerned with the outcome of the process (output).

Understanding legitimacy
Legitimacy, in the broadest sense, can be defined as the justification of authority. If citizens consider
an authority as legitimate, they will abide by its laws. For democracies, legitimacy is especially
important as the term is embedded in the concept of democracy itself: without citizens’ consent, a
democracy is no longer a democracy (Thomassen & van Ham, 2017a). This explains why research on
legitimacy is widespread. Research on determining whether authority is legitimate or illegitimate
consists mainly of micro and macro theories. From a macro perspective, legitimacy is seen from a topdown view. For these studies, the focus is on formal structures and systemic properties, and a
government is legitimate or illegitimate depending on how well institutions act in the polity’s best
interest. The micro-level approach, on the other hand, focuses on public opinion and citizens’ attitudes
(Weatherford, 1992). This type of research on legitimacy can also be referred to as perceived legitimacy,
as it focuses on what makes citizens recognize authorities as legitimate. In this study, the focus will be
on the micro-level, assessing citizens’ individual beliefs and the judgments they make. This has
generally been understood as a more adequate way of studying legitimacy, as the macro approach has
been critiqued because it disregards the subjective aspects of the political system (Weatherford, 1992;
Booth & Seligson, 2009).
When citizens form legitimacy judgments, they make a comparison between the normative
principles of the ideal authority and the existing authority. If the norms and reality are too different, the
authority can suffer from a legitimacy gap (Thomassen & van Ham, 2017a). This difference between
ideal and reality stems from the multidimensional conceptualization that is found in the literature of
legitimacy, in the form of political support. A pioneer in this field was David Easton (1965, 1975). In
his work he focused on political support, which he defines as “an attitude by which a person orients
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himself to an object either favourably or unfavourably, positively or negatively” (1975: 436). He
distinguishes between three objects of support, namely support for the political community, the regime,
and the authorities. He also argues that this support can be either specific or diffuse support. Specific
support is closely related to current government actions, while diffuse support is more detached from
government performance, associated with support for the regime. Diffuse support stems from a moral
belief that one type of regime is better than another and refers to the meaning an object has, not what it
does (Easton, 1975). Citizens can evaluate such regime types beyond the context of their own situation.
Specific support comes from an instrumental evaluation, from assessing the quality of the regime that
one is living in (Klingemann, 1999). This is based on what is perceived directly, and therefore is often
more volatile than diffuse support. It is the interplay between diffuse and specific types of support that
is crucial for citizens’ legitimacy judgments. Legitimacy exists when a person believes that the
institutionalized regime corresponds to one’s own moral principles (Easton, 1975: 451).
For David Easton, a form of support was either diffuse or specific. Pippa Norris, however,
expanded this framework in 1999 by changing this to a scale. She identifies five rather than three objects
of support: the community, regime principles, regime performance, regime institutions and political
actors. These objects of support range from diffuse to specific support, with support for the political
community being most diffuse and support for actors being most specific. One of the most important
additions Norris makes is that she refines Easton’s object of support for regime values by distinguishing
between support for the regime principles and its performance. This allows for supporting the principles
of a regime but being unsatisfied with the way it is performing at the same time (Norris, 1999). Here,
support for regime principles is a more diffuse type of support since this is based on an individual’s
moral belief that they support certain regime principles. Support for regime practice, on the other hand,
is more specific since it depends on an evaluation of the current regime.
Empirical research has been concerned with testing whether citizens truly recognize such
different objects of support. Klingemann (1999), for example, performed a factor analysis that showed
that the public’s support for democracy as a form of government can be separated from both support
for the political community and satisfaction with the regime’s performance. In the same book, Dalton
(1999) uses survey data to assess levels of political support for all objects, finding that there are
differences that uphold the analytical distinction of different objects of political support presented by
Norris and Easton. The research field on dissatisfied democrats, a group of people that are committed
to democracy as an idea but unhappy with the way it is working in practice, has also contributed
significantly to understanding citizens’ attitudes towards different objects of support (Lagos, 2003;
Norris, 2011; Dahlberg et al, 2013). Studies on this group have often focused on finding out who those
citizens are (Fuks et al, 2017) and what effect they have on the regime (Norris, 2011; Qi & Shin, 2011).
I will refrain from going into detail on this topic, as for now it is sufficient to have established that
people are able to distinguish between different objects of support. For the rest of this thesis, the focus
will be on the two objects of support that also matter for studies on dissatisfied democrats, namely
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support for regime principles and regime performance. This is to better understand the role that these
two objects, representing the ideal and reality of a regime respectively, play for citizens’ legitimacy
judgments.

Regime performance
Support for regime performance is defined as evaluations of the way in which the regime is working,
and the level of satisfaction that exists about this. This is often further conceptualized as satisfaction
with democracy (SWD). This type of support has seen a lot of fluctuation over the years. Many people
worry that it has been decreasing considerably, reflected by higher numbers of dissatisfaction with
democracy in countries all over the world, even in established democracies like the United Kingdom
and France (Connaughton et al, 2020). On the other hand, it has also been argued that the situation is
not as bad as some make it out to be. Empirical analysis by van Ham and Thomassen (2017b) shows
that while SWD fluctuates, there has not been a long-term decline of support for regime performance
and that worries for a universal crisis of dissatisfaction with democracy are unfounded. There have
always been people dissatisfied with democracy, and today’s level is not substantially lower. Regardless
of whether there is a crisis of dissatisfaction with democracy, the concept has been at the centre of a lot
of research.
Arguing SWD reflects support for regime performance has sometimes been considered
controversial. SWD is a concept, but it is also an important tool in empirical research and survey
measurements. Around this, a debate exists about which dimension of political support SWD truly
reflects. This debate is important to discuss, since it highlights the difficulties that arise from political
support’s multidimensional understanding. Interpretation of the concept of SWD differs. On the one
hand, there are scholars that see it as a reflection of support for democracy in general, thereby linking
it closely to the legitimacy of the regime (Blais & Gelineau, 2007; Bernauer & Vatter, 2011). On the
other hand, scholars have also linked it with more short-term support for the system (Curini et al, 2011).
Canache et al (2001) argue that SWD can even mean as much as three different things to people: an
indicator of support for the incumbent, an indicator of system support, and a summary indicator of
political support. They argue that this limits the ability to derive any meaningful inferences from
studying SWD, since it remains unclear which dimension of political support it reflects. Their article
was influential, but it was also met with critique. Anderson (2002), for example, argues that the case
presented against SWD is not very strong. It does not tell us anything new, since it can be expected that
there is a certain correlation between indicators of political support and does not seek to solve the
problem of SWD. Linde and Ekman (2003), furthermore, show that SWD is closer related to the
evaluation of performance than evaluation of principles, by showing that the pattern of SWD is more
similar to an indicator of satisfaction with economic performance than it is with rejection of
authoritarian alternatives. Thus, while there has been critique on SWD, this critique has partially been
refuted. In current literature, there does appear to be a broadly shared understanding that SWD reflects
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the public perceptions of the performance of the democratic political system and its institutions
(Dahlberg & Linde, 2016).
SWD is also a subjective concept. What drives it differs between people. There is an abundance
of research that tries to explain citizens’ SWD. It has been argued that SWD levels vary according to
individuals’ democratic experiences, their perception of the government’s (economic) performance, and
to the degree of their attachment to democratic principles, among others (Loveless & Binelli, 2018).
This last point will be the focus of the rest of this thesis. It is argued that commitment to democratic
principles can influence SWD in (at least) two ways. First of all, stronger support to democratic
principles can possibly mediate the negative effects lesser government performance can have on SWD
(Anderson, 2002). This draws from Easton’s work, who argues that diffuse support (such as support for
regime principles) consists of “a reservoir of favourable attitudes or good will that helps members to
accept or tolerate outputs to which they are opposed or the effect of which they can see as damaging to
their wants” (1965: 273). During lesser performance, a system relies on these reserves of diffuse support
to uphold specific support, which is in this case SWD. Secondly, commitment to democratic principles
also results in certain expectations of a regime. It is argued that SWD is closely related to how well the
workings of the system meet the expectations of the citizens (Cutler et al, 2013). This latter point will
be expanded upon in the next section, where citizens’ support for regime principles and their
understanding of types of regimes will be discussed.

Regime principles
The previous section focused on citizens’ attitudes towards the reality of how the regime is performing.
Another element of regime support is closely related to the ideals that citizens uphold: what do they
expect from an ideal regime? Support for regime principles relates to this question and concerns which
elements of democracy and other regime types of citizens’ support. This is important to consider next
to support for regime practice since the workings of the democratic system are unlikely to fulfil
democratic ideals completely. The extent to which citizens are able to live with deficiencies may be
dependent on the extent to which they are committed to democracy as an idea (Fuchs et al, 1995).
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that there are differences in SWD between those that are strongly
committed to democratic ideas, from here on referred to as democrats, and those that are less committed,
named non-democrats. These different groups are likely to have different expectations of a governing
regime. Here, these varying expectations will be discussed, by considering support for democratic
values and authoritarian alternatives and consider what underlies support for different regimes.
When talking about democracy as a system, it is often said that it has become “the only game
in town” (Linz & Stepan, 1996: 5). This means that support for democracy as the best possible regime
is high. In 1999 Klingemann mapped this out for 34 countries, using answers by respondents on whether
they consider having a democratic system is good and whether democracy is better than another form
of government, which supported feelings that democracy is the only game in town when it comes to
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citizens. A few years later, Inglehart also confirmed this with a research focused on Islamic countries
(Inglehart, 2003). Most recent data from the World Values Survey (WVS), furthermore, shows that
when asked whether having a democratic political system is a good way of governing a country, a large
majority of 86% thinks this is very or fairly good (Haerpfer et al, 2020). This dataset also shows that a
majority of the people, around 80%, considers having a democratic system as a very good way of
governing a country (giving it a score of at least 7 out of 10). So, broadly speaking, people care about
democracy, and they prefer it over other modes of government.
Despite these seemingly overwhelming numbers indicating that most people like democracy, it
has sometimes been argued that it is difficult to gauge what support for democracy as a regime entails.
When people are faced with questions such as ‘do you think having a democratic political system is a
good way of governing a country’, it remains unclear what they consider democracy to be. Studies on
support for democracy have given rise to doubts as to whether citizens have a clear view of what
democracy entails. Inglehart and Welzel (2005) even question if support for democracy does not
actually reflect a desire for Western income levels and living standards. Finding answers for this
question has been difficult, since data on how citizens interpret the notion of democracy is scarce.
However, the sixth wave of the European Social Survey (ESS) included questions asking Europeans
about their understanding of democracy, thereby providing valuable data on this topic (European Social
Survey, 2012). Ferrín and Kriesi (2016) have used these data to provide an assessment of Europeans’
views of democracy. They find that across Europeans, support for liberal democracy is strong,
especially for the components of equality before the law and free and fair elections. Furthermore, they
find that Europeans' definitions of democracy move beyond a minimal definition of liberal democracy,
with a large group also demanding forms of direct democracy and social justice. The data by the ESS
show that Europeans do have certain expectations for democracy and are not just concerned with their
own salary; they care about democratic processes.
On the other hand, there are also people that are less enthusiastic about democracy and its
processes. There are also those that are supportive of non-democratic alternatives, such as preferring a
strong leader that does not have to bother with parliament and having military rule. Figure 2.1 presents
an overview of respondents’ political system preferences, based on WVS data from 2017 to 2020. These
data are from 77 countries across the globe, with the geographical scope ranging from Europe to the
Americas to Asia. Only countries in Africa are underrepresented in these statistics. In the survey they
were asked about their opinion on five types of political systems. They were presented with the
following options: a democratic political system; experts, not government that make decisions
according to what they think is best for the country; a strong leader who does not have to bother with
parliament and elections; religious law in which there are no political parties or elections; and the army.
They were asked whether they consider these types of systems as very bad, bad, good, or very good.
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Political system preferences (in %)
Very bad

Democracy

Experts

Strong leader

Religious laws

Army

4,6

9,3

Fairly bad

Fairly good

Very good

38,6

13,5

47,5

25,3

22,1

39,8

24,2

35,2

21,4

32

30,2

38,2

28,1

21,7

22,5

22,3

12,1

11,4

Figure 1: Citizens' preferences of various types of political systems, source: World Values Survey 20172021
Figure 1 shows the overwhelming support for democracy, as already discussed before, but it
also shows that over half of the respondents also believe rule by experts and having a strong leader is
good (respectively 61.2% and 53.7%). Support for religious laws and having the army rule is
considerably lower, although still respectively 34.6% and 33.7% of the respondents support such
systems. Such types of governing go against the democratic idea of rule by the people since their leaders
are usually not elected in (free and fair) elections. Time series analyses by Foa and Mounk (2016) and
Steenekamp and du Toit (2017) also show that levels of support for non-democratic regime types have
increased steadily over the years. This means that democracy might not be as overwhelmingly supported
as statements like ‘it is the only game in town’ suggest.
What drives individuals’ support for non-democratic alternatives? Support for such values is
not researched as extensively as support for democracy, especially not in democratic countries. Studies
mostly try to explain regime support in authoritarian, hybrid, or backsliding regimes (see for example
Nathan, 2020; Lavrič & Bieber, 2020), which means our understanding of individuals’ support for nondemocratic principles living in democracies is relatively underdeveloped. Nevertheless, some authors
have written about themes related to this and these studies can be used to contrast the expectations that
democrats have to the expectations of non-democrats.
In trying to explain rising support for populist parties that are led by authoritarian leaders, Pippa
Norris and Ronald Inglehart (2019) present two possible explanations. The first is related to economic
insecurity. Individuals supportive of dominant leaders are often motivated by wanting to reduce
uncertainty in their own personal situation (Hogg, 2007). To reduce such uncertainty, which is often of
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economic nature, citizens prefer leaders they perceive as more agentic (Hogg et al, 2007) and action
oriented (Rast et al, 2012). They expect that dominant leaders can make decisions that are in the
individuals’ interest, even if this would go at the cost of others. This is contrasted to a prestige leader,
who, although respected, seems less willing to be strong in pursuing goals and lacks confidence in
making tough calls (Kakkar & Sivanathan, 2017). Following this logic, an explanation for the increase
of support for non-democratic alternatives stems from decreased economic security because of
globalization, technological change, and neoliberal policies (Norris and Inglehart, 2019). A second
explanation Norris and Inglehart present is referred to as the cultural backlash thesis. According to this
point of view, support for authoritarian leaders is a reaction to progressive value change. This spawned
backlash among a certain group of society, as they feel that they have become estranged (Norris and
Inglehart, 2019). When testing these two explanations in empirical research, it shows that the first
explanation, regarding economic insecurity, is a stronger predictor of these authoritarian tendencies
(Lavrič & Bieber, 2020).
Literature on stealth democracy also provides some starting points to further develop our
understanding about why people might have lower levels of support for democratic principles.
Following the argument presented by Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002), it is argued that some citizens
might prefer delegated decision-making responsibilities to non-elected experts, meaning they are less
concerned with democratic procedures that often require some degree of participation. Such sentiment,
as expressed by stealth democrats, is generally expected from those who hold “negative views of
disagreement” (Hibbing & Theiss-Morse, 2002: 145), meaning they disfavour democratic mechanisms
of political discussion and disagreement (VanderMolen, 2017). These people want elected officials to
“stop talking and just take action on important problems” (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, 2002: 135). This
suggests that they are less supportive of representative and direct democracy and its ideals, such as
deliberation and debate, and they expect that the system would work better if the decisions were left to
experts (Medvic, 2019). It can be questioned whether these people are democrats or non-democrats.
While the name ‘stealth democrats’ suggests they are democrats, Muhlberger (2018) finds that
orientations related to authoritarianism explain stealth democrats’ beliefs. This suggests that they might
not be as democratic as their name suggests.
In this study, I will refrain from making a distinction between those that actively support
authoritarian alternatives and those that are unsupportive of the democratic principles of participation.
Both groups will be labelled as non-democrats. The literature discussed above suggests that processes
of democracy, such as the election of representatives and the possibility to participate in decisionmaking, are less important to these groups. Those supportive of strong leaders are often driven by
considerations of personal gain. The main distinction that will be made is between democrats and nondemocrats, and the point on which they differ is that democrats are committed to democratic procedures,
while non-democrats are less concerned with this and are more focused on the outcomes of decisionmaking. For democrats, the important dimensions of democracy are free and fair elections and political
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equality, as well as being able to participate. For non-democrats, decisive leadership to reach successful
outcomes and limited political debate is more important, especially in times of uncertainty.

Sources of political support
In order to assess the differences between democrats and non-democrats, it is useful to look at different
aspects of the democratic process. As already argued, democrats care more about democratic procedures
and non-democrats care more about the outcome of the process. In literature on legitimacy, three stages
of the decision-making process are often argued to have an effect on individuals’ support for a
government. First, there are those that argue that legitimacy is created at the input side of the system,
which relates to representation and participation. Second, there is the focus on throughput, which
considers the importance of perceived quality and impartiality of government. Third, the output
perspective, which argues that the effectiveness of policy outcomes is most important. These sources
of legitimacy have been researched widely. However, there are two points where the literature is lacking
and where this thesis tries to innovate.
Firstly, the terms input, throughput and output legitimacy and the dimension of decisionmaking which they reflect are sometimes unclear. Especially the distinction between throughput and
output. It is sometimes argued that the quality of government is part of the output, although, if one were
to follow the definitions presented above this would be the focus of the throughput perspective.
Rothstein (2009), in his influential paper, compares the importance of electoral democracy for political
legitimacy to the quality of government and concludes with the following statement: “The main sources
of political legitimacy are situated on the output side of the political system and have to do with the
quality of government” (Rothstein 2009: 325). Other research, for example by Dahlberg et al (2013)
has also referred to the quality of government institutions as an output determinant. However, with the
introduction of the term throughput legitimacy by Schmidt in 2013, it is now important to no longer
combine these terms since the quality of government and the output of the process are two different
dimensions. In this thesis, I will ensure a clear distinction between the three sources to avoid the problem
presented here.
Secondly, the three explanatory perspectives are not often tested at the same time. Often, the
focus has been on two of these explanatory perspectives, to compare them directly and assess which
has a larger effect. A popular trend has long been to focus on the importance of electoral democracy
versus the quality of the government (see for example: Rothstein, 2009; Gjefsen, 2012). Research also
often contrasts the perceived fairness of a procedure versus favourability of the outcome (see for
example: Esaiasson et al, 2016). The fact that these dimensions are not often considered simultaneously
seems puzzling (for an exception, see for example: Strebel et al, 2019). Research has already shown
that each of them has an effect, and therefore it would be interesting to see their relative importance to
each other. Using these three at the same time results in a comprehensive framework that considers the
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various steps of policy-making that can be identified by citizens and allows for a more complete analysis
on what explains citizens’ SWD, which is done in this study.
Here, I argue that the strength of each of these possible determinants of SWD depends at least
partly on whether a citizen identifies as a democrat or non-democrat. To substantiate this argument, I
will discuss each of these sources of legitimacy and the literature that surrounds them in more detail.

Input legitimacy: representation and participation
The concept of input legitimacy stems from Scharpf’s distinction between input and output-oriented
legitimacy (1997; 1999). On the input side of a political system there should be mechanisms that link
political decisions with public opinion, such as representative institutions (Boedeltje & Cornips, 2004).
The expectation is that representation allows for more legitimate decisions since decisions are not
imposed upon citizens by unelected rules. This is considered as a typical merit of democracy (Dahl,
1989).
The extent to which authority is accepted by citizens from the input perspective depends on
both the quality of representation and the opportunities to participate in the process. The primary focus
of research on this topic has been on institutional aspects, and the difference in the extent to which they
allow citizens to participate and how well they represent different groups of people. In general, the
expectation is that institutions that strengthen the quality of representation will strengthen support and
legitimacy (Peffley & Rohrschneider, 2014; Thomassen, 2014). However, there is no consensus in the
literature as to which kind of rules and institutions have what kind of effect. Broadly speaking, the
expectation is that consensual democracies, with proportional electoral systems, multiparty
governments, and institutional division of power, are more inclusive and therefore generate higher
responsiveness (Lijphart, 1999; Peffley & Rohrschneider, 2014). Bowler (2017) finds that giving voters
more candidate options, having responsive legislatures and multiparty governments seem to have the
strongest effect on individual SWD. Nevertheless, they also find that the effect is not very strong and
that the impact of institutional properties should not be overstated. Important to note here is that the
focus of this study is on citizens' perceptions of legitimacy, rather than the institutional structures.
Therefore, what matters more is the extent to which citizens themselves feel like they are represented.
This overlaps with the institutional arrangement, since institutional structures, such as the electoral
system, are what offer citizens the opportunity to choose representatives. However, it is not entirely the
same, since people in a proportional system, for example, can still not feel like they are being
represented properly. When it comes to citizens’ perceptions of quality of representation, this has also
been found to have an impact (Dahlberg et al, 2013).
Besides representation, it is also argued that citizens care about participating in decisionmaking. For example, in a field experiment, Esaiasson et al (2012) found that personal involvement in
decision-making processes through direct voting had a positive effect on legitimacy beliefs. Further
research also confirms that increased civic participation in decision-making can enhance democratic
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legitimacy (Smith 2009; Stoker 2006). In representative democracies, the main form of civic
participation is by means of voting in elections, which is why this will also be the focus of this study
when discussing participation. From this, the following hypothesis can be derived:
H1a (input): Better representation and opportunities to participate will have a positive effect
on individuals’ satisfaction with democracy.

Throughput legitimacy: quality and impartiality of the government process
While input and output-oriented legitimacy are derived from the work by Scharpf (1997), throughput
legitimacy was introduced in later research. It was presented by Schmidt (2013) as a measurement of
the procedural quality of governance processes, with the aim of measuring what goes on between inand output and looking at what is going on inside the black box of government processes. Components
of throughput legitimacy are the accountability of policymakers and the transparency, inclusiveness,
and openness of governance processes (Schmidt, 2013). At first glance, it appears that throughput
legitimacy has been considered much less, because the term has not been used as much as input and
output. However, when focusing on the important aspects of the concept, it becomes evident that it has
been researched quite extensively, most clearly under the label of quality of government.
Higher quality government institutions are those that are impartial and built on the rule of law
(Linde, 2011). It is argued that the higher the quality, the more public support it generates for the system.
Quality of governance has often been contrasted with the quality of the electoral system, to test which
matters most for citizens (see for example: Rothstein 2009; Dahlberg et al, 2013; Gjefsen, 2012). Van
der Meer (2017) found that rather than output or input, quality of governmental procedures has the
strongest effect on political support at the macro level. A topic that has gained specific attention in this
literature is the presence or absence of corruption. There is a strong connection between citizens’
evaluations of the government and the presence of corruption: when corruption is high, support for
government practice is lower (Booth & Seligson 2009).
The specific focus here is on citizens’ assessment of the quality of the governmental processes,
rather than looking at objective measurements. The expectation is that when individuals assess
procedural arrangements that have led to a certain decision, they will assess the fairness of this
procedure and generate a reaction based on how they perceive this (Esaiasson et al, 2016). This affects
to what extent people are willing to accept decisions and rules (Tyler, 2000; 2006). It is expected that
when processes are perceived as fairer, SWD will increase. From this, the following hypothesis can be
derived:
H1b (throughput): Higher perceived quality of governmental processes will have a positive
effect on individuals’ satisfaction with democracy.
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Output legitimacy: effectiveness and favourability of the outcome
The output side of legitimacy, which also stems from Scharpf’s research (1997), concerns the
effectiveness of the outcome. This means that the outcomes must achieve goals that citizens care about
(Scharpf, 1997). Studies that focus on outcome effectiveness often highlight that participation and
representation is insufficient. They point, for example, towards the difference between winners and
losers of elections, with the losers often being less supportive of the system (Bowler et al, 2005).
Esaiasson et al (2016) further find that it is outcome favourability, meaning the extent to which an
outcome is preferred, that is the strongest determinant of individuals’ willingness to accept authoritative
decisions. Studies on output legitimacy relate back to the doctrine of stealth democracy, where citizens
mainly care about decisions and not about the procedures or being able to participate (Hibbing & TheissMorse, 2001).
There have been a variety of experimental (population) studies that focus on uncovering what
drives citizens’ SWD. Strebel et al (2019), for example, perform an experimental analysis set in a
scenario where respondents respond to a situation concerning a commission for a new underground
line. Here, they capture output legitimacy by the degree of budget-overrun by the commission, which
refers to the efficiency of the commission’s work. Other studies also take such an experimental approach
(see for example Arnesen, 2017; Esaiasson et al 2012). These studies have found that the output of
decision-making can be an important factor for citizens when forming their legitimacy judgments, while
its importance in comparison having influence on decision-making is disputed since the authors find
different results.
However, such experimental data is not always available. Therefore, studies related to output
legitimacy also focus on more general citizens’ evaluations of government performance and their
thoughts of the outcomes of decision-making processes. These studies research both local and national
government. Denters (2014), for example, focuses on local government and finds that satisfaction with
the output was an important factor for citizens’ SWD. Studies in a national context also confirm this.
In an analysis of the effect of policy performance on SWD of Islandic citizens, Önnudóttir and
Harðarson (2011) show that subjective policy performance was the main explanation for citizens’
dissatisfaction during the financial crisis of 2008-09. They compared this to the importance of how well
citizens believe the represented system works and if a respondent’s party is represented in government.
This study will take the second approach, focusing on citizens’ general evaluation of the
performance and outcome of the national government’s decision-making. This results in the following
hypothesis:
H1c (output): Higher perceived outcome effectiveness will have a positive effect on individuals’
satisfaction with democracy.
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Differences between democrats and non-democrats
While the previous section only talked about the general effect of the three sources of political support
and formulated hypotheses related to this, this paper will also consider the differences of these effects
between democrats and non-democrats. SWD is a subjective concept, and it is partially dependent on
one’s commitment to democratic ideals. Those that are strongly committed to democratic ideals,
democrats, are expected to care more about aspects that make a regime a democracy: procedural
elements of representation, participation, and fair and impartial institutions. These elements are
represented in the sources of democracy input and throughput legitimacy. Those that are less committed
to democracy, either because they support non-democratic alternatives or because they are not
enthusiastic about democracy without having another strong preference, are expected to care more about
the outcome of decision-making, as reflected by the dimension of output legitimacy. Thus, here input
and throughput refer to procedural aspects of governance, while output is a substantive determinant
(Strebel et al, 2019). This results in the following two hypotheses:
H2: The effect of the input and throughput stage of decision-making on satisfaction with
democracy will be relatively stronger for democrats than it will be for non-democrats.
H3: The effect of the output stage of decision-making on satisfaction with democracy will be
relatively stronger for non-democrats than it will be for democrats.
Taking these hypotheses together results in the theoretical model as presented in figure 2. This model
will be the basis for the analysis in this thesis.

Figure 2: The theoretical model
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Data and Methodology
In this chapter the data and methodology of this thesis will be discussed. First, I will discuss the dataset
and scope of the data, and second, I will describe the variables and show how they are operationalised.
Third, I will present descriptive data on all variables and finally, the method and the tests to ensure its
quality will be discussed.

Dataset and case selection
The study tests several hypotheses by doing a quantitative analysis using data from the CSES. This is a
collaborative research project among electoral study teams from around the world, gathering data on
citizens’ behaviour and attitudes during national elections. The research agenda, questionnaire and
study design are developed by a committee of leading political science academics. This design is then
carried out in each country by scholars that live there, after which the studies are merged into a free and
public dataset. The main questionnaire is developed by one team. This ensures that the quality of the
data from each country is on par with each other and this allows for cross-country comparison. In this
study, data from the second module will be used. This module focuses on data collected from 2001 to
2006 and discusses themes surrounding representation and accountability. This dataset allows for
operationalising all the variables to test the hypotheses. The reason for using the second module
specifically, is that this wave included a variable on citizens’ evaluation on whether they believe
democracy is the best form of government, which is an important variable of this study and one that
lacks in many other datasets.
The hypotheses presented in the previous chapter all focus on within-country phenomena,
meaning there is no dimension of cross-country comparison. The comparison lies in contrasting two
groups of people: democrats and non-democrats. For this reason, there is no need to overcomplicate the
process of analysis by studying more than one country. The country that is the focus of the analysis is
Germany. Germany was decided for several reasons. First, the regional scope was decided. In the
theoretical framework, Europeans' understanding of democracy was considered, therefore the focus will
have to be on a European country. Second, I decided to focus on a country that has a longer historical
experience with democracy, since the expectation is that citizens in such countries have a higher
democratic awareness (Hernández, 2016). This excludes the group of countries that transitioned to a
democracy after the 1980s, during the third wave of democratization (Huntington, 1991). Third, the
decision to pick a specific country was based on data availability and sample size. CSES collects data
on various old democracies, but for some countries there was no data on variables required to test the
hypotheses. Comparing different countries led me to conclude that Germany was the best solution, since
it provides data on all variables, and it had the highest number of respondents.
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Data was collected in 2002 and in two different ways: a survey administered by telephone, and
one administered as a mail-back questionnaire. Eligible respondents were all 16 years or older with a
German citizenship and selecting these respondents was done by a random sampling procedure.
Random sampling ensures that bias is minimal, although for the telephone surveys there is a short
remark that East Germany has been slightly oversampled in comparison to West Germany. The
questions of the telephone survey and mail-back questionnaire are the same and interviewing occurred
in the same period, after German national elections. Therefore, both studies can be considered together.
Regardless, to be sure that the type of interview does not affect the reliability of the result, a dummy
variable of the mail-back study will be included in the analysis. This is to control for any differences in
the effect of the independent variables on the dependent variables between the two interviews.
In table 1 the number of respondents and response rates are presented, apart from the response
rate of the mail-back questionnaire due to lack of available information. Furthermore, the number of
valid answers used in the final analysis is included, after removing missing values on any of the
variables used in the analysis.
Table 1: The number of interviews, response rate and valid cases in the German CSES study of 2002
Method

Number of completed

Response rate

Valid cases

interviews
Telephone

2000

66.3

1892

Mail-back

1023

n.a.

916

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002

Operationalisation
To test the hypotheses laid out in the theoretical framework, the theoretical concepts have to be
operationalised. This was done by using variables that are available in the dataset of CSES. In this
section I will present the operationalisation and explain why these variables represent the theoretical
concepts adequately.

Dependent variable
The dependent variable of this research is satisfaction with democracy. This is a classic survey item and
has been used often in research. In the previous chapter, I argued that SWD can reflect the public's
perceptions of the regime’s performance. In the CSES, this variable is measured by asking respondents
‘On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the
way democracy works in Germany?’. In the original dataset the scores ranged from 1, being very
satisfied, to 4, being not satisfied at all. To make interpretation more intuitive, this has been reversed,
meaning that 1 is now the score for not being satisfied and the higher the score, the more satisfied an
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individual is. Furthermore, in the mail-back study, respondents were also presented with a fifth answer,
namely neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. A considerably large group of respondents answered this
(16.2% of the total valid respondents); therefore, this answer has also been included and positioned
between fairly satisfied and not very satisfied. This results in a scale of answers on this question, with
1 being not satisfied at all and 4 being very satisfied.
Looking at the frequencies of this variable, almost half of the people answered that they are
either fairly or very satisfied with democracy, namely 46%. This is lower than the average of all
countries in the dataset, which is at 56.3%. This can partially be explained by the fact that the German
study has included the possibility for respondents to answer that they are neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, while this option was not available in any other country. When comparing Germany’s mean
scores on SWD to other countries, it becomes evident that it is quite a typical case and does not show
any signs of being extreme. This is reassuring, since this makes it more likely that the results of this
study could be generalisable to other countries.

Independent variables
The independent variables of this study are the three sources of legitimacy: representation and
participation (input); quality of the government process (throughput); and the effectiveness of the
outcome (output). The emphasis will be on the public’s perception on these three sources, since it is
citizens’ opinion that matters most for establishing legitimacy. These are relatively broad concepts, so
operationalisations will never be fully complete. Nevertheless, I will justify the decisions that have been
made to measure these theoretical concepts as adequately as possible.
Measuring input legitimacy is done by two variables. These two variables represent the two
dimensions that have been considered important for input legitimacy: the extent to which individuals
feel that they can participate and have an impact on decision-making; and the extent to which
individuals feel that they are being represented. The first question relates to the former idea and asks,
‘Using the scale on this card, where one means that voting won’t make a difference to what happens
and five means that voting can make a difference, where would you place yourself?’. Here, a score of
1 means that respondents feel that their vote does not make a difference, and a score of 5 means they
do feel that it makes a difference. The scores lying in between (2, 3 and 4) were not given any labels by
the questionnaire, leaving it up to the respondents’ interpretation. This variable reflects the extent to
which citizens feel they can influence decision-making and is named voting matters. The second
question relates to the feeling of being represented in elections, with respondents being asked ‘How
well do elections ensure that the views of voters are represented by MP: very well, quite well, not very
well, or not well at all?’. In the original CSES dataset, the scores range from 1, meaning views are
represented very well, to 4, meaning views are not represented at all. In the current study this has been
reversed, where a low score of 1 means a person feels their views are not being represented and the
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higher the score goes, the more they feel that their views are. This variable has been given the name
views represented.
When measuring throughput legitimacy, the quality of the government process, the most used
survey question relates to corruption. Corruption concerns the impartiality of the government, thereby
affecting the quality of the government processes and tapping into what is the focus of throughput
legitimacy. In CSES the public’s perception on corruption in the government is measured by asking
‘How widespread do you think corruption such as bribe taking is amongst politicians in Germany: very
widespread, quite widespread, not very widespread, it hardly happens at all?’. These scores range from
1, meaning corruption is very widespread, to 4, meaning corruption hardly happens at all. This variable
is named lack of corruption. Thus, when a respondent scores higher on this variable, this means that
they perceive corruption to be less likely and consequently they would believe that the quality of
government is higher, since absence of corruption is a sign of higher quality government.
The third variable measures output legitimacy. Citizens’ perceptions on how effective they
deem the outcome to be are subjective. Here, the focus will be on general citizens’ evaluation of
government performance, as well as on their evaluation of performance in a specific policy area. Two
questions will be used by the CSES that tap into respondents’ evaluation of the output of the
government. The first question is focused on government performance on a specific issue. The issue
concerned depends on what respondents answered to the question ‘What do you think has been the most
important issue facing Germany over the last four years?’. Table 2 presents an overview of the issues
that respondents thought to be most important.
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Table 2: Answers to the question ‘What do you think has been the most important issue facing
Germany over the last four years?’
Issue

Frequency

Percent

Unemployment/labour market

2051

71.6

Economic situation

346

12.1

Other issues

82

2.0

Pension (-reform), old age security

49

1.7

State budget/state deficit

37

1.3

Social injustice

37

1.3

Environmental pollution/problems; global

36

1.3

Too many foreigners/asylum seekers

35

1.2

Taxes/tax reform

31

1.1

Family policies

27

0.9

Equalization east/west Germany

22

0.8

Health system reform, health insurance

22

0.8

Military commitment Balkan/Afghanistan

17

0.6

Education/school/training

14

0.5

Iraq (-war)

14

0.5

Crime, inner security

13

0.5

Corruption of parties/politicians

12

0.4

Fight against terrorism

7

0.2

Bureaucracy

5

0.2

Xenophobia

4

0.1

High water/flood catastrophe

4

0.1

warming

N = 2864.
Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002
What becomes evident from this table is that the most important issues are economic ones.
While explaining this is not a focus point of this thesis, it is interesting to reflect on this briefly. It is
important to note that the data is from 2002, which might explain why economic issues are considered
more important than cultural issues, such as those related to immigration. While there is no data in later
instalments of the CSES, other survey data shows that cultural issues have now grown in importance,
while economic issues also remain important (Politico, 2018; Mark, 2017). Furthermore, in 2002, the
unemployment rate in Germany was on a rise which could explain why the majority of the people were
concerned with issues surrounding this (World Bank, n.d.).
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After stating what they found to be the most important issue for them, respondents of the CSES
were asked the following question: ‘And thinking about that issue, how good or bad a job do you think
the government has done?’. Furthermore, they were asked about their overall evaluation of government
performance, with the following question: ‘Now thinking about the performance of the government in
general, how good or bad a job do you think the government has done?’. For both questions, respondents
are given the option to answer: ‘a very good job, a good job, a bad job, or a very bad job’. In the original
dataset, the scores of both these items range from 1, meaning respondents think the government did a
very good job, to 4, meaning they think the government did a very bad job. In the analysis, this has been
reversed, where a score of 1 means that respondents think the government did a very bad job and the
higher the score on the variable gets, the more positive they are.
The two items of evaluation of government performance on a specific issue and in general have
been merged into a single variable of government performance. In order to ensure that this variable is
reliable, both the correlation between the two items and Cronbach's alpha have been checked. This
showed a correlation level of 0.651 and a very high Cronbach’s alpha of 0.787, which shows that
merging the two items is justifiable. To merge the items, the mean of the two items represents the new
variable. Scores for this combined variable still range from 1, meaning the government’s performance
is considered very bad, to 4 meaning that they consider performance to be very good.

Moderating variable
The moderating variable of this study is whether a person is a democrat or a non-democrat. Here, one
is a democrat when they score high on the following question in the CSES: ‘please tell me how strongly
you agree or disagree with the following statement: “Democracy may have problems but it’s better than
any other form of government.”, do you agree strongly, agree, disagree, or disagree strongly with this
statement?’. These scores range from 1, meaning the respondent agrees strongly with the statement, to
4, meaning they disagree strongly. Ideally, classifying whether one is a democrat or a non-democrat
also includes data on whether they support authoritarian alternatives. This eliminates the possibility that
someone scores low on supporting democracy simply because they, for example, lack a strong opinion
about any type of regime. However, this is missing from the data by the CSES and therefore merely
scoring high on support for democracy as a form of government is sufficient to classify one as a
democrat. This is also grounded in literature, since it is argued that believing democracy is the best form
of government also implies a rejection of antidemocratic means (Haerpfer and Kizilova, 2014). The
way the question has been asked in the CSES also suggests this. Even though no other alternatives to
democracy are mentioned, it is asked whether democracy is the best and it can be expected that when
forming this judgment respondents compare democracy to other alternatives. Furthermore, this has
already been partially accounted for in the previous chapter, where the deliberate decision was made to
refer to people who support authoritarian values and people who are not strongly committed to democrat
ones as non-democrats.
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Therefore, respondents who score a 1 or a 2, meaning they strongly agree or agree, are classified
as a democrat, and those that score a 3 or a 4, meaning they disagree or disagree strongly, are classified
as a non-democrat. These have been recoded into dummy variables, with democrats being the reference
category. The non-democrat dummy is also included in an interaction effect with the variables for input,
throughput, and output legitimacy.
Thinking back to the theoretical chapter, it comes as no surprise that the number of democrats
is much larger than the number of non-democrats. There, it was already shown with WVS data that
many people are supportive of democrats. Here, with data from the CSES, it is shown that the group of
democrats constitutes around 90%, and non-democrats are about 10% of the sample. The precise data
on this are presented in table 5. This might also explain why research is not often concerned with
explaining the attitudes of non-democrats.

Control variables
In order to ensure that the effect of the independent variables on SWD is a direct effect, control variables
are included in the analysis. The first one is age, which is measured in years. The youngest participant
is at an age of 16, and the eldest is at 88 years old. The second is gender, which is included as a dummy
variable with female being the reference category. Thirdly, the level of education is included. The
survey data ranged from none (1) to university degree completed (8). This has been recoded into three
categories. The categories are presented in table 3. The first column shows the new categories created
for this analysis, while the second shows the survey items from CSES that were included in this
category. The survey also included the value 9 for when a respondent’s answer was coded as ‘other’,
but since this provides no information on the level of education, these answers will be excluded and
classified as missing. The variables are included as dummy variables, with the category of university as
the reference category.
Table 3: Operationalisation of the level of education of respondents
Label

Survey items

1: Primary

No education, incomplete primary education, completed primary education

2: Secondary

Incomplete secondary education, completed secondary education

3: University

Incomplete university undergraduate degree, complete university undergraduate
degree

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002
The fourth and final control variable is employment status. The original variable from the CSES dataset
had 10 different categories. Here, they have been recoded into 3 categories, as presented in table 4. This
categorization is based on the CSES categorization, where statuses were divided in ‘in the labour force’
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and ‘not in the labour force’. The category of ‘in the labour force’ has been divided into those employed
and unemployed, while ‘not in the labour force’ is presented as one category. The first column presents
the categories that will be used for this analysis, while the second category shows the items that CSES
had. These categories have then been included as dummy variables, with being employed as the
reference category.
Table 4: Operationalisation of the employment status of respondents
Label

Survey items

1: Employed

Full-time (32+ hours weekly); part-time (15-32 hours weekly); less than 15
hours weekly; helping a family member

2: Unemployed

Unemployed

3: Not in labour force

Student, in school, in vocational training; retired; housewife, home duties;
permanently disabled; others, not in labour force.

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002

Descriptive statistics
For all variables, the missing values are excluded. This includes the categories of: ‘no response’ and
‘don’t know’, as well as any other variable-specific categories that have already been discussed in this
chapter. In table 5 below, I present the descriptive statistics of the variables presented in this chapter.
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics on satisfaction with democracy, the independent and the control
variables
Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
deviation

Dependent variable
Satisfaction with democracy

1

4

2.52

0.723

Voting matters

1

5

3.47

1.247

Views represented

1

4

2.32

0.659

1

4

1.79

0.684

Government performance

1

4

2.23

0.628

Moderating variable

N

%

2550

90.8

258

9.2

Age

16

88

Gender

N

%

Male

1447

51.5

Female

1361

48.5

780

27.8

Secondary

1382

49.2

University

646

23.0

1446

51.2

201

7.2

1161

41.3

Input legitimacy

Throughput legitimacy
Lack of corruption
Output legitimacy

Democrats
Non-democrats

49.10

16.372

Education
Primary

Employment
Employed
Unemployed
Not in the labour force

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002
N = 2808
Since the focus of this study is on two groups, democrats and non-democrats, it is also
interesting to look at the differences between these groups. Table 6 presents the descriptive data of
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democrats’ and non-democrats’ scores on the dependent variable SWD and the main explanatory
variables: representation and participation, quality of government and outcome effectiveness. The
difference between groups was also tested with an independent sample t-test, which confirmed that the
differences between democrats and non-democrats on the dependent and independent variables are
statistically significant.
Table 6: Descriptive statistics on satisfaction with democracy and the independent variables,
differences between democrats and non-democrats
Democrats
Mean

Non-democrats
Standard

Mean

deviation

Standard
deviation

Satisfaction with democracy

2.58

0.692

1.90

0.740

Voting matters

3.51

1.212

3.09

1.498

Views represented

2.34

0.651

2.10

0.698

Lack of corruption

1.81

0.680

1.57

0.693

Government performance

2.26

0.622

1.98

0.634

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002
N = 2808

Methodology
The technique that will be used to test the hypotheses is multiple linear regression analysis. This allows
for testing the effect of the different independent variables simultaneously. Multiple regression does
come with some pitfalls, so in this section I will briefly touch upon how I ensured that the models that
will be tested are of satisfactory quality.
The risk of multiple independent variables is that they might be correlated with each other. This
is undesirable, since it is the assumption that the independent variables are not related to each other. In
order to avoid any problems that might come with multicollinearity that undermine the validity of the
interpretation of results, it is necessary to evaluate a number of statistics. To do this, it is important to
look at both Pearson’s correlation between the variables and check the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
of each variable. These analyses presented no problem. When it comes to Pearson’s correlation scores,
most variables remain under the generally regarded threshold of 0.8, with an exception for a few dummy
variables. Specifically, the dummy variables that reflect gender and the democrat or non-democrat
status are perfectly correlated, which is no surprise since they are opposites. Furthermore, the dummy
variables related to employment status are also relatively highly correlated, which also makes sense.
The VIF scores, that are presented in appendix A along with the correlation matrix, do not surpass the
score of 10 that is considered problematic. Thus, there are no signs of problems with multicollinearity.
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Furthermore, the assumptions of regression analysis, additivity and linearity, independent standard
errors, homoscedasticity, and normally distributed standard errors, have been tested, as well as the
model’s robustness. This analysis presents no problems. In appendix B, figures are presented that
support this claim. Lastly, the dataset was also checked for any outliers that might hinder the reliability
of the results. This also presented no problems, which means that there are no issues with the data and
method. Therefore, it is now possible to move on to the results of the analysis.

29

Analysis and results
In this chapter the results of the analysis will be presented. The hypotheses will be tested by three
models, all three presented in table 7. Model 1 presents the effect of the control variables, model 2 tests
hypothesis H1a, H1b and H1c and model 3 includes an interaction effect to test the differences between
democrats and non-democrats. Furthermore, table 8 shows more detail on the differences of the effect
of control and independent variables on SWD of democrats and non-democrats. All models have also
been estimated with a dummy variable for the mail-back study, aimed to control for any differences that
might exist between the mail-back and telephone study. The effect size of this variable has not been
presented in table 7 of table 8 since the predicting value of this dummy variable is not of interest for the
study and will therefore not be interpreted.

Control variables
The first model in table 7 shows that age, gender, and the dummy variables for primary and secondary
education, being unemployed and not being in the labour force have a significant effect, meaning all
control variables are significant. The effect of age is a small negative one (-0.003, p<0.001), which
means that when age increases one year, SWD decreases with 0.003. For gender, it shows that the
predicted value of SWD is 0.092 higher for men than for women, meaning men are generally more
satisfied with democracy. This effect is significant at p<0.001. When it comes to education, following
primary and secondary education both have a significant negative effect, meaning their scores on SWD
are lower compared to those who followed university education. The scores are respectively -0.104
(p<0.01) and -0.088 (p<0.05). Lastly, for employment status, being unemployed has a negative effect.
This means that the score of SWD is 0.225 lower for those unemployed in reference to those employed.
This score is significant at p<0.001. The score for those not in the labour force is positive, which means
that those people have a predicted SWD score of 0.085 points higher than people that are employed,
and this is significant at p<0.01.
In model 2 and 3 of table 7 these control variables are also included. Moving from model 1 to
model 2, following the dummy variables reflecting level of education and the dummy variable for not
being in the labour force lose significance. The effect of age, gender and being unemployed remains
significant, with age being significant at p<0.05 and gender and being unemployed at p<0.01. Their
effect does shrink, because of the inclusion of the independent variables, with the effects respectively
being -0.002, 0.074 and -0.160. From model 1 to model 3, the dummy variables for level of education
and not being in the labour force also lose significance. The other variables, age, gender, and being
unemployed, remain significant with age at p<0.01 and the other two at p<0.05, but shrink too compared
to model 1, their scores being -0.003, 0.055 and -0.122.
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Table 7 furthermore shows the !! of each of the models. For the first model, with only control
variables, this score is 0.035. This means that the control variables only explain 3.5% of variation in
SWD. Looking at model 2 and 3, the score of !! is considerably larger, at 0.256 and 0.259. This shows
that including the independent variables and interaction effect has a substantial effect on explaining
SWD. Here, these models explain 25.6% and 25.9% of variation in SWD respectively.
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Table 7: Linear (OLS) regression estimates of satisfaction with democracy
Model

b
0.985***

2
SE
0.082

Input legitimacy
Voting matters
Views represented

0.055***
0.231***

Throughput legitimacy
Lack of corruption

Intercept

b
2.621***

1
SE
0.056

b
-

Output legitimacy
Government
performance

-

b
1.148***

3
SE
0.084

0.010
0.020

0.096
0.211

0.058***
0.231***

0.011
0.021

0.100
0.211

0.176***

0.019

0.167

0.163***

0.019

0.154

0.251***

0.020

0.218

0.216***

0.021

0.187

-0.374*

0.187

-0.149

-0.069*

0.029

-0.095

-0.086

0.064

-0.076

0.032

0.062

0.022

0.120

0.067

0.100

b

Non-democrat (ref
democrat)
Interaction effects
Voting matters * nondemocrat
Views represented *
non-democrat
Lack of corruption *
non-democrat
Government
performance * nondemocrat
Age
Gender (male ref
female)

-0.003***

0.001

-0.076

0.092***

0.027

0.064

-0.002*
0.074**

b
-

0.001

-0.043

-0.003**

0.001

-0.060

0.024

0.051

0.055*

0.024

0.038

Education
Primary
Secondary
University

-0.104**
-0.088*
Ref

0.039
0.035

-0.065
-0.061

-0.046
-0.045
Ref

0.036
0.031

-0.028
-0.031

0.000
-0.027
Ref

0.035
0.031

0.000
-0.019

Employment
Unemployed
Not in labour force
Employed

-0.225***
0.085**
Ref

0.054
0.032

-0.080
0.058

-0.160**
0.000
Ref

0.049
0.029

-0.057
0.000

-0.122*
0.006
Ref

0.048
0.028

-0.044
0.004

R2

0.035

0.256

0.259

N = 2808
b unstandardized coefficient
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002, own calculations
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Input, throughput, and output legitimacy
In model 2 of table 7, input legitimacy was measured with two variables: the extent to which
respondents feel voting has an impact and the extent to which they feel that their views are represented.
Both variables have a significant effect, at p<0.001. The first variable, labelled as voting matters has a
positive effect (0.055). This means that when individuals feel that voting can make more of a difference,
their predicted SWD is higher. The second variable, views are represented, has a positive effect too,
but this effect is considerably larger (0.231). When people feel that their views are represented better,
their SWD will increase. This means that support has been found for hypothesis H1a, that better
representation and opportunities to participate have a positive effect on individuals’ SWD.
Throughput legitimacy was measured by the extent to which respondents feel corruption is
common or uncommon in their country and has the variable name lack of corruption. The effect is
significant and positive (0.176, p<0.001). This means that when corruption is perceived as less frequent,
the predicted SWD is higher. This supports hypothesis H1b, that higher perceived quality of government
processes, in this case lower perceived levels of corruption, will have a positive effect on individuals’
SWD.
Output legitimacy has been measured by perceived government performance. The result of this
effect is significant at p<0.001. The effect is also positive, with an effect size of 0.251 This can be
interpreted in the following way: when government performance is perceived as better, the score of
SWD increases. This means that support is also found for hypothesis H1c, that higher perceived
outcome effectiveness will have a positive effect on individuals’ SWD.
Table 7 also includes the Beta scores of all the variables. Since variables are measured on
different scales, looking at the standardized Beta scores allows for comparing the effect size of the
independent variables on SWD. These scores show that the variable of government performance has
the largest effect, with a score of 0.218. This is closely followed by views represented with a score of
0.211. This suggests that the importance of the government’s output and the extent to which individuals’
feel that their views are represented are of almost equal importance to one's SWD. The third most
important variable is lack of corruption, with a score of 0.167. The predictor that matters least of the
four is voting matters, with a Beta score of 0.096, meaning feeling that one’s vote can make a difference
is considerably less important than perceived lack of corruption, government output and proper
representation of viewpoints.
Model 3 of table 7 presents the interaction effect of the dummy variable representing nondemocrats with the four independent variables. Here, the independent variables' direct effects are
included again. All variables remain significant at p<0.001. The score of voting matters increases to
0.058, while the score of views represented remains at 0.231. The scores of lack of corruption and
government performance decrease slightly, to scores of 0.163 and 0.216 respectively. The Beta scores
show this same pattern. The only important change is that the variable views represented now has a
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larger effect than government performance, with a score of 0.211 for the former variable compared to
the score of 0.187 of the latter.

Democrats versus non-democrats
Now that the main independent variables have been considered, the focus will be on the comparison of
two groups: democrats and non-democrats. Model 3 of table 7 presents interaction effects of the dummy
variable representing non-democrats. In a separate estimation, this dummy variable has also been tested
with the variables of model 2 but without the interaction effects included. To avoid an overcrowded
table, this has not been presented here but the effect can be reported: at a level of p<0.001, the score of
the non-democrat dummy was -0.480. This means that non-democrats have a considerably lower score
on SWD when compared to democrats.
The interaction effects of the independent variables with the non-democrats that have been
included in model 3 of table 7 allow for testing whether differences on the effect of the independent
variables between democrats and non-democrats are significant. When testing an interaction effect, it
is common to centre variables around the mean. In table 7, however, this has not been done because a
comparison of the table with and without cantered variables showed that there is no difference. The
table shows that only the interaction effect for voting matters is significant at p<0.05. The interaction
effects with views represented, lack of corruption and government performance are not significant.
Testing each of these interaction effects in separate models also does not result in any changes for the
significance of these interaction effects.
Thus, this table suggests that only on the variable voting matters the effect size differs
significantly between democrats and non-democrats. This interaction term is negative (-0.069). This
means that the importance of feeling that voting matters for one’s SWD is smaller for non-democrats
than it is for democrats. Figure 3 presents a plotted interaction of this effect.
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Figure 3: Plotted interaction of the effect of the variable voting matters on SWD of democrats and nondemocrats

In this figure, the solid lines represent the effects that the variable voting matters has on individuals’
SWD, and the dashed line is the confidence interval (at 95%). The upper line is the effect for democrats
and the lower one is for non-democrats. The differences are evident. For democrats, there is a clear
increasing slope albeit not a very steep one. This means that when a democrat feels that voting makes
more of a difference, their SWD is higher. For non-democrats, the line that represents the effect is
almost flat. This means that for them, feeling like voting can make a difference has almost no effect on
their SWD. Feeling that their vote has more of an impact does not result in a higher score on SWD.
Figure 3 also reflects that democrats have a higher score on SWD than non-democrats in general, and
it shows that this difference increases for the group of people with a higher score on voting matters.
This is in line with what was hypothesized in H2, that input and throughput sources of legitimacy matter
more for democrats SWD than for non-democrats. This means that this plotted interaction finds partial
support for H2.
Even though only one interaction effect was significant, suggesting that only at that variable
the difference between democrats and non-democrats is substantial, I still decided to look at a split file
of democrats and non-democrats which compared the effects of the independent variables for both
groups. Table 8 presents this, showing the different strengths of the effects of the control and
independent variables on SWD for democrats and non-democrats. Model 1 and 3 of table 8 show the
effects of the control variables. For democrats, the effects of age, gender and employment status are
significant. Age is significant at p<0.001, with a small negative score of -0.004. Gender is significant
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at p<0.01, with a score of 0.079. For employment status, both being unemployed and not being in the
labour force are significant, respectively at p<0.001 and p<0.05, with scores of -0.236 and 0.080. These
effects mirror the effect of the whole sample presented above, with the exception that besides the
dummy variable for primary education, the dummy for secondary education is also not significant. For
non-democrats, only the effect of age is significant (-0.009, p<0.01). This means that the effects of
gender, education and employment status all are not significant.
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Table 8: Linear (OLS) regression estimates of satisfaction with democracy, differences between democrats and non-democrats
Democrat
Model

1
b

Intercept

2
SE

2.693***

0.056

b

b

-

Input legitimacy
Voting matters
Views
represented
Throughput
legitimacy
Lack of
corruption
Output
legitimacy
Government
performance
Age
Gender (male
ref female)
Education
Primary
Secondary
University
Employment
Unemployed
Not in labour
force
Employed

R2

Nondemocrat
3

SE

b

b

1.141***

0.085

-

0.058***
0.231***

0.011
0.021

0.101
0.217

0.162***

0.019

0.160

0.216***

0.021

0.195

-0.004***

0.001

-0.090

-0.002**

0.001

-0.058

0.079**

0.027

0.057

0.068**

0.025

-0.039
-0.063
Ref

0.040
0.035

-0.025
-0.046

0.001
-0.027
Ref

-0.236***
0.080*

0.057
0.032

-0.084
0.057

-0.184***
0.003

SE

2.245***

0.232

4
b

b

-

SE

0.842***

b

0.297

-

0.029
0.065

-0.019
0.138

0.181**

0.065

0.169

0.348***

0.070

0.298

-0.009
0.147*

-0.009**

0.003

-0.182

-0.005*

0.003

-0.108

0.049

-0.015

0.096

-0.010

-0.071

0.088

-0.047

0.036
0.031

0.001
-0.019

-0.070
-0.093
Ref

0.159
0.159

-0.046
-0.063

0.014
-0.028
Ref

0.147
0.148

0.009
-0.019

0.052
0.029

-0.065
0.002

0.194
0.159

0.139
0.110

0.091
0.104

0.193
0.046

0.127
0.101

0.091
0.030

Ref

Ref

Ref

Ref

0.030

0.203

0.053

0.229

N = 2808
b unstandardized coefficient
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Source: Comparative Study on Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002, own calculations
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Table 8 paints a different picture than what was established in table 7. For democrats, the effect
of all independent variables, voting matters, views represented, lack of corruption and government
performance is significant at p<0.001, with effect sizes of 0.058, 0.231, 0.162, and 0.216 respectively.
For non-democrats the effect of voting matters is not significant, while the effect of the other three
independent variables is significant. For views represented, the significance is at p<0.05, with a score
of 0.1147. For lack of corruption the significance is p<0.01, with a score of 0.181. And for government
performance, the significance is p<0.001, with a score of 0.348. This is opposite to table 7, where the
only interaction effect that was significant was voting matters. This results in some difficulties in
interpreting the differences in the importance of the variables for democrats and non-democrats.
Interpretation around this will therefore be nuanced and conditional on any further research.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that the effect of the variables that reflect input and throughput
legitimacy was stronger for democrats than non-democrats. The interaction effect of model 3 in table 7
showed that for the variable voting matters this was the case and partial support for H2 resulting from
this has already been discussed. As for views represented, table 8 hints at this dynamic also existing.
Especially when looking at the Beta scores of this variable in model 2 and 4 of table 8, it is evident that
there is quite a difference in the effect size, with the score for democrats being 0.217 and for nondemocrats 0.138. When it comes to throughput, with the variable of lack of corruption, table 8 hints in
a different direction. The effect for democrats is smaller than for non-democrats (0.162 and 0.181). The
Beta scores further confirm this picture with scores respectively of 0.160 and 0.169 for democrats and
non-democrats. Although this difference is small, the hypothesized direction was the other way around,
with perceived quality of government mattering more for democrats than non-democrats. These
outcomes find mixed results for supporting or rejecting the second hypothesis. When looking at only
input legitimacy, the hypothesis is partially supported, keeping in mind the insignificant interaction
effects. For throughput legitimacy, on the other hand, the hypothesis can be rejected.
When it comes to hypothesis 3, the expectation was that the effect of the output variable would
be stronger for non-democrats than for democrats. As stated before, if one were to only look at the
interaction effect in table 7, this hypothesis would be rejected since it is not significant. Table 8,
however, shows that the effect of government performance is significant at p<0.001 for both groups.
The scores differ considerably, with the effect size for democrats being 0.216 and for non-democrats
0.348. The Beta scores further confirm this difference with their scores being 0.195 and 0.298 for
democrats and non-democrats. This suggests that the predicting value of perceived quality of the
government’s output on SWD is larger for non-democrats than for democrats, as was expected. This
leads to a partial support for H3, considering that the interaction effect was not significant in table 7.
While it is not possible to draw any conclusive statements on support or rejection of hypotheses
2 and 3 based on table 7 and table 8, table 8 does allow for assessing the relative importance of each of
the sources of legitimacy within the groups. When it comes to democrats, looking at the Beta scores
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shows that views represented matters most (0.217), followed by government performance (0.195), lack
of corruption (0.160) and voting matters (0.101). This suggests that democrats care most about at least
one aspect of input legitimacy, namely that their views are represented in government. This fits into the
picture sketched in the theoretical framework, that the input side of decision-making is important for
democrats. For non-democrats, the strongest predictor, by far, is government performance with a Beta
score of 0.298. This is followed by lack of corruption (0.169) and views represented (0.138). This also
corresponds with the expectations from the theoretical framework, that non-democrats care most about
the outcome of decision-making. Although hypotheses 2 and 3 were expecting to see significant
differences in the relative importance of sources of legitimacy between the groups, looking at the
predicting values within the groups shows to be interesting as well and provides partial support for the
expected attitudes of democrats and non-democrats.
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Conclusion and discussion
In this last chapter, I will present the main conclusions of the thesis. The work done in this thesis will
be summarized and the research question will be answered. Furthermore, implications of this work on
literature on legitimacy will be discussed. Lastly, shortcomings of this study will be considered and
recommendations for future research will be made.

Summary and conclusion
This work contributed to an area that is widely studied: perceptions of legitimacy. However, it innovated
by testing the dynamics that exist between support for regime principles and regime performance. To
test this, two groups were compared: democrats and non-democrats. Their names were determined from
their support for democratic principles, with democrats being strongly committed to those, while nondemocrats are not. The goal of comparing these groups was to see whether individuals that have
different expectations from the government, also have different sources of SWD. In order to test this,
three sources of legitimacy were derived from the literature: input, throughput, and output legitimacy.
These were defined respectively as the following: responsiveness of the government to public opinion,
the quality of government procedures, and the effectiveness of the outcome of policy (Scharpf 1997,
1999; Schmidt & Wood, 2019). The expectation was that for democrats, the procedures of democracy
mattered more. These procedures were reflected in the dimensions of input and throughput legitimacy.
For non-democrats, it was expected that substantive outcomes are stronger determinants of SWD. The
aim was to answer the following research question:
To what extent do input, throughput and output legitimacy affect satisfaction with democracy
and differences therein between democrats and non-democrats?
To answer this question, three hypotheses were presented. The first hypothesis related to the
general effects of the sources of political support. It was hypothesized that input, throughput, and output
have a positive effect on an individual’s SWD. The second and third hypotheses were related to the
groups of democrats and non-democrats. I hypothesized that for democrats the dimensions of input and
throughput were relatively more important than for non-democrats (H2) and that output was more
important for non-democrats relative to democrats (H3).
These hypotheses were tested by performing multiple linear regression analysis using data from
the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems in 2002. The scope was limited to Germany since the
effects tested were individual-level variables and had no element of cross-country comparison. For input
legitimacy, two variables were tested that related to the extent to which citizens felt that their views
were represented adequately and to what extent they felt voting mattered. For throughput legitimacy,
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citizens' perceptions on the level of corruption in a country was used. And for output legitimacy,
citizens’ evaluations on government performance were considered. The dependent variable of this study
is SWD.
The first main finding of this thesis is that each of the sources of support have a significant
effect on individuals’ SWD, supporting the first hypothesis. This analysis showed that the evaluation
of government performance was the largest predictor of SWD, swiftly followed by the extent to which
citizens felt their views were represented. Perceived lack of corruption had the third strongest effect and
feeling that voting has an impact was found to have the weakest effect on citizens’ SWD.
The second finding relates to the sources of support of democrats and non-democrats. It was
found that the feeling that voting has an impact matters significantly more for democrats’ SWD than
for non-democrats, thereby finding partial support for the second hypothesis. For the other variables,
the differences between groups were not significant. Looking at the importance of the variables within
the group, however, shows that for democrats the most important determinant is feeling like their views
are represented and for non-democrats the evaluation of government performance. This shows that
within the groups, different considerations matter more for their SWD and suggests that individuals’
expectations of the ideal government do play a role in determining their level of SWD.

Limitations and recommendations for future research
One of the main points on which this study could be improved is related to the group of non-democrats.
This has been a difficult group to study, for two reasons. First of all, operationalising the group of nondemocrats was difficult due to a lack of data on citizens' support for non-democratic alternatives. Only
the WVS made the decision to question citizens on their preferences of different political systems.
Unfortunately, the WVS did not provide the opportunity to operationalise other independent variables
of the study. Therefore, the decision was made to use data by the CSES and operationalise democrats
and non-democrats by only their support for democracy as a regime. This has been accounted for
partially in the theoretical framework, arguing that regardless of whether people actively support nondemocratic alternatives or merely are not strongly committed to democracy, their main driving force is
the outcome. Regardless, it would have been better if the groups were established from both their
support for democracy as well as their support for non-democratic alternatives. Therefore, future
research could make use of the WVS data to dive deeper into the motivations of democrats and nondemocrats.
Furthermore, the group of non-democrats was small, only 258 respondents compared to the
2550 respondents that represent democrats. The general rule of quantitative analysis is: the larger the
sample, the better. Therefore, it was unfortunate that the group of non-democrats was relatively small.
It is unclear what the consequences of the sample size of this group have been for the outcome of the
results. It could possibly be that the size of this group affected the significance of the interaction effects
in table 7, since table 8 did show signs that differences between the group were different. Further
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analysis would be required to see whether the differences between democrats and non-democrats would
become more significant once the group of respondents increases. For future research, it would be
recommended to study a larger sample, for example by studying multiple countries at the same time.
This suggestion also ties into a different shortcoming of this study: the small geographical scope. The
focus was only on Germany, which limits the generalisability of the results. Although Germany is
considered quite a typical case, at least among the older European democracies, one can still wonder
whether the results found here were specific to the context in that country. Future research should
expand the scope and focus on different regions. Here, the theoretical framework was based on
European understandings of democracy and the conscious choice was made to focus on older
democracies. However, there could be interesting results if one were to compare, for example, old and
new democracies since it is argued that understandings of democracy differ between these countries
(Hernández, 2016).
The last possible limitation relates back to the concept of political support. Although David
Easton’s work on political support has been considered as very influential, it is also considered to have
certain empirical shortcomings. There are difficulties with separating diffuse and specific support, since
it is likely that these indicators are correlated with each other. This raises some questions about the
validity of the operationalisation of the objects of support for regime principles and practice: support
for democracy as a regime and satisfaction with democracy. However, this is a problem that is quite
common in political science. Many concepts are very complex and contested, and it is never possible
to know for certain what citizens are thinking when interviewed for surveys. Therefore, one can never
be sure what certain survey items refer to. To limit questions about the variables' validity, I have used
existing literature on understandings of SWD and democracy as a regime, presented in the theoretical
chapter, to justify the use of these variables.
There are many different directions in which future research can go. Above, I suggested
solutions to a few of the shortcomings of this study, but future research can also build on this work and
go in a different direction. I would recommend that future research dives further into the effect that
various national contexts can have. In this study, I did not control for any macro indicators since the
focus was on only one country. However, it could well be that, for example, the economic situation of
the country has an effect. It could be interesting to investigate this and the effect that economic
insecurity could have on democrats and non-democrats. Doing a time series analysis of one country
could show whether changes in the economic situation could have an impact on democrats and nondemocrats. It was hypothesized and shown that for non-democrats the outcome matters most, but one
can wonder whether input and throughput considerations remain as important for democrats in times of
more economic uncertainty. Unfortunately, the possibilities to do as such are limited, due to lack of data
that allows for classifying democrats and non-democrats. It was only in the wave of CSES used for this
study, the second one from 2001 to 2006, that this question was included, so this restricts possibilities
for a time series analysis.
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In the end, my main recommendation would be towards those gathering survey data, asking
them to include questions on citizens’ expectations and preferences of political systems in
questionnaires more systematically. This would allow research to dive deeper into the effect of citizens’
expectations of a regime on their support for the regime's performance, a topic that I have shown to be
worthwhile to consider.
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Appendix A
Table 9: Pearson's correlation matrix
1.
1. Age
2. Male
3. Female

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

12.

13.

14.

15.

0.001
-0.001
0.294***

-1.000***
0.002

-

4. Primary
education
5. Secondary
education
6. University

-0.314***

-0.067***

0.067***

-0.611***

0.061**

0.078***

-0.078***

-0.339***

-0.538***

-

7. Employed

-0.399***

0.067***

-0.067***

-0.232***

0.090***

0.139***

8. Unemployed

-0.070***

0.021

-0.021

0.050**

-0.070***

-0.286***

9. Not in the
labour force
10. Voting
matters
11. Views
represented
12. Lack of
corruption
13. Government
performance
14. Democrat

0.441***

0.230***

-0.118***

-0.105***

-0.865***

-0.233***

-

15. Nondemocrat

11.

-0.079***

-0.002

0.079***

-

0.010

-

-

0.015

0.011

-0.011

0.017

-0.014

-0.002

-0.049**

-0.089***

0.096***

-

0.045*

-0.020

0.020

0.038*

-0.022

-0.015

-0.091***

-0.058**

0.123***

0.213***

-0.086***
0.002

0.118***
-0.026

-0.118***
0.026

-0.096***
0.026

0.017

0.082***

-0.039*

0.019

0.030
-0.069***

-0.035

-0.013

-

0.146***

0.225***

-

-0.030

0.086***

0.023

0.296***

0.138***

-

0.106***

0.105***

0.126***

-0.106*** -0.105***

-0.126***

0.055**

0.062**

-0.062**

-0.072***

-0.010

0.089***

0.019

-0.084***

0.024

0.097***

-0.055**

-0.062**

0.062**

0.072***

0.010

-0.089***

-0.019

0.084***

-0.024

-0.097***

-1.000***

-

N = 2808
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002, own calculations
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Table 10: Variation Inflation Factor statistics
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
Age of respondent
Male dummy
Primary education dummy
Secondary education dummy
Unemployed dummy
Not in the labour force dummy
Voting matters
Views represented
Lack of corruption
Government performance
Non-democrat dummy

1.387
1.034
1.719
1.701
1.081
1.388
1.078
1.199
1.116
1.125
1.056

Source: Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, Germany, 2002, own calculations
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Appendix B

Figure 4: P-plot of the standardized residual of the regression
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Figure 5: Histogram on the distribution of the standardized residuals of the regression

54

Figure 6: Scatterplot between the standardized predicted values and standardized residuals of the
regression
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