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Representative democracy is under pressure: political trust, trust in parties and voter turnout have been on the decline. In order to remedy this crisis both politicians and academics have turned to different democratic institutionalizations to get the distrustful citizen back on board and engaged in politics. One of such institutionalizations is letting the citizen participate and decide on policy through avenues of direct democracy. In this research the previously theorized positive relationship between populist voters and direct democracy is refined in 3 ways: the biggest scale yet is used across 28 European democracies, populism is measured in a disaggregated manner to pinpoint exact characteristics that explain direct democracy support and the role of what populism travels with, left/right ideology, is investigated. 			Using a cross-country fixed effects OLS linear regression model the following expectations were tested: All three core-characteristics of populism (Anti-Elitism, Seeing the people as homogeneous & Manichean worldview) have a positive relationship with support for direct democracy and the more left-leaning a citizen is the more supportive of direct democracy. Finally a moderation was expected where the relationship between left/right ideology and direct democracy support would reversely moderated by each populist characteristic. The findings show that there is little variance in support for direct democracy among individuals and that this support is generally high with all respondents. Despite the little variance it is found that Anti-Elitism significantly predicts a higher support for direct democracy. For the other hypotheses no significant effect was found. 
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[bookmark: _Toc138412840]Chapter 1: Introduction

[bookmark: _Hlk136952148]Calls for more direct democracy are prevalent in the current political landscape. “More direct democracy to battle the cartel parties with its closed decision-making culture” (Forum voor Democratie, n.d.) and “more popular sovereignty through citizen-initiated referenda” (La France Insoumise, 2022) are just two examples from programs of different populist parties on both the left- and right political spectrum in Europe. That such parties use these appeals to ‘direct democracy’ is no surprise in light of the increased use of direct democracy mechanisms. These have been increasing ever since the representative democracy has been under pressure. This pressure consists of a declining voter turnout, trust in parties and other representative bodies (Dalton, Burklin & Drummond, 2001).  More and more citizens, such as populists, feel alienated from their current representative system. Moreover, this ‘representative crisis’ is visible in both consolidated democracies as in more recent established democracies.  Justifiably,  both in academic and societal context the focus is on how to remedy this crisis and turn the tide around. 							Direct democracy, in short, is the direct influence of the citizens on (national) policies without having intermediaries like representatives. Since this “crisis” of representative democracy, it is not just the voter that has turned their preference towards other more participatory forms of democracy but parties and governments have shifted focus too. With this they are aiming to find ways to engage the dissatisfied and disengaged voters. All in all, popularity towards this model has increased: since the 1970’s institutional reforms favouring more direct democracy mechanisms, like opportunities for referenda, have generally increased across established democracies (Scarrow, 2001; Qvortrup, 2017). So, both the provision and the use of referenda have increased in more established democracies like Belgium, Finland and Germany. This trend is especially visible in local government. 				The citizens that feel alienated from representative democracy in this crisis, such as populist supporters, have shown to support more direct forms of democracy, like referenda (Grotz & Lewandowsky, 2020). Through more direct participation, parties hope to give answer to this call and calm down this crisis and restore the quality of representative democracies. An example of this would be the populist Italian party ‘Movimento 5 Stelle’ who “exploits” this crisis of mainstream representative parties by making appeals to direct democratic tools (Manucci & Amsler, 2018). Whether direct democratic mechanisms, such as referenda, are the remedy to the malady of current representative democracy has been investigated more frequently in the past two decades but is still not fully explored. By fully exploring different possible venues within democracy or additions to representative democracy, this crisis could be turned around making democracy actually for all people by all people. Thus, exploring this further is socially relevant to turn the tide in the representative crisis and have policy reflecting the true needs of all the people. Specifically, do these calls for more direct democracy expressed by populist parties actually rhyme with the demands of their voters?  This research will serve to explore this theme further and look specifically whether and, more importantly, which citizens would be in favour of such extra mechanisms of direct democracy. 										Clearing up who is supportive of direct democratic mechanisms will help politicians tighten the gap between its constituents and themselves. This gap has been increasing in the past two decades where there is a decline in political trust visible due to perceived lack of responsiveness by politicians (Alesina & Wacziarg, 2000; Torcal, 2014). In this research we will specifically investigate whether there is support for the alternative of direct democracy among the strongly dissatisfied with current representative politics: populist voters. Are these voters casting their vote to non-mainstream parties because they are supportive of more direct influence and want to surpass these elite politicians in mainstream-parties? Populism shares a similar logic as direct democracy where people-centrism is one of its core characteristics where the people should rule and decide on policy thereby showing also showing a positive association between the two (Schulz, Müller, Schemer, Wirz, Wettstein & Wirth, 2018). Seeing whether the two are associated provides politicians with vital information on how they can engage these dissatisfied voters and whether the promise of direct democracy might be the remedy to closing this voter-representative gap.							In the bigger picture this can increase a democracy’s legitimacy, knowing whether institutional changes are wanted by the distrustful group that is part of the representative crisis; the populist voters. Or, whether they support populist parties as a protest vote against ‘the elite’ or other outgroups and cannot be bothered with increased venues of direct input on policy. This research will expand on the existing academic literature on this relationship (populist voting and direct democracy support) in three ways: by expanding the scope (cross-national across 28 European Democracies), using a disaggregated measure of populism and adding a crucial aspect that is often neglected or has been investigated on a (too) small scale: left-right ideology. By clearing this up, this thesis refines and tests the boundaries of the existing theory on populist’s positive stance towards direct democracy. 				In a recent quantitative review article in which 50 researches on populism were put under the loop, it was urged that future research should be more prudent when investigating populism and look at “what it travels with”(Hunger & Paxton, 2022). In the past two decades, according to Hunger and Paxton (2022) the numerous amount of empirics on populism often fail to demarcate populism from the ideology it is attached to. Such an ideology is the left-right political spectrum. An example of this imprudence is in a recent study where  the relationship between populist attitudes and referendum support was researched (Rose & Weßels, 2021). They conceptualized populism as being either extreme right-wing or extreme left-wing, labeling them in the same group: populist. Contrastingly, in this research the aim is to fill this gap in existing academic literature and not only investigate the relationship between populist voting and support for direct democracy, but also research whether the left-right ideology matters for direct democracy support (DDS) and its relationship with populist voting. Following the recommendation of Hunger and Paxton (2022), possible interactions between populist voting and the left-right ideology will be investigated. By clearly detaching populism from its ‘host-ideology’ (the ideology it is attached to, such as leftism or rightism) the isolated effects of pure populist characteristics on DDS can be measured in the European context, as well as the effect of individual’s left-right ideology on their DDS. Possible interactions between the three will be analyzed as well, as right-wing populism specifically might show a stronger relationship with DDS than left-wing populism for instance. Thus, the research question of this thesis is: 
RQ: To what extend does populist party support and left/right ideology explain individual’s direct democracy support?
In order to answer this research question a cross-national OLS linear regression analysis will be used. The values are measured for individuals from 28 different European democracies derived from the sixth survey round of the European Social Survey (ESS, 2012). In addition to that, populism will be analyzed by looking at the presence of populist characteristics in the parties that the surveyed voted for. These populist characteristics for each party are retrieved from the V-Party dataset (Lindberg et. al., 2022) in which experts for each country valued the country’s parties on a continuous scale. Three populist characteristics on which all parties were valued, are used in this thesis.									The thesis is structured as follows: first, the theoretical framework is worked out. In this chapter the model of direct democracy is explained, followed by the model’s relationship with populist voters and individual’s left or right ideology. Lastly, possible interactions between the two independent variables are discussed. Following theory and past empirics seven hypotheses are formulated in order to answer the research question. The hypotheses are followed by the Methods chapter in which the case selection, database, control variables, descriptives of variables and statistical model are discussed. In the following results section the hypotheses are tested using OLS linear regression models and evaluated on being accepted or rejected. Lastly, in the conclusion the results are put in context of social relevance, academic relevance and recommendations for future research are discussed.
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In this chapter first and foremost the model of direct democracy will be described, which will be narrowed down to the specific concept of interest: individual support for direct democracy. After that the concept and core characteristics of populism will be explained. Following this the relationship with populism, left/right ideology and direct democracy support will be illustrated using theory and the current state of empirics on these relationships. Finally, the expected effects are drawn up in seven hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc138412842]2.1 The model of direct democracy & individual direct democracy support			
Direct democracy is one of the many models of democracy that has been described in theory. A model of democracy, as concisely conceptualized by Held (2006), is “a theoretical construction designed to reveal and explain the chief elements of a democratic form and its underlying structure of relations” (Held, 2006, p.6). The model of direct democracy has been conceptualized in different ways. Held (2006) sees the contemporary model of direct democracy as derived by Marxist theory. Marx envisioned politics being replaced by pure self-regulation of the people after the communist revolution. Everything is decided collectively and directly by equal citizens and the remaining administrative tasks are fulfilled by routinely and directly elected citizens. All this was envisioned with the goal of preventing class domination and ensuring equality. Political bodies would be unnecessary if there were no classes and consequently no possible class struggle and domination of the bourgeoisie. 	In this conceptualization quite a lot of political participation is asked of the citizens. Indeed, in several studies direct democracy is seen as a form of participatory democracy. A commonly used index by Varieties of Democracy (Lindberg, Coppedge, Gerring, & Teorell, 2014) measures the direct popular vote as an element of the ‘participatory component index’. This index focuses on the participatory aspect of democracy, in which the active political role of the citizens is emphasized in order for a democracy to work properly.				This Marxist account of direct democracy has received different critiques, one of which is the impracticality of a self-regulative people. This critique is given by Weber (1978). In light of the modern nation-state he deems direct democracy as described by Marx (with directly elected executives and eventually self-regulation) not realistic. It would only be workable in smaller communities of truly equal citizens. Therefore, Weber argues, the state cannot be fully replaced by self-regulation due to coordination that is needed on state-level by a bureaucracy. Moreover, Weber argues that the current state does not have an equal and classless citizenry as envisioned by Marx. There is no homogenous people but a plurality with different power relations among these people. This critique is now more relevant than ever, with the growing literature on populism and populist attitudes (Wuttke, Schimpf & Schoen, 2020).  Seeing the people as a homogeneous body that is able to decide on policy that is best, is one of the distinct characteristics of a populist party as described by Mansbridge and Macedo (2019), which will be addressed later. 						Macpherson (1977) recognized Weber’s criticisms, but still was convinced that the conservative, class dominance maintaining state could be transformed. He envisioned a direct democracy in a less radical manner and allowed there to be parties operating in a parliamentary structure. He argued for participatory democracy in which direct democracy played a crucial role. The party competition will make sure the plurality of views are covered, however the parties must be directly controlled and held accountable from bottom-up. Thus, the direct democracy is in full-self managed organizations of citizens that check the parties. In this view the scale of a state becomes less of a problem, even though scale remains of some concern. Macpherson’s theory is not unique in the sense of regarding direct democracy in light of participatory democracy. It is argued that institutions of direct democracy provide chances for citizens to participate more in politics and their democracy. An example of this is a study in which it was found that the presence of ballot initiatives can increase the probability of voting of a citizen (Tolber, McNeal & Smith, 2003). This sounds promising in light of the declining voter turnout prevalent in the representative crisis.				Apart from participation, the central value that is upheld in the model of direct democracy is popular sovereignty, according to Altman (2010). Altman vouches for institutionalizations of direct democracy as a way of fixing the aristocratic nature of current representative democracy, where passive suffrage is used by the same group of elite. Popular sovereignty is described as the freedom of equal individuals from the state. Through freedoms and ability of direct involvement can the citizens be protected from state domination and arbitrary interventions of the state. Adding to that, popular sovereignty is endorsed in this model since citizens are seen as strongly autonomous and capable of deciding what is best for them and their community as a whole (Altman, 2010). For critical readers, this statement might hint at the assumption that there in fact is some common will of the (homogeneous)  ‘people’, which will can and will be linked to the logic of populism. Next to that, again, a lot is asked of the citizen in this view of democracy. 							To get an idea of just how much, it is interesting to look at a totally different view that was advocated before Macpherson’s time: Schumpeter’s (1976). In advocating for a representative democracy with a large role for parties, he deems the citizen uncapable in making decisions let alone being able to rule in name of the common will (Schumpeter, 1976). In this account he claims citizens to have a reduced sense of responsibility of making decisions on national affairs and just not informed enough to make decisions on such scale (Schumpeter, 1976, pp. 260-261). Even though a lot is asked of the citizen in Macpherson’s model, in the more modern view the expectation of the citizens’ capabilities is still high but also less demanding. Altman (2010), for instance, is realistic concerning the recurring problem of scale and demands of the citizen in this model. Therefore, he subscribes to a more narrow conceptualization of direct democracy that is suitable for the modern age. This narrowed-down conceptualization boils down to the ability of citizens to have direct input on policy within a representative democracy through citizen-initiated mechanisms (initiatives) and referenda. 											In this investigation a narrow conceptualization of direct democracy will be applied as well. In order to investigate an individual’s support for this model it is useful to look at a more specific institutionalization of the model that is known to most citizens in established democracies: referenda and initiatives. Moreover, these two processes that fall under ‘the model of direct democracy’ are most widely used in modern day (Lupia & Matsusaka, 2004). A referendum is a democratic decision-making procedure where usually the legislature initiates a vote on policy (Renwick & Sargeant, 2021). Citizens can decide on policy by casting a vote, usually with only a ‘yes’ and ‘no’ option, on a policy proposition approved through a certain amount of signatures by the legislature (Matsusaka, 2005). An initiative works to other way around and is a bottom-up decision-making process. It is a new law proposed by citizens that is put up for ballot after a certain number of signatures by other citizens with suffrage is achieved (Matsusaka, 2005).  						To narrow the conceptualization down even more; the focus of this research will be on individual support for direct democracy. Previous research on this topic has regarded this concept, which from now on we will call direct democracy support (DDS), as the degree to which citizens find institutionalizations of direct democracy desirable. More often than not, this is operationalized by academics as whether a citizen would prefer more direct input (compared to the current state of decision-making) on policy through initiatives and/or referenda (Bengtsson & Mattila, 2009; Donovan and Karp 2006; Bowler et al. 2007). As mentioned by a recent review article on support for different models of democracy, the most common conceptualization in literature of the model of direct democracy is “support for direct citizen participation in decision-making or concrete instruments for direct citizen influence like referenda” (König, Siewert & Ackermann, 2022, p. 2029).This conceptualization, support for the concrete instrument of influence: referenda, will be applied in this research as well. Using this similar conceptualization will help the aim of this thesis: build on the existing literature and refine the existing theory.
[bookmark: _Toc138412843]2.2 Populist Party Voting 										
In this thesis the ideational approach towards populism will be applied. This approach was coined by Laclau, who was first to treat populism not as simultaneously a movement and ideational, but as just an ideological phenomenon (Laclau, 1977, p. 144). In this approach that means that populism is not seen as a rhetoric used by citizens and politicians to achieve the deeper economic goals or incite movements. Contrastingly, in this approach populism is seen as a set of ideas held as a result of normative motivations instead of pure materialistic motivations (Hawkins & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017). Since the focus of this study will be on voting for a populist party as a possible association with DDS, it is useful to regard populism as a possible set of normatively motivated attitudes held by citizens which motivate their vote for a populist party. Mudde (2004) provides a concise conceptualization for this approach: 
An ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous 	and antagonistic groups, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite’, and which argues 	that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the 	people. (p. 543)
In order to pick apart the relationship between populism and the model of direct democracy it is useful to demarcate populism in a supply- and demand side. This distinction within the concept ‘populism’ as conceptualized by Guiso, Herrera, Morelli, and Sonno (2017) is simply the voter side and the representative/party side. Much previous research has been focused on the supply side of populism which focused on populist rhetoric or the mechanisms behind the rise of populist parties (Elchardus & Spruyt, 2016). The other side, demand, is about what citizens want and more specific: individual’s votes for populist parties. This fits the earlier mentioned ideational approach to populism, since it does not purely look at economics or structuralist phenomena. Important to note here, is that there is always an interplay between the demand and supply side. From the supply-side this means: how populist leaders and parties spark populist sentiment through rhetoric for example to achieve personal gains such as more votes. However, as Elchardus & Spruyt (2016) argue, it is likely that there already is a sentiment among the people or attitudes within the citizen that this supply-side tries to resonate with. These attitudes are motivators for party preferences, which are expressed through voting. Populist attitudes have shown to be good indicators for populist party preference, at least in the Dutch case (Akkerman, Mudde & Zaslove, 2014) but also across different European democracies (van Hauwaert & van Kessel, 2018). 				The populist attitudes have been a more recent focus of academic literature of populism (Wuttke, Schimpf & Schoen, (2020). Especially, since populism is seen as a ‘thin ideology’ (Mudde, 2004) by a growing group of academics in the field. It is thin in the sense that it can combine with deeper ideologies (thick ideologies) and is not necessarily left-wing or right-wing for example. When regarding populism as a thin ideology, one can distinguish populism as an ideal-type as illustrated by Zaslove (2008). One can focus on some core elements and attitudes that fit the populist character and/or a populist party, apart from ones thick ideologies (like the left-right political spectrum). On these core populist party characteristic and attitudes there seems to be a bigger consensus in recent years. Wuttke and colleagues (2020) have constructed a review article on the academic field of these populist characteristics. 										Looking at the demand-side: the core of being populist is the presence of multiple necessary attitudes. It is necessary in the sense that all attitudes have to be present in order for someone to be considered populist. An individual that just contains one attitude will not be labeled as being populist. The one attitude that is agreed upon in most literature is Anti-Elitism (Wuttke et al., 2020). This is the sentiment of citizens that the elite are corrupt, self-focused and not respecting the will of the voter. What stands out, is that most research on populist attitudes take three attitudes that together form the populist. Anti-elitism is the common denominator in the different researches. The other two are differing across studies. One takes ‘preference for more popular sovereignty’ and ‘belief of the people as homogeneous and virtuous’ as the other two factors for example (Schulz, et. al., 2018). However, the popular sovereignty or often labeled as ‘people-centrism’, is not used in the research. The reason for this is its tautological nature with the direct democracy support, which is advised to be avoided to be able to measure an isolated effect of populism on DDS (Gherghina & Pilet, 2021). This aspect is elaborated on further in the following section. Another commonly mentioned component is the Manichean Outlook/Worldview. (Wuttke et al., 2020). This is a dualistic and antagonistic worldview dividing people in either ‘good’ citizens or ‘bad’ elite (Erisen et. al., 2021), often expressed through a ‘us versus them’ narrative. In this research the focus will be on the three attitudes as well; anti-elitism, belief of the people as homogeneous and the Manichean worldview. 					As mentioned earlier, this demand-side goes hand in hand with the supply-side in which parties try to resonate with these attitudes. Logically, parties that are considered populist try to apply these core attitudes as characteristics in their rhetoric and party programs. In their research on populist parties, Fernández-García and Luengo (2018) distinguish three core party characteristics that fit the three attitudes seamlessly. They identified populist parties to contain the similar three elements as found on the demand-side: anti-elitism, people-centrism/seeing the people as homogeneous and Manichean worldview (in their research described as the clear conflict driven rhetoric of the virtuous people versus the ‘others’). In their research they conclude that populist parties contain all three characteristics and that other non-populist parties can (partially) contain one or two characteristics without being populist. This result is in line with Wuttke et al. (2018) regarding attitudes; all three attitudes/characteristics are necessary in order for it to be populist, albeit an individual or a party. Thus, the same three attitudes/characteristics seem to be relevant for both supply- and demand side and are therefore the relevant elements when looking at citizens’ votes for a populist party. 											The degree of how populist a party is that someone voted for, can and has been measured on these three core characteristics of populism (Rooduijn, 2014; Fernández-García & Luengo, 2018; Sato & Arce, 2022; Di Cocco & Monechi, 2022). Next to that, following a recent review article of populism’s supply side, it was recommended to measure populism in parties as a degree to which multiple dimensions are present (Meijers & Zaslove, 2021). This is needed since the ideational approach has a multifaceted conceptualization of populism that cannot be captured by one dichotomous measure. Therefore, to be able to build and expand on empirics, these same characteristics (Manichean Worldview, Anti-Elitism, People as Homogeneous) will be used in this research to capture the degree of populism of a party someone voted for. 	
				
[bookmark: _Toc138412844]2.3 Through thin: Populist Voting and Direct Democracy Support				
First, before going into each of the three characteristics of populism individually, it is important to look at populism’s fit with direct democracy in general. The most straightforward thing to note is that direct democracy provides populist voters with a way to cut intermediaries (like ‘corrupt elite’) and decide on policy as the people (Peters & Pierre, 2020). A thorough theoretical explanation as to why populism and direct democracy are a good fit is given by Espejo (2017). She beliefs that this fit is (at least partially) due to the way populists view the people in their country. A democratic way of looking at the people is by regarding them as a process (Espejo, 2017). The people as a process is conceptualized as follows: 
The people are regarded as sufficiently unified to act so that it can function as the 	ground and limit of the constitutional order, but open and complex enough to escape 	the appropriation of its will by any one person or group. (Espejo, 2017, p. 608)
Contrastingly, populists regard the people as some fixed entity with certain features. This is exactly such an ‘appropriation of its will by one group’. This immediately implies a normatively undemocratic notion that persons without these features would not belong to the people. Since in the populist view the people are one specific group within the state, they betray democracy’s essential element of plurality. Views that do not fit the group are just seen as views that do not make up the common will of the populists’ people (Espejo, 2017). Consequently, a simple majority of these ‘true’ people can prevail in constituting democracy through a direct democratic system. Thus, direct democracy’s focus on popular sovereignty in the populist view is a constricted popular sovereignty in which just one ‘true’ people make up this sovereignty. Populists believe the will of this people to be the true common will of the nation, and are willing to neglect the plural views of minorities or even regard them as not true to the character of their nation. The logic of direct democracy suits this constricted vision on popular sovereignty in which just a small majority could decide on policy that goes for all, even for minorities that voted against such policy.	`						Looking at past research, there is a common aspect worth mentioning. The difficulty in researching this logical fit between DDS and populist attitudes specifically is that of the somewhat endogenous nature of this relationship. Theoretically, there is an overlap in populism and direct democracy, where in both concepts ‘the people’ are at the center and intermediaries (elite) are circumvented. In a recent review article it is argued that numerous papers use measures of populist attitudes that are conceptually really close to conceptualizations of DDS causing robustness problems (Gherghina & Pilet, 2021). Measures for populist attitudes such as people centrism (the voice of the people should be the core of democracy) show a tautological nature with support for direct democracy (the people decide). A way to circumvent this common difficulty is to disaggregate the populist attitudes and leave out ones that would show tautologic problems. As mentioned earlier, this advice is applied in this research. First, the measures of people-centrism as populist party characteristic are left out. Secondly, the focus of this research will not be on populist attitudes but on populist voting. Thus, the focus will be on how populist a party is that someone voted for and its relationship with the supportiveness of referenda among the voters. This also helps take away some of the endogeneity of the relationship that an attitude-attitude relationship would have, since one is an action (voting for a populist party) that could be measured more clearly in time before the attitude is measured.									However, focusing on this different conceptualization of populism (populist voting instead of populist attitudes) does not take away all problems. In this research the interest is specifically on whether the people who voted for a populist party, who commonly promote direct-democratic values to voters (Bowler, Denemark, Donovan & McDonnell, 2017), are supportive of these values too. It might be the case that direct-democracy support is mainly among the supply side of populism and does not translate to the demand side and that voters voted for other reasons. This still leaves some ambiguity about the directionality of the relationship. Concerning this, it is not realistic to argue for one coming before or causing the other. Logically, you cannot measure whether a populist voter had a support for direct democracy before they voted for a populist party or vice versa. Formulated differently: whether a person was populist first or a supporter of direct democracy first. 			Consequently, looking at past research on the relationship between populist voting and DDS, the prudence with claiming a certain direction in the relationship is visible. One research that is in line with proposed theory by Espejo (2017) shows a positive relationship between the two. This survey study by Trüdinger and Bächtiger (2023) shows that populist voters in Germany show a positive attitude towards direct-democratic instruments such as referenda. A different research provides a similar picture: across six populist parties in Germany, Belgium and the Netherlands, the voters for these parties show a positive association with a desire for more direct democracy (Pauwels, 2014). Both studies looked at voters of populist parties first and then the associated support for direct democracy. 	Contrastingly,  Bowler and colleagues (2017) paint a different picture. They find citizens in three non-European established democracies that voted for a right-wing populist party do not necessarily share the sentiment of the party they voted for when it comes to direct democracy. The voters did show a dissatisfaction with the current representative system, but were not necessarily a supporter for more direct institutionalizations of democracy. However, this was purely focused on right-wing populist parties in three non-European democracies. In sum, the association between populist voting and DDS remains contested and worth looking into on a larger scale in Europe than Trüdinger and Bächtiger (2023) and Pauwels (2021) did, and including all populist parties instead of just right-wing party voters like Bowler et. al. (2017) did. Following  Espejo’s (2017) theory and the studies that were also done in European context, the general expectation in this thesis is that voters of populist parties show a higher support for more direct democracy. 									More specifically, each of the earlier mentioned components of populism could be theoretically linked to DDS. These components are theorized to explain support for direct democracy. Firstly the anti-elitism component that is a necessary characteristic for a party to be populist, means that the populist party and citizens are more hostile towards representative democracy and its main-stream parties than non-populist parties and citizens (Mohrenberg, Huber & Freyburg, 2021). In order to circumvent these elites it is theorized that populist citizens prefer a more direct way to influence policy where self-interested intermediaries cannot muddle with the citizen’s preferences. In practice you already see that populist radical right parties in European democracies advocate for more direct influence of the people (Mudde, 2009; Bowler, Denemark, Donovan & McDonnell, 2017). Anti-elitism as core attitude of being populist is theorized to be part of this demand but also as a party-characteristic on the supply-side. Populist citizens and politicians see themselves as the virtuous people and other politicians and elites as corrupt (Galston, 2018), and because of this attitude they prefer direct influence, like referenda, where the popular sovereignty can flourish and the elite’s influence avoided. As mentioned earlier, this populist attitude element is a good indicator for populist party preference (Akkerman, Mudde & Zaslove, 2014; van Hauwaert & van Kessel, 2018). 									Therefore, it is to be logically expected that citizens with this attitude element (Anti-Elitism) would prefer parties that adhere higher anti-elitist sentiment in their party policies and structure. In short, anti-elitism in party policy and structure could be associated with a citizen’s preference for more direct influence. The populist party supporters could have supported them partially because of the party’s anti-elitist sentiment and consequently their promises for more input of ‘the people’ through referenda. Therefore, the following is expected and will be empirically tested:
H1: Supporters of more Anti-Elitist parties show a higher direct democracy support. 
	Next, the belief of the people as homogeneous, is theorized to be an explainer for DDS. If one believes that there actually is a general will and that all citizens of a nation are a homogeneous group with shared values, one could see a simple aggregation of votes as decider for policy as fair. Since a plurality of views do not need to be represented, policy could be decided by one singular judgement of the homogeneous people (Müller, 2017). If this component of the populist attitude is there, one would be more open to mechanisms like referendums where policy is decided by the majority. A party that applies this view of the people in their policy will likely stand for direct democracy since they believe that their voters are the ‘true’ people and can decide on policy by a simple aggregation of their votes. This necessary element of populism is one that is in contradiction with populism’s direct opposite: pluralism (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013). Consequently, Populist actors like parties deny one of the central values of democracy/polyarchy (Dahl, 2020). They do not believe in the co-existence of multiple ‘wills’ but believe in just one general one that fits the homogeneous whole.  In finding a common denominator among populist parties, this belief by populist parties that they address a homogeneous people is present in all European populist parties around 2014 (Rooduijn, 2014). These parties and their supporters believe the majority in direct democracy to be the homogeneous group that represent the general will, consequently it is believed this homogeneous majority qualifies as a proper democratic government (Urbinati, 2017). So, it is theorized that when citizens support parties that apply this ‘homogeneous people’ element, they are more favourable to a majority rule that is inherent in direct democracy. This brings us to the following hypothesis:
H2: Supporters of parties that see the people as more homogeneous, show a higher direct democracy support.
The last core element of populism, the Manichean Worldview, is described as a ‘friend’ versus ‘enemy’ logic. It is a clear antagonistic dichotomous distinction that is the worldview of populist parties and their supporters. This might be regarded as a necessary extension of the anti-elitist logic. Populists not only divide the world into the people and the elite, but specifically see this as a conflict between the two groups (Jacobs, Akkerman & Zaslove, 2018). But, the ‘enemy’-label can be applied to other groups too, like the Dutch party PVV that focuses its antagonistic view towards immigrants.  Since populists seem to think they are the ‘virtuous’ majority, namely the ‘true homogeneous people’, they might see a referendum as a way to sideline this ‘evil’ minority. A referenda for them would be a perfect way to express the ‘us versus them logic’ with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’-vote against the “others”. Again, what constitutes this evil minority differs among the ‘thick’ ideologies attached to the thin ideology of populism. An example would be the Brexit-referendum where the ‘Leave’ side showed a populist nativist character and clearly applied this antagonistic worldview towards the elite in Brussels and immigrants (Iakhnis, Rathbun, Reifler & Scotto, 2018). To conclude, the final hypothesis concerning this relationship is as follows: 
H3: Supporters of parties with a stronger Manichean Worldview show a higher direct democracy support

[bookmark: _Toc138412845]2.4 Through thick: Left-Right Ideology and Direct Democracy Support			
As mentioned earlier, Populism is seen as a thin-centered ideology and could attach to thick ideologies. One of such thick ideologies is the age-old left/right ideology in both politics but also within political attitudes. To extent on existing literature on direct democracy support, this thick ideology will be investigated as explainer for DDS. The scope of this research is the established democracies in Europe as will be discussed in the Methods section. It is of interest to look at this thick ideology next to the thin ideology of populism since the thin ideology is always attached to the thick ideology. This means: there is right-wing populism and left-wing populism. In order to measure the isolated effect of populist party support on DDS, it is important to demarcate it from the most common thick ideology it is attached to; the left/right ideology. This research its added value to the field comes by investigating the explanatory capacity of the left/right ideology, which will show whether it is mainly the thick or thin ideology that explains the individuals direct democracy support. 					Previous research has investigated the relationship between populism and DDS, in which the main focus is often on European cases or on Latin-American cases. Important to note here is that populist parties in Europe are predominantly right-wing and in Latin-America left-wing (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013). Consequently, most Europe-focused research on the relationship between populism and DDS has possibly measured the relationship between right-wing ideology and DDS instead of just populism and DDS. Some exceptions have been made, where both a left-wing and a right-wing populist party was used. However, these researches are smaller in terms of scope, focusing on three European countries maximum and the left-right ideology was not used as a possible explainer for DDS (Pauwels, 2014; Jacobs, Akkerman & Zaslove, 2018).  In this research the scope will be extended by taking into account 28 European democracies. Moreover, the aim of this research is to provide insight in the explanatory power of both the left-right ideology controlled for populist voting and vice versa. Thus, investigating the role of this  thick-centered relationship will refine the current empirical landscape on the populism-DDS relationship.						Looking at the empirical landscape in this theme, the relationship between thick ideology and DDS seems to point at a better fit with the left-wing than the right-wing. At the supply-side of politics the left parties and politicians in established democracies like the Netherlands show more support in their narrative and program towards direct democracy than center and right-wing parties (Michels, 2009). Moreover, looking at the demand-side, in a notable research it was investigated whether there is a difference in citizens on the left or right of the political spectrum in supporting more direct democracy. In a case study of New Zealand, Switzerland, Canada, Norway, Sweden and Finland it was found that citizens on the left were significantly more supportive of direct democracy in three countries (New Zealand, Norway and Sweden) and only in Switzerland the right-wing citizens had higher DDS (Donovan & Karp, 2006). So, the general trend in their research points towards the politically left to be more supportive of direct-democratic instruments such as referenda, since Switzerland is an extreme case considering its already intense use of direct-democratic instruments in their Cantons. 									Looking at theory concerning direct democracy and ideology there are two main avenues in theory on who supports direct democracy. One is the new politics theory and the other is the dissatisfied citizen theory. In the first it is argued that due to the post-materialistic world of the past decades citizen’s education and available information (on politics) have increased. Consequently, the political competence and political interest among the citizens have improved. It is argued that this increased competence and interest generates a stronger willingness for citizens to participate in politics and thus be more pro referenda than in the past (Morel & Qvortrup, 2017). The other theory, the dissatisfied citizen hypothesis, has gained more support by empirical research. In this theory it is stated that mainly the people who are dissatisfied with current politics, distrustful of politicians and political parties are the ones that support more direct forms of democracy (Morel & Qvortup, 2017). This theory fits seamlessly with this thesis’ theme, where the focus is on the representative crisis and whether dissatisfied citizens are open to engagement trough other forms of democracy. This theory has come up on top in recent years when it comes to support of empirical findings (Morel & Qvortup, 2017). One of the many examples is the research by Schuck and De Vreese (2015) who used the same dataset (ESS round 6, 2012) as this thesis and found that those who were frustrated with the way the party-based representative democracy works are more supportive of the use of referenda. Therefore, it seems that especially those dissatisfied with democracy are supportive of direct democracy. 									Interestingly among these dissatisfied citizens the thick ideology seems relevant again. Apart from the expectation of left-wing in general having a better fit with direct democracy it is relevant to look if this is the same among these dissatisfied as well, as they are at the center of the representative crisis. Bengtsson and Mattila (2009) investigated which Finnish citizens were open to alternative models of democracy instead of the pure representative model. They found that it is mostly the Finnish citizens dissatisfied with the current state of their democracy that support alternative models of democracy such as direct democracy or stealth democracy. Stealth democracy would be the model where there is even less citizen involvement than representative democracy and decision-making is centered around efficiency and done by independent non-elected experts (Bengtsson & Mattila, 2009; Hibbing & Theiss-Morse, 2002). But, among these dissatisfied citizens, again the left-wing citizens were more supportive of the more participatory alternative: direct democracy. The dissatisfied right-wing citizens were more supportive of the passive alternative: stealth democracy.  So, even among the group who are dissatisfied with the status quo and want a change, the left-wing citizens seem more open to changes towards direct democracy specifically. Apart from this it is important to note that in thesis the thick ideology is seen as a continuum, so someone can be more left-leaning that another left citizen. In that sense, the more left a citizen is the more open that citizen would be change and have higher DDS. To sum up, on basis of the empirics on the relationship between the left-right spectrum and DDS the following hypothesis will be tested in this research:
H4: The more left-leaning a citizen is, the higher its support for direct democracy

[bookmark: _Toc138412846]2.5 Through Thick and Thin: Left/Right-wing Populism and Direct Democracy Support	
To conclude the theoretical framework, the last focus will be on how this left-right ideology might interact with populist voting and their combined relationship with DDS. Since it might not be as straightforward as putting thick and thin together and assuming that populist voters who are also left-wing show a higher DDS. First and foremost, it is important to note the difference between the two thick & thin combinations; left-wing populism and right-wing populism. In respect to populist parties, there are a few characteristics that both sides share and there are some differences. Study shows that the common populist party characteristics that left and right share are the familiar ones: Anti-elitism, virtue of a homogeneous people and a Manichean Worldview (Ivaldi, Lanzone & Woods, 2017). What is different between the two sides, however, is who is considered to be part of the people. The left-wing parties investigated in this study (Podemos & the Five Star Movement) showed a more economically inclusive interpretation of the people. The right-wing parties (Front National & Lega Nord) showed a conception of ‘the people’ that was more ethno-cultural. Their conceptualization  of the people was more exclusionary and anti-immigrant with a focus on who are the true French/Italian people (Ivaldi, Lanzone & Woods, 2017). Interestingly, populist right and left differed on their aim for democratic reform as well. Among the four investigated parties, the right-wing parties showed more calls for referenda while the left-wing parties called for both more referenda and other participatory forms of democracy like deliberative bodies. Thus, right-wing and left-wing populist parties have common thin-centered characteristics, but have different ways of filling in these characteristics: exclusive vs. inclusive character and direct democracy reform vs. more deliberative democracy reform. 					What about the voters? The left/right populist voters also seem to share some attitudes but also have some differences, just like the parties. In a research by Vasilopoulos and Jost (2020) it was investigated whether populist voters of parties with different thick ideologies were psychologically different from each other. Measuring psychologoical traits such as openness, agreeableness and stance towards authoritarianism, they found that populist voters on the left of the spectrum showed different relationships between these traits and their populist support than the right-wing populist supporters. The trait ‘openness’, for instance, was a stronger predictor for left-wing populist support (voters with higher openness are stronger supporters of inclusionary populism) than for right-wing populist support. Interestingly, like the populist parties, the distinction between left and right populist support is consistent with distinction of inclusive vs. exclusive populist support: left-wing populist voters showed more inclusionary traits and right-wing voters more exclusionary traits ( Vasilopoulos & Jost 2020). So, to summarize, populist supporters and parties differ on the distinction of left-wing vs. right-wing populism which is synchronous to the distinction of inclusive versus exclusive populism. 								Now, we will turn to how this distinction relates to one’s support for more direct democracy. This research will build on previous research that has been done on the relationship between populist party support and DDS. As discussed, the expected positive relationship of all three necessary populist (party) characteristics and DDS has been researched several times in the past. In this research, the same effects will be investigated on a larger scale using all established democracies in Europe. Moreover, to expand the knowledge in this field, it is interesting to investigate the conditionality of these effects. Specifically, are both right-wing ánd left-wing populist party supporters a supporter of referenda? Moreover, does the effect of thick ideology on DDS stay the same when populism is thrown into the mix? In order to pick apart this relationship it is useful to look at a theory on the earlier mentioned distinction between different populist parties in the modern age of democracy: exclusionary versus inclusionary populism as theorized by Mudde and Kaltwasser (2013). 	In this theory, populism can be valued as inclusionary or exclusionary. Materialistically this would mean whether a populist party is more inclusionary or exclusionary on who falls under the distribution of state goods.  Politically, this would mean whether a populist party regards certain groups as equal players in the democratic system or not. With inclusionary populism like in Latin-America, but also in smaller numbers in European democracies, populist parties can have a bigger focus on the socio-economic cleavage in terms of the people versus the elite. They tend to be more inclusionary and focused on the materialistic dimension and an equalitarian redistribution. (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013). These (socio-economic) left populist parties are inclusionary in the sense that they want redistribution of wealth towards all ‘classes’ in society and less (monetary) power in the hands of a small (elite) minority. In contrast, you have the right-wing populist parties that have their focus more on the political, and socio-cultural dimension specifically. These type of populist parties are most prevalent in European democracies, where  post-materialistic politics have become nearly as important for the voter as socio-economic politics (Inglehart, 2008). The focus of populist parties on the socio-cultural usually has an exclusionary character and focus on a Manichean worldview. It is a clear standpoint of the ‘true’ people that belong in their country versus the others; may it be elites or immigrants as in Le Pen’s or Wilder’s populist right (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2013). 				In contrast with thick ideology on its own, when populism is added in the mix it seems that exclusionary populism, a.k.a. right-wing populism seems to go well with direct democracy. This was foreshadowed by the stance of exclusionist Front National and Lega Nord in the research by Ivaldi and colleagues (2017). Bellamy (2018) theorizes that referenda have an exclusionary character in the sense that it is possible for a small majority to push through their preference into policy while disregarding the preferences of all of the rest. The often binary character of a referendum makes it so that an either/or choice has to be made on an issue where a multitude of views are held, instead of just two. As argued by Chambers (2018), the referendum is a tool that has a good fit with populist majoritarianism. By populist majoritarianism she means the exclusionary populist party sentiment in which they argue there is a majority of ‘true’ inhabitants of that country that should have more influence over the other minorities. However, following the logic of Mudde & Kaltwasser, it might be too general to see populism as a whole to be exclusionary and thus a good fit with direct democracy and referenda specifically. Following their argument, Chambers might be talking about exclusionary right-wing populism specifically. But, there are more inclusionary left-wing populist parties too. So it seems not as simple as putting thick and thin together. The left/right ideology combined with populism seems to show a different character. The left-wing populists are more focused on inclusionary measures and thus more weary of direct democratic instruments and their more exclusionary nature. This nature seems to fit the sentiment of right-wing populism better. Thus, in this research this distinction will be evaluated and added to the previous hypotheses and the boundaries of this relationship can be investigated. Consequently, following this logic, the expected effect of thick ideology changes around when combined with populism. Since right ideology in general seems to be more pro representative democracy and less supportive of too much individual input in policy. However when combined with populist it is expected to show a more exclusionist character than right ideology in general therefore having a better fit with referenda support than the inclusionary character of left-wing populism. 									This addition to the existing literature will shed light on the nuances within a concept that oftentimes used in a too general sense: populism and populist parties. Looking at the empirical landscape on these nuances within populism and DDS, the conducted research still seems limited. As mentioned earlier, a large amount of studies fails to demarcate the concept of populism from the ideology “it travels with” (Hunger & Paxton, 2022). One study has been conducted in which the relationship between right-wing populist party support and DDS was investigated in New Zealand, Australia and Canada (Bowler, Denmark, Donovan, & McDonnell, 2017). They found that right-wing populist voters do not have a higher DDS than voters of the other major parties in these countries. However, they investigated the relationship with direct democracy promises of right-wing candidates and DDS of the citizens that voted for these candidates. Moreover, they researched the difference between populist right-wing parties and the rest and not specifically the difference between right-wing (exclusive) versus left-wing (inclusive) populist parties. In this research the focus will be on this exact difference and these two types of populist parties will be compared specifically. Next to that, the scope of the research will be bigger since all European democracies will be used. Thus, this research will extend on the generalizability of previous findings and the validity by investigating the conditionality of thin ideology on the left/right ideology-DDS relationship. 												Thus, Based on the theory by Mudde & Kaltwasser (2013), Chambers (2018) and previous empirical investigation by Ivaldi and colleagues (2017), it is expected that the relationship of  left/right ideology and DDS is affected by the thin ideology it travels with. Specifically, the effect of left/right ideology on DDS is expected to be reversed when populist support is attached to it. Combined together, the right-wing shows a more exclusionary character which has a better fit with the majoritarian character that dichotomous referenda have. Following this logic, three hypotheses will be tested in this thesis:
H5: The previously hypothesized effect of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by support for an Anti-Elitist party.  
H6: The previously hypothesized effect of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by supporting a party that sees the people as homogeneous
H7: The previously hypothesized effect of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by supporting a party with a Manichean Worldview. 

[bookmark: _Toc138412847]2.5 Summary & Overview Hypotheses								
	Following described theory and empirics, in Table 1 a short overview of all hypotheses is given.		













											
Table 1

	Overview of Hypotheses

	Hypotheses

	H1
	Supporters of Anti-Elitist parties show a higher direct democracy support.

	H2
	Supporters of parties that see the people as more homogeneous show a higher direct democracy support.

	H3
	Supporters of parties with a Manichean Worldview show a higher direct democracy support

	H4
	The more left-leaning a citizen is, the higher its support for direct democracy

	[bookmark: _Hlk137826955]H5
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by support for an Anti-Elitist party.  

	H6
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by support for a party that sees the people as homogeneous

	H7
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by supporting a party with a Manichean Worldview. 


	












[bookmark: _Toc138412848]Chapter 3: Methods

After construction of the theoretical framework the method needed to test the drawn up hypotheses is described in this chapter. First, the used data and its properties are described. Followed by the operationalizations for all the theoretically relevant concepts and its properties. After, the used control variables and motivations for including them are described followed by the used statistical method and its diagnostics. 

[bookmark: _Toc138412849]3.1 Data Sources & Case Selection									
In order to test the hypotheses, data from both the ‘European Social Survey: round 6’ (ESS, 2012) and ‘Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem): V-Party’ (Lindberg et. al., 2020) were used. Firstly, the European Social Survey is an individual level dataset in which a sample of citizens is taken from each democracy in Europe. The ESS project is academically-driven and focuses on individual attitudes and beliefs for each country and thus provides the possibility for both cross-national analyses and within-country analyses. For this research the ESS was used in order to capture the dependent variable: Direct Democracy Support (DDS). As mentioned, this concept is operationalized as to what extent a citizen prefers more direct input on policy through referenda than currently is the case in their country. One of the independent variables, self-placement on the left/right political spectrum was also included in this survey round of the ESS. Therefore, in this research the sixth round of ESS was used. This survey was conducted in participating countries between 2012 and 2013					This round contained the right survey questions to capture the concepts aimed to analyze in this research and has been used by others investigating DDS in the past (Leiniger, 2015; Fernández-Martínez & Font Fábregas, 2018; Heyne, 2019). This round contained an overall of 54,673 respondents aged 15 or older, spanning across 30 European countries. Respondents living in the following countries were surveyed: Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, Albania, Iceland, Israel, Kosovo, Norway, Switzerland, Russian Federation, Ukraine.												Next to the ESS, the ‘V-dem: V-Party’ (Lindberg et. al., 2022) set was used. This set is different from the ESS in the sense that no citizens are surveyed, but instead an aggregate of expert judgements is measured. This dataset was chosen as it ticks all boxes that fit the ideational approach to populism best: it is multidimensional (three elements), expert measured and alle dimensions are measured on a continuous scale, as recommended by Meijers & Zaslove (2021). In the V-Dem dataset each country includes about 5 expert judgments on Democracy-measures. These judgements are consequently aggregated to get an average degree of certain values. The V-Party dataset is a specific project of the Varieties of Democracy Institute where experts make educated judgments on parties’ policy preferences and organizational structures. This specific dataset has provided the ability to get a sense of how populist parties are in the countries where the respondents from the ESS (2012) come from. The main advantage of this V-Party dataset was the disaggregated character of their measures on populism, which fit the first three hypotheses. After merging both datasets 24,760 respondents were left in the database. This meant that about 20,000 respondents in the ESS could not be linked to the V-Party dataset due to several reasons: ESS-respondent did not vote for a party, respondents voted for a party not present in the V-Party or the respondent was not yet the legal age to have cast a vote. 

[bookmark: _Toc138412850]3.2 Dependent Variable Measure									
[bookmark: _Hlk136694377]The survey question in ESS (2012) that was used to measure DDS is as follows: ‘Citizens have the final say on political issues by voting directly in referendums’. Participants could indicate to what extent they agreed with this statement on a scale that ranged from 0 to 10. Where respondents picking 0 found it not important for democracy at all and those picking 10 found it extremely important for democracy in general. As mentioned earlier it was chosen to look at referendums as institute of Direct Democracy since this is the most commonly used in modern day democracy and is the most realistic direct democratic addition to the existing liberal representative democracies. In the merged and thus reduced dataset used in this thesis, 24,760 respondents evaluated this DDS statement on the 0-10 scale. On average these respondents evaluated this statement with 8.28 (SD = 2.04). Thus, concluding from this mean, generally people showed a noticeable support for referendums. 


[bookmark: _Toc138412851]3.3 Independent Variable Measures								
[bookmark: _Toc138412852]3.3.1. Degree of populism in party voted for							        In order to measure the degree of populism of a party someone voted for, it was of essence to be able to connect the respondents of the ESS (2012) to this degree. In order to do that, the V-Dem: V-Party (Lindberg et. al., 2022) set was used. In this database experts from the selected case-countries have made expert estimates of the party characteristics that fit the three elements of populism that were conceptualized in the section above: Anti-Elitism, People as Homogeneous and Manichean Worldview. These three characteristics of parties are respectively operationalized in the V-Party dataset as follows: “How important is anti-elite rhetoric for this party?”, “Do leaders of this party glorify the ordinary people and identify themselves as part of them?” and “Prior to this election, have leaders of this party used severe personal attacks or tactics of demonization against their opponents?”. The three questions were answered by experts on a scale from 0 up until 4. For the Anti-Elitist statement, 0 meant ‘not at all important’ and 4 meant ‘very important. For the People as Homogeneous statement, 0 meant ‘never’ and 4 meant ‘always. Lastly, for the Manichean Worldview statement, 0 meant ‘always’ and 4 meant ‘never’. Important to note here is that the concept-measure fit of People As Homogeneous was not fully synchronous, as the measure in the ESS had some elements of people-centrism instead of just purely regarding the people as homogeneous. Prudence when interpreting these results, therefore, was needed. 					In order to complete the populist party support variable, knowledge was needed about the citizens that were surveyed in the ESS. By linking the V-Party set on how populist a party is, and the party preference of the surveyed one can assess the degree of how populist voters in the ESS were. In the ESS (2012) the respondents were questioned on the party they voted for in the last election. Therefore, the measures in V-Party on degree of populism on the three elements of a party were aimed to be taken from the most recent election of a country before 2012 (when the ESS was conducted). This provides a time structure in the data and measurement that suits the proposed directionality in the hypotheses, following example of Bowler and colleagues (2017). Namely, citizens already have a populist party preference that they expressed through a vote and therefore also have a stronger DDS which was measured in the time after they expressed their party preference.						However, not all parties that individuals voted for were present in the V-Party dataset. Due to this some individual cases were lost. Next to that it is important to note that not all V-Party measures of the parties voted for are from the same year due to different election years and availability issues[footnoteRef:1]. Some V-Party measures were only available in the year(s) after 2012, due to closeness in time to the ESS measure (2012-2013) it was chosen to keep these in the dataset. Parties that were voted for in the ESS that only had a V-Party record that was from 2004 or older were left out as this measurement would be too far away from the ESS measure harming the reliability of the measure. Important to note here, is that the parties voted for that were not present in the V-Party dataset were usually the parties with a small amount of votes (up to 50 ESS votes). All the bigger parties were present in the V-Party. Lastly, for countries that have multiple national votes, like Germany, Lithuania, France and Ukraine, the national party votes were used instead of the one-member district votes or presidential candidate vote. 	After removing all ESS respondents that either did not vote, were not legal age to vote, voted ‘other’ or voted blank, 24,760 respondents were left which could be linked to the V-Party measurements. Thus, in the dataset used in this thesis 25,339 respondents were removed from the original sixth round of the ESS (2012). On average the expert-rated degree of ‘Anti-Elitism’ (ranging from 0 up until 4) across all European parties that the ESS respondents voted for was 1.39 (SD = 1.07). The average degree of ‘seeing the people as homogeneous’ was 1.61 (SD = 1.03). Lastly, the average expert-rated degree for parties’ ‘Manichean Worldview’ was 2.88 (SD = 0.83) [1:  In Appendix V individual’s votes from ESS for all parties of each country are included with the corresponding and the year of recording of the V-party measurement (if the party was present in the V-party dataset). ] 

[bookmark: _Toc138412853]3.3.2. Left-Right Ideology  									       In order to test the last four hypotheses it is of essence to know respondents’ thick ideology. As suggested in the hypotheses, the left-right ideology is best regarded as a continuum. Meaning, it is better to be measured on a scale moving from extreme left to extreme right rather than measuring it as a dichotomous variable; either left- or right-wing. Thus, the concept of left-right political ideology was operationalized as respondents self-placement on a scale ranging from 0 to 10. In the ESS round 6 (2012), the respondent was asked to place themselves on a scale from left to right. In this scale 0 was expressed to be extreme left and 10 was extreme right. To this question, 2268 respondents either did not know where to place themselves on the scale or did not answer. From the remaining 24,760 respondents, the average self-placement on the scale was 5.09 (SD = 2.46). Meaning, the average self-placement in the sample used was almost exactly centered in the middle of the political spectrum

[bookmark: _Toc138412854]3.4 Control variables										
In order to be able to measure the effect of the variables of interest, it was isolated by adding some general variables that could affect the relationship under investigation (Field, 2013). Next to that some substantive controls were added, which are theoretically motivated why they should be controlled for in this section. For all control variables the descriptive are presented the following section in Table 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc138412855]3.4.1. General control variables
Concerning the individual level data of the ESS (2012) some more general controls were applied. In line with previous research in this field (Trüdinger & Bächteriger, 2023), these controls are added as basic indicators of personal characteristics, socio-economic status and general stance towards current politics. The following attributes were controlled for: the age of the respondents (in years from 15 and higher),  their gender (1 = male, 2 = female), highest level of education and political trust. The highest level of education was operationalized into 7 categories: 0 = other, 1 = less than lower secondary, 2 = lower secondary, 3 = lower tier upper secondary, 4 = upper tier upper secondary, 5 = advanced vocational/subdegree, 6 = lower tertiary education/BA level, 7 = higher tertiary education/MA level or higher. Next, political trust, was operationalized as a respondent’s trust in political parties (0 = no trust at all, 10 = complete trust) and trust in their country’s parliament (0 = no trust at all, 10 = complete trust). The trust in parties or parliament could be correlated with both support for populist parties and more direct democracy and were therefore included so that the variance explained by these two variables was removed leaving an isolated effect that was desired to capture. Interest in politics was added as a general control as well. This was measured on a scale from 1 (very interested) up until 4 (not at all interested). Lastly, a socio-economic control was added: the respondents’ household total net income. This was measured in 10 deciles, 1 being the first decile in which people have the lowest net income. The value 10 indicated being in the top decile of total net income.
[bookmark: _Toc138412856]3.4.2. Substantive control variables
As mentioned in the theoretical framework a certain group in general is expected to be more supportive of alternative models of democracy. In the current crisis of representative democracy there is a general decline in people their satisfaction with their current system (Dalton, Burklin & Drummond, 2001). So satisfaction with how democracy in one’s country could be an explainer for both voting for populist country but more importantly: support for other forms of democracy such as more venues for direct citizen influence on policy. Previous research already have shown that these alienated and dissatisfied citizens tend to be the supporters of more direct democracy (Grotz & Lewandowsky, 2020). Therefore respondents’ satisfaction with how democracy works in their country was added as control variable in this research. In this way it was prevented capturing a negative stance towards the current system through a positive stance towards a different system. By controlling for this, it was more accurately measured if people were actually more favourable of being involved through referenda instead of just showing dislike for the current system through a pro-referenda stance. This variable was captured in the ESS (2012) and could be answered on a scale from 0 (extremely dissatisfied) to 10 (extremely satisfied). 					Another substantive control variable that was added concerns electoral losing or winning. By example of Donovan and Karp (2006), who investigated popular support for direct democracy as well, this was added. What was expected was that the voters that voted for a party that lost will be more likely to be supportive of referenda in the years after the loss. Through referenda these ‘losers’ can still push through their own policy preferences even though their party has not managed to make it into government. To prevent capturing just resentment from losing in national elections when measuring direct democracy support, this control variable was added. In the V-Party dataset by Lindberg and colleagues (2022), this variable is captured by the statement “Does this party support the government formed immediately after this election?”. This question was answered by the country’s experts with four possible answers: 1 = ‘Yes, as senior partner, the head of government belongs to this party’, 2 = ‘Yes, as junior partner, the head of government does not belong to this party, but one or more cabinet ministers do’, 3 = No, party is in opposition to the government’ and 4 = Not applicable. No government took office based on this election yet’.  				Following Donovan and Karp (2006), this control variable was operationalized as binary dummy. The values of 1 and 2 from V-Party can be seen as electoral winners as the party made it into the cabinet. The values 3 and 4 can be seen as electoral losers. These values were recoded into 2. The values 1 and 2 were recoded into 1 as the party they supported did make it into government. Important to note here, is that experts in V-Party did not code this variable for all analyzed parties. In total 6000 respondents voted for a party that ended up in government. And the dataset contained 11,738 respondents who are considered electoral ‘losers’. 	
					
[bookmark: _Toc138412857]3.5 Descriptives of the variables									
For all relevant and discussed variables the descriptive values are summarized in Table 2. The table contains the values of surveyed individuals from all the participating countries. The country specific values are not presented since the between-country difference was controlled for as the focus of this research was on the nested values on the within-group individual level. 

	Table 2 
	
	
	
	

	Descriptives of all relevant variables. 
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk135665499]Variable (Possible Values)
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Dependent Variable
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk135649931]Direct Democracy Support (0-10)
	8.28
	2.04
	0
	10

	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk135650271]Anti-Elitism Party Voted For (0-4)
	1.39
	1.07
	0
	4

	People as Homogeneous Party Voted For (0-4) 
	1.61
	1.03
	0
	4

	Manichean Worldview Party Voted For (0-4)
	2.88
	0.83
	0.17
	4

	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Placement on Left-Right Spectrum (0-10)
	5.09
	2.46
	0
	10

	
	
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk136352421]Age (15- N/A)
	51.74
	16.77
	16
	103

	Gender (1-2)
	1.49
	.50
	1
	2

	Highest Level of Education (0-7)
	4.36
	3.34
	0
	7

	Trust in Political Parties (0-10)
	3.68
	2.45
	0
	10

	Trust in Country’s Parliament (0-10)
	4.37
	2.62
	0
	10

	Interest in Politics (1-4)
	2.34
	0.84
	1
	4

	Household Net Income (1-10)
	5.38
	2.75
	1
	10

	Satisfied with How Democracy Works (0-10)
	5.46
	2.49
	0
	10

	Electoral Win or Loss (1-2)
	1.68
	0.47
	1
	2

	Note: N = 24,760, SD = standard deviation, Min = minimum value, Max = maximum value
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al., 2022)



[bookmark: _Toc138412858]3.6 Methods												
The aim of this research was to investigate thick & thin ideology’s effect on DDS on a largest scale yet, including 28 established democracies. Multiple countries are taken into the research, but the measures all took place on the individual level since the focus is on individual’s direct democracy support. However, the merged ESS and V-Party dataset does have some degree of a multi-level character. Although most data is measured on the individual level (micro-level), the degrees of the populist elements of a party are meso-level. Despite this character, all measures could be interpreted on the individual level since this degree of populism of a party was connected to the individual’s vote: what is the degree of populism of the party that the respondent voted for. Therefore, a multi-level statistical estimate was not needed in this thesis. Next to that, since theoretically the focus is not on possible between-country differences, a random effects model was not needed either. However, the data is multi-leveled in character which has to be taken into account when modelling estimates. The focus was on the individual, making between-group differences irrelevant. The theoretical interest was not on effects over time either, making longitudinal effects irrelevant. Consequently, an OLS-regression analysis with fixed effects was used to account for the data’s multilevel character (Hayes, 2006). The strength of this chosen model is that between-group differences, in this case between-country differences, are controlled for since an intercept for each country individually is included (Bryan & Jenkins, 2016; Snijders and Bosker, 2012). In other words: all possible between-country confounders are controlled for in one go in this model (Steenbergen & Jones, 2002) This provided the analysis with an isolated measure of micro-level effects, which are the theoretical interest in this thesis, without contamination of latent effects that living in a certain country might have had.  						The model used was built up starting with first running an empty model. Meaning, a model with just the dependent variable of this thesis: Direct Democracy Support. Doing this showed the variance in DDS across all respondents that were included in the analysis. After running the empty model, a stepwise addition of the relevant predictors was used. As suggest by Field (2018, p. 529) the model was built up in a way that logically fitted the hypotheses. Each new model was run with one of the independent variables first. Doing this helped show each predictors’ effect on DDS on its own and in combination with control variables. After running all models for all the individual level effects, a compiled model was used where all the populism predictors (Anti-Elitism, People as Homogeneous and Manichean Worldview) were included. This helps show how each populism component affects DDS controlled for the other two populism components and with that checked the robustness of the effects. After that, a model was run with all variables: the populism variables and the self-placement on the left/right scale. This helps show each individual variable’s effect on DDS while all other variables are controlled for. Building the model up like this provided insights in the effects of predictors on their own and potential composition effects (Field, 2018).  Finally a model was run where the moderation hypotheses (H5, H6 & H7) were tested. Although not presented in the tables in the results, for each model the fixed effects country dummies were added in the regression that was run. In order to have a more structured overview of the effects of interest, these county dummies were left out. However, these are visible in Appendix IV 

[bookmark: _Toc138412859]3.7 Model diagnostics										
Before going into the analyses it was important to test the data on a few assumptions that needed to be met in order to run an OLS regression analysis. These are respectively: a normal distribution of the model’s residuals, linearity between the independent variables and dependent variable, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity. First, the assumption of normality of the model’s residuals was violated[footnoteRef:2]. There was a degree of negative skewness and kurtosis. Meaning, the mean is much higher than the median and there is little variance around this mean. This is due to the fact that most respondents in the sample size evaluated the DDS statement (Citizens have the final say on political issues by voting directly in referendums) relatively high on the 0-10 scale (M = 8.28, SD = 2.04), exceeding the median of five[footnoteRef:3]. However, with a sample size as big as the one used in this thesis (about 20,000 respondents for most models that were run) the normality of the sample generally is less of a problem when estimating coefficients (Field, 2013; Wilcox, 2010).						Linearity was tested by running a linearity analysis through a simple comparison of the two means. This was done for each hypothesized predictor variable and DDS individually. The relationship for Anti-Elitism and DDS was linear; F(52, 26,631) = 302.18, p < 0.001. The same was the case for ‘People as Homogeneous’ and DDS; F(48, 26,635) = 281.17, p < 0.001. The last populism measure, Manichean Worldview, and DDS had a linear relationship too; F(38, 26,645) =  274.96, p = 0.001. Lastly, the relationship with self-placement on the left/right spectrum and DDS was linear too; F(10, 26,582) = 9.70, p = 0.002. 			As for the multicollinearity between the independent variables it is important that this is not too high to get valid measures. If this is too high, there is a too strong correlation between the independent variables and no isolated effect of each independent variable on the dependent variable can be measured. This would cause inflated standard errors, which could result in interpreting effects as not significant when they actually are significant (Allen, 1997). This potential bias in the regression analysis was tested by calculating the variance inflation factor (VIF) scores for each independent variable. VIF-scores that are below 10 indicate that there are no big multicollinearity problems (Field, 2013). The independent variables used in this thesis show no multicollinearity problems as the VIF-scores were all below 3.5. Even after adding all control variables the VIF-scores were no higher than 4. [footnoteRef:4]				The final assumption for an OLS regression analysis is the homoscedasticity assumption. As the residuals of the data were not normally distributed it is no surprise that this assumption is not met. The Breasch-Pagan test was significant (p < 0.001), which meant that the data is heteroscedastic. This test is suitable for both normal an non-normal distributions, and therefore still a robust test for homoscedasticity (Honda, 1985). The scatterplot of the residuals and predicted values shows some heteroscedasticity too; the scatters are not equally spread out around the zero[footnoteRef:5]. To account for this and make the interpretation of the results more robust, two measures were taken. The first is allowing for between group differences to be there and control for these clustered standard errors through using a fixed-effects model. The fixed-effects model controls for groups and thus takes out between-cluster bias of the standard errors (Cameron & Miller, 2015).  In this particular case the groups were controlled for by making dummies for each individual country and adding them to the model. The second measure taken was testing the robustness of significant effects by including heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors to the model. These standard errors account for any clustering of the data around countries or within-groups such as regions (Hayes & Cai, 2007). Both the normal standard errors were interpreted but also the robust standard errors of the models that showed a significant effect to check the robustness of this effect.  [2:  skewness = -1.50,  kurtosis = 2.29, the P-P plot is presented in Appendix III showing a slight tail deviating from the normality line. ]  [3:  Transforming the dependent variable (log-transform, square root transform or reciprocal transform) had no added value in bettering the normality of the model. Therefore the original dependent variable was used.]  [4:  See Appendix I for all the VIF-scores]  [5:  The scatterplot is presented in Appendix II] 



[bookmark: _Toc138412860]Chapter 4: Empirical Analysis and Results

Using the methods described above, in this chapter the hypotheses will be tested and evaluated. First and foremost the models that were needed to test the hypotheses will be described and also summarized in tables. After that, the amount of variance in DDS that is explained by the regressed models is discussed. At the end a short overview of all hypotheses is given with an evaluation on whether they are supported by the statistical analyses or not. 

[bookmark: _Toc138412861]4.1 Hypothesis Tests											
[bookmark: _Toc138412862]4.1.1. Through thin: Populism hypotheses
To start, following the theory section, the effect of populism on direct democracy support is investigated. Populism was disaggregated in three core party characteristics on which people in the survey have voted. The first characteristic is Anti-Elitism. It was expected following theory that supporters of parties with stronger Anti-Elitist character would show a stronger support for direct democracy. This was expected as referenda are a way to circumvent the elite, such as mainstream politicians, and therefore are preferred by people that have voted for an anti-elitist party. In Table 3, the first model shows the individual effect of the degree of anti-elitism of the party voted for on DDS. As visible in both the model with just the one predictor and model 2 with all controls: Anti-Elitism has a positive relationship with DDS (t = 8.31, p < 0.001). This result is robust against the homoscedasticity assumption not being met as the effect is still significant with cluster robust standard errors: t =3.23, p = 0.001. This means that the respondents that voted for a party that had a higher degree of Anti-Elitism according to country experts, show a higher support towards referenda than people who voted for less anti-elitist parties. To be more specific, every point increase in anti-elitism of a party voted for (on a scale from 0 up until 4) goes with an increase of 0.15 in DDS (on a scale from 0 up until 10). The effect is not large, but is to be expected due to the kurtosis of the dependent variable and the low explained variance in DDS as a result of this skewness and kurtosis. Although the increase is modest, it is in line with the expectation set in hypothesis 1: citizens who voted for more anti-elitist parties show a stronger support for direct democracy. 	The second hypothesis concerned the relationship with the second of three populism characteristics a party can hold: seeing the people as homogeneous. It is expected that this characteristic, just like Anti-Elitism will have a positive relationship with direct democracy support. This was expected from theory and previous research that could be summarized as: voters who see the people as homogenous expect there to be one general will that will fit the people as a whole. Consequently, referenda (and their often dichotomous character) are perfect to express this singular will into policy where the plurality of views from minorities are out of the picture. As visible in model 3 in Table 3, the unrobust effect of voting for a party that sees the people as homogeneous more, increases the DDS. After adding the controls in model 4, the positive relationship is still significant and thus robust: t = 7.24, p < 0.001. This effect was robust against heteroscedasticity too, since the effect was still significant with cluster robust standard errors: t = 2.41,  p = 0.033. This means that with every point increase in the party voted for seeing the people more as homogeneous (on a scale from 0 up until 4) the DDS increases with 0.16 (on a scale from 0 up until 10). This is in line with hypothesis 2: citizens who voted for a party that see the people as more homogeneous show a stronger support for direct democracy than citizens who voted for parties that see the people less as homogeneous. However, prudence with this result is needed as will become clear after adding all populist variables.											The third and last populist characteristic central in this thesis is the Manichean Worldview. Just like the other two populist party characteristics, it was expected that people who voted for a party with a stronger degree of Manichean Worldview also show a stronger support for direct democracy. Since this worldview consists of a clear logic of ‘us, the people’ versus the evil others it was expected to fit nicely with referenda since it is often a dichotomous choice of two options. This fits the logic of the majority deciding on policy and sidetracking the evil others/minority. Referenda fit the dualistic character that is the core of the Manichean worldview. As shown in Table 3, the effect of voting for a party with Manichean worldview on DDS is significant. After adding control variables in model 6 this relationship stays significant and thus is more robust: t = -5.09, p < 0.001. This effect is robust against the homoscedasticity assumption not being met since the effect stays significant after interpreting the cluster robust standard errors: t = -4.25, p < 0.001. To conclude, this means that with every point increase of Manichean worldview of a party voted for (from 0 up until 4) the DDS decreases with 0.17. Even though this is a negative relationship, it is still in line with the hypothesis. This is because the statement for Manichean worldview was stated the other way around in the expert analysis of V-Party. On a scale from 0 up until 4, 0 meant frequent use of demonization of political opponents while 4 meant seldom to no use of this narrative.. Thus, people who voted for a party with more frequent expressions of Manichean Worldview showed a higher support for direct democracy than citizens who voted for a party with less frequent use of Manichean worldview. Again, however, with this characteristic prudence is needed as the robustness is doubtful when all populist characteristics are added to the model.	As shown in model 7 and 8 in Table 4, once all three populist party characteristics are put together the predictive power of ‘seeing the people as homogeneous’ and Manichean worldview depletes and is no longer significant. The one characteristic that was robust against addition of the other populist predictors was Anti-Elitism. So, it can be concluded that out of the three core elements of populism, anti-elitism specifically explains stronger support for direct democracy. The other two characteristics turn out to not be robust and thus only the first hypothesis is supported by the data and hypothesis two and three are rejected in the end.	A possible explanation for why a stronger Manichean worldview of a party voted for does not explain DDS is two-sided. First, it is possible that the supply-side of populism do implement this worldview, such as the Brexit leave-campaign (Iakhnis, Rathbun, Reifler & Scotto, 2018) but that the voters were not motivated to vote for a populist party due to this populist party characteristic. As visible from the results in this thesis, the anti-elitist character was the stronger characteristic that correlated with DDS. It might have been that the party voted for showed this worldview but that voters did not demand for this part of populism and did not internalize this characteristic altogether resulting in a low explanatory power of this characteristic. For these voters it might have been a by-product that they accepted but did not care for too much.										Second, it could be the case that the anti-democratic character in the Manichean Worldview does not bode well with being pro referenda. It might be that the people that have a higher DDS show a stronger pro-democratic character in general and do not see a Manichean worldview fitting in that picture. They support referenda as a way of promoting democracy and therefore are not supportive of antagonistic narratives towards people with different viewpoints. They could see referenda as a way of letting all people have a voice instead of shutting one down or antagonizing certain voices which is prevalent in the Manichean worldview narrative. This feeds into the conflicting findings of direct democracy support where some research see the pro-democratic citizens who are interested in politics to be especially supportive of referenda (Donovan & Karp, 2006) and other research sees the dissatisfied with representative democracy and pro-technocratic citizens to be especially supportive of direct democratic institutionalizations to hold politicians/technocrats accountable if needed (Hibbing & Theiss-Morse, 2002). Thus, the findings of this thesis seem to be more in line with those of Donovan and Karp (2006) and the supporters of parties with Manichean worldview and its anti-democratic character do not show higher DDS. 		The similar logic concerning the pro-democratic motivation for having higher DDS could also explain why the effect of voting for a party that sees the people more as homogeneous does not have an effect on DDS. It could be the case that people who are pro direct democracy are especially fond of the opportunity for every view to have a voice. Seeing the people as homogeneous does not fit with this pro-democratic logic of having a high DDS. It might be that the supporters of referenda do not necessarily support them to let a specific majority rule and sideline minorities, but are supportive of referenda in a more general and less tactical sense: letting all voices be heard and decide on policy. 
[bookmark: _Toc138412863]4.1.2. Through Thick: Left/Right Ideology Hypothesis
Next to thin ideology, the three core populist party characteristics, it was expected that thick ideology also has an effect on one’s support for direct democracy. As recommended by review articles on populism, in this thesis it was essential to detach core populist characteristics from what it travels with. Thus, in this thesis it is hypothesized that left/right ideology matters for explaining individual’s support in direct democracy. Following previous empirics on the general positive stance between (dissatisfied) left-wing ideology and DDS, it is expected that people who see themselves as more left-leaning on the spectrum show a higher DDS than people regarding themselves as less left-leaning or more right-leaning. As visible in Table 4 in model 9 and 10, ideology did not have a significant effect on DDS: t = 0.09, p = 0.367. This means that more left-leaning citizens do not necessarily show a higher support for direct democracy than people who are less left-leaning than them. So, the third hypothesis of this thesis is rejected. However, it could be moderated through populism, which is tested in the following section through hypotheses 5, 6 and 7. 					A possible explanation for not finding an effect of thick ideology could be the national  context. The method chosen in this thesis resulted in taking out between-country differences. These contextual factors might be of influence to the hypothesized relationship. In terms of this national context, the status quo theory could be relevant in explaining this non-effect. Research in the past decades have theorized and found support for this phenomenon in decision-making where people prefer keeping their world as it is (the status quo) over a change, even when this change is personally beneficial for said people (Morisi, Colombo & De Angelis, 2021; Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler 1991). This theory, as coined by Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler (1991), entails the risk averse attitude that is inherent in human’s psychology. People are biased towards the known and perceive new things and change as a risk to which they tend to be averse and an uncertainty they want to reduce. This bias towards the status quo is visible in all kinds of decisions. Political decisions, such as policy-decisions and how they are made, are one of them. Following this logic, citizens in general would be biased to rather maintain a status quo, such as their current representative system, than to support alternatives to the status quo, such as more instruments of direct democracy like referenda. Interestingly, however, this status quo bias is different for different types of citizens; the left/right ideological spectrum matters. 						As shown in a meta-analysis on this theory, where numerous researches on personality traits where compiled into one review, the psychological tendencies of risk-aversion, instability aversion and uncertainty reduction are significantly better predictors of conservative attitudes than of liberal attitudes (Jost, 2017; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski & Sulloway, 2003). Status quo bias is seen as a significant element of conservative ideology (Eidelmann & Crandall, 2012). Even the word conserve implies the logic of keeping things as is. In other words, conservative citizens seem to have a stronger status quo bias than liberal citizens. This status-quo hypothesis, next to the liberal/conservative dimension, can be linked to the right/left spectrum as well. In a large-scale comparative study on citizens in  28 democracies in Europe it was found that individuals’ resistance to change (which can be interpreted as preference for status quo) was strongly related with a right-wing orientation, especially for the Western-European countries (Aspelund, Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2013). To sum up, right-wing citizens seem more inclined to preserve the status quo and therefore are theorized to be less supportive of change like more direct democracy as addition to their current democracy. 											This could explain the non-effect of thick ideology since it might be the case that citizens in certain countries do not see the use of referenda as a change in the status quo. In countries like Switzerland, the use of referenda is not a change in status quo and thus the relationship between left/right ideology and support for direct democracy might matter less. Right-wing people in such countries might show to be just as supportive or even more supportive of referenda as it has been part of their system and status quo and is not seen as a change or development to their current democratic system. Indeed, using this thesis’ dataset a quick comparison between a ‘referenda-poor’ and a ‘referenda-rich’ country shows that in Switzerland, where an extensive amount of direct democracy and referenda are present, the right-wing people are significantly more supportive of direct democracy: 0.06 (t = 3.06, p = 0.002). So, it seems like the right-wing citizens support the status quo, which is extensive referenda use in Switzerland. To contrast: in Czechia were just two national referenda have been held before 2012, an effect of ideology on DDS is found too, but in the opposite direction:  -0.5 (t = -2.65, p = 0.008). So, for every point more to the right (on a 0-10 scale), the DDS decreases with 0.5 (on a scale from 0-10). This means that the data used in this thesis also seems to indicate that national context matters, specifically the status quo hypothesis seems to fit this quick descriptive analysis: the left-wing citizens in a country with little experience with referenda are more supportive of them than the right-wing citizens who would theoretically prefer the status quo without referenda. Concerning this possible effect, avenues for future research will be proposed in the following chapter. 

[bookmark: _Toc138412864]4.1.3. Through Thick & Thin: Interaction Hypotheses
Finally three hypotheses were drawn up in which a moderation of the populist party characteristics on the relationship between thick ideology and direct democracy support was expected. Following the theoretical distinction in populism between (cultural) exclusive populism and (economic) inclusive populism, as described by Mudde and Kaltwasser (2013), it is expected that the main effect of left/right ideology and DDS will be reversely moderated by populism, thus making the DDS higher for right-wing populists than for left-wing populists. So, the relationship with supporting a party that is anti-elitist, sees people as homogeneous or has a Manichean Worldview and DDS is stronger for citizens who placed themselves more towards the right on the left-right political spectrum. As visible in models 13 and 14 in Table 5, no interaction effects were significant. Meaning that Hypothesis 5 is rejected. So, the effect of voting for an Anti-Elitist party on support for direct democracy was not stronger for people more right-leaning than people less right-leaning or left-leaning (t = -0.96, p = 0.336). Hypothesis 6 is rejected as well. The effect of voting for a party that sees the people as homogeneous on direct democracy support is not stronger for more right-leaning citizens (t = 1.69, p = 0.091). Finally, hypothesis 7 was not supported by the data either. The effect of supporting a Manichean Worldview party on direct democracy support was not stronger for more left-leaning citizens (t = -0.05, p = 0.959). 					A possible explanation for this, firstly, is a straightforward one: the explanatory power of self-placement on the left/right scale is too low. It might be the case that the left/right ideology might not have mattered for one’s stance towards direct democracy altogether. Therefore, it still shows little to no difference between left and right when combined with the three populist characteristics. Consequently it could be that populist voters do not necessarily consider themselves right or left-wing. In this sense, the voters think of themselves as a populist supporter in the first place and do not necessarily identify with a thick ideology. Thus, populist supporters vote for a populist party in the first place because they display populist characteristics and ignore or accept the fact that in terms of thick ideology the party is not congruent with all of their views. This is an explanation that has been argued in the past where people with populist attitudes would support populist parties even though the issue positions are not consistent with the person’s personal views. This was found in earlier described research by van Hauwaert and van Kessel ( 2018) who also found populist attitudes to be a strong predictor of populist party support. 





















	[bookmark: _Hlk136509802]Table 3
	
	

	Linear (OLS) regression estimates of support for direct democracy on populist party characteristics voted for, Europe, 2012-2013. 

	Model
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b

	Intercept
	8.90***
	8.54***
	8.84***
	8.51***
	9.30***
	9.13***

	
	(0.06)
	(0.15)
	(0.07)
	(0.16)
	(0.07)
	(0.16)

	Country (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Other countries included in Appendix IV
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Anti-Elitism Party 

	0.14***
(0.01)
	0.15***
(0.02)
	
	
	
	

	People as Homogeneous Party

	
	
	0.14***
(0.02)
	0.16***
(0.02)
	
	

	Manichean Worldview Party
	
	
	
	
	-0.15***
(0.02)
	-0.17***
(0.03)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 
	
	0.00
(0.00)
	
	0.00
(0.01)
	
	0.00
(0.01)

	Gender (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
Female
	
	Reference
0.18***
(0.02)
	
	Reference
0.18***
(0.02)
	
	Reference
0.19***
(0.03)

	Highest Level of Education 

	
	-0.01*
(0.03)
	
	-0.01*
(0.01)
	
	-0.01**
(0.01)

	Trust in Political Parties 
	
	-0.02*
(0.01)
	
	-0.02*
(0.01)
	
	-0.03*
(0.01)

	Trust in Country’s Parliament 

	
	-0.04***
(0.01)
	
	-0.04***
(0.01)
	
	-0.04***
(0.01)

	Interest in Politics 
	
	-0.04*
(0.02)
	
	-0.05*
(0.02)
	
	-0.4*
(0.02)

	Household Net Income 
	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	Satisfied with How Democracy Works 

	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	Electoral Win or Loss (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Win
Loss
	
	Reference 
0.13***
(0.04)
	
	Reference
0.14***
(0.04)

	
	Reference
0.15***
(0.04)

	Adjusted R2
	0.06
	0.08
	0.06
	0.08
	0.06
	0.07

	N = 24,760
b unstandardized coefficient 
Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al. 2022)




	Table 4
	
	

	Linear (OLS) regression estimates of support for direct democracy on populist party characteristics voted for and self-placement on left/right spectrum, Europe, 2012-2013. 

	Model
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b

	Intercept
	  8.92***
	8.54***
	9.16***
	8.79***
	8.96***
	8.54***

	
	(0.09)
	(0.19)
	(0.07)
	(0.16)
	(0.10)
	(0.20)

	Country (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Other countries included in Appendix IV
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Anti-Elitism Party 

	0.15***
(0.03)
	0.15***
(0.04)
	
	
	0.14***
(0.03)
	0.15***
(0.04)

	People as Homogeneous Party

	-0.01
(0.03
	0.01
(0.05)
	
	
	-0.01
(0.03)
	-0.00
(0.05)

	Manichean Worldview Party
	-0.00
(0.03)
	0.01
(0.04)
	
	
	-0.01
(0.03)
	-0.02
(0.04)

	
Placement Left/Right Scale
	
	
	-0.01*
(0.05)
	0.01
(0.01)
	
  -0.00
  (0.01)

	
    0.01
   (0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 
	
	0.00
(0.00)
	
	0.00
(0.00)
	
	0.00
(0.00)

	Gender (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
Female
	
	Reference
0.20***
(0.03)
	
	Reference
0.19***
(0.03)
	
	Reference
0.20***
(0.03)

	Highest Level of Education
	
	-0.01*
(0.01)
	
	-0.01**
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	Trust in Political Parties 
	
	-0.02*
(0.01)
	
	-0.02*
(0.01)
	
	-0.02
(0.01)

	Trust in Country’s Parliament 

	
	-0.04***
(0.02)
	
	-0.05***
(0.01)
	
	-0.05
(0.01)

	Interest in Politics 
	
	-0.04*
(0.02)
	
	-0.04*
(0.02)
	
	-0.05
(0.02)

	Household Net Income 
	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	
Satisfied with How Democracy Works
 
	
	
-0.01
(0.01)
	
	
-0.01
(0.01)
	
	
-0.01
(0.01)

	Electoral Win or Loss (dummy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Win
Loss
	
	Reference
0.13***
(0.04)
	
	Reference
0.19***
(0.04)
	
	Reference
0.16***
(0.04)

	Adjusted R2
	0.06
	0.08
	0.06
	0.08
	0.06
	0.08

	N = 24,760
b unstandardized coefficient 
Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al. 2022)

	Table 5
	
	

	Linear (OLS) regression estimates of support for direct democracy on interaction between populist party characteristics voted for and self-placement on left/right spectrum, Europe, 2012-2013. 

	Model
	13
	14

	
	b
	b

	Intercept
	8.90***
	                  8.6***

	
	   (0.18)
	                (0.25)

	Country (dummy)
	
	

	Kosovo
	Reference
	Reference

	Other countries included in Appendix IV
	
	

	Independent Variables 
	
	

	Anti-Elitism Party
	    0.17**
 (0.06)
	0.21**
(0.07)

	People as Homogeneous Party
	0.09
(0.07)
	-0.14
(0.08)

	Manichean Worldview
	0.05
(0.05)
	-0.01
(0.07)

	Left/Right Scale
	0.01
(0.03)
	-0.01
(0.04)

	Anti-Elitism Party * Left/Right Scale

	-0.01
(0.01)
	-0.01
(0.01)

	People as Homogeneous Party * Left/Right Scale

	0.01
(0.01)
	0.02
(0.01)

	Manichean Worldview Party * Left/Right Scale
	-0.01
(0.01)
	-0.00
(0.01)

	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	

	Age 
	
	0.00
(0.00)

	Gender (dummy)
	
	

	Male
Female
	
	Reference
0.20***
(0.03)

	Highest Level of Education 
	
	-0.01*
(0.01)

	Trust in Political Parties 
	
	-0.02*
(0.01)

	Trust in Country’s Parliament 
	
	-0.05***
(0.01)

	Interest in Politics 
	
	-0.04*
(0.02)

	Household Net Income 
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	Satisfied with How Democracy Works
 
	
	-0.01
(0.01)

	Electoral Win or Loss (dummy)
	
	

	Win 
Loss
	
	Reference
0.16***
                (0.04)

	Adjusted R2
	0.06
	                 0.08

	N = 24,760
b unstandardized coefficient 
Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al. 2022)



[bookmark: _Toc138412865]4.2 Variance Analysis										
Since the focus of this thesis was on the individual level, it was of interest to see how much of the variance in DDS can be explained on this level. As visible in Table 3, running the model with just the country dummies, 5.8% of the variance in DDS is explained: F (28, 28,605) = 64.01, p < 0.001 (Adjusted R2 = 0.06). After adding the relevant variables, the three populism variables and the left-right scale placement, the explained variance is 6.1%: F (32, 24,728) = 51.14, p < 0.001 (Adjusted R2 = 0.06). After adding all variables, the previous model with all control variables added, the explained variance is 7.5%: F (40, 13,686) = 28.91, p < 0.001 (Adjusted R2 = 0.08). From this can be concluded that most variance in the dependent variable is between countries since 5.8% of the variance is explained after the country dummies were added to the empty model. The added micro-level predictors increased the explained variance in DDS to 7.5%, meaning that 1.7% of the variance in DDS was explained by the micro-level variables added to the model.   									It is safe to say that not much of the variance in DDS was explained by the regressed models in this thesis. Different methods have been used to change the model to increase the explained variance in order to unpack support for direct democracy as good as possible. Transforming the dependent variable in different ways (log-transform, square root-transform, reciprocal transform) or using models different from OLS linear regression had little to no effect on improving the explained variance. It seems to be the case that there was just little variance to explain in the measurement of DDS in the used dataset. Looking at the level of kurtosis and skewness in the dependent variable this is logical as most measurements cluster around the mean of 8.28. If the values for DDS of individuals barely differ, then predictors will not have  much predictive power either. The values on the predictor variables might differ substantially among individuals in the dataset while the values for DDS stay relatively similar. 											Nevertheless it was still useful to see if the hypothesized predictors had an effect. If in this dataset, where there is little variance in DDS, a significant explainer could be found it is theoretically relevant. It points towards a relationship that is there in the population and different measurements of the concept DDS with the significant predictors could be used in the future to see whether this relationship holds. If a relationship is significant in this model and dataset, which is not quite likely due to the small explained variance, it implies that such a relationship is robust and worth further investigation in future research. Thus, the found positive relationship between anti-elitism and direct democracy support seems strong and robust despite this low explained variance. 
[bookmark: _Toc138412866]4.3 Summary of the results										
To conclude this chapter, the conclusions for each hypothesis are briefly summarized in Table 5. The implications of these conclusions are put in the societal and academic context in the following chapter in which the main research question is answered. 

	Table 5
	

	Summary of the Hypotheses

	Hypotheses
	Support

	H1
	Supporters of Anti-Elitist parties show a higher direct democracy support.
	Yes

	H2
	Supporters of parties that see the people as more homogeneous show a higher direct democracy support.
	No

	H3
	Supporters of parties with a Manichean Worldview show a higher direct democracy support
	No

	H4
	The more left-leaning a citizen is, the higher its support for direct democracy
	No

	[bookmark: _Hlk136946092]H5
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by support for an Anti-Elitist party.  
	No

	H6
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by support for a party that sees the people as homogeneous
	No

	H7
	The hypothesized effect (H4) of left/right ideology on support for direct democracy is inversely moderated by supporting a party with a Manichean Worldview. 
	No









[bookmark: _Toc138412867]Chapter 5: Conclusion and Discussion

In this chapter the research question is answered, the implications for future theory and empirics on this topic is explained. Moreover, the limitations of this thesis with complementary recommendations for future research in this field is provided. 			Calls for direct democracy have been more prevalent in the past decades. Moreover, this research was conducted in the light of the representative crisis that has been developing in the past two decades (Dalton, Burklin & Drummond, 2001). In this crisis, voter turnout, trust in politicians and in representative bodies have declined and other avenues, such as institutionalization of direct democracy, have been in focus in order to turn this crisis around. Among the dissatisfied with the representative system, the populist voter has been the center of a vast amount of research in this time of representative democracy under pressure. As mentioned in the introduction of this thesis, the supply side of populism (populist parties) do not shy away from appeals to more direct democracy but what about the populist supporters?	The aim of this research was to refine this existing body of theory and empirics on these dissatisfied democrats (specifically populist supporters) and see whether they are open to new avenues in democracy, specifically direct democratic avenues. The added value of this research exists in the fact that populism is disaggregated so that specific characteristics of populism and their explanatory value in support for direct democracy can be investigated. Next to that, the boundaries of this relationship between populist support and direct democracy support are researched by specifically looking at populism and the thick ideology it travels with. By using a cross-country analysis, this research is first to investigate the effect of thin (populist support) and thick ideology (left-right ideology) on direct democracy support on this scale. Conclusions in this thesis can help specify and fine-tune the more general relationship that has been argued in the past and with that contribute to remedy the problem of the representative crisis. Consequently the research question at focus in this research was:
RQ: To what extend does populist party support and left-right ideology explain individual’s direct democracy support?
The most notable outcome in this thesis is that it is useful to disaggregate populism in distinct characteristics when researching its relationship to other constructs. As can be concluded from the first three hypotheses and the data used in this thesis, it is imprudent to conclude that populism in general has a good fit with direct democracy and referenda. In previous research where this relationship was analyzed there were differing conclusions. Some empirical evidence was found for a positive relationship between the two: populist voters are more supportive of referenda (Trüdinger & Bächtiger, 2023; Pauwels, 2014). While other founds there to be a negative relationship between the two (Bowler et. al., 2017). This thesis helps in explaining this discrepancy as it seems the case that not all core characteristics of populism are a good fit with direct democracy support. In fact, only Anti-Elitism seems to correlate with support for direct democracy while the Manichean Worldview and seeing the people as homogeneous do not.	 As explained earlier, all three characteristics are necessary in order to put the label ‘populism’ on it. Concluding from the analysis in this thesis it seems that not populism as a whole is a good fit with support for direct democracy, but specifically Anti-Elitism. Therefore, it is crucial to demarcate the different characteristics to capture the logic between the relationship between populism and DDS. As it seems that mainly the sentiment of circumventing the elite politicians is a motivator to the supporter of direct democratic avenues and not populism as a whole necessarily. 							The logic of being part of the ‘true’ homogeneous people and majority turned out not to be a motivator to support direct popular influence on policies. Neither did the sentiment of antagonizing the minority or minorities that do not fit the picture of the true homogeneous people and seeing referenda as a way to trump their input in policy and politics. This is a unique finding in the sense that populism in relationship to direct democracy is not best measured in a general sense but in a more specific disaggregated sense as not all core characteristics seem to correlate with support for referenda. This finding can be an avenue for future research on relationship in which more in depth focus can be put on the anti-elitism aspect and support for referenda instead of populism as a general singular concept.		Another striking finding is that the old school thick ideology is not a strong explainer for support for direct democracy. From the analyses in this thesis it can be concluded that the left/right ideology does not correlate with a higher or lower support for referenda. Nor does it affect DDS when combined with being a populist supporter. Thus, whether someone sees him- or herself as left- or right-wing does not matter for support for policy-making through referenda. Following the recommendation for future research by Hunger and Paxton (2022) populism was investigated whilst looking at ‘what it travels with’. Although the travel companion left/right ideology did not explain much in DDS, including it did help in refining the theory on the positive relationship between populism and referenda support. It helped to expose a more prudent and isolated effect of one specific characteristic of populism on DDS. Apparently support for Anti-Elitist parties trumps the self-placement on the left/right scale when in it comes to citizens’ support for more direct democratic avenues. So, although the left/right ideology showed no significant effect, it did give an insightful step forwards in putting boundaries on the theory on populism’s positive relationship as it is not affected by thick ideology nor is every aspect of populism an explainer for DDS. To conclude and answer the research question: Support for an anti-elitist party explains and shows a positive relationship with individual support for direct democracy to a marginal extent, the other two populist party characteristics (Seeing the people as homogenous & Manichean Worldview) and left/right ideology do not significantly explain a stronger DDS. 				Apart from the steps forward made in this thesis there were some limitations to the research and thus opportunities for future research. One of which is the concept measurement fit of direct democracy support used in this thesis. The concept of direct democracy was measured as a statement in which the respondent thinks that policy should be decided by the people by everyone. It is safe to say that supporting this in such a statement is different than actual use of direct democracy if it was to be actively institutionalized. To get a more complete picture and see whether mechanisms of direct democracy could contribute to remedy the representative crisis it is crucial to look at actual use of these mechanisms. Although trust in parliament and parties were controlled for, it might be the case that a protest to the current system was measured instead of an actual desire to have to go to the ballot box to decide on new policy. In previous research it was already implied that among populists in Germany there is a difference between supporting direct democratic mechanisms and actual use of them (Trüdinger & Bächtiger, 2022). If actual use of referenda was included this could be refined and true support with actual willingness to use it will be measured. So, future research could apply the scope with high generalizability to all democracies used in this thesis while using a more encompassing measurement of direct democracy support. 		Adding this factor might also help test the status quo theory when it comes to the thick ideology – DDS relationship. Measuring actual use of referenda in a country can help show whether people prefer it as a new development/change to their current system or whether they support it as it is familiar and present in their democratic system like in Switzerland. In that sense not only individual use of referenda are relevant, but future research could look at the effect of contextual factors by analyzing the between-country difference. Taking two dissimilar cases in terms of direct democracy use, such as Switzerland and Czechia, and comparing the differing effects of thick and thin ideologies more in depth would help put further boundaries on the hypothesized relationships and theory in this thesis. 			For direct democratic research it might also be insightful to look at other forms of direct democracy in addition to referenda, which was the focus in this thesis. It could be that support for direct democracy is more complex and that different forms attract different types of voters. For instance: the populist relationship and the thick ideology it travels with could have another effect on support for initiatives which is generated bottom-up from ‘the people’ checking or urging the government to apply certain policies. This form of direct democracy might therefore share a more anti-elitist logic. 						Another possible avenue that could be taken is to look at populist attitudes instead of populist party support. As this thesis was limited to using party characteristics it could be an insightful addition to look at populist attitude’s relationship with referenda support. Even though the concept of populist supporter was measured as the degree of how populist a party was this person voted for, it could be the case that people showing non-populist attitudes voted for such a populist party. When populist attitudes are used as a concept explaining DDS one can measure a populist citizen more accurately thereby improving internal validity. Future research could circumvent capturing non-populist voters that voted for a populist party because of other reasons such as it being a one-issue party which the voter feels strongly about. 													A focus on populist attitudes would also help to improve on a limitation in this thesis concerning the year of documentation in the data. In order to measure the degree of populism of a party someone voted for two datasets had to be merged. In this process quite some data of individual respondents (from ESS, 2012) was lost due to the fact that the party they last voted for was not present in the party dataset (V-Party). Next to that, for some parties that respondents voted for there was no recent data or data that was recorded after the respondents were surveyed between 2012 and 2013. Consequently caution with causality was needed. By looking at populist attitudes these documentation dates should be less of a constraint as one could document populists attitudes before taking a survey on their actions if there were to be a referendum. 			
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Appendices

Appendix I: VIF-scores
	[bookmark: _Hlk135834015]Table 5. 
	

	VIF-scores for DDS
	

	Variable 
	VIF-score
	VIF-score

	Substantive Variables
	
	

	Anti-Elitism Party Voted For 
	3.27
	3.86

	People as Homogeneous Party Voted For 
	3.06
	3.57

	Manichean Worldview Party Voted For 
	1.45
	1.74

	
	
	

	Self-Placement on Left-Right Spectrum 
	1.03
	1.04

	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	

	Age 
	
	1.02

	Gender 
	
	1.05

	Highest Level of Education 
	
	1.02

	Trust in Political Parties 
	
	2.17

	Trust in Country’s Parliament 
	
	2.40

	Satisfied with How Democracy Works 
	
	1.74

	Electoral Win or Loss 
	
	1.02

	Mean
	2.20
	1.88

	Note: VIF-score = Variance Inflation Factor score                               
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al. 2022)












Appendix II: Scatterplot for Assessing Homoscedasticity.  
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Appendix III:  Normal P-P plot for assessing normality assumption.

[image: ]

Appendix IV: Empty model with macro-level controlled
	Table 6. 
	

	Linear regression (OLS) estimates of DDS on country-level among 28 European democracies

	Model
	1
b
	2
b

	Intercept
	8.31
(0.12)
	8.65
(0.09)

	Country (dummies) 
	
	

	Kosovo  
	
	Reference

	Albania 
	
	0.73***
(0.12)

	Belgium
	
	-1.15***
(0.11)

	Bulgaria 
	
	0.25*
(0.11)

	Switzerland
	
	0.16
(0.12)

	Cyprus
	
	0.41**
(0.13)

	Czech Republic
	
	-0.41***
(0.11)

	Germany
	
	-0.58***
(0.10)

	Denmark
	
	-0.25*
(0.11)

	Estonia
	
	-0.37***
(0.11)

	Spain 
	
	0.20
(0.11)

	Finland
	
	-0.80***
(0.12)

	France

	
	-0.63***
(0.11)

	Great Britain
	
	-0.47***
(0.11)

	Hungary
	
	0.15
(0.11)

	Ireland
	
	-0.17
(0.11)

	Israel
	
	-1.10***
(0.11)

	Iceland
	
	-0.37**
(0.113)

	Italy
	
	0.07 
(0.13)

	Lithuania
	
	-0.29*
(0.11)

	Netherlands
	
	-1.58***
(0.11)

	Norway
	
	-0.35**
(0.11)

	Poland
	
	0.28*
(0.11)

	Portugal
	
	-0.37*
(0.18)

	Russia
	
	-0.24*
(0.11)

	Sweden
	
	-0.56***
(0.11)

	Slovenia
	
	-0.82***
(0.13)

	Slovakia
	
	-0.67***
(0,11)

	Ukraine
	
	0.21
(0.11)

	R2 
	0.00
	0.06

	N = 28,634
b unstandardized coefficient 
Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; (two-tailed)
Sources: ESS Round 6 (2012); Varieties of Democracy: V-Party (Lindberg et. al. 2022)









Appendix V: ESS round 6 (2012) respondents’ parties voted for in last election combined with the V-Party (Lindberg et. al., 2020) recordings of corresponding parties.

	[bookmark: _Hlk137645979]Table 7

	Albanian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-Party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	PS
	276
	40.1
	2009
	Yes

	PD
	374
	54.4
	2009
	Yes

	LSI
	14
	2
	2009
	Yes

	PR
	3
	0.4
	2009
	Yes

	PSD
	2
	0.3
	2005
	Yes

	PDIU
	8
	1.2
	2017
	Yes

	PBDNJ
	5
	0.7
	2009
	Yes

	Other
	6
	0.9
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	513
	
	N/A
	No

	[bookmark: _Hlk137647243]Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020




	[bookmark: _Hlk137646750]Table 8

	Belgian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Groen!
	64
	4.9
	2014
	Yes

	CD&V
	195
	14.4
	2007
	Yes

	N-VA
	194
	14.3
	2010
	Yes

	Lijst DeDecker
	6
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	SP.A
	143
	10.5
	2010
	Yes

	PVDA+ (not found)
	6
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Vlaams Belang
	47
	3.5
	2010
	Yes

	Open VLD
	132
	9.7
	2010
	Yes

	CDH
	72
	5.3
	2010
	Yes

	Ecolo
	70
	5.2
	2007
	Yes

	Front National
	8
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	MR
	122
	9
	2010
	Yes

	PS
	203
	14.9
	2010
	Yes

	PTB 
	4
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Parti Populaire
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Other
	29
	2.1
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	573
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020





	[bookmark: _Hlk137647473]Table 9

	Bulgarian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	GERB
	774
	57.2
	2009
	Yes

	BSP
	467
	34.5
	2009
	Yes

	ppAtaka
	28
	2.1
	2009
	Yes

	RZS
	6
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	VMRO
	7
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	BZNS
	3
	0.2
	1994
	No

	Natsionalen Front za dpasenie na Bulgaria
	14
	1
	2014
	Yes

	Sayaz Na Destniti Sili
	31
	2.3
	2009
	Yes

	Natsionalno Dvizhenie Edinstvo
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Partia za horata ot naroda
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Balgarska Demokratichna Obshtnost
	1
	0.1
	1923
	No

	Indivually nominated candidates by Initiative Comittee
	19
	1.4
	N/A
	No

	Other
	0
	
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	907
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020




	[bookmark: _Hlk137648020]Table 10

	Cypriot parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	AKEL
	196
	36.5
	2011
	Yes

	DIKO
	90
	16.8
	2011
	Yes

	DISY
	197
	36.7
	2011
	Yes

	EVROKO
	10
	1.9
	2006
	Yes

	The Cyprus Green Party
	3
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	KS EDEK
	29
	5.4
	2011
	Yes

	Other
	12
	2.2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	576
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020







	[bookmark: _Hlk137648381]Table 11

	Czech parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	KSčM
	156
	15
	2010
	Yes

	čSSD
	382
	36.7
	2010
	Yes

	TOP 09
	150
	14.4
	2010
	Yes

	VV
	97
	9.3
	2010
	Yes

	ODS
	227
	21.8
	2010
	Yes

	Other
	29
	2.8
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	968
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 12

	Danish parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Socialdemokraterne
	360
	27.1
	2011
	Yes

	Radikale Venstre
	161
	12.1
	2011
	Yes

	Det Konservative FolkeParti
	59
	4.4
	2007
	Yes

	Socialistik Folkeparti
	141
	10.6
	2011
	Yes

	Dansk FolkeParti
	117
	8.8
	2011
	Yes

	Kristendemokraterne
	14
	1.1
	1975
	No

	Venstre, Liberale Parti
	345
	26
	2011
	Yes

	Liberal Alliance
	39
	2.9
	2015
	Yes

	Enhedslisten - Red-Green Alliance
	85
	6.4
	2011
	Yes

	Other
	6
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	323
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020













	[bookmark: _Hlk137649109]Table 13

	Estonian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Erakond Isamaa ja Res Publica Liit
	178
	14
	2011
	Yes

	Eesti Keskerakond
	331
	26
	2011
	Yes

	Eesti Reformierakond
	406
	31.9
	2011
	Yes

	Eesti Konservatiivne Rahvvaerakond
	24
	1.9
	N/A
	No

	Sotsiaaldemokraatlik Erakond
	239
	18.8
	2011
	Yes

	Erakond Eestimaa Rohelised
	26
	2
	2007
	Yes

	Erakond Eesti Kristlikud Demokraadid
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Eesti Iseseisvuspartei
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Eeist Vadabuspartei - Pollumeeste Kogu
	2
	
	N/A
	No

	Üksikkandidaadid voi muud/Individual Candidates
	65
	
	N/A
	No

	Other
	0
	
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	1106
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	[bookmark: _Hlk137649471]Table 14

	Finnish parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	The National Coalition Party
	370
	24.7
	2011
	Yes

	The Swedish People's Party
	78
	5.2
	1999
	No

	The Centre Party
	227
	15.2
	2011
	Yes

	True Finns
	202
	13.5
	2011
	Yes

	Christian Democrats
	35
	2.3
	2003
	No

	Freedom Party
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Pirate Party
	2
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	For the Poor
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Green League
	166
	11.1
	2011
	Yes

	Social Democratic Party
	286
	19.1
	2011
	Yes

	Left Alliance
	102
	6.8
	2011
	Yes

	Communist Party
	4
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Workers' Party
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Other
	23
	1.5
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	699
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020







	[bookmark: _Hlk137649772]Table 15

	French parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes 
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Nouveau Centre
	14
	1.1
	N/A
	No

	FN (Front National)
	126
	10
	2012
	Yes

	PR (Parti Radical Valoisien)
	4
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	NPA (Nouveau Parti Anti-Capitaliste)
	15
	1.2
	N/A
	No

	LO (Lutte Ouvrière)
	13
	1
	N/A
	No

	FDG (Front de Gauche)
	63
	5
	N/A
	No

	Parti Radical de Gauche
	20
	1.6
	1973
	No

	MPF (Mouvement pour la France)
	18
	1.4
	N/A
	No

	PS (Parti Socialiste)
	459
	36.5
	2012
	Yes

	UMP (Union pour un Mouvement Populair)
	358
	28.5
	2012
	Yes

	MODEM (Mouvement Démocrate)
	42
	3.3
	N/A
	No

	EELV (Europe Ecologie Les Verts)
	53
	4.2
	2012
	Yes

	Autres mouvements écologistes
	13
	1
	N/A
	No

	Other
	15
	1.2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	755
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 16

	Hungarian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Centrum Párt (Centrum Összefogás Magyarországért)
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	CM (Civil Mozgalom)
	3
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Fidesz - KDNP 
	633
	63.2
	2010
	Yes

	Jobbik
	73
	7.3
	2010
	Yes

	LMP (Lehet Más A Politika
	52
	5.2
	2010
	Yes

	MDF (Magyar Demokrata Fórum)
	2
	0.2
	2006
	Yes

	MIÉP (Magyar Igazság És Élet Pártja)
	1
	0.1
	1998
	No

	MSZP (Magyar Szocialista Párt)
	229
	22.9
	2010
	Yes

	MSZDP (Magyar Szociáldemokrata Párt)
	2
	0.2
	1947
	No

	Munkáspárt (Magyar Kommunista Munkáspárt)
	1
	0.1
	1947
	No

	SZDSZ (Szabad Demkraták Szövetsége) = Greens
	3
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Other
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	1012
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020







	[bookmark: _Hlk137650511]Table 17

	German parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	SPD (Social Democratic Party)
	520
	28
	2009
	Yes

	CDU/CSU (Christion Democratic Union/Christian Social Union)
	671
	36.1
	2009
	Yes

	Alliance90/The Greens
	289
	15.5
	2009
	Yes

	FDP (Free Democratic Party)
	148
	8
	2009
	Yes

	The Left (Die Linke)
	161
	8.7
	2009
	Yes

	The Republicans (REP)
	6
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	National Democratic Party (NPD)
	8
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Pirate Party 
	31
	1.7
	N/A
	No

	Other
	25
	1.3
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	230
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 18

	Icelandic parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Samfylkinguna
	144
	27.7
	2009
	Yes

	Framsóknarflokkinn
	72
	13.9
	2009
	Yes

	Sjálfstæðisflokkinn
	153
	29.5
	2009
	Yes

	Vinstri hreyfinguna-Grænt framboð
	106
	20.4
	2009
	Yes

	Frjálslynda flokkinn
	5
	1
	2007
	Yes

	Borgarahreyfinguna
	20
	3.9
	2009
	Yes

	Other
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	252
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020









	[bookmark: _Hlk137651342]Table 19

	Irish parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Fianna Fáil
	311
	18.8
	2011
	Yes

	Fine Gael
	691
	41.8
	2011
	Yes

	Green Party
	38
	2.3
	N/A
	No

	Independent (independent candidates)
	176
	10.7
	2011
	Yes

	Labour
	243
	14.7
	2011
	Yes

	People Before Profit
	4
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Sinn Féin
	178
	10.8
	2011
	Yes

	Socialist party
	4
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Other
	7
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	976
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 20

	Isreali parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Mifleget Ha' Avoda (Labour, Alignment merged into this)
	174
	12
	2009
	Yes

	Ha' Likud
	512
	35.3
	2009
	Yes

	Kadima
	233
	16.1
	2009
	Yes

	Shas
	73
	5
	2009
	Yes

	Meretz
	56
	3.9
	2003
	Yes

	The Jewish House
	53
	3.7
	2013
	Yes

	Ya'Hadut Ha'Tora
	71
	4.9
	2013
	Yes

	Gil- Gimlaey Israeli la' Knesset
	14
	1
	N/A
	No

	Israel Beiteinu
	103
	7.1
	2009
	Yes

	Ha'ihud HaLeumi
	23
	1.6
	2006
	Yes

	HaTnu'a HaYeruqa
	7
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	Ale Yarok
	8
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	HaYerukim
	8
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	Hadash
	34
	2.3
	N/A
	No

	Balad
	27
	1.9
	N/A
	No

	Ra'am- Ta'al
	47
	3.2
	N/A
	No

	Other
	3
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	1026
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020






	Table 21

	Italian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Partido Democratico (PD)
	203
	37.9
	2008
	Yes

	Sinistra Ecologia e Libertà (SEL)
	32
	6
	2013
	Yes

	Rivoluzione Civile (Ingroia)
	13
	2.4
	N/A
	No

	Movimento 5 Stelle
	126
	23.5
	2013
	Yes

	Scelta Civica (con Monti)
	28
	5.2
	2013
	Yes

	UDC
	9
	1.7
	2008
	Yes

	Popolo delle Libertà
	87
	16.2
	2008
	Yes

	Lega Nord
	8
	1.5
	2008
	Yes

	Fratelli d'Italia
	2
	0.4
	2013
	Yes

	FARE - Giannino
	9
	1.7
	N/A
	No

	La destra
	3
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	Other
	16
	3
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	424
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 22

	Kosovo parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Lidhja Demokratike e Kosovës (LDK)
	190
	30.7
	2010
	Yes

	Partia Demokratike e Kosovës (PDK)
	200
	32.7
	2010
	Yes

	Lëvizja Vetëvendosje (VV)
	41
	6.6
	2010
	Yes

	Aleanca për Ardhmërinë e Kosovës (AAK)
	73
	11.8
	2010
	Yes

	Partia e Drejtësisë (PD)
	5
	0.8
	2014
	Yes

	Aleanca Kosova e Re (AKR)
	16
	2.6
	2010
	Yes

	Srpska Napredna Stranka (SNS) (Serbian party)
	9
	1.5
	N/A
	No

	Demokratska Stranka (DS) (Serbian Party)
	3
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	Demokratska Stranka Srbije (DSS) (Serbian Party)
	7
	1.1
	N/A
	No

	Socialisticka Partija Srbije (SPS) (Serbian Party)
	7
	1.1
	N/A
	No

	Liberalno Demokratska Partija (LDP) (Serbian Party)
	2
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Srpska Liberalna Stranka (SLS) (Serbian Party)
	42
	6.8
	N/A
	No

	Other
	23
	1.5
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	677
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 23

	Lithuanian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Liberals' Movement of the Republic of Lithuania (LRLS)
	49
	4.6
	2012
	Yes

	Republican Party (RP)
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Labour Party (DP)
	275
	25.6
	2012
	Yes

	Democratic Labour and Unity Party (DDVP)
	4
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Homeland Union - Lithuanian Christian Democrats (TS-LKD)
	161
	15
	2012
	Yes

	Political Party 'The Way of Courage' (DK)
	22
	2.1
	2012
	Yes

	Electoral Action of Poles in Lithuania (LLRA)
	56
	5.2
	2012
	Yes

	Lithuanian Social Democratic Party (LSDP)
	305
	28.4
	2012
	Yes

	Party Order and Justice (TT)
	123
	11.5
	2012
	Yes

	National Association 'For Lithuania in Lithuania' (ULL)
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Christian Party (KP)
	9
	0.8
	N/A
	No

	Socialist People's Front (SLF)
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Lithuanian Peasant and Greens Union (LVZS)
	13
	1.2
	2004
	No

	Party 'Young Lithuania' (JL)
	3
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Liberal and Centre Union (LiCS)
	17
	1.6
	2008
	Yes

	Political Party 'Union Yes' (ST)
	4
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	1063
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020













	Table 24

	Dutch parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	People's Party for Freedom and Democracy
	361
	25.6
	2010
	Yes

	Labour Party
	352
	24.9
	2010
	Yes

	Party for Freedom
	96
	6.8
	2010
	Yes

	Christian Democratic Appeal
	138
	9.8
	2010
	Yes

	Socialist Party
	142
	10.1
	2010
	Yes

	Democrats '66
	126
	8.9
	2010
	Yes

	Green Left
	40
	2.8
	2010
	Yes

	Christian Union
	40
	2.8
	N/A
	No

	Reformed Political Party
	34
	2.4
	N/A
	No

	Party for the Animals
	27
	1.9
	N/A
	No

	Pirate Party
	5
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	50Plus
	31
	2.2
	N/A
	No

	Other
	12
	0.8
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	441
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	[bookmark: _Hlk137653129]Table 25

	Norwegian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Rødt
	5
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Sosialistisk Venstreparti
	71
	6
	2009
	Yes

	Arbeiderpartiet
	436
	37.1
	2009
	Yes

	Venstre
	59
	5
	2013
	Yes

	Kristelig Folkeparti
	70
	6
	2009
	Yes

	Senterpartiet
	81
	6.9
	2009
	Yes

	Høyre
	305
	26
	2009
	Yes

	Fremskrittspartiet
	132
	11.2
	2009
	Yes

	Kystpartiet
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Other
	15
	1.3
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	449
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020








	Table 26

	Polish parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Nowa Prawica
	14
	1.3
	N/A
	No

	Platforma Obywatelska
	521
	48.4
	2011
	Yes

	Polska Jest Najważniejsza
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Polska Partia Pracy – Sierpień '80
	3
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe
	65
	6
	2011
	Yes

	Prawo i Sprawiedliwość
	340
	31.6
	2011
	Yes

	Ruch Palikota
	48
	4.5
	2011
	Yes

	Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej
	81
	7.5
	2011
	Yes

	Other
	2
	0.2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	819
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020




	[bookmark: _Hlk137653647]Table 27

	Portuguese parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Bloco de Esquerda (BE)
	57
	6.2
	2011
	Yes

	Centro Democrático Social - Partido Popular (CDS-PP)
	33
	3.6
	2011
	Yes

	Coligação Democrática Unitária (CDU)
	81
	8.8
	2011
	Yes

	PCTP-MRPP
	4
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Partido Democrático do Atlântico (PDA)
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Nova democracia (PND)
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Partido Nacional Renovador (PNR)
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Partido Social Democrata (PSD)
	312
	34.1
	2011
	Yes

	Partido Socialista (PS)
	343
	37.4
	2011
	Yes

	Other/BlankVote
	83
	9
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/DoNotKnow
	1235
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020









	[bookmark: _Hlk137653866]Table 28

	Russian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	United Russia (ER)
	888
	61.5
	2011
	Yes

	Communist Party of the Russian Federation (KPRF)
	270
	18.7
	2011
	Yes

	Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR)
	120
	8.3
	2011
	Yes

	Yabloko
	32
	2.2
	1999
	No

	Fair Russia (SR)
	110
	7.6
	2011
	Yes

	Just Cause 
	15
	1
	N/A
	Yes

	Patriots of Russia
	10
	0.7
	N/A
	Yes

	Other
	0
	
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	1039
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 29

	Slovakian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Ordinary People and Independent Personalities (OLaNO)
	62
	5.6
	2012
	Yes

	Slovak Democratic Christian Union (SDKU)
	111
	10
	2012
	Yes

	SMER-Social Democracy
	585
	52.5
	2012
	Yes

	Most-Híd
	59
	5.3
	2012
	Yes

	Christian Democratic Movement (KDH)
	139
	12.5
	2012
	Yes

	Freedom and Solidarity (SaS)
	71
	6.4
	2012
	Yes

	Other
	87
	7.8
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	726
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020











	Table 30

	Slovenian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	DESUS - Demokraticna stranka upokojencev Slovenije
	42
	6.5
	2011
	Yes

	LDS - Liberalna demokracija Slovenije
	19
	3
	2008
	Yes

	NSI - Nova Slovenija – Kršcanski demokrati
	27
	4.2
	2014
	Yes

	SDS - Slovenska demokratska stranka
	159
	24.7
	2011
	Yes

	SLS - Slovenska ljudska stranka
	40
	6.2
	2011
	Yes

	SD - Socialni demokrati
	138
	21.4
	2011
	Yes

	PS - Pozitivna Slovenija
	159
	24.7
	N/A
	No

	DL - Državljanska lista
	31
	4.8
	2011
	Yes

	Zares - nova politika
	6
	0.9
	2008
	Yes

	SNS - Slovenska nacionalna stranka
	10
	1.6
	2008
	Yes

	TRS - Stranka za Trajnostni Razvoj Slovenije
	3
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	Other
	10
	1.6
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	613
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 31

	Spanish  parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Partido Popular - PP (con UPN en Navarra)
	492
	41.9
	2011
	Yes

	Partido Socialista Obrero Español (PSOE)
	326
	27.8
	2011
	Yes

	Convergència i Unió (CiU)
	49
	4.2
	1993
	No

	Izquierda Unida (IU) - (ICV en Cataluña)
	90
	7.7
	2011
	Yes

	AMAIUR
	7
	0.6
	N/A
	No

	Unión, Progreso y Democracia (UPyD)
	48
	4.1
	N/A
	No

	Partido Nacionalista Vasco (PNV)
	21
	1.8
	N/A
	No

	Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (ERC)
	18
	1.5
	2011
	Yes

	Bloque Nacionalista Galego (BNG)
	9
	0.8
	N/A
	No

	Coalición Canaria - Nueva Canarias
	6
	0.5
	N/A
	No

	Compromís - EQUO
	14
	1.2
	N/A
	No

	Foro de Ciudadanos
	4
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Other/BlankVote
	89
	7.6
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/DoNotKnow/NotApplicable
	716
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	[bookmark: _Hlk137655415]Table 32

	Swedish  parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Centern
	74
	5.1
	2010
	Yes

	Folkpartiet liberalerna
	117
	8.1
	2010
	Yes

	Kristdemokraterna
	50
	3.5
	2010
	Yes

	Miljöpartiet de gröna
	140
	9.7
	2010
	Yes

	Moderata samlingspartiet
	447
	31
	2010
	Yes

	Socialdemokraterna
	453
	31.4
	2010
	Yes

	Vänsterpartiet
	75
	5.2
	2010
	Yes

	FI (Feministiskt initiativ)
	2
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Piratpartiet
	6
	0.4
	N/A
	No

	Sverigedemokraterna
	64
	4.4
	2010
	Yes

	Other
	13
	0.9
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	406
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	[bookmark: _Hlk137655722]Table 33

	Swiss parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Swiss People's Party
	131
	17.6
	2011
	Yes

	Social Democratic Party/Socialist Party
	123
	16.6
	2011
	Yes

	FDP. The Liberals
	109
	14.7
	2011
	Yes

	Christian Democratic Party
	126
	17
	2011
	Yes

	Green Party
	70
	9.4
	2011
	Yes

	Green Liberal Party
	73
	9.8
	2011
	Yes

	Conservative Democratic Party
	41
	5.5
	2011
	Yes

	Evangelical People's Party
	14
	1.9
	N/A
	No

	Federal Democratic Union
	8
	1.1
	N/A
	No

	Swiss Labour Party
	2
	0.3
	1947
	No

	Movement of the Citizens of French-Speaking Switzerland
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Alternative Left
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Swiss Democrats
	2
	0.3
	N/A
	No

	Pirate Party Switzerland
	1
	0.1
	N/A
	No

	Other/Blank/MixedVote
	41
	5.5
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/DoNotKnow/NotApplicable
	750
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020






	[bookmark: _Hlk137656489]Table 34

	Ukrainian parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	All Ukrainian Union 'Fatherland'
	361
	24.6
	2014
	Yes

	All Ukrainian Union 'Freedom'
	146
	10
	2014
	Yes

	Communist Party of Ukraine
	119
	8.1
	2012
	Yes

	UDAR (Ukrainian Democratic Alliance for Reform) 
	192
	13.1
	2012
	Yes

	Party of Regions
	618
	42.2
	2007
	Yes

	Other
	29
	2
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	713
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020



	Table 35

	British parties and their number of ESS votes and V-party’s year of recording

	Party Name
	ESS votes
	Percentage of total votes
	Year V-party recording 
	Included in thesis

	Conservative 
	496
	34.5
	2010
	Yes

	Labour
	516
	35.9
	2017
	Yes

	Liberal Democrat
	255
	17.7
	2010
	Yes

	Scottish National Party
	37
	2.6
	2019
	Yes

	Plaid Cymru
	21
	1.5
	N/A
	No

	Green Party
	19
	1.3
	N/A
	No

	Other
	57
	4
	N/A
	No

	Refusal/NoVote/BlankVote/DoNotKnow
	848
	
	N/A
	No

	Sources: ESS Round 6, 2012; Varieties of Democracy V-Party, 2020
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