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(115) Abstract

Satisfaction with democracy is an important indicator of the legitimacy of a political system,
and therefore a much-researched indicator. However, not many attention is given to the
question what a democracy actually is, which is surprising, because there are different
understandings of what democracy means. Five important understandings are electoral,
liberal, direct, social and populist-majoritarian democracy. This study, first, investigates what
the effect is of congruence between an individual’s understanding of democracy and quality of
that understanding of democracy on that individual’s satisfaction with democracy. There is no
clear positive effect of factual quality on satisfaction with democracy, but there is a positive
effect of perceived quality on satisfaction with democracy. This study also investigates the
effect of an individual’s winner-loser status on satisfaction with democracy. This winner-loser
status is divided into ‘voted for a winning party in the election’ and ‘voted for a party that is in
government’. Liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats become not much more
satisfied when they voted for a winning party in the election, but they do become more

satisfied when they voted for a party that is in government. However, the expectation was that

060 006600

the effect was bigger among populist-majoritarian democrats. The study also investigates the
moderating effect of winner-loser status, which was expected to be bigger among populist-
majoritarian democrats than among liberal democrats. This is only the case for the

government part of winner-loser status.

e

Keywords: satisfaction with democracy, understandings of democracy, quality of democracy,

winner-loser status
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

There are two main systems of government in the world today: autocracies and democracies.
Autocracy means that one person or a small group rules the country, which comes from the
Greek words autos (self) and kratos (rule), so literally ‘self-rule’. In this system of
government, power is in hands of just one person or a small group (Deines, 2024). Democracy
means that the people rule the country, from the Greek words demos (people) and kratos

(rule), so literally ‘people rule’ (Froomkin, 2026).

Democracy usually leads to a better quality of different aspects in society. For example, a
country that is a democracy usually has better guarantees of individual rights and freedoms,
more economic prosperity, better education and is more likely to have peaceful relations with
other countries (Sozan, 2024). For democracy to be a legitimate political system, it is
important that citizens are satisfied with the way democracy works in their country; when
citizens are dissatisfied with this functioning, the system of democracy has less legitimacy.
Indirectly, dissatisfaction with the way democracy works can also mean that citizens are less
satisfied with the aspects that are supposed to be positively influenced by democracy, like
individual rights and freedoms, the economy and education. Therefore, there are many

surveys that investigate the level of satisfaction with democracy among citizens.

However, in much of this research, no attention is given to the question what democracy
actually means. This is pretty remarkable, as there are many different understandings of the
concept of democracy. There is for example a liberal understanding of democracy, which
focuses on the rule of law and minority rights (Cinar & Bulbul, 2022). There is also a
majoritarian understanding, which focuses on the will of the majority of the people (Galston,
2018), which sometimes clashes with liberal aspects of democracy. These different and

sometimes even conflicting understandings of democracy are a key part in my research.

To introduce the phenomenon of ‘different understandings of democracy’ and to give an
illustration of the substantive importance of this phenomenon, I use a Dutch voter survey from
October 2025. This survey showed that the reasons why people are satisfied or dissatisfied
with democracy vary largely (Van de Koppel & Van Heck, 2025). In this survey, the

7

itin Page 35 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423
¢



z"-.l turnltln Page 36 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

satisfaction with democracy and the understandings of democracy among Dutch voters were
examined. Almost half of the voters (49 percent) appeared to be satisfied with the way

democracy works, while 46 percent of the voters were dissatisfied with the way democracy

60060

works. Interestingly, the reasons for this dissatisfaction were completely different for left-
wing voters than for right-wing voters. Left-wing voters are mainly dissatisfied with
democracy because they feel that institutions like the judiciary are undermined by politicians.
Right-wing voters are mainly dissatisfied with democracy because they feel that institutions
do not do what the majority of the people want. It appears therefore that the reasons for

dissatisfaction are very different for left-wing and right-wing voters: left-wing voters think

that judges are intimidated by right-wing politicians while right-wing voters think that judges,
institutions and civil servants ignore the will of the majority of the people (Van de Koppel &

Van Heck, 2025).

It appears that citizens have different things in mind when they think of democracy: in other

words, citizens have different understandings of democracy. This is further illustrated by

choices between different understandings of democracy that respondents were asked to make.

288 The participants in the survey were asked to choose which of the following statements fits
their position best: “The rule of law must be protected above all, even if this prevents
decisions that the majority of citizens want” vs. “Decisions that the majority of citizens want
must be implemented, even if they challenge or alter the rule of law.” Among the respondents
49 percent agreed more on the first statement, while 25 percent agreed more on the second
statement, which suggests that a plurality of the voters tends to place the principle of

@ protection of the rule of law above the principle of the will of the majority. Among voters of
the progressive GreenLeft-Labor Party, Social Liberal D66 and Christian Democratic CDA,
respectively 78, 75, 70 percent agreed with the first statement. However, only 32, 24 and 18

@ percent of the right-wing populist parties JA21, BBB and PVV respectively agreed with the

first statement (Van de Koppel & Van Heck, 2025).

It is clear that people have different understandings of democracy and different reasons to be

satisfied or dissatisfied with the way democracy works in their country. In this research, I

660

investigate the role of different understandings of democracy in explaining satisfaction with

democracy.
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1.2 Goal of the research and research question

The main goal of the research is to investigate the role of the different understandings of
democracy in explaining satisfaction with democracy. More specifically, I investigate the
effect of congruence between an individual’s understanding of democracy and the quality of
that understanding on that individual’s level of satisfaction with democracy. Furthermore, I
investigate the role of an individual’s winner-loser status when it comes to voting for political
parties on that individual’s level of satisfaction with democracy, and the role of this winner-

loser status on the congruence-satisfaction effect.

The research question of the research is as follows: “How do understandings of democracy
have influence on satisfaction with democracy?” The research question is divided into three
sub-questions: 1) To what extent does congruence between an individual’s understanding of
democracy and the factual quality of that understanding of democracy explain an individual’s
level of satisfaction with democracy? 2) To what extent does congruence between an
individual’s understanding of democracy and the perceived quality of that understanding of
democracy explain an individual’s level of satisfaction with democracy? 3) To what extent
does winner-loser status moderate the relationship between factual quality of democracy and

an individual’s level of satisfaction with democracy?

With the congruence part of the first two sub-questions, I mean that I want to investigate
whether there is an effect of the quality of a certain understanding of democracy on
satisfaction with democracy among people with that understanding of democracy. For
example, does higher quality of liberal democracy lead to higher levels of satisfaction with
democracy among people that identify themselves as liberal democrats? With the term
winner-loser status in the third sub-question, I mean that I want to investigate whether voting
for a party that has won in the elections and/or a party that is in the government has a
moderating effect on the relationship between quality of democracy and satisfaction with

democracy.

1.3 Scientific and societal relevance

The research is scientifically relevant; it is an addition to the research that has already been
done on satisfaction with democracy. Satisfaction with democracy is a widely researched

concept. There are many factors that explain levels of satisfaction with democracy: winner-
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loser status, socioeconomic status, having the feeling to be represented well and that interests
are served, having the feeling that politicians are responsible, the quality of the performance
of democratic institutions, the factual condition of the economy and an individual’s
satisfaction with the functioning of the economy. However, these explanations assume that
democracy is a concept with one meaning and that everyone has the same understanding of
democracy, while research by Ferrin and Kriesi (2016) and others, which I discuss in the next
chapter, have shown that there are many different understandings of democracy. My research
can give an answer to the question whether closeness between an individual’s understanding
of democracy and the quality of that understanding matters for their satisfaction with
democracy. My research also aims to give answers to the question whether winner-loser status
in politics matters more for satisfaction with democracy for some people than for others,

which can give new insights about the explaining factor of winner-loser status.

The research is also societally relevant. As I mentioned earlier in this chapter, democracy
usually is beneficial for people and societies, as a democratic system usually leads more peace
and prosperity in societies. The degree to which people are satisfied with the way democracy
works is important for society, because this level of satisfaction can be seen as a key indicator
of the legitimacy of democracy (Singh & Mayne, 2023). It is an important indicator because it
is considered as an indicator of political support. It is seen as a mid-level indicator of political
support, between ‘support for regime type’ on the higher level and ‘support for political actors
and institutions’ on the lower level (Easton, cited in Singh & Mayne, 2023). In this research,
information about explaining factors of satisfaction with democracy is provided, which can
lead to a better understanding of the concept of satisfaction with democracy. Together with
this, it is also societally relevant to know more about the different understandings of
democracy, because with this knowledge citizens and policymakers can understand the
different views on democracy and the effect of these different views on satisfaction with the

democratic system better.

1.4 Research design

The research question is answered through a quantitative data analysis. I do a quantitative
analysis because I want to say something about satisfaction with democracy in the overall
population. The data I use come from the European Social Survey (ESS), a research agency

that researches political and societal issues in Europe. The ESS has had multiple big rounds of
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surveys over the last years, in which the focus on topics differed partly between the rounds. In
the tenth round of their survey, the focus was, among other things, on understandings of
democracy. I use these data to do multilevel model regression analyses to answer the research

question.

The structure of the thesis is as follows: first, the theoretical framework is elaborated. In the
theoretical framework, I elaborate on the general explanations of satisfaction with democracy,
the different understandings of democracy and the link between these two aspects, as well as
the role of winner-loser status in explaining satisfaction with democracy. In this part, I also
formulate the hypotheses. Next, I describe the way the research is conducted and how the
variables are operationalized. After that, I describe the results of the regression tests. Finally, I
draw conclusions from the results, discuss the research and do suggestions for further

research.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework

In this chapter, I first elaborate on some general explanations that are widely considered as
having effect on satisfaction with democracy. After that, I elaborate on the different
understandings of democracy that are drawn up by political scientists, and on the prevalence
of the different understandings of democracy among citizens. After that, I move to the core of
my research, which is the relationship between understandings of democracy and satisfaction
with democracy, and the moderating effect that winner-loser status has on this relationship. In

this part of the chapter, I also formulate the hypotheses.

2.1 Explanations of satisfaction with democracy

Satisfaction with democracy is often measured in surveys among voters as an indicator of
political support. Generally, the question citizens are asked is something like: “Are you very
satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy is
functioning in your country?” As satisfaction with democracy is a much-researched subject,
there are some explanatory factors that are widely considered as having influence on
satisfaction with democracy. The explanatory factors can be divided into input and output
explanations. Input explanations are about the quality of political participation and
representation, while output explanations are about government performance and the quality
of policy (Talukder, 2026). The explanations that belong to input are winner-loser status,
socioeconomic status, electoral participation, the degree to which citizens feel that they are
represented and that their interests are served, and the degree to which citizens have the
possibility to hold politicians responsible. The explanations that belong to output are the
quality of performance of democratic institutions and someone’s satisfaction with the

economic state in the country.

The explanatory factors are related to certain variables that can be measured. Singh and
Mayne (2023) have generated an overview of variables connected to satisfaction with
democracy. I link those variables and a few more variables to the explanatory factors in the

next part of this chapter.
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2.1.1 Input explanations

Input factors that have influence on satisfaction with democracy are winner-loser status,
socioeconomic status, electoral participation, the feeling of being represented and that
interests are being served and the feeling to have the possibility to hold politicians

responsible.

Winner-loser status

Winner-loser status means that an individual has higher satisfaction with democracy when the
party they voted for has won the election and/or is part of the government. This leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy because a citizen feels that the government is more
interested in and responsive to their needs (Anderson & Guillory, 1997). This means that
someone who voted for the winning party in the election generally has higher satisfaction
with democracy compared to people who did not vote for the winner in the election. The
width of this winner-loser gap depends on contextual and individual factors. An important
contextual factor in explaining the width of the winner-loser gap is the electoral system in a
country: the difference in satisfaction with democracy between winners and losers is much
bigger in majoritarian systems than in consensus systems (Anderson & Guillory, 1997). This
makes sense, because in a majoritarian system single-party governments are more common,
which means that the voters for the losing parties will see that the winning party decides all
policies which the voters of the losing party probably will not like for the most part. In a
consensus system on the other hand, where coalition governments are more common, the gap
between policies of the own party and the actual policies will likely be smaller, at least for
those voters whose parties are represented in government. The policies will be based more on

the principle that everyone in the coalition finds the policy acceptable.

Socioeconomic status

Socioeconomic status is also an important factor in explaining satisfaction with democracy.
People with higher socioeconomic status usually have more political knowledge and resources
than people with lower socioeconomic status. More political knowledge leads to more options
to process information about democracy, which leads to less agnostic and skeptical attitudes
about democracy, which leads to higher levels of satisfaction with democracy. However, this
is only the case when democracy is functioning well. If the quality of democracy is low,

people with higher political knowledge are less satisfied with democracy, because these
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people have more abilities to critically assess democracy (Monsivais-Carrillo & Ramos,
2022). In other words, the effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy is
larger for people with more political knowledge than for people with less political knowledge,

Monsivais-Carrillo and Ramos (2022) showed.

People with higher socioeconomic status are also more satisfied with democracy because they
are more satisfied with the status quo, which the current state of democracy is a part of. They
are more satisfied with the status quo because they are satisfied with their lives under the
political system as it is. Social dominance theory states that people with lower socioeconomic
status are more willing to reject the status quo (Kolln & Aarts, 2021). The socioeconomic

status of a citizen is indicated by education level, employment and income.

Electoral participation

Electoral participation is also important. A citizen who participates more in the political
process will be more likely to feel that they have influence on policies, although this relation
can also run in the opposite direction (Harder & Krosnick, 2008). The most important form of
political participation is voting in elections: elections are the most important means to change
the political course of a state. Elections are the institution through which an unpopular
incumbent can be voted out and replaced by a more popular alternative (Kostelka & Blais,
2018). This means that people who vote in the elections have higher satisfaction with

democracy than people who do not vote (Kostelka & Blais, 2018).

People are also more satisfied with democracy when there has recently been an election in
the country. Elections are the most important means of democratic participation (Kostelka &
Blais, 2018) and people have the chance to influence policies in elections. When there has just
been an election, this chance to influence policies is still fresh in the minds of citizens and
therefore satisfaction with democracy is higher just after an election. Research of Blais &
Gélineau (2007) showed that in Canada, the level of satisfaction with democracy remained
very stable during the election campaign and made a substantial jump on the day of the
election. This jump in satisfaction with democracy took place not only among citizens that

voted for the winning party, but also among losers, although to a lesser extent.
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Feeling of being represented and interests being served

Citizens also generally have more satisfaction with democracy when they feel that they are
represented well and when they feel that their interests are being served well. Citizens feel
more that they are represented when the representatives do and say what they think. This
principle that representatives do and say what citizens think, and that representatives adopt
policies that citizens prefer, is called responsiveness (Esaiasson, Gilljam, & Persson, 2017).
Higher responsiveness generally leads to more satisfaction with democracy (Aarts &
Thomassen, 2008). Responsiveness is important because it is one of the basic ideas of
representative democracy that the people are represented by members of parliament.
Responsiveness also makes policies more legitimate. A higher degree of responsiveness
makes that people can really choose their representative, because the representative does what

the citizens want (Fenzl, 2025).

Citizens also feel that their interests are being served better when the ideological distance
between their representative and the citizen is close. Mayne and Hakhverdian (2017) found
that a lower distance on the left-right scale between a citizen and elected officials leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy. Systemic age is also important for the quality of
representation. Citizens living in older democracies tend to be more satisfied with democracy
than citizens living in newer democracies, because perceived representation is lower in newer
democracies than in older democracies (Aarts & Thomassen, 2008).

There is no clear evidence that electoral systems have an influence on citizens’ perception of
the quality of representation. Aarts and Thomassen (2008) argued that citizens in a
proportional system perceive the quality of representation better, because a proportional
system provides that representatives are as representative as possible for the population.

However, the authors found no empirical support for this.

Feeling of possibility to hold politicians responsible

Citizens are also more satisfied with democracy when they have the perception that the
government can be held accountable (Aarts & Thomassen, 2008). When representatives are
accountable, citizens have the possibility to hold the representatives responsible for their
actions. This is an important element of democracy, as the politicians act on behalf of the
citizens. The possibility that politicians are held accountable for their performance is therefore

important for democracy (McAllister, 2005).
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There is no clear evidence that electoral systems have an influence on citizens’ perceptions of
accountability. Aarts and Thomassen (2008) argued that citizens will likely perceive
representatives more accountable in majoritarian systems than in proportional systems,
because in majoritarian systems there are two (blocks of) parties and the winner will take over

government responsibility. However, the authors found no empirical support for this.

2.1.2 Output explanations
The output factors that have influence on satisfaction with democracy are the quality of

performance of democratic institutions and the performance of the economy.

Quality of performance of democratic institutions

Citizens are more satisfied with democracy when the performance of democratic institutions
is better. A citizen’s satisfaction with the way democracy works is also based on the degree to
which democracy works well for them (Onnudoéttir & Hardarson, 2011). The quality of the
performance of democratic institutions is therefore important for satisfaction with democracy.
Performance dimensions of democratic institutions, and in particular of democratic
governments, that matter are impartiality and effectiveness. Impartial government is
important for satisfaction with democracy. Dahlberg and Holmberg define impartiality as
follows: ‘When implementing laws and policies, government officials shall not take into
consideration anything about the citizen/case that is not beforehand stipulated in the policy or
the law’ (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014, p. 521). Impartiality of government is closely related
to corruption, but also to clientelism and nepotism. These things can have negative influence

on the quality of government (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014).

Especially the correlation between corruption and satisfaction with democracy is important.
Stockemer and Sundstrom (2013) showed that there is a strong relationship between
corruption and satisfaction with democracy on the microlevel and the macrolevel; the effect of
individual perception of corruption on satisfaction with democracy and the effect of level of
corruption in the country on the aggregate level on satisfaction with democracy in the country

are both significantly negative.
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An effective government is also important. An important indicator of government
effectiveness is the provision of welfare state elements by the government. Sirovatka, Guzi
and Saxonberg (2019) showed that a small gap between desired policy goals and perceived
policy outcomes in the context of the social welfare state leads to higher levels of satisfaction
with democracy. In other words, when citizens perceive that the policies of the government
are closer to what the citizens wish, they are more satisfied with democracy. For government
effectiveness, it is also important that it does not take a very long time before policies are

implemented to keep people satistied (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014).

Economic conditions

Another important predictor of satisfaction with democracy that does not relate directly to the
performance democratic institutions, but has a very big influence on satisfaction with
democracy, is the satisfaction with the economy; research by Broderstad (2023) found this to

be by far the most important predictor of satisfaction with democracy.

Not only satisfaction with the economy is important in predicting satisfaction with democracy,
also the economic performance of the country is important here. Economic performance
influences satisfaction with democracy, because when the economy is doing bad, people are
less satisfied with the political system in the country, which democracy is a part of (Park &
Stagmeier, 2026). The level of satisfaction with democracy is correlated with the country’s
economic performance; a favorable economic condition boosts satisfaction and an

unfavorable condition lowers satisfaction.

In this part of the chapter, I have elaborated about the general explanations of satisfaction with
democracy. We do know a lot already about these general explanations, but we know less
about the role of different understandings in explaining satisfaction with democracy. I talk
about that more in the next part of the chapter. First I elaborate on the different understandings
of democracy that political scientists debate on, then [ move on to the question to what extent
citizens have different understandings of democracy. After that, I look at the relationship

between understandings of democracy and satisfaction with democracy.
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2.2 The different understandings of democracy

Democracy is a very broad concept, with many different understandings. The very first notion
of the term ‘democracy’ dates back to the 5" century BCE, which is also the heritage of the
term ‘democracy’. Democracy is found in ancient Greece. The term democracy comes from

the two Greek words demos and kratos, people and rule, so literally ‘rule by the people’

(Froomkin, 2026).

We can distinguish representative democracy and direct democracy. Representative
democracy is a form of democracy in which the people vote for representatives that will
represent the people. Direct democracy is a form of democracy in which the people directly
rule themselves and the country. One of the first democracies in ancient Greece was a direct
democracy (Schiller, 2026). A real direct democracy is very rare, if not completely absent
nowadays. However, a representative democracy can still have traits of a direct democracy; a
democracy in which representatives are elected by the people can also have referendums in
which citizens can vote directly about policy. From now on, when I mention direct
democracy, I mean direct democracy mechanisms within a representative democracy. All
other different understandings of democracy I talk about from now on fall into the category of

representative democracy.

2.2.1 Different understandings among political scientists

During the 20" century, many political scientists have elaborated on the definition of
democracy. Three political scientists have had a big influence on the debate about democracy
and its conceptualizations: Joseph Schumpeter, Robert Dahl and Guillermo O’Donnell.
Schumpeter had a minimalist understanding of democracy, Dahl formulated a pluralist
understanding of democracy and O’Donnell formulated a liberal understanding of democracy.
Joseph Schumpeter thinks that democracy is a form of governance where elites compete in
elections for the right to rule the populace (Schumpeter, 1942, p. 269). This is seen as a
minimalist approach to democracy. It can also be seen as more majoritarian democracy, as the
emphasis is on the majority of the votes the elites have received from the people in the

election.

Robert Dahl formulated eight institutional guarantees that should be required in a democracy:

freedom to form and join organizations, freedom of expression, right to vote, eligibility for
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public offices, right of political leaders to compete for support, alternative sources of
information, free and fair elections, and institutions for making government policies depend
on votes and other expressions of preference (Dahl, 1971, p. 3). Dahl’s model of democracy is
often called ‘pluralist democracy’ because it acknowledges that society is built on multiple

factions and socio-political groups (Auerbach, 2021).

O’Donnell’s understanding of democracy is liberal because it emphasizes the rule of law.
O’Donnell also emphasizes the importance of horizontal and vertical accountability for
democracies (O’Donnell, 1998). Horizontal accountability represents the extent to which state
institutions hold the executive branch of the government accountable. Institutions and
separation of powers are important for horizontal accountability. Vertical accountability
represents the extent to which the people can hold the government accountable, which can be

done through elections (Lithrmann, Marquardt, & Mechkova, 2020).

The most common understandings of democracy that are used today are: electoral,
deliberative, liberal, redistributive, direct and populist-majoritarian democracy. Electoral
democracy is often seen as the core understanding of democracy, because its main element is
that there are elections (European Center for Populism Studies, n.d.). In elections, the people
decide who will represent them in parliament. The elections make that the people influence
who rules. In the elections, leaders are in a competition to achieve the approval from the
electorate. Key institutions in electoral democracy are elections, political parties,
competitiveness and turnover (Coppedge et al., 2011). Competitiveness is ‘the closeness of
the vote between the parties with the highest vote-getters in a national election’. This means
that an electoral democracy is competitive when the biggest parties in the election get about
the same amount of votes, and not that one party gets way more votes than the following
parties. Turnover is ‘the change in party control and individual control over the executive
and—if different—the most powerful office in the land’. This means that who rules the
country changes over time (Coppedge et al., 2011). For electoral democracy to work well
there need to be multiple parties, some competition between those parties and turnover in

power over time.

Deliberative democracy is a form of democracy that highlights the importance of the public

sphere, and the conversations and debates between citizens about policies that take place in
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the public sphere, instead of just voting. It also states that the best policy is not necessarily
just the aggregate of citizens’ preferences but that the best policy should be achieved by

deliberation and convincing other citizens (Goldmeier, 2025).

Liberal democracy is a form of democracy in which institutions, like an independent
judiciary, checks and balances in the government and free media, are very important. The
institutions should protect minorities against the tyranny of the majority. The liberal
understanding also states that every citizen is equal and should have equal access to political
influence. The individual rights of citizens are also considered important. These guarantees
can be realized through establishing a rule of law (Cinar & Bulbul, 2022). Often, liberal
democracy also includes ‘free and fair elections’. For example, Dahl added free and fair
elections to the liberal understanding of democracy. Electoral and liberal democracy are in
this case usually intertwined into liberal democracy. Liberal democracy is electoral
democracy but with more institutional guarantees; liberal democracy has free and fair
elections, but goes further than electoral democracy in highlighting the importance of the rule
of law, civil liberties, transparency, horizontal accountability and protection of minorities

(Coppedge et al., 2011).

Redistributive democracy goes a step further regarding equality; not only political equality
is considered to be important, but also economic equality matters. The redistributive
understanding of democracy looks at economic issues like income equality and protection
against poverty. This notion of democracy states that democracy has high quality when the
government taxes the rich and subsidizes the poor, when the state makes the income of people
equal and when people receive aid from the state when they become unemployed (Cinar &

Bulbul, 2022).

Direct democracy, as | already mentioned above, usually exists via certain direct democracy
mechanisms within representative democracies, like referendums. In a referendum, voters go
to the polls and they get the question if they are in favor or against a certain policy proposal.
For populist-majoritarian democracy, some more explanation is needed. This
understanding of democracy is a combination of populist democracy and majoritarian
democracy. Majoritarian democracy highlights the importance of the will of the majority of

the people. This model says that the will of the majority is most important and this model is
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skeptical about institutions that could constrain the will of the majority. It does not attach
much value to and even questions liberal democracy principles like the rule of law and
minority rights (Galston, 2018). The majoritarian understanding also highlights the
importance of responsiveness of representatives; they should say and do what citizens think

and adapt policies to what citizens think.

Ferrin and Littvay operationalize populist democracy as a combination of people-
centrism/anti-elitism and unrestricted popular sovereignty (Ferrin & Littvay, 2025, p. 91).
People-centrism/anti-elitism is the degree to which people think that the will of the people
should prevail over the view of the elite. Popular sovereignty is the degree to which people
think that the will of the people should be executed. Sometimes the term populist democracy
is used for majoritarian democracy, or the two concepts are used together, or are used as
synonyms. Populist attitudes regarding the understanding of democracy are strongly related to
majoritarian democracy, as populists are frustrated by the rule of law, and highlight the will of
the people. Populists also believe in unconstrained majoritarianism (Zaslove & Meijers,
2024). Zaslove and Meijers (2024) have researched the relationship between populist attitudes
and belief in majoritarianism. They argued that populist conceptions of democracy stipulate
that majority rule should not be constrained by non-elected bodies like courts. They
hypothesized that ‘the higher the respondent’s level of populist attitudes, the more likely the
respondent is to believe that in our democracy the will of the majority should never be
constrained by the judiciary’ (Zaslove & Meijers, 2024, p. 1149). They found strong support
for this hypothesis, which means that there is a strong positive relationship between populist
attitudes and majoritarianism. Landwehr & Steiner (2017) use the term populist
majoritarianism, which is based on a strong belief in the will of the majority of the people,
also at the cost of minority protection. I use the understanding populist-majoritarian
democracy, a combination of populist democracy and majoritarian democracy. This is
unrestricted popular sovereignty, so without the anti-elitist view, but in combination with a

more majoritarian view.

Finally, Krisch and Welzel (2019) have recently elaborated on what they conceptualized as
another notion of democracy, authoritative democracy. Actually, many scholars would label
the following as an electoral autocracy and therefore not as democracy. Authoritative

democracy is a form of democracy in which there are no guarantees of fair electoral
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contestation or civil liberties. The authoritarian understanding of democracy entails that
people elect a ‘strong’ leader whom the people obey and who keeps law and order in the
country. This understanding of democracy defines democracy as ‘obedience to the
‘guardianship’ of ‘wise’ rulers whose authority defies constitutional checks, public criticism
and electoral contestation (or at least fair contestation)’ (Kirsch & Welzel, 2019, p. 60). This
understanding of democracy is especially prevalent in the Indic East in countries like India
and Malaysia and the Orthodox East in countries like Ukraine and Armenia (Cinar & Bulbul,
2022). As the word ‘authoritative’ already seems to give away, it can be highly disputed

whether this can even be called democracy.

The different models of democracy are not mutually exclusive: in the real world, it is
practically never the case that there is, for instance, a perfect liberal democracy or a perfect
populist-majoritarian democracy. This has two reasons. First, there are multiple ‘types of
differences’ between the models. The representative vs. deliberative democracy distinction is
more about procedural differences, while the liberal vs. redistributive democracy distinction is
more about substantive differences. This means that you can have a democracy that is
representative and also liberal. Second, the models of democracy are not complete, as they are
often about just a few elements of the concept democracy. For example, as I mentioned
earlier, the direct democracy model is just about one element of democracy, namely if people
can vote on policy directly. This means that you can have a liberal democracy which is at the
same time also a direct democracy and a redistributive democracy, for instance. Different

understandings of democracy are therefore often compatible.

However, there are also tensions between understandings of democracy, as not all
understandings are compatible. A notorious example is the distinction between liberal and
populist-majoritarian democracy; liberal democracy highlights the importance of civil rights
for everyone, equality before the law and protection of minorities against a tyranny of the
majority. Populist-majoritarian democracy on the other hand highlights the importance of the
will of the people, even when this is at odds with minority rights. To what extent are these
different understandings of democracy also reflected in how citizens understand democracy?

The next section elaborates on this question.
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2.2.2 Different understandings among citizens

In the previous paragraph, I elaborated on the different understandings of democracy that
political scientists debate about. Now I move on from the debate about the understandings of
democracy among scientists to the citizens: what is their understanding of democracy?

Much research has been done regarding the understandings of democracy of citizens. An
important contribution to the understanding of democracy is addressed in the book ‘How

Europeans view and evaluate democracy’ by Ferrin and Kriesi (2016).

In the fourth chapter of this book, Kriesi, Saris & Moncagatta (2016) described three models
of democracy: liberal democracy, direct democracy and social democracy. A citizen is a
liberal democrat when they at least find ‘free and fair elections’ and ‘equality before the law’
essential for democracy. A citizen is a social democrat when they find it important that the
government protects citizens against poverty and that the government reduces income
differences. A citizen is a direct democrat when they find it important that the people can

participate directly through referendums (Kriesi, Saris & Moncagatta, 2016, p. 84).

The authors see liberal democracy, so free and fair elections and equality before the law, as
basic of democracy. Citizens who do not find these two things important, are not researched
further. This means that the authors only researched how many citizens are 1) social and
liberal, 2) direct and liberal, and 3) social, direct and liberal democrats. The authors found that
in 2012/13 14.3 percent of the citizens in 29 European countries are liberal democrats, 5.5
percent are liberal and direct democrats, 21.1 percent are liberal and social democrats and
32.3 percent are liberal, direct and social democrats. The remaining of the citizens, 26.9
percent, are ‘uncommitted’ democrats, which means that they do not think that free and fair
elections and equality before the law are essential in a democracy (Kriesi, Saris, &

Moncagatta, 2016, p. 86-87).

In their new book from 2025, the authors re-examined the understandings of democracy
among citizens. They found that in 2021/22, 32.9 percent are liberal democrats, 11.0 percent
are liberal and direct democrats, 8.8 percent are liberal and social democrats and 7.3 percent

are liberal, direct and social democrats (Kriesi, 2025, p. 113).
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In 2025, the authors added the populist understanding of democracy. They operationalize
populist understanding as the combined score on ‘views of the people prevail over elite views’
and ‘the will of the people cannot be stopped’ (Hernandez, 2025, p. 61). 18.1 percent of
respondents are populist democrats. A populist democrat is someone who endorses the two
statements on populist democracy and also is at least 1) liberal, 2) liberal and direct, 3) liberal

and social, or 4) liberal, direct and social democrat (Kriesi, 2025, p. 113).

In 2021/22, 21.9 percent is uncommitted democrat, but in this edition ‘uncommitted” means
that a citizen thinks not even one element (instead of two elements in the first book) of liberal
democracy is important. In 2012/13, 19.9 percent was uncommitted democrat according to
their 2025 definition (Kriesi, 2025, p. 114), so the share of uncommitted democrats have
slightly increased between 2012 and 2021. The authors concluded that Europeans have
become a bit less committed to democracy and a bit more pragmatic in terms of their

expectations from democracy (Kriesi, 2025, p. 117).

Research by Chu, Williamson & Yeung (2024) also studied citizens’ understanding of
democracy. The authors researched 6,150 respondents in two well-functioning democracies
(Italy and Japan), two backsliding democracies (the United States and India) and two
nondemocracies (Egypt and Thailand). The authors formulated eight understandings of
democracy: electoral, liberal, institutional, populist, loyalist, substantive (divided in economy
and gender), technocratic and direct. The authors presented respondents two hypothetical
countries with information about nine attributes, linked to the eight different understandings
of democracy. Respondents had to choose which country was more democratic. This design
allows to assess which element of democracy people find more important when they face a
dilemma between two understandings of democracy. The results were clear; the liberal
notions of democracy were seen as the most important for citizens in their assessment how
democratic a country is. Populist-majoritarian and direct understandings of democracy were

also quite important for citizens, but to a lesser degree than liberal democracy.

Cinar and Bulbul (2022) investigated the effect of understanding of democracy on political
participation. They distinguish liberal, redistributive and authoritative democracy. In every
region of the world, liberal democracy was the most popular understanding, followed by the

redistributive and the authoritative understanding.
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Following the 2023 Dutch parliamentary election, the Dutch Parliamentary Election Survey
addressed the different understandings of democracy among voters. Van Lit (2024) found that
liberal democracy is the most important understanding according to Dutch voters, followed by
electoral and redistributive democracy. More interesting are the differences between voters of
certain political parties. GL-PvdA/D66 vs. PVV/BBB voters differed in the importance they
attached to media freedom, protection of minorities (both liberal democracy), national
sovereignty (national democracy), opinion of ordinary people, will of the people (both
populist democracy) and referendums (direct democracy). GL-PvdA/D66 voters attach more
value to liberal democracy, while PVV/BBB voters attach more value to national, populist and

direct democracy.

What is interesting in the Dutch Parliamentary Election Study, is that respondents had to
choose between a democratic dilemma. All respondents were shown two elements of
democracy five times in a row, and they got the question: “which one of the following two
points do you think is more important for democracy”. The respondents were forced to choose
which democratic element they found more important, so they could not say that they found
both understandings of democracy equally important. The idea behind this forced choice is
logical. Most people will probably say that they find liberal elements like the judiciary and
minority protection important when they would get this question in a survey, but a share of the
people will also say that ‘the will of the majority should go above all’. These two statements
contradict with each other. When respondents are forced to choose between statements, you

get a better view of what the citizen find more important.

Clearly, because of the substantial differences between understandings of democracy among
citizens, just ‘satisfaction with democracy’ doesn’t tell us what people are satisfied with, and
what people understand to be democracy can be diametrically opposed. To give an
illustration, two people can both be ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with democracy’, score 5
out of 10, but you do not know what they are actually satisfied and dissatisfied with. Person A
can be satisfied with the civil rights but dissatisfied with the attack on judges by politicians,
while person B can be satisfied with the free and fair elections but dissatisfied because this
person has the perception that judges make decisions against the will of the majority. Both

persons have the same level of satisfaction with democracy but the reasons for having
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moderate satisfaction are very different. I move on to the link between different

understandings of democracy and satisfaction with democracy in the next section.

2.3 The relationship between understandings of democracy and satisfaction

with democracy

In the previous paragraph, I have elaborated on the key factors that influence satisfaction with
democracy. I also enumerated the most important understandings of democracy among
political scientists and I showed how citizens think about the concept of democracy. Now, I
can move on to the core of my research. The core of my research is the relationship between
an individual’s understanding of democracy and the satisfaction with democracy of that

individual.

Various studies have already been done that links to this question. This body of work mainly
focused on the correlations between direct democracy support and satisfaction with
democracy, and between populist understandings of democracy and satisfaction with
democracy. Also, the effect of different understandings of democracy on the evaluations of the
quality of that certain understanding of democracy has been researched. However, there
remains a research gap: the effect of quality of a certain understanding of democracy on
satisfaction with democracy among people with that understanding of democracy. | test this

effect in this research.

Effect of understanding of democracy on satisfaction with democracy

There are different theoretical approaches to understanding satisfaction with democracy
among people who support direct democracy. On the one hand, there is the disaffection
perspective, which says that people dissatisfied with the way democracy works are in favor of
direct democracy to fill the deficits of the representative democracy. On the other hand, there
is the cognitive mobilization perspective, which says that people who are satisfied with
democracy are in favor of direct democracy because they are more politically interested and
motivated to participate in politics (Schuck & De Vreese, 2015). However, these theoretical
perspectives actually represent the relationship between satisfaction with democracy as an
independent variable influencing support for direct democracy, so it is sort of the other way

around than my research.
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Zaslove and Meijers (2024) do look at understandings of democracy and how these shape
satisfaction with democracy. They found that citizens with populist attitudes are less satisfied
with the way democracy works. They hypothesized that this is the case because people with
populist attitudes find that the establishment fails in serving the people’s interests. Populist
attitudes regarding the understanding of democracy are strongly related to majoritarian
democracy, as populists are frustrated by the rule of law. Populism believes in unconstrained

majoritarianism (Zaslove & Meijers, 2024).

Ferrin and Kriesi have already shown in their first book that satisfaction with democracy
depends on an individual's understanding of democracy (Ferrin, 2016, p. 295). People who are
1) liberal, direct and social democrats, 2) liberal and direct democrats, and 3) liberal and
social democrats are less satisfied with the functioning of democracy than people who are

only liberal (so not also social and/or direct) democrat.

The liberal, direct and social democrats had a score of 4.2 on satisfaction with democracy on a
1 to 11 scale, compared to a score of 5.5 and 5.9 for minimalist liberal democrats (liberal
democrats who find 2 to 4 premises of liberal democracy important) and maximalist liberal
democrats (liberal democrats who find 5 or more premises of liberal democracy important)
respectively. People who find liberal, social and direct democracy important are less satisfied
with democracy than people who find only liberal democracy important. This is also intuitive,
because someone who finds more elements of democracy important is more demanding, and

these people have more reasons to be less satisfied.

The research I have discussed above are about the correlation between a certain understanding
of democracy and satisfaction with democracy in general. More demanding democrats are less
satisfied with democracy because they have more reasons that can make them dissatisfied.
Populist-majoritarian democrats are less satisfied with democracy because they find that the
establishment fails in serving their interests, and the current liberal democracy is not in line
with their understanding of democracy. Direct democrats are less satisfied when their driver is
democratic deficit in representative democracy, and direct democrats are more satisfied when

they like participating in democracy.
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Effect of understanding of democracy on evaluation of that understanding

There is also some research done about the effect of understanding of democracy on the
evaluation of that understanding. Palacios (2025, p. 220) examined the effect of an
individual’s view of democracy on their satisfaction with that understanding of democracy in
their country, and found that liberal democrats have a more positive evaluation of liberal
democracy than the average citizen, while for the social, direct and populist understanding,
more demanding democrats have a less positive evaluation of that kind of democracy. So
social democrats have a less positive evaluation of social democracy than the average citizen,
direct democrats have a less positive evaluation of direct democracy than the average citizen
and populist democrats have a less positive evaluation of populist democracy than the average
citizen (Palacios, 2025, p. 220). For social, direct and populist democrats, this suggests that
they will be more satisfied when the democracy moves more towards their view of
democracy, as they now maybe find that their view of democracy is not well enough

implemented in the democracy that they currently live in.

The chapter by Palacios also examines the effect of quality of democracy on the relationship
between understandings of certain understandings of democracy and evaluations of that
understanding of democracy. Palacios hypothesizes that higher quality of a certain
understanding of democracy will lead to a more positive, or less negative, relationship
between view of certain understanding and performance evaluations of that understanding.
This expectation is only partially confirmed, so higher quality of a certain understanding of
democracy does not always lead to a more positive, or less negative, relationship between a
citizen’s view of a certain understanding and the satisfaction with that understanding

(Palacios, 2025, p. 225).

Effect of factual quality of understanding of democracy on satisfaction with democracy
among people with that understanding

There is still a research gap here; the effect of the quality of a certain understanding that
someone has, on their general satisfaction with democracy. In the first book by Ferrin and
Kriesi (2016), in the second book by Ferrin en Kriesi (2025), and in the study by Zaslove &
Meijers (2024), just the correlation and underlying mechanisms between having a specific
understanding of democracy and satisfaction with democracy, and the effect of a certain view

of democracy on the evaluation of that understanding of democracy is researched. Also, the
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effect of quality of that certain understanding of democracy on the relationship between
understandings and evaluations of a certain model of democracy is researched, but not the
effect of the quality of that certain understanding of democracy on the link between

understandings and satisfaction with democracy in general.

The question here is: are people who identify themselves as electoral democrats more satisfied
with democracy in general when the quality of the electoral democracy in their country is
higher? And are liberal democrats more satisfied with democracy in general when they
perceive the quality of liberal democracy to be higher? And so forth for the other
understandings. An intuitive link is that a liberal democrat is more satisfied with democracy
when the characteristics of liberal democracy are present in their country, and that a direct
democrat is more satisfied with democracy when there are direct democracy mechanisms in
their country, like referendums. People get what they want in this case, and this should lead to

more satisfaction.

Some research has, directly and indirectly, shown that this relationship is present. For
example, a research by Zhai (2019) about democracy in China has shown that Chinese people
are more satisfied with democracy when they have a substantive understanding of democracy
than when they have a liberal understanding of democracy. The author hypothesized that this
is the case because China does not score well on civil liberties and freedom of speech, which
is the liberal understanding of democracy, but that it does score well on the economic
dimension. People who see the economic dimension as more important are more satisfied
with democracy in China than people who see the civil liberties as more important. This
research supports the idea that people are more satisfied with democracy when the model of

democracy in their country is close to the individual’s understanding of democracy.

Obviously, China does not fulfill the minimal standards of a democracy as there are no free
and fair elections, but the economic lens through which the Chinese people look at the system
make that they perceive the political system as a democracy, according to this study.

The idea that people are more satisfied when they ‘already have what they want’ also follows
from the relationship between the general quality of democracy and satisfaction with
democracy. There is a very strong correlation between quality of democracy in the country

and satisfaction with democracy. Ferrin and Kriesi (2016, p. 288) find a correlation of 0.83
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between general quality of democracy in a country (operationalized as the score on the
Democracy Barometer Index of Democracy) and an individual’s satisfaction with democracy.
Following the logic of this correlation, the expectation is that there is also a strong correlation
between quality of electoral democracy and satisfaction with democracy among people with
an electoral understanding of democracy, between quality of liberal democracy and
satisfaction with democracy among people with a liberal understanding of democracy, and so
forth for direct, social and populist-majoritarian democracy. This theoretical link leads to the

following hypothesis:

HI. A citizen is more satisfied with democracy when their understanding of democracy and
the factual quality of that understanding of democracy in their country are more congruent.
This means:
e Among electoral democrats, a higher factual quality of electoral democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy.
e Among liberal democrats, a higher factual quality of liberal democracy leads to higher
satisfaction with democracy.
e Among direct democrats, a higher factual quality of direct democracy leads to higher
satisfaction with democracy.
e Among social democrats, a higher factual quality of social democracy leads to higher
satisfaction with democracy.
e Among populist-majoritarian democrats, a higher factual quality of populist-

majoritarian democracy leads to higher satisfaction with democracy.

Effect of perceived quality of understanding of democracy on satisfaction with democracy
among people with that understanding

Apart from the factual, objective quality of different understandings of democracy,
perceptions of this quality by citizens can also be an important factor. On several aspects in
society, the perception of people differs from the reality. Regarding the topic of democracy, it
is thinkable that people perceive that elections are not free and fair, but that they are free and
fair according to factual data. An infamous example of this is the 2020 United States

presidential election between Donald Trump and Joe Biden.
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The importance of perceptions is also illustrated by Gorodzeisky and Semyonov (2020); the
authors investigated perceptions of the number of immigrants and immigrant stances among
citizens in 17 European countries and they found that the relative overestimation of the
number of immigrants is more important in predicting anti-immigrant sentiments than the real
number of immigrants. So not only factual quality of democracy, but also people’s perception
of this quality is likely to be an important predicting variable. This leads to the following
hypothesis:

H?2. A citizen is more satisfied with democracy when their understanding of democracy and
their perception of the quality of that understanding of democracy in their country are more
congruent.
This means:
e Among electoral democrats, a higher perceived quality of electoral democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy.
e Among liberal democrats, a higher perceived quality of liberal democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy.
e Among direct democrats, a higher perceived quality of direct democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy.
e Among social democrats, a higher perceived quality of social democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy.
e Among populist-majoritarian democrats, a higher perceived quality of populist-

majoritarian democracy leads to higher satisfaction with democracy.

2.4 The effect of winner-loser status

In hypothesis 1 and 2, I test the influence of respectively the factual quality of a certain
understanding of democracy and the perceived quality of a certain understanding of
democracy on a citizen’s satisfaction with democracy. Now, I move on to an explanatory

factor that could moderate this effect: winner-loser status.

For this, I focus on two understandings: the liberal and populist-majoritarian understandings. I
focus on these two understandings because they are conflictive; as elaborated earlier in this
chapter, liberal democracy highlights the importance of the rule of law and minority rights,

while populist-majoritarian democracy highlights the importance of the will of the majority.
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These visions can conflict, for instance when the will of the majority is different from a

judicial verdict.

The possibility of conflicts between the liberal and the populist-majoritarian understanding is
unique. The other understandings of democracy (electoral, direct, social) are less conflictive
with each other and with liberal and populist-majoritarian understandings. These
understandings are also not mutually exclusive; a citizen can perfectly be a fully electoral,
liberal, direct and social democrat altogether. Being a fully populist-majoritarian and a fully

liberal democrat at the same time, however, is not really possible.

Regular effect of winner-loser status

An explanatory factor that could moderate the effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction
with democracy is winner-loser status, a microlevel variable I introduced earlier. Winner-loser
status refers to the party someone voted for in the election. In chapter 2.1, I explained that
voting for a winning party leads to a higher average level of satisfaction with democracy
because a citizen then feels that the government is more interested in and responsive to their

needs (Anderson & Guillory, 1997).

A populist-majoritarian democrat probably finds it more important than a liberal democrat
that their preferred party is a winning party, because a populist-majoritarian democrat
understands democracy as doing what the majority of the people wants (Zaslove & Meijers,
2024). Populist-majoritarian democrats therefore attach more value to who wins in elections,
because their understanding of democracy is that the policies of the winning party are
implemented. The populist-majoritarian democrats will be most happy when their own party
is a winning party, because then they have more trust that their interests and needs are served

(Anderson & Guillory, 1997).

Liberal democrats will find it less important whether their party is a winning party, because
they attach more value to liberal democratic principles like the rule of law. Liberal democrats
attach less value than populist-majoritarian democrats to the principle that the policies of the
winning party should be implemented completely. Liberal democrats attach more value to the

maintaining of the rule of law and minority rights (Cinar & Bulbul, 2022). These principles
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@ like the rule of law and protection of minority rights are less dependent on which party has

won in an election. Therefore, the third hypothesis is as follows:

H3. The effect of winner-loser status on satisfaction with democracy is bigger for populist-

majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.

This means that among populist-majoritarian democrats, someone who voted for a winning
party is likely to make a very substantial jump in satisfaction with democracy compared to
someone who did not vote for a winning party. Among liberal democrats on the other hand,
someone who voted for a winning party will probably make just a small jump in satisfaction

with democracy compared to someone who did not vote for a winning party.

Moderating effect of winner-loser status
In hypothesis 3, I test the effect of winner-loser status on satisfaction with democracy among
populist-majoritarian democrats and among liberal democrats. For hypothesis 4, I test the

moderating effect of winner-loser status on the relationship between understanding of

© 06600 600 ©06

democracy and satisfaction with democracy.

In hypothesis 1, I have hypothesized that a higher quality of populist-majoritarian democracy

leads to higher satisfaction with democracy among populist-majoritarian democrats. Higher

quality of liberal democracy leads to higher satisfaction with democracy among liberal
democrats. And now the question is: does winner-loser status moderate this effect? Among
populist-majoritarian democrats, a higher quality of populist-majoritarian democracy will
probably lead to more satisfaction with democracy, but a populist-majoritarian democrat will
probably become much less satisfied when their party does not win, even with high quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy. In that case, the policies of other political parties are
implemented, which makes populist-majoritarian democrats less certain that their interests
will be served. On the other hand, if a populist-majoritarian democrat voted for a winning
@ party, a higher quality will probably lead to much more satisfaction with democracy, because
the high quality of populist-majoritarian democracy indicates that the winning party can do
what the people want. For liberal democrats, this effect is probably less. A higher quality of
liberal democracy is what matters most for liberal democrats, and they care less if the party

a @ they voted for is a winning party. This leads to the following hypothesis:
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H4. The moderating effect of winner-loser status on the relationship between the quality of
democracy and satisfaction with democracy, is bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats

than for liberal democrats.

This means that among populist-majoritarian democrats, a higher quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy in the country will probably lead to more satisfaction with democracy
(hypothesis 1), and voting for a winning party probably moderates this strongly; someone
who did not vote for a winning party has much less increase than without the winner-loser
status effect of satisfaction with democracy when democratic quality increases. Someone
who voted for a winning party has much more increase than without the winner-loser
status effect of satisfaction with democracy when democratic quality increases. Among
liberal democrats on the other hand, a higher quality of liberal democracy in the country will
probably lead to more satisfaction with democracy (hypothesis 1), but voting for a winning
party probably moderates this just a little bit; someone who did not vote for a winning party
has a bit less increase than without the winner-loser status effect of satisfaction with
democracy when democratic quality increases. Someone who did vote for a winning party has
a bit more increase than without the winner-loser status effect of satisfaction with
democracy when democratic quality increases. So this means, the moderating effect of ‘voting
for a winning party’ on the effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy is

bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.

2.5 Hypotheses overview

Here, an overview of the hypotheses of the research is presented.

HI. A citizen is more satisfied with democracy when their understanding of democracy and
the factual quality of that understanding of democracy in their country are more congruent.
H2. A citizen is more satisfied with democracy when their understanding of democracy and
their perception of the quality of that understanding of democracy in their country are more
congruent.

H3. The effect of winner-loser status on satisfaction with democracy is bigger for populist-
majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.

H4. The moderating effect of winner-loser status on the relationship between the quality of
democracy and satisfaction with democracy, is bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats

than for liberal democrats.
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Chapter 3: Data and method

In this chapter, I outline the data and methodology used in this research. First, I describe the
type of research and the sources I collect the data from. Then I operationalize the different
groups of respondents I use in the research to identify respondents with different
understandings of democracy, as well as the dependent, independent and control variables.

After that, I shortly explain the method per hypothesis.

3.1 Data collection

For my research, I do a quantitative analysis based on large-N data. The hypotheses are tested
through different forms of regression analysis. I come back to the different forms of
regression analysis later in this chapter, when I outline the method per hypothesis.

For my research, I use data from different sources. The most important data source I use is the
European Social Survey (ESS), round 10 (ESS, 2025). The ESS is a cross-national survey that
takes place in European countries, about social, political and cultural issues. It takes place in
more than 30 countries and has the same questionnaire in all countries, which makes them
suitable for cross-national research, as you can make good comparisons between the

countries.

In the tenth round of the ESS, people were, among other things, asked to give their opinion
about democracy. The ESS authors called this part of the survey ‘understanding of
democracy’. People were asked to say how important they find certain elements of
democracy, like free and fair elections, protection of minorities, the possibility to vote in
referendums et cetera. This perfectly matches with my research, because I need to find out if
there are differences between people who have different understandings of democracy.
There are 22 countries that have taken part in the ESS round 10. These countries are:
Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Iceland,
Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, North Macedonia, Portugal,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. The data I use are from these 22

countries.

The data collection period was between 2020 and 2022. The data collection period varied a bit
between the countries. The time period in which the data were collected are important for a
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part of my research, which I come back to later in this chapter. Next to ESS, I also use data
from V-Dem (Coppedge et al., 2025), the World Development Indicators (World Bank Group,
2026), the Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020) and election results for the factual quality of all
models of democracy. V-Dem provides the indexes for the factual quality of electoral, liberal
and direct democracy. The World Development Indicators provides the data about the Gini
coefficient and poverty rate in every country, which I use for the factual quality of social
democracy. The Global Party Survey combined with election results provides the data about
the factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy. Our World in Data provides the data
on the age of electoral democracy, which indirectly are provided by V-Dem. I use election
results and government compositions for the winner-loser status. The election results are
mostly from Election Guide from the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (n.d.),
and the government compositions are mostly from the data from Who Governs in Europe and
beyond (Bértoa, 2026). I also use some data indirectly from V-Dem, which were provided via

Our World in Data (2026).

3.2 Operationalization

In this part of the chapter, I operationalize the groups and variables I use in my research. First,
I operationalize the different groups of people with a certain understanding of democracy.
After that, I operationalize the dependent variable, the independent and moderator variables,

and the control variables.

3.3 Operationalization of the different types of democrats

Electoral democrat

For the importance of electoral democracy, the variables ‘National elections are free and fair’
and ‘The media are free to criticize the government’ from the ESS dataset are used. The
variable ‘National elections are free and fair’ measures how important respondents think it is
for democracy in general that national elections are free and fair. The variable ‘The media are
free to criticize the government’ measures how important respondents think it is for
democracy in general that media are free to criticize the government. Both variables range
from 0 to 10 and run from ‘not at all important for democracy in general’ to ‘extremely
important for democracy in general’. To measure the importance of electoral democracy, an
individual’s score on the importance of ‘National elections are free and fair’ and ‘The media

are free to criticize the government’ must be taken together. This score divided by 2 is the
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score on the importance of electoral democracy. Someone is an electoral democrat when their

individual score on electoral democracy importance is 8 or higher.

Liberal democrat

For the importance of liberal democracy, the variables ‘National elections are free and fair’,
‘The media are free to criticize the government’, ‘The rights of minority groups are protected’
and ‘The court treats everyone the same’ from the ESS dataset are used. The variable
‘National elections are free and fair’ measures how important respondents think it is for
democracy in general that national elections are free and fair. The variable ‘The media are free
to criticize the government’ measures how important respondents think it is for democracy in
general that media are free to criticize the government. The variable ‘The rights of minority
groups are protected’ measures how important respondents think it is for democracy in
general that the rights of minorities are protected. The variable ‘The court treats everyone the
same’ measures how important respondents think it is for democracy in general that the court
treats everyone the same. All variables range from 0 to 10 and run from ‘not at all important
for democracy in general’ to ‘extremely important for democracy in general’. To measure the
importance of liberal democracy, an individual’s scores on the importance of ‘National
elections are free and fair’, ‘The media are free to criticize the government’, ‘The rights of
minority groups are protected’ and ‘The court treats everyone the same’ must be taken
together. This score divided by 4 is the score on the importance of liberal democracy.
Someone is a liberal democrat when their individual score on the liberal democracy

importance is 8 or higher.

Direct democrat

For the importance of direct democracy, the variable ‘Citizens have the final say on political
issues by voting directly in referendums’ from the ESS dataset is used. This variable measures
how important respondents think it is for democracy in general that citizens have the final say
on political issues by voting on them directly in referendums. This variable ranges from 0 to
10 and runs from ‘not at all important for democracy in general’ to ‘extremely important for
democracy in general’. The importance of direct democracy is measured as an individual’s
score on the importance of ‘Citizens have the final say on political issues by voting directly in
referendums’. Someone is a direct democrat when their individual score on the direct

democracy importance is 8 or higher.
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Social democrat

For the importance of social democracy, the variables ‘The government protects all citizens
against poverty’ and ‘The government takes measures to reduce differences in income levels’
from the ESS dataset are used. The variable ‘The government protects all citizens against
poverty’ measures how important respondents think it is for democracy in general that the
government protects all citizens against poverty. The variable ‘The government takes
measures to reduce differences in income levels’ measures how important respondents think it
is for democracy in general that the government takes measures to reduce differences in
income levels. Both variables range from 0 to 10 and run from ‘not at all important for
democracy in general’ to ‘extremely important for democracy in general’. To measure the
importance of social democracy, an individual’s score on the importance of ‘The government
protects all citizens against poverty’ and ‘The government takes measures to reduce
differences in income levels’ must be taken together. This score divided by 2 is the score on
the importance of social democracy. Someone is a social democrat when their individual score

on social democracy importance is 8 or higher.

Populist-majoritarian democrat

For the importance of populist-majoritarian democracy, the variables ‘The views of ordinary
people prevail over the views of the political elite’ and ‘The will of the people cannot be
stopped’ from the ESS dataset are used. The variable ‘The views of ordinary people prevail
over the views of the political elite’ measures how important respondents think it is for
democracy in general that the views of ordinary people prevail over the views of the political
elite. The variable ‘The will of the people cannot be stopped’ measures how important
respondents think it is for democracy in general that the will of the people cannot be stopped.
Both variables range from 0 to 10 and run from ‘not at all important for democracy in general’
to ‘extremely important for democracy in general’. To measure the importance of populist-
majoritarian democracy, an individual’s score on the importance of ‘The views of ordinary
people prevail over the views of the political elite’ and ‘The will of the people cannot be
stopped’ must be taken together. This score divided by 2 is the score on the importance of
populist-majoritarian democracy. Someone is a populist-majoritarian democrat when their

individual score on populist-majoritarian democracy importance is 8 or higher.
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There is a third variable that would fit in the populist-majoritarian democrat index very well.
This is the variable ‘Important for democracy: government changes policies in response to
what most people think’. However, this variable has over 13,000 missing values, which is
more than one-third of all respondents. For this reason, I have not included this variable in the

populist-majoritarian democracy importance index.

Limitations of the types of democrats

Everyone with a score of 8 or higher on electoral democracy importance is operationalized as
an electoral democrat, everyone with a score of 8 or higher on liberal democracy is
operationalized as a liberal democrat, et cetera. This means that an individual can be more
than one type of democrat. This could mean that for example many social democrats are also
liberal democrats. Also, the number of variables differ between the understandings. For direct
democracy, there is only one variable. This difference in amount of variables used for every

understanding of democracy can lead to differences in reliability of the understandings.

3.4 Operationalization of the dependent variable

The dependent variable for all 4 hypotheses is ‘satisfaction with democracy’. This is
operationalized as a respondent’s score on the variable ‘How satisfied with the way
democracy works in country’ from the ESS dataset. This variable measures how satisfied
respondents are with the way democracy works in their country. The variable ranges from 0 to

10 and runs from ‘extremely dissatisfied’ to ‘extremely satisfied’.

3.5 Operationalization of the independent variables

The independent variable in H1 and H4 is factual quality of a certain understanding of
democracy. The independent variable in H2 is perceived quality of a certain understanding of
democracy. The independent variable in H3 is winner-loser status. First, | operationalize these

independent variables, and after that I operationalize the control variables.

3.5.1 Operationalization of factual quality of different models of democracy

Factual quality of electoral democracy in a country is operationalized as the score on the
Electoral Democracy Index by V-Dem in the country. This index looks at the quality of
electoral democracy in a country and is measured every year. The index number, varying from

0 (very bad electoral democracy) to 1 (very good electoral democracy), is determined by the
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extent to which there are free and fair elections, media freedom, and freedom of expression

(Coppedge et al., 2025).

Factual quality of liberal democracy in a country is operationalized as the score on the Liberal
Democracy Index by V-Dem in the country. This index looks at the quality of liberal
democracy in a country, and is measured every year. The index number, varying from 0 (very
bad liberal democracy) to 1 (very good liberal democracy), is determined by the extent to
which there are civil liberties and executive constraints. Also the quality of electoral

democracy is taken into account (Coppedge et al., 2025).

Factual quality of direct democracy in a country is operationalized as the score on the Direct
Popular Vote Index by V-Dem in the country. This index looks at the quality of direct
democracy in a country, and is measured every year. The index number, varying from 0 (very
bad direct democracy) to 1 (very good direct democracy), is determined by the extent to
which citizens can vote on specific issues in popular initiatives, referendums and plebiscites

(Coppedge et al., 2025).

For factual quality of social democracy in a country, the score on the Gini Coefficient and the
score on percentage living below $8.30 per day, 2021 PPP, both from the World Development
Indicators dataset from the World Bank Group, are used. For some countries in some years,
these values were not included in the dataset. For this countries and years, I used the average
scores of the years before to calculate the factual quality of social democracy. The exact
countries, years and calculations can be found in Appendix B. The Gini coefficient is a value
between 0 and 100, in which a higher value means higher inequality (World Bank Group,
2026). The percentage of people living below $8.30 per day, 2021 PPP is the percentage of
people living on less than $8.30 a day at 2021 international prices (World Bank Group, 2026).
This percentage is a value between 0 and 100. For both measures, a higher value is lower
quality of social democracy. Factual quality of social democracy is operationalized as 100

minus the score on Gini coefficient minus the score on the poverty percentage.

For measuring the factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy, I use a combination of
the Global Party Survey (GPS) dataset, and election results data. The GPS dataset from 2019

is based on an expert survey, in which 1,861 experts were asked to label 1,043 political parties
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from 163 different countries regarding ideological values, policy positions and rhetoric
(Norris, 2020). To get to know the quality of populist-majoritarian democracy, I use the GPS
dataset for the scores of the political parties on populist-majoritarian indicators, and I use
election data to weigh the importance of each political party in parliament. I use the following
indicators from the dataset:

- V&: Populist rhetoric. This indicator is about the degree to which a political party uses
more populist or more pluralist rhetoric. Score 0 means a strong preference for
pluralist rhetoric, score 10 means a strong favor for populist rhetoric.

- VO9: Populist saliency. This indicator is about the importance of the use of populist
rhetoric by the political party. Score 0 means that there is no importance for the
political party, score 10 means that there is great importance.

- V18: Will of the people. This indicator is about the political party’s rhetoric about the
topic ‘the will of the people’. Score 0 means that the party strongly emphasizes that
politicians should follow the will of the people, score 10 means that the party strongly
emphasizes that politicians should lead public opinion. This indicator must be recoded,
so that the lowest score is the least populist-majoritarian statement and the highest
score the most populist-majoritarian statement.

- V21: Strongman rule. This indicator is about the political party’s rhetoric about checks
and balances on executive power. Score 0 means that the party strongly favors checks
and balances, score 10 means that the party strongly opposes checks and balances.

A political party’s score on populist-majoritarian democracy is the average of these four

indicators.

After this, I use the scores on populist-majoritarianism for political parties to measure the
quality of populist-majoritarian democracy. In order to do this, I calculate the relative weight
of each party in parliament. I get most of these data via the International Foundation for
Electoral Systems (n.d.). The other sources and the complete calculation for all countries can
be found in Appendix A. It is useful to give an example of a calculation. For The Netherlands,
10 political parties were researched. They had a total of 142 seats in parliament at the time of
the survey. The VVD had 33 seats then, so the VVD counts for 33/142. This weight
calculation is made for every political party. The total calculated score of all political parties
together in a certain country is the factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy in that

country.
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It is important to remember that this measurement of populist-majoritarian democracy is
actually not about the quality of the democracy, but about the degree to which there are parties
and how large these parties are that think and act in a populist-majoritarian way. There is no
sufficient dataset that measures factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy, like there
is for the other understandings of democracy. The GPS dataset comes closest to factual quality
of populist-majoritarian democracy, but this dataset does not measure the same thing as the

other datasets for factual quality of understandings of democracy.

The measuring scales differ between the different understandings. For electoral, liberal and
direct democracy, the scale is from 0 to 1. For social democracy, the scale is from 0 to 100.
For populist-majoritarian democracy, the scale is from 0 to 10. For better comparability, |
rescale all variables to running from 0 to 10. This means that the scores on electoral, liberal
and direct democracy have to be multiplied by 10, and the scores on social democracy have to

be multiplied by 0.1.

3.5.2 Operationalization of perceived quality of different forms of democracy

For the operationalization of the perceived quality of the different forms of democracy, the
same variables as for the types of democrats are used. The difference is that for the types of
democrats, respondents were asked how important for democracy in general they thought a
certain characteristic of democracy was, while for perceived quality, respondents were asked
to which extent they thought that certain characteristic of democracy applies to their country.
These variables range from 0 to 10 and run from ‘does not apply at all’ to ‘applies

completely’. All variables follow this logic.

Perceived quality of electoral democracy is operationalized as the average score on the
individual scores on the variables ‘In country national elections are free and fair’ and ‘In
country the media are free to criticize the government’ from the ESS dataset. The perceived
quality of electoral democracy ranges from 0 to 10 and runs from ‘very low perceived quality

of electoral democracy’ to ‘very high perceived quality of electoral democracy’.

Perceived quality of liberal democracy is operationalized as the average score on the

individual scores on the variables ‘In country national elections are free and fair’, ‘In country
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the media are free to criticize the government’, ‘In country the rights of minority groups are
protected’ and ‘In country the court treats everyone the same’ from the ESS dataset. The
perceived quality of liberal democracy ranges from 0 to 10 and runs from ‘very low perceived

quality of liberal democracy’ to ‘very high perceived quality of liberal democracy’.

Perceived quality of direct democracy is operationalized as the individual score on the
variable ‘In country citizens have the final say on political issues by voting directly in
referendums’ from the ESS dataset. The perceived quality of direct democracy ranges from 0
to 10 and runs from ‘very low perceived quality of direct democracy’ to ‘very high perceived

quality of direct democracy’.

Perceived quality of social democracy is operationalized as the average score on the
individual scores on the variables ‘In country the government protects all citizens against
poverty’ and ‘In country the government takes measures to reduce differences in income
levels’ from the ESS dataset. The perceived quality of social democracy ranges from 0 to 10
and runs from ‘very low perceived quality of social democracy’ to ‘very high perceived

quality of social democracy’.

Perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is operationalized as the average score
on the individual scores on the variables ‘In country the views of ordinary people prevail over
the views of the political elite’ and ‘In country the will of the people cannot be stopped’ from
the ESS dataset. The perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy ranges from 0 to
10 and runs from ‘very low perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy’ to ‘very
high perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy’. Also for the perceived quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy, there is a third variable that would fit in the populist-
majoritarian democracy index very well. This is the variable ‘In country government changes
policies in response to what most people think’. However, this variable has also many missing
values (more than 8,000). For this reason, I have not included this variable in the perceived

quality of populist-majoritarian democracy index.
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3.5.3 Operationalization of winner-loser status
For every respondent, the answer on the question ‘Party voted for in last national election’ is
examined. In this question, respondents answered the question which party they voted for in

the last national election.

I divide winner-loser status into two variables: election winner-loser and government winner-
loser. Election winner-loser is divided into people who voted for parties that got more seats
than in the national election before versus people who did not. I retrieve the biggest part of the
election results via the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (n.d.). The other used
sources and the explanation for the election results are noted in Appendix C. People who
voted for parties that got more seats (election winners) get score 1, and people who did not

vote for parties that got more seats (election losers) get score 0.

Government winner-loser is divided into people who voted for parties that are in government
versus people who did not vote for parties that are in government. I retrieve the biggest part of
the government compositions via the database on Who governs Europe (Bértoa, 2026). The
other used sources and the explanation for the government compositions are noted in
Appendix C. People who voted for parties that are in government (government winners) get
score 1, and people who did not vote for parties that are in government (government losers)

get score 0.

In some countries, a new election already took place during the ESS data collection period. In
some countries, there was a government alternation during the ESS data collection period. If a
new national election took place during the ESS data collection period, I use the election data
of that new election for respondents that were interviewed after the election to see whether the
party the respondent voted for has won seats or not. As this ESS question on voting behavior
is only asked for the first election, it is not possible to check whether respondents have
actually changed the party they voted for in the new election. If a government alternation took
place during the ESS data collection period, the respondents who were interviewed before the
government alternation are considered winners when they voted for a party that was in
government before the alternation. The respondents who were interviewed after the
government alternation were considered winners when they voted for a party that was in

government after the alternation.

44

z'l—.l turnitin Page 72 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID _ trn:oid:::1:3592984423



z"-.l turnltln Page 73 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

® 66 ©

3.5.4 Operationalization of control variables

I use several control variables in the research. I use all control variables in every regression
model. The control variables I use can be divided into microlevel control variables and
macrolevel control variables. Microlevel control variables are satisfaction with the economy,
education level, employment, electoral participation and the winner-loser status variables.
Macrolevel control variables are GDP per capita, systemic age and the Corruption Perceptions

Index. The control variables are elaborated here.

Satisfaction with the economy

The first control variable is satisfaction with the economy. This is operationalized as a
respondent’s score on the variable ‘how satisfied with present state of economy in country’ in
ESS. This variable ranges from 0 to 10 and runs from extremely dissatisfied to extremely
satisfied. It is likely that respondents who are more satisfied with the economy have a higher
satisfaction with democracy, as I showed in the previous chapter. This means that I have to

control for satisfaction with the economy.

Education level

The second control variable is education level. Education level is operationalized as a
respondent’s score on the variable ‘Highest level of education, ES — ISCED’ in ESS. This
variable is an already recoded variable that makes education levels comparable across
different countries. It ranges from 1 to 7 and varies from ‘less than lower secondary’ to
‘higher tertiary education’. Education level is added as a control variable, because this
variable is likely to have an effect on satisfaction with democracy. By adding these variable to

the model, the effect of education level on satisfaction with democracy is controlled for.

Employment

The third control variable is employment. Employment is operationalized as a respondent’s
score on the variable ‘Doing last 7 days — unemployed, actively looking for job’ in ESS.
Respondents were asked to say what descriptions of activities of the last 7 days applied to
them. Unemployed and actively looking for a job was one of these descriptions, together with
activities like paid work, education and retirement. This variable must be recoded; people who
are unemployed and looking for job now have score 1 on this variable and people who are not

unemployed and looking for job have score 0, but people who are not unemployed must get
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score 1, and people who are unemployed score 0. Employment is added as a control variable,
because this variable is likely to have an effect on satisfaction with democracy. By adding this
variable to the model, the effect of employment on satisfaction with democracy is controlled

for.

Winner-loser status variables

The fifth and sixth control variables are winner-loser status in election and winner-loser status
in government. For the operationalization of these variables, see ‘operationalization of
partisanship’ on the previous page. The winner-loser status variables are added as control
variables for hypothesis 1 and 2, as they are already the independent and moderator variables
itself in hypothesis 3 and 4 respectively. The winner-loser status variables are added as control
variables because these variables are likely to have an effect on satisfaction with democracy.
By adding these variables to the model, the effect of winner-loser status on satisfaction with

democracy is controlled for.

GDP per capita, adjusted for PPP

I also control for the economic performance. This is operationalized as GDP per capita
adjusted for purchasing power parity, to make the GDP per capita levels better comparable
between different countries with different price levels. I take this variable from the World
Development Indicators dataset (World Bank Group, 2026). GDP per capita PPP is added as
control variable because economic performance is likely to have an effect on satisfaction with

democracy.

Systemic age

I control for the age of democracy, more specifically the age of electoral democracy. Age of
democracy is measured as the number of consecutive years the country is an electoral
democracy (Our World in Data, 2026). I take the values of this variable from the online
website Our World in Data (2026), which are data from V-Dem, and add them manually to the
ESS dataset. Systemic age is added as control variable because it is likely to have an influence

on satisfaction with democracy.
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Corruption Perception Index

I also control for the perceived level of corruption in the country. This is measured via the
corruption perception index (CPI) from the V-Dem dataset (Coppedge et al., 2025). The CPI
ranges from 0 to 100 and runs from very high perception of corruption to very low perception
of corruption. I control for the perceived level of corruption because this is closely related to
quality of government as I showed in the theory chapter, and this perceived corruption level is

likely to have an effect on satisfaction with democracy.

3.6 Method per hypothesis

In the first hypothesis, I test the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with
democracy for every understanding of democracy through multilevel regression, as the
independent variable ‘factual quality of democracy’ is a macrolevel variable and the
dependent variable ‘satisfaction with democracy’ is a microlevel variable. I test the effect of
factual quality of electoral democracy on satisfaction with democracy for electoral democrats,
the effect of factual quality of liberal democracy on satisfaction with democracy for liberal
democrats, and so forth for social, direct and populist-majoritarian democrats. This means that
I get five models. For every understanding, I select only the respondents that have that certain

understanding of democracy. Only for these respondents, the regression analysis is done.

In the second hypothesis, I test the effect of perceived quality of democracy on satisfaction
with democracy for every understanding of democracy through multilevel regression.
Although both the independent and dependent variable are microlevel variables, the
independent variable is clustered within countries, so I need to do multilevel regression. I test
the effect of perceived quality of electoral democracy on satisfaction with democracy for
electoral democrats, the effect of perceived quality of liberal democracy on satisfaction with
democracy for liberal democrats, and so forth for social, direct and populist-majoritarian
democrats. This means that I get five models. For every understanding, I select only the
respondents that have that certain understanding of democracy. Only for these respondents,

the regression analysis is done.

In the third hypothesis, I test the effect of having voted for a winning party on satisfaction
with democracy through multilevel regression, as both the independent and dependent

variable are microlevel variables but the observations are clustered within countries. This
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effect is only tested for liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats. The winner-
loser status is split into two variables, the winner-loser election variable and the winner-loser
government variable. This means that I test the effect of having voted for an election winner
and the effect of having voted for a government winner on satisfaction with democracy for
liberal democrats. I also test the effect of having voted for an election winner and the effect of
having voted for a government winner on satisfaction with democracy for populist-
majoritarian democrats. This means that I get four models; two for liberal democrats and two
for populist-majoritarian democrats. For every understanding, I have to select only the
respondents that have that certain understanding of democracy. Only for these respondents,

the regression analysis is done.

In the fourth hypothesis, I test the moderating effect of having voted for an election winner
and the moderating effect of having voted for a government winner on the effect of quality of
understanding of democracy on satisfaction with democracy through multilevel regression, as
the independent variable is on the macrolevel while the moderator variable and the dependent
variable are on the microlevel. This effect is only tested for liberal democrats and populist-
majoritarian democrats. This means that I get four models; two for liberal democrats and two
for populist-majoritarian democrats. For every understanding, I have to select only the
respondents that have that certain understanding of democracy. Only for these respondents,

the regression analysis is done.

3.7 Assumptions

In order to check whether the assumptions of linear regressions are met in the models, I test
for these assumptions. The assumptions are a normal distribution of the residuals, linearity
between the independent variables and the dependent variable, homoscedasticity and no

multicollinearity.

The assumption of normal distribution of the residuals is checked by making Q-Q plots for
every regression model. The Q-Q plots showed that the level-1 residuals followed the
diagonal line somewhat, which means that the residuals are not extremely non-normal
distributed. However, was a big difference between the diagonal line and the level-2 residuals
for the models of hypothesis 1, 2 and 3. This means that the level-2 residuals are not normally

distributed (Field, 2018, p. 250). For hypothesis 4, the Q-Q plots did not work because there
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were too few variables, but it is very likely that the level-2 residuals are also not normally

distributed here.

The assumption of linearity is tested through Residual vs. Fitted value plots. For all 18

models, the line is curved, which means that the assumption of linearity between the

independent and dependent variable is violated (Field, 2018, p. 256).

The assumption of homoscedasticity is also tested through Residual vs. Fitted value plots. For

all 18 models, the points in the graph are not approximately far away from each other for all

fitted values; this means that the assumption of homoscedasticity is violated (Field, 2018, p.

256).

The assumption of multicollinearity is tested through looking at the correlations between the

control variables. It is important to check for multicollinearity between the variables, because

high multicollinearity between two or more variables disturbs the models. In table 1, the

correlations between the variables are shown. The table shows that the highest correlation

between two variables is 0.7578. This is lower than 0.8. A coefficient higher than 0.8 is a

problematic high correlation (Field, 2018, p. 402), which means that the correlations of the

variables in the models of this research are not problematic.

Table 1

Correlation scores between the control variables

Satisfaction Education Employment

Ageof  Corruption  GDP

with level electoral ~ Perception per
economy democracy Index capita
Satisfaction 1.0000
with
economy
Education 0.1107 1.0000
level
Employment 0.0706 0.0213 1.0000
Age of 0.2709 0.0459 0.0508 1.0000
electoral
democracy
Corruption 0.3952 0.1084 0.0634 0.7578 1.0000
Perception
Index
GDP per 0.3014 0.0743 0.0629 0.7133 0.7376 1.0000
capita

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025); VDem (Coppedge et al., 2025) World Development
Indicators (World Bank Group, 2026); Our World in Data (2026)
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The assumption analyses have shown that three of the four assumptions of linear regression
are violated. This is important to remember when interpreting the results of the regression

models.

3.8 Robustness analyses

To check whether the findings hold under different model specifications, I do two robustness
analyses. These robustness analyses are running the models again with the cutoff point of
being a type of democrat at the score 9, and running the models again without control

variables.

Cutoff point of being a type of democrat at score 9

In the first robustness analysis, I run the models again, but with the cutoff point of being a
certain type of democrat at score 9 on the importance score of that understanding of
democracy. For example, for the regular models I operationalized someone as an electoral
democrat when their score on electoral democracy importance is 8 or higher, and so forth for
the other understandings. I check whether the results differ when this cutoff point is set at
score 9. People with a score of 9 or higher on importance of a type of democracy have an
even stronger feeling that this type of democracy is important, compared to people with a
score of 8 or higher on importance. It is interesting to investigate if there are substantial

differences between the regular models and these adjusted models.

Models without control variables

The second robustness analysis consists of running the models again, without control
variables. I do this robustness analysis to investigate whether the effects of the independent
variables change much when I do not control for the other possible explanatory factors of

satisfaction with democracy, which are the control variables in my research.
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D Chapter 4: Results

In this chapter, I describe the results of the tests of the hypotheses. I also describe some

relevant descriptive statistics.

4.1 Descriptive results
In this part of the chapter, I describe some relevant descriptive statistics. These include the
number of people that have a certain understanding of democracy, the correlation between the

different understandings of democracy and the mean, minimum, maximum, standard

@ deviation and the number of respondents for the dependent variable and the independent
variables.
@ The number of people with a certain understanding of democracy

The different understandings of democracy are a key part in the research, so it is useful to
know how many people have a certain understanding of democracy. In the methods chapter, |
have described that I operationalize an individual as electoral democrat when they have a
score of 8 or higher on electoral democracy importance, and the same logic holds for liberal,

direct, social and populist-majoritarian democracy.

In table 2, the percentage of respondents with a certain understanding of democracy is shown,
@ as well as the total number of respondents, the number of missing values and the percentage

of missing values. 76.11 percent of respondents is an electoral democrat, 74.65 percent is a

liberal democrat, 66.70 percent is a direct democrat, 68.25 percent is a social democrat and

56.41 percent is a populist-majoritarian democrat.
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Table 2

Descriptive table on the different understandings of democracy

Understanding ~ How many N Total Missing Missing
percent has respondents percentage
understanding

Electoral 76.11% 36,655 37,641 986 2.62%

democracy

Liberal 74.65% 36,049 37,641 1,592 4.23%

democracy

Direct 66.70% 36,612 37,641 1,029 2.73%

democracy

Social 68.25% 36,730 37,641 911 2.42%

democracy

Populist- 56.41% 35,787 37,641 1,854 4.93%

majoritarian

democracy

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)

In Appendix D, the complete frequency tables of the importance scores of every

understanding of democracy is shown.

Correlation between the importance of understandings of democracy

In the paragraph above, I have shown that every understanding of democracy is supported by
a fairly high percentage of respondents; almost 60 percent is a populist-majoritarian democrat,
roughly two-third is social democrat, also roughly two-third is direct democrat, and roughly
three-quarter is electoral democrat and also roughly three-quarter is liberal democrat. This
suggests that there is a strong correlation between the scores of respondents on the importance

of the different understandings.

Table 3 shows that there is indeed a strong correlation between the scores on the importance
of different understandings. The correlation between electoral and liberal democracy
importance is extremely high, which is probably also partly caused by the fact that some
variables in the electoral democracy index and the liberal democracy index overlap. This
correlation score is 0.9117. The correlations between the other understandings vary between
0.3988 and 0.5372. It is remarkable that the correlation between liberal and populist-
majoritarian democracy importance is still relatively high, as I theorized that liberal and
populist-majoritarian democracy are opposite understandings. This could be the case because
respondents did not have to choose which they find more important, but just whether they

found a certain element of democracy important. I talk more about this in the discussion.
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D Table 3

Correlation between the scores on the importance of the different understandings of

democracy
Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democracy democracy democracy democracy = majoritarian
democracy
Electoral 1.0000
democracy
Liberal 0.9117 1.0000
democracy
Direct 0.4408 0.4947 1.0000
democracy
Social 0.3988 0.5002 0.4403 1.0000
democracy
Populist- 0.4192 0.4663 0.5304 0.5372 1.0000
majoritarian
democracy
N = 34,234,

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)

Descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent variables
In this paragraph, I show the descriptive statistics on the dependent variable and the
independent variables. In table 4, the mean, minimum value, maximum value, standard

deviation and number of respondents are shown for the dependent variable, which is

6066060

satisfaction with democracy, and for all independent variables.
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Table 4
Descriptive statistics of the dependent variable and the independent variables

Mean Min Max Std. dev. N
Dependent variable
Satisfaction with 5.29957 0 10 2.585695 36,746
democracy
Independent variables
Factual quality electoral 7.858618 4.47 9.02 1.220909 37,630
democracy
Factual quality liberal 6.98682 3.35 8.56 1.477164 37,630
democracy
Factual quality direct 1.854773 0.13 6.79 1.59238 37,630
democracy
Factual quality social 6.55063 4.07 7.59 0.8032657 37,630
democracy
Factual quality populist- 5.240271 3 7.2 1.173312 37,641
majoritarian democracy
Perceived quality electoral 6.615978 0 10 2.547771 35,955
democracy
Perceived quality liberal 6.17503 0 10 2.178762 34,677
democracy
Perceived quality direct 4.787196 0 10 3.024816 36,146
democracy
Perceived quality social 4.293878 0 10 2.567271 36,231
democracy
Perceived quality populist- 4.234379 0 10 2.461486 35,304
majoritarian democracy
Winner loser election 0.4725469 0 1 0.4992574 21,473
Winner loser government 0.4645834 0 1 0.4987557 21,473
Microlevel control
variables
Satisfaction with economy 4.788166 0 10 2.477584 36,859
in country
Education level 4.144665 1 7 1.782323 37,369
Employment 0.9594002 0 1 0.1973639 37,611
Macrolevel control
variables
Age of democracy 54.96187 0 174 38.97628 37,639
Corruption Perception 61.62105 35 88 14.82757 37,630
Index
GDP per capita 51069.75 20904.69 123219.1 22274.39 37,630

g'r—.| turnitin

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); V-Dem (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators
(World Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Our World in Data (2026);
Election results and government compositions
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4.2 Hypothesis 1

In the first part of this chapter, I have described some important descriptive statistics about the
different types of democrats, the dependent variable and some independent variables. Now |
move on to the results of the statistical analyses, in which the hypotheses of the research are

tested.

In the first hypothesis, I test the effect of the factual quality of the different understandings of
democracy on satisfaction with democracy among people who have that certain understanding
of democracy. The expectation is that higher factual quality of an understanding of democracy
leads to higher satisfaction with democracy among people with that understanding. This
hypothesis follows the logic that people are more satisfied when the democracy in their
country has characteristics that match with their own ideas of what a democracy should be.

In this hypothesis, five regression models are run, one model for every understanding of

democracy. In table 5, the results of the regression models are shown.

The effect of factual quality of electoral democracy on satisfaction with democracy among
electoral democrats is 0.054, which means that a 1-point increase in factual quality of
democracy leads to a 0.054 higher score on satisfaction with democracy on average. This
effect is not significant. The effect of factual quality of liberal democracy on satisfaction with
democracy among liberal democrats is 0.018, which is not significant. The effect of factual
quality of direct democracy on satisfaction with democracy among direct democrats is -0.126,
which is one-tailed significant. The effect of factual quality of social democracy on
satisfaction with democracy among social democrats is -0.236, which is a significant effect.
The effect of factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy on satisfaction with
democracy among populist-majoritarian democrats is -0.149, which is one-tailed significant.
The expectation was that higher factual quality of a model of democracy leads to higher
satisfaction with democracy among people with that understanding of democracy. However,
for all five types of democracy, there is no significant positive effect of the factual quality of
that type of democracy on satisfaction with democracy. In fact, there is a two-tailed
significant negative effect for social democrats and a one-tailed significant negative effect for
direct democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats, which means that a higher quality of
those understandings of democracy lead to lower satisfaction with democracy among people

with that understanding. This means that hypothesis 1 cannot be accepted. This could be the
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@ case because people experience the quality of democracy different than the factual quality of

democracy is, which is the vision of experts.
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people with that understanding of democracy
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Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Factual quality of electoral democracy 0.054
(0.114)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.018
(0.108)
Factual quality of direct democracy -0.126+
(0.071)
Factual quality of social democracy -0.236*
(0.117)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy -0.149+
(0.089)
Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.591***  0.587***  0.606***  0.604*** 0.620%***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008)
Highest level of education (Dummy)
Less than lower secondary Reference  Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.198* -0.178* -0.178* -0.143+ -0.160+
(0.082) (0.083) (0.084) (0.081) (0.094)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.091 -0.077 -0.073 -0.074 -0.102
(0.084) (0.085) (0.087) (0.084) (0.096)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.152%* -0.130+ -0.121 -0.055 -0.129
(0.074) (0.075) (0.077) (0.074) (0.085)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.242%* -0.229%* -0.272%* -0.193* -0.206*
(0.082) (0.084) (0.086) (0.084) (0.095)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.054 -0.018 -0.050 0.016 -0.068
(0.078) (0.079) (0.082) (0.079) (0.090)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.015 0.009 0.047 0.082 0.043
(0.077) (0.078) (0.082) (0.079) (0.091)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Yes 0.086 0.057 0.095 0.020 0.083
(0.084) (0.084) (0.090) (0.088) (0.097)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
Voted for party that did not win seats
Voted for party that won seats -0.044 -0.043 -0.094%** -0.066+ -0.068+
(0.031) (0.032) (0.035) (0.034) (0.038)
Voted for a party that is in government now
(Dummy)
Voted for party that is not in government Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that is in government 0.716%**  0.720%*%*  0.782***  (.716*** 0.757%**
(0.033) (0.033) (0.036) (0.036) (0.041)
Age of electoral democracy 0.002 0.002 0.008+ 0.002 0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Corruption Perception Index 0.011 0.013 -0.009 0.022* 0.003
(0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011)
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 1.000 1.176* 2.174%** 2.104%** 2.334%*
(0.659) (0.513) (0.653) (0.641) (0.859)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.216 0.236 0.217 0.206 0.234
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(0.055)  (0.060)  (0.056) (0.053) (0.061)

var(e) 3.433 3.393 3.584 3.492 3.619
(0.038) (0.038) (0.043) (0.042) (0.048)
N (respondents) 16,425 15,842 13,885 14,068 11,488
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36 36

X p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators (World
Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government
compositions
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4.3 Hypothesis 2

In the second hypothesis, I test the effect of perceived quality of the different models of
democracy on satisfaction with democracy among people with that certain understanding of
democracy. The expectation is that higher perceived quality of a model of democracy leads to
higher satisfaction with democracy among people with that understanding. This hypothesis is
similar to the first hypothesis, with the difference that this second hypothesis looks at the
effect of perceived quality of democracy instead of factual quality of democracy. This second
hypothesis follows the logic that people are more satisfied when they perceive that the
democracy in their country has characteristics that match with their own ideas of what a
democracy should be. In this hypothesis, five regression models are run. In table 6, the results

of the regression models are shown.

The effect of perceived quality of electoral democracy on satisfaction with democracy among
electoral democrats is 0.351. This means that a 1-point increase in perceived quality of
electoral democracy leads to 0.351 higher score on satisfaction with democracy on average
among electoral democrats. This is a significant positive effect. This is a relatively large
effect, because it means that there is a 3.51 point difference on a scale from 0 to 10 in
satisfaction with democracy between people with a perception that the quality is very bad and
people with the perception that the quality is very good. The effect of perceived quality of
liberal democracy on satisfaction with democracy among liberal democrats is 0.420, which is
a significant positive effect. This effect is even bigger than the effect among electoral
democrats. The effect of perceived quality of direct democracy on satisfaction with
democracy among direct democrats is 0.174, which is a significant positive effect. The effect
of perceived quality of social democracy on satisfaction with democracy among social
democrats is 0.236, which is a significant positive effect. The effect of perceived quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy on satisfaction with democracy is 0.257, which is a
significant positive effect. The expectation of hypothesis 2 was that a higher perceived quality
of a model of democracy leads to higher satisfaction with democracy among people with that
understanding. Higher perceived quality of a model of democracy indeed leads to higher
satisfaction with democracy for all understandings. This means that hypothesis 2 can be

accepted.
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Regression estimates of the effect of perceived quality of different types of democracy on satisfaction with democracy

among people with that understanding of democracy

7 turnitin

Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Perceived quality of electoral democracy 0.351%**
(0.007)
Perceived quality of liberal democracy 0.420%**
(0.008)
Perceived quality of direct democracy 0.174%**
(0.006)
Perceived quality of social democracy 0.236%**
(0.007)
Perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy 0.257%%*
(0.008)
Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.469***  (0.446***  (0.539***  (.49]*** 0.510%***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Highest level of education (Dummy)
Less than lower secondary Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.109 -0.130+ -0.071 -0.101 -0.107
(0.077) (0.079) (0.083) (0.079) (0.091)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.055 -0.113 0.016 -0.051 -0.030
(0.079) (0.081) (0.085) (0.082) (0.094)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.101 -0.127+ 0.020 -0.012 -0.051
(0.070) (0.072) (0.076) (0.072) (0.082)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.146+ -0.198* -0.141+ -0.140+ -0.122
(0.077) (0.079) (0.085) (0.081) (0.092)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.038 -0.028 0.092 0.066 0.037
(0.073) (0.075) (0.081) (0.077) (0.087)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.039 -0.072 0.206%* 0.120 0.151+
(0.072) (0.074) (0.081) (0.077) (0.088)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Yes 0.090 0.019 0.056 -0.019 0.067
(0.079) (0.079) (0.087) (0.085) (0.093)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
Voted for party that did not win seats Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that won seats -0.006 0.012 -0.054 -0.021 -0.035
(0.029) (0.030) (0.034) (0.033) (0.037)
Voted for a party that is in government now
(Dummy)
Voted for party that is not in government Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that is in government 0.549%**  (0.554***%  (0.688***  (.593*** 0.647%**
(0.031) (0.031) (0.036) (0.035) (0.039)
Age of electoral democracy 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Corruption Perception Index -0.009 -0.004 0.006 0.008 0.008
(0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 0.583 0.365 0.923* 1.015* 0.761+
(0.406) (0.439) (0.464) (0.436) (0.444)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.176 0.209 0.229 0.199 0.204
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0.045)  (0.053)  (0.059)  (0.052) (0.054)

var(e) 2.976 2.897 3.344 3.209 3.274
(0.033) (0.033) (0.040) (0.039) (0.044)
N (respondents) 16,223 15,303 13,673 13,892 11,240
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36 36
X p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1
Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators (World

Bank Group, 2026); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government compositions
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4.4 Hypothesis 3

In the third hypothesis, the focus is only on liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian
democrats. This hypothesis states that voting for a party that has won seats in the last national
election and voting for a party that is currently in government has a bigger effect on
satisfaction with democracy for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.
This hypothesis consists of four models; the effect of voting for a party that has won seats in
the last election on satisfaction with democracy among liberal democrats, the effect of voting
for a party that has won seats in the last election on satisfaction with democracy among
populist-majoritarian democrats, the effect of voting for a party that is currently in the
government on satisfaction with democracy among liberal democrats, and the effect of voting
for a party that is currently in the government on satisfaction with democracy among populist-

majoritarian democrats.

It is useful to check what percentage of liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats

@ @ actually voted for a winning and losing party in the election and for a party that is in

00 606

government and a party that is not in government. When checking this, I can be more certain
that possible not significant results are not the case because only a very small part of a group

voted for a winner. In table 7, these percentages are shown.

Table 7
Percentages of liberal and populist-majoritarian democrats voting for winners and
losers
Group Voted for Voted for loser  Voted for party Voted for party
winner in in election in government  not in
election government
Liberal democrats 47.54% 52.46% 47.11% 52.89%
Populist- 47.85% 52.15% 44.12% 55.88%
majoritarian
democrats

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)

Party an individual voted for has won seats in the last national election

First, the effect of voting for a party that has won seats in the last national election is
investigated. In table 8, the results of the regression models are shown. The effect of voting
for a winning party on satisfaction with democracy is 0.090 for liberal democrats, which
means that liberal democrats who voted for a winning party have a 0.090 higher score on
satisfaction with democracy compared to liberal democrats who did not vote for a winning
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party. This effect for liberal democrats is significant. The effect of voting for a winning party
on satisfaction with democracy is 0.059 for populist-majoritarian democrats, which means
that populist-majoritarian democrats who voted for a winning party have a 0.059 higher score
on satisfaction with democracy compared to populist-majoritarian democrats who did not vote
for a winning party. This effect for populist-majoritarian democrats is not significant. The
effect of voting for a winning party on satisfaction with democracy is slightly higher among
liberal democrats than among populist-majoritarian democrats. This contradicts the election

winner part of the third hypothesis.

Party an individual voted for is in government

The second part of winner-loser status is about whether the party someone voted for is
currently part of the government or not. In table 8, the results of the regression models are
shown. The effect of voting for a party that is in government on satisfaction with democracy
is 0.712 for liberal democrats, which means that liberal democrats who voted for a party that
is in government have a 0.712 higher score on satisfaction with democracy compared to
liberal democrats who did not vote for a party that is in government. The effect of voting for a
party that is in government on satisfaction with democracy is 0.743 for populist-majoritarian
democrats, which means that populist-majoritarian democrats who voted for a party that is in
government have a 0.743 higher score on satisfaction with democracy compared to populist-
majoritarian democrats who did not vote for a party that is in government. The effect is
slightly higher for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats, but the

difference is very small (just a 0.031 point difference).

The expectation of hypothesis 3 was that the effect of having voted for a winner in the last
election and for a party that is currently in the government would be bigger for populist-
majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats. Regarding voting for a party that has won
in the last election, the effect was bigger for liberal democrats than for populist-majoritarian
democrats, which contradicts the hypothesis. Regarding voting for a party that is in
government, the effect was just slightly bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for
liberal democrats, which contradicts the idea that the effect of voting for a party that is in
government on satisfaction with democracy is significantly bigger for populist-majoritarian
democrats than for liberal democrats. This means that hypothesis 3 cannot be accepted. It

seems to be the case that also liberal democrats are happier when their preferred political
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party is in government, while the theoretical expectation was that these people just think
liberal aspects of democracy are important. At the same time, voting for the winning party in
the election does not have an effect on satisfaction among populist-majoritarian democrats.
The theoretical expectation was that voting for the winning party leads to more satisfaction
among populist-majoritarian democrats because it is then more likely that their preferred
policies are implemented, but the results show this is not the case. An explanation for this
could be that just representation in parliament is not enough for populist-majoritarian
democrats: they want their party to be in government, because policy implementation is more

likely when a party is in government than when the party is ‘just’ represented in parliament.
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Table 8
Regression estimates of the effect of voting for a winning party in the election / party that is in government on
satisfaction with democracy among people with a liberal and populist-majoritarian understanding of

democracy
Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
democrats democrats
Independent variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 0.090%* 0.059

(0.032) (0.038)
Voted for a party that is in government now

(Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 0.712%%%  (.743%**

(0.033) (0.040)

Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.621%** 0.656%** 0.588%*** 0.621%**
(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)
Highest level of education (Dummy)

Less than lower secondary Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.184* -0.165+ -0.177* -0.159+
(0.084) (0.095) (0.083) (0.094)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.100 -0.119 -0.076 -0.101
(0.086) (0.098) (0.085) (0.096)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.169* -0.164+ -0.130+ -0.130
(0.076) (0.086) (0.075) (0.085)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.273%* -0.238* -0.228%** -0.207*
(0.085) (0.096) (0.084) (0.095)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.056 -0.107 -0.018 -0.068
(0.080) (0.091) (0.079) (0.090)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.031 -0.002 0.008 0.041
(0.079) (0.092) (0.078) (0.091)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Yes 0.092 0.132 0.059 0.083
(0.085) (0.098) (0.084) (0.097)
Age of electoral democracy 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.003
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Corruption Perception Index 0.009 0.004 0.014 0.010
(0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.011)
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 1.470%* 1.405** 1.201%** 1.115*
(0.470) (0.507) (0.466) (0.492)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.241 0.271 0.237 0.255
(0.061) (0.070) (0.060) (0.067)
var(e) 3.494 3.728 3.394 3.620
(0.039) (0.049) (0.038) (0.048)
N (respondents) 15,842 11,488 15,842 11,488
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36

**% p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development
Indicators (World Bank Group, 2026); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government
compositions
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4.5 Hypothesis 4

In the fourth hypothesis, the focus is again on liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian
democrats. This hypothesis states that the moderating effect of winner-loser status on the
effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy is higher among
populist-majoritarian democrats than among liberal democrats. This hypothesis consists of the
same four models as in hypothesis 3, with now an interaction term included in every model.

In table 9, the regression estimates of the models are shown.

Winner in election

The effect of having voted for a party that has won seats in the last national election on
satisfaction with democracy when quality of liberal democracy would be zero, is -0.577. This
means that when quality of liberal democracy is zero, liberal democrats who voted for a
winner in the election have a 0.577 lower score on satisfaction with democracy than liberal
democrats who did not vote for a winner in the election. This effect is significant. Note that
this is a hypothetical situation, because there is no country where factual quality of liberal

democracy is zero.

The effect of factual quality of liberal democracy on satisfaction with democracy when the
score on ‘voted for a party that has won in the last election’ is zero (so for people that did not
vote for a winning party) is 0.036. This means that among people that did not vote for a
winner in the election, a one-point increase in factual quality of liberal democracy leads to a

0.036 higher score on satisfaction with democracy. This effect is not significant.

The effect of having voted for a party that has won in the last national election on satisfaction
with democracy when quality of populist-majoritarian democracy would be zero, is 0.678.
This means that when quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is zero, populist-
majoritarian democrats who voted for a winner in the election have a 0.678 higher score on
satisfaction with democracy than populist-majoritarian democrats who did not vote for a
winner in the election. This effect is significant. Note that this is a hypothetical situation,

because there is no country where factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is zero.

The effect of factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy on satisfaction with

democracy when the score on ‘voted for a party that has won in the last election’ is zero (so
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for people that did not vote for a winning party) is 0.064. This means that among people that
did not vote for a winner in the election, a one-point increase in factual quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy leads to a 0.064 higher score on satisfaction with democracy. This

effect is not significant.

The moderating effect of having voted for a party that has won in the last national election on
the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy is 0.093 for liberal
democrats and -0.117 for populist-majoritarian democrats. This contradicts the hypothesis, as
the expectation was that the effect would be bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than
for liberal democrats. The results show that the moderating effect is even negative for

populist-majoritarian democrats.

In figure 1, the moderating effect of having voted for a winning party in the election for
liberal democrats is visualized. Both winners and losers become more satisfied with
democracy when the quality of liberal democracy increases, but this increase in satisfaction is

higher for winners than for losers.

Figure 1
Effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among winners and losers
(liberal democrats, election)
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In figure 2, the moderating effect of having voted for a winning party in the election for

populist-majoritarian democrats is visualized. People who voted for a winning party in the
election become less satisfied with democracy when the quality increases, while losers

become more satisfied with democracy when the quality increases.

Figure 2
@ Effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among winners and losers
(populist-majoritarian democrats, election)
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Party is in government

The effect of having voted for a party that is in government on satisfaction with democracy
when quality of liberal democracy would be zero, is 2.711. This means that when quality of
liberal democracy is zero, liberal democrats who voted for a party that is in government have
a 2.711 higher score on satisfaction with democracy than liberal democrats who did not vote

for a party that is in government. This effect is significant. Note that this is a hypothetical

situation, because there is no country where factual quality of liberal democracy is zero.

The effect of factual quality of liberal democracy on satisfaction with democracy when the

@ score on ‘voted for a party that is in government’ is zero (so for people that did not vote for a

party that is in government) is 0.116. This means that among people that did not vote for a
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party that is in government, a one-point increase in factual quality of liberal democracy leads

to a 0.116 higher score on satisfaction with democracy. This effect is not significant.

The effect of having voted for a party that is in government on satisfaction with democracy
when quality of populist-majoritarian democracy would be zero, is -0.263. This means that
when quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is zero, populist-majoritarian democrats who
voted for a party that is in government have a 0.263 lower score on satisfaction with
democracy than populist-majoritarian democrats who did not vote for a party that is in
government. This effect is not significant. Note that this is a hypothetical situation, because

there is no country where factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is zero.

The effect of factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy on satisfaction with
democracy when the score on ‘voted for a party that is in government’ is zero (so for people
that did not vote for a party that is in government) is -0.198. This means that among people
that did not vote for a party that is in government, a one-point increase in factual quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy leads to a 0.198 lower score on satisfaction with democracy.

This effect is significant.

The moderating effect of having voted for a party that is in government on the effect of
factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy is -0.273 for liberal democrats
and 0.194 for populist-majoritarian democrats. This supports the hypothesis, as the
expectation was that the effect was bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal
democrats. However, it was not expected that there would be a strong negative moderating
effect for liberal democrats; the theoretical expectation was that there was just a small positive

effect for liberal democrats and a large positive effect for populist-majoritarian democrats.
In figure 3, the moderating effect of having voted for a party that is in government for liberal

democrats is visualized. When factual quality of democracy increases, losers become more

satisfied with democracy, while winners become less satisfied with democracy.
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Figure 3
Effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among winners and losers
(liberal democrats, government)
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In figure 4, the moderating effect of having voted for a party in government for populist-
majoritarian democrats is visualized. The graph shows that higher quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy leads to lower satisfaction among losers, while there is almost no

effect among winners.
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Effect of quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among winners and losers
(populist-majoritarian democrats, government)
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The results show that hypothesis 4 can be confirmed partially, as the found interaction effects

of having voted for a party that has won seats in the last national election contradict the

hypothesis, while the interaction effects of having voted for a party that is in government

support the hypothesis. Winning and losing relates more to whether the party someone voted

for is in government or not than to whether the party someone voted for has just won seats in

the last election.
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Regression estimates of the moderating effect on voting for a winning party in the election / voting for a party
that is currently in government on the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy,
for liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats
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Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
Model democrats democrats
Independent variables and interaction variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes -0.577***  0.678%**
(0.169) (0.183)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.036 0.116
(0.118) (0.115)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of liberal
democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.093%**
(0.023)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy 0.064 -0.198*
(0.082) (0.084)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner -0.117%**
(0.034)
Voted for party that is in government now (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 2. 711 %%* -0.263
(0.176) (0.185)
Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of liberal democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner -0.273%***
(0.024)
Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of populist-majoritarian democracy
(Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.194%**
(0.035)
Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.620%** 0.655%** 0.578%** 0.618%**
(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)
Highest level of education (Dummy)
Less than lower secondary Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.188* -0.159+ -0.200* -0.166+
(0.084) (0.095) (0.083) (0.094)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.099 -0.114 -0.094 -0.097
(0.086) (0.098) (0.085) (0.096)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.169* -0.158+ -0.129+ -0.131
(0.076) (0.086) (0.075) (0.085)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.275%%* -0.229* -0.231%* -0.211*
(0.085) (0.096) (0.083) (0.095)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.052 -0.101 -0.020 -0.064
(0.080) (0.091) (0.078) (0.090)
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Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.030 0.001 0.009 0.041
(0.079) (0.092) (0.078) (0.091)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Yes 0.096 0.131 0.064 0.089
(0.085) (0.098) (0.084) (0.097)
Age of electoral democracy 0.004 0.007* 0.002 0.005
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Corruption Perception Index 0.004 -0.001 0.014 0.004
(0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.011)
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 1.496%** 1.199 0.419 2.457%*
(0.572) (0.889) (0.550) (0.854)
Variance
sd(factualqualityliberal) 0.053 0.032
(0.080) (0.082)
sd(__cons) 0.857 1.271 0.714 0.886
(0.592) (1.725) (0.600) (0.526)
corr(factualqualityliberal, cons) -1.000 -1.000
(0.001) (0.002)
sd(factualqualitypopmaj) 0.145 0.079
(0.312) (0.097)
corr(factualqualitypopmaj, cons) -1.000 -1.000
(0.000) (0.000)
sd(e) 1.868 1.930 1.835 1.900
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.013)
N (respondents) 15,842 11,488 15,842 11,488
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36

*ak p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development
Indicators (World Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Our World in Data (2026);
Election results and government compositions
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4.6 Robustness analyses

In the research, I have done two robustness analyses: running the models with the cutoff point
of being a type of democrat at score 9, and running the models without control variables. In
table 10, the coefficients of the regular models and the coefficients of the models in which the
cutoff point is set on score 9 are presented, as well as the number of respondents in every
model. The second column shows the coefficients of the regular models, the third column
shows the number of respondents in the regular models, the fourth column shows the
coefficients of the models with the cutoff point at 9, and the fifth column shows the number of

respondents in the models with the cutoff point at 9.

The model of hypothesis 4 and the effect of winner-loser status in the election among
populist-majoritarian democrats (Winner in election*quality of populist-majoritarian
democracy) did not work when all control variables were included. After removing GDP per
capita and age of electoral democracy from the model, the model worked. For this reason, I
did the analysis of model 33, 34, 35, 36 without GDP per capita and without Age of electoral

democracy in the model.

As table 10 shows, for all four hypotheses, the coefficients from the models with the cutoff
point at 9 do not differ very much from the coefficients in the regular models.

The tables with the complete results of the regression models can be found in appendix E.
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Table 10
Coefficients of the main effects and number of respondents, for the regular models and models with the cutoff
point at 9

Coefficients N (cutoff Coefficients N (cutoff
(cutoff pointat 8§)  point at 8) (cutoff pointat 9)  point at 9)

Hypothesis 1

Factual quality electoral democracy 0.054 16,425 0.072 13,129
Factual quality liberal democracy 0.018 15,842 0.039 11,495
Factual quality direct democracy -0.126+ 13,885 -0.109 9860
Factual quality social democracy -0.236* 14,068 -0.263* 10,235
Factual quality populist-majoritarian -0.149+ 11,488 -0.159+ 7601
democracy

Hypothesis 2

Perceived quality electoral democracy 0.351%%* 16,223 0.369%** 12,959
Perceived quality liberal democracy 0.420%** 15,303 0.437%%* 11,108
Perceived quality direct democracy 0.174%%* 13,673 0.179%** 9694
Perceived quality social democracy 0.236%** 13,892 0.235%** 10,106
Perceived quality populist-majoritarian 0.257%%* 11,240 0.262%%* 7433
democracy

Hypothesis 3

Winner in election (among liberal 0.090** 15,842 0.072+ 11,495
democrats)

Winner in election (among populist- 0.059 11,488 0.029 7601
majoritarian democrats)

Party in government (among liberal 0.712%** 15,842 0.724%** 11,495
democrats)

Party in government (among populist- 0.743%** 11,488 0.829%** 7601
majoritarian democrats)

Hypothesis 4

Winner in election*quality of liberal 0.093*** 15,842 0.088** 11,495
democracy

Winner in election*quality of populist- -0.117%%* 11,488 -0.092* 7601
majoritarian democracy

Party in government*quality of liberal -0.273%** 15,842 -0.301%** 11,495
democracy

Party in government*quality of 0.194%** 11,488 0.182%** 7601

populist-majoritarian democracy

% p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators
(World Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and
government compositions

In table 11, the effects of the independent variables of the models with control variables and
without control variables are compared. In the second column are the coefficients of the
independent variables in the models with the control variables, in the third column are the
numbers of respondents for every model, in the fourth column are the coefficients of the
independent variables in the models without the control variables, and in the fifth column are

the numbers of respondents for every model.

For hypothesis 1, without control variables, the effects of factual quality of democracy are
bigger and more significant for electoral, liberal and populist-majoritarian democracy. For

direct democracy, the effect changed from slightly negative to slightly positive, but the effect
75

Z'l—.l turnitin Page 103 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID _ trn:oid:::1:3592984423



z"-.l turnltln Page 104 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

is still not significant in the model without control variables. For social democracy, the eftect
changed from slightly negative to positive, and this positive effect is also significant. This
analysis shows that there is a link between factual quality of democracy and satisfaction with
democracy, but that this link is mediated by one or more control variables. For hypothesis 2,
without control variables, the effects of perceived quality of democracy are bigger for all

understandings of democracy. For hypothesis 3, without control variables, the effects of

@ @ voting for a party that has won seats in the last election and the effects of voting for a party

000

that is in government are bigger. For hypothesis 4, without control variables, all effects are

bigger. One of the effects has also become significant without control variables.

This robustness analysis shows that there are many big differences in the effects in the models
without control variables compared to the regular models. This implies that the control
variables indeed also have an effect on satisfaction with democracy, which was also the
expectation and the reason that the control variables were included in the model.

The tables with the complete results of the regression models can be found in appendix F.
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Table 11
Coefficients of the main effects and number of respondents, for the regular models and models without control
variables
Coefficients in N Coefficients in N
model with model without
control variables control variables
Hypothesis 1
Factual quality electoral democracy 0.054 16,425 0.750%** 27,497
Factual quality liberal democracy 0.018 15,842 0.642%** 26,551
Factual quality direct democracy -0.126+ 13,885 0.016 24,737
Factual quality social democracy -0.236* 14,068 0.741%** 24,588
Factual quality populist-majoritarian -0.149+ 11,488 -0.591*** 19,908
democracy
Hypothesis 2
Perceived quality electoral democracy 0.351%%* 16,223 0.534%** 26,734
Perceived quality liberal democracy 0.420%** 15,303 0.647%** 25,061
Perceived quality direct democracy 0.174%%* 13,673 0.318%** 23,950
Perceived quality social democracy 0.236%** 13,892 0.438%** 24,055
Perceived quality populist-majoritarian 0.257%** 11,240 0.474% 19,276
democracy
Hypothesis 3
Winner in election (among liberal 0.090** 15,842 0.154%** 15,988
democrats)
Winner in election (among populist- 0.059 11,488 0.084+ 11,603
majoritarian democrats)
Party in government (among liberal 0.712%%* 15,842 1.317%%* 15,988
democrats)
Party in government (among populist- 0.743%** 11,488 1.474%%* 11,603
majoritarian democrats)
Hypothesis 4
Winner in election*quality of liberal 0.093%** 15,842 0.129%%* 15,988
democracy
Winner in election*quality of populist- -0.117%%* 11,488 -0.197%** 11,603
majoritarian democracy
Party in government*quality of liberal -0.273%** 15,842 -0.504%** 15,988
democracy (liberal)
Party in government*quality of 0.194%** 11,488 0.357%** 11,603

populist-majoritarian democracy

% p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development
Indicators (World Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Election results and government
compositions
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and discussion

In this chapter, I answer the research question and I discuss the limitations of the research. I
also reflect on the implications of my findings for research into satisfaction with democracy

and I do suggestions for further research.

5.1 Conclusion

To draw conclusions from my research, I answer the research question. This research question
was as follows: “How do understandings of democracy have influence on satisfaction with
democracy?” The research question was divided into three sub-questions: 1) To what extent
does congruence between an individual’s understanding of democracy and the factual quality
of that understanding of democracy explain an individual’s level of satisfaction with
democracy? 2) To what extent does congruence between an individual’s understanding of
democracy and the perceived quality of that understanding of democracy explain an
individual’s level of satisfaction with democracy? 3) To what extent does winner-loser status
moderate the relationship between factual quality of democracy and an individual’s level of
satisfaction with democracy? I have tried to answer the sub-questions, and with that the

research question, through four hypotheses.

Congruence hypotheses
The first two hypotheses focused on the congruence between an individual’s understanding of
democracy and the quality of that understanding of democracy. The first hypothesis focused

on factual quality, the second hypothesis focused on perceived quality.

The results of the first hypothesis showed that there is no significant positive effect of factual
quality of a certain understanding of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among people
with that understanding of democracy; for the electoral and liberal understanding, there was
no significant effect, while for the direct, social and populist-majoritarian understanding, there
was a significant negative effect. For direct and populist-majoritarian democracy, this effect
was only one-tailed significant. The first hypothesis is rejected, which means that congruence
between understanding of democracy and factual quality of that understanding of democracy

does not explain higher levels of satisfaction with democracy.
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The results of the second hypothesis showed that there is a significant positive effect of
perceived quality of a certain form of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among
people with that understanding of democracy; for all five understandings of democracy, there
was a significant positive effect. The second hypothesis is accepted, which means that
congruence between understanding of democracy and perceived quality of that understanding
of democracy is a good explanatory factor of higher levels of satisfaction with democracy.

To conclude, perceived quality of a certain understanding of democracy among people with
that understanding explains the level of satisfaction with democracy well, but factual quality
of a certain form of democracy does not explain the level of satisfaction with democracy. The
fact that perceived quality of democracy does explain satisfaction with democracy but factual
quality does not, indicates that there is a difference between the factual quality, which is the
evaluation of experts, and the quality of the democracy as perceived by the citizens. Citizens
seem to perceive the quality of the democracy not the same as the experts evaluate
democracy. This gap could be caused by a difference between how citizens understand certain
concepts of democracy, like minority protection and a responsive government, and what

experts think these concepts entail.

Winner-loser status and interaction hypotheses

The last two hypotheses focused on the effect of being a winner on satisfaction with
democracy, and on the moderating effect of being a winner on the effect of quality of
democracy on satisfaction with democracy. Only liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian
democrats were investigated for the last two hypotheses. The third hypothesis focused on the
effect of having voted for a party that won seats during the last national election on
satisfaction with democracy and the effect of having voted for a party that was in government
on satisfaction with democracy. The expectation was that the effect was bigger for populist-
majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats, but the results showed that this is not the
case. Having voted for a winning party in the last election has a relatively small effect on
satisfaction with democracy for both liberal and populist-majoritarian democrats. However,
having voted for a party that is in government has a large effect on satisfaction with
democracy for both liberal and populist-majoritarian democrats. This means that having voted
for a winning party in the last election and having voted for a party that is in government has
no bigger effect on satisfaction with democracy for populist-majoritarian democrats than for

liberal democrats. The results of the third hypothesis show that both groups of democrats are
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significantly more satisfied with democracy when they have voted for a party that is in
government; so probably, both groups are more satisfied when they feel that their policy
interests are served, even though they say that they have a different view on democracy. This
is a surprising result, because the theoretical expectation was that liberal democrats do not
care whether the party they voted for is in government or not because liberal democrats claim
to think that liberal aspects like press freedom and the protection of minority rights are most
important in a democracy. However, the results show that liberal democrats do care whether
their party is in government, so they also seem to want that their preferred policies are

implemented.

The fourth hypothesis focused on the interaction effects of having voted for a winning party in
the election and having voted for a party that is in government respectively on the effect of
factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy. The expectation was that these
interaction effects are bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.
This expectation turned out to be correct for having voted for a party in government, but not
for having voted for a party that has won in the last election. The interaction effect of having
voted for a party in government on the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction
with democracy is substantially bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal
democrats, but the interaction effect of having voted for a party that has won in the election is

not bigger for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats.

It matters more for populist-majoritarian democrats than for liberal democrats whether the
party someone voted for is in the government or not; when the political party someone voted
for is in power, the level of satisfaction with democracy remains stable when the quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy is higher. When the political party someone voted for is not
in power, the level of satisfaction with democracy decreases when the quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy becomes higher. This is partly in line with the theoretical expectation.
Populist-majoritarian democrats who voted for a winner are more satisfied with democracy
than populist-majoritarian democrats who voted for a loser when the quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy is high, which is what I expected. However, it was not expected that
winners have about the same level of satisfaction with democracy regardless of the quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy, and that losers would become much less satistied with

democracy when quality of democracy increases. The expectation was that winners would
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become more satisfied with democracy because they had the feeling that the government does
what the majority of the people, to which they belong, wants. The losers will probably have
the feeling that the government implements policies the losers not want, which seems to be

the reason that the losers become less satisfied with democracy.

Conversely, liberal democrats who voted for a party in government become less satisfied with
democracy when the quality of democracy rises, while liberal democrats who did not vote for
a party in government become more satisfied with democracy when the quality of democracy
increases. The expectation was that there would be no big difference between winners and
losers in their level of satisfaction, but not that losers would actually become more satisfied
and winners /ess satisfied when the quality of democracy increases. These results also
contradict the third hypothesis a bit, in which I showed that liberal democrats become more
satisfied with democracy when they voted for a party in government. The results of this
interaction hypothesis show that liberal democrats do not become more satisfied when voted
for a winner in combination with higher quality of democracy; in fact, the opposite is true. It
is interesting that in an extremely good liberal democracy, winners and losers have about the
same level of satisfaction. This is actually in line with the idea of liberal democracy that the

implementation of policies the majority wants is not really a good thing in a democracy.

5.2 Discussion

In the discussion part, I discuss some limitations of the research, and I do suggestions for

further research.

First, as I already mentioned earlier in the research, there are big overlaps and relatively
strong correlations between the different understandings of democracy. Roughly three in four
people are electoral democrat, also roughly three in four people are liberal democrat, around
two-third is direct democrat, around two-third is social democrat and almost 60 percent is
populist-majoritarian democrat. This means that it is not the case that there are five different
groups of people with different understandings of democracy; many people who are electoral
democrat are also liberal democrat and direct democrat, for example. This undermines the
idea of congruence between an understanding of democracy and quality of that understanding
of democracy somewhat. This is especially an issue in the third and fourth hypothesis, as I test

the differences in effects between liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats.
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Theoretically speaking, these two groups are diametrically opposed to each other, and it is
therefore interesting to look at differences between these two groups. However, the
correlation table in the first part of the results chapter shows that there is a relatively strong
correlation even between liberal and populist-majoritarian democrats. This correlation was

0.4663.

Another limitation of the research is also related to the different types of democrats and
understandings of democracy. This limitation is about the types of questions that the European
Social Survey asks to their respondents. Respondents have to tell the ESS researchers what
they think of several elements of democracy. The question that ESS asks to the respondents is:
“Using this card, please tell me how important you think it is for democracy in general...” and
then the element of democracy. This is a guiding question, as the question is formulated by
saying ‘how important do you think it is...”. This could lead respondents to think that all
elements are important, as the words ‘how important’ are said in every question. Also,
respondents are not asked many questions in which a tradeoff between certain elements of
democracy is presented. Respondents did get the question whether they found it best for
democracy that government sticks to its policies regardless of what the people think or that
the government changes its policies in response to what most people think, but no other
‘dilemma questions’ between liberal elements and populist elements of democracy were
asked. People can perfectly say they find minority protection very important, but also that the
policies are based on what the majority wants, as they are not confronted with a dilemma

question which of these two they would choose if they had to choose for one.

The combination of these two ESS question issues could also be a reason for the high
correlation between the understandings of democracy and the high average score on
importance of every understanding of democracy, as people can think that ‘everything is
important for democracy’. This could have had influence on the effects of the regression

analysis.

In order to remedy these two limitations, future research could do survey research in which
individuals get dilemma questions regarding the understandings of democracy, combined with
questions regarding perceived quality of the different understandings of democracy, and their

overall satisfaction with democracy. It would also be useful to do such a survey in a way that
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every individual gets one understanding of democracy, for example the understanding they
give the highest importance score. This probably gives a better view of the real understanding
of democracy of individuals. Also, just one understanding for every respondent gives a better
view of the effect of congruence between understanding of democracy and quality of that

understanding on satisfaction with democracy.

Another point that is worth mentioning is how ‘winning party in the last national election’ is
operationalized in the research. I have operationalized ‘winning party in the last national
election’ as ‘a party that got at least one seat more in the last national election than in the
national election before’. This sometimes led to distorted results. For example, my
operationalization has the consequence that a niche party that goes from 1 to 2 seats is
operationalized as a winner, while a party that goes from 40 to 39 seats is operationalized as a
loser. For future research, this variable could also be operationalized in such a way that the
party that won most seats in the election is always operationalized as winner, in addition to

the parties that have won seats in the election.

Another interesting future research could focus on the discrepancy between the effect of
factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy and the effect of perceived
quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy. I have shown that factual quality has no
effect on satisfaction with democracy, but perceived quality does have an effect. I have
enumerated some suggestions why this discrepancy exists, but it would be interesting to

investigate the reasons behind this discrepancy.

In my research, I have elaborated on different understandings of democracy and the effect of
congruence between understanding of democracy and quality of that understanding of
democracy on satisfaction with democracy. The concept of democracy does not mean the
same for everyone and this could have implications for other research on satisfaction with
democracy. In future research into satisfaction with democracy among citizens, it would be
good to also focus on the question what people actually think of when they hear the word
democracy, to know better what they are actually satisfied or dissatisfied with. Research on
explaining factors of satisfaction with democracy could be done with the different
understandings of democracy in mind: it would be interesting to look whether existing

explaining factors explain satisfaction with democracy better for citizens with understanding
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A than for citizens with understanding B, and whether the mechanisms behind these

explanations differ between people with different understandings.
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Appendixes

Appendix A: Calculation of factual quality of populist-majoritarian

democracy

The factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy is not retrieved directly, like the
factual quality of the other models of democracy of the research. The factual quality of
populist-majoritarian democracy is calculated through the scores of political parties on
populist-majoritarian characteristics, weighted by how big the party was in parliament. The
used political parties are in the last line for every country. This follows the same order as the
calculation numbers.

At the end of this appendix, the references of only this appendix are noted again.

Country: Belgium

Election used: 25/05/2019

Quality score: 5.08

Calculation: 3.68125%12/135 + 8.202381*18/135 + 3.653896*14/135 + 3.212121*8/135 +
3.524206*5/135 + 7.072917*25/135 + 3.378247*12/135 + 3.836806%20/135 +
3.261111*9/135 + 6.386364*12/135

Parties: CD&V, Vlaams Belang, Mouvement Reformateur Francophone, Groen, Centre
Démocrate Humaniste, N-VA, Open VLD, Parti Socialiste, Socialistische Partij Anders, Partij
van de Arbeid

Country: Bulgaria

Election used: 04/04/2021 (first election), 11/07/2021 (second election)

Quality score first election: 6.27

Calculation first election: 6.3125%43/148 + 6.897321*75/148 + 4.651786*30/148

Parties first election: Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), Citizens for European Development of
Bulgaria, Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS)

Quality score second election: 6.22

Calculation second election: 6.3125%36/128 + 6.897321*63/128 + 4.651786*29/128

Parties second election: Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), Citizens for European Development

of Bulgaria, Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS)
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Country: Croatia

Election used: 05/07/2020

Quality score: 4.64

Calculation: 4.892857*66/115 + 3.788194*41/115 + 6.919445*8/115

Parties: HDZ-led coalition, People’s coalition (note 1), Bridge of independent lists (MOST)

Note 1: In the GPS dataset, it is the People’s coalition. In the used election of 5 July 2020, this
is called the Restart coalition (Wikiepedia contributors, 2026).

Country: Czechia

Election used: 20/10/2017

Quality score: 6.13

Calculation: 8.15867*78/200 + 3.162609*10/200 + 3.235708*25/200 + 7.155107*15/200 +
3.551008*22/200 + 4.629902*15/200 + 8.595802*22/200 + 2.768148*6/200 +
2.387182*7/200

Parties: ANO 2011, Christian and Democratic Union — Czechoslovak People's Party, Civic
Democratic Party, Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, Czech Pirate Party, Czech

Social Democratic Party, Freedom and Direct Democracy, Mayors and Independents, TOP 09

Country: Estonia

Election used: 03/03/2019

Quality score: 4.56

Calculation: 8.353147*19/101 + 4.756439*26/101 + 2.811792%34/101 + 2.936239*10/101 +
4.391369*12/101

Parties: Conservative People's Party of Estonia, Estonian Centre Party, Estonian Reform

Party, Social-Democratic Party, Union of Pro Patria and Res Publica

Country: Finland

Election used: 14/04/2019

Quality score: 4.41

Calculation: 3.908196*31/198 + 3.77877*5/198 + 3.114172*20/198 + 3.463976*16/198 +
3.875*38/198 + 3.473052*40/198 + 2.651389%9/198 + 7.804545%39/198
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o Parties: Center Party, Christian Democrats, Green League, Left Alliance, National Coalition

Party, Social Democratic Party, Swedish People's Party, The Finns Party

Country: France
Election used: 11/06/2017, 18/06/2017
Quality score: 3.72
Calculation: 2.634921*42/535 + 7.11526*17/535 + 3.277462*308/535 + 8.444445%8/535 +
4.040179*30/535 + 4.57133*112/535 +2.770833*18/535
o Parties: Democratic Movement, La France Insoumise, La République En Marche, National

Rally, Socialist Party, The Republicans, Union of Democrats and Independents (note 2)
Note 2: The results for France are based on the results after the second round.

Country: Greece

Election used: 07/07/2019

Quality score: 5.32

Calculation: 7.796266*15/259 + 4.520698*158/259 + 6.351894*86/259

Parties: Communist Party of Greece, New Democracy, Syriza Unionist Social Front

Country: Hungary

Election used: 08/04/2018

Quality score: 7.20

Calculation: 8.263889%133/197 + 7.02938*26/197 + 3.690705*20/197 + 4.148237*8/197 +
2.851461*%9/197 + 3.195455*1/197

Parties: Fidesz, Jobbik - Movement for a Better Hungary, Hungarian Socialist Party -

Dialogue for Hungary, Politics Can Be Different, The Democratic Coalition, Together — Party

for a New Era

Country: Iceland

Election used: 28/10/2017 (first election), 25/09/2021 (second election)

Quality score first election: 4.58

Calculation first election: 7.27197*7/63 + 3.548214*16/63 + 3.707937*11/63 +
7.137311*4/63 + 5.916667*6/63 + 4.529167*8/63 + 3.588068*4/63 + 3.616162*7/63
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Parties first election: Centre Party, Independence Party, Left-Green Movement, People's Party,
Pirate Party, Progressive Party, Reform Party, Social Democratic Alliance

Quality score second election: 4.53

Calculation second election: 7.27197*3/63 + 3.548214*16/63 + 3.707937*8/63 +
7.137311*%6/63 + 5.916667%6/63 + 4.529167*13/63 + 3.588068*5/63 + 3.616162*6/63
Parties second election: Centre Party, Independence Party, Left-Green Movement, People's

Party, Pirate Party, Progressive Party, Reform Party, Social Democratic Alliance

Country: Ireland

Election used: 08/02/2020

Quality score: 4.27

Calculation: 6.092533*5/158 + 4.255684*37/158 + 3.538194*35/158 + 3.079861*12/158 +
5.541667*1/158 + 5.911905*19/158 + 2.966667*6/158 + 4.601923*37/158 +
3.265625%6/158

Parties: Anti-Austerity Alliance - People Before Profit (note 3), Fianna Fail, Fine Gael, Green
Party, Independent Alliance (= Independents 4 Change), Independents, Labour Party, Sinn

Fein, Social Democrats

Note 3: Party name has changed to People before profit — Solidarity (Solidarity-PBP) (RTE,
2017).

Country: Italy

Election used: 04/03/2018

Quality score: 7.20

Calculation: 2.937001*122/627 + 8.4877*265/627 + 8.240919%*226/627 + 3.273813*14/627
Parties: Centre-Left Coalition (Democratic Party, More Europe, Together, Popular Civic, SVP-
PATT), Centre-Right Coalition (Lega Nord, Forza Italia, Brothers of Italy, Us with Italy), Five

Star Movement, Free and Equal
Country: Lithuania

Election used: 11/10/2020 and 25/10/2020
Quality score: 4.52

95

Z'l—.l turnitin Page 123 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID _ trn:oid:::1:3592984423



Z"-.I turnltln Page 124 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Calculation: 3.428571*49/122 + 6.2*¥4/122 + 6.21875*%10/122 + 3.25*13/122 +
6.071429%*32/122 + 5.614881*1/122 + 4.142857*13/122

Parties: Homeland Union — Lithuanian Christian Democrats, Independents, Labor Party,
Liberal Movement, Lithuanian Peasant and Greens Union, Lithuanian Poles' Electoral Action

- Christian Family, Social Democratic Party of Lithuania

Country: Montenegro

Election used: 30/08/2020

Quality score: 4.84

Calculation: 5.1875*3/75 + 6.3125%27/75 + 6.291667*10/75 + 3.333333*30/75 +
2.791667*2/75 + 2.9375*3/75

Parties: Bosniak Party, Democratic Front (note 4), Democratic Montenegro (note 5),

Democratic Party of Socialists, Social Democratic Party, Social Democrats of Montenegro

Note 4: Democratic Front is mentioned in the GPS dataset. This party was part of the coalition
‘For the future of Montenegro’ in the 2020 election. So the seat score for the Future coalition
is used for Democratic Front (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Note 5: Democratic Montenegro is mentioned in the GPS dataset. This party was part of the
coalition ‘Peace is our nation’ in the 2020 election. So the seat score for Peace is our nation is

used for Democratic Montenegro (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Country: Netherlands

Election used: 17/03/2021

Quality score: 4.15

Calculation: 6.404167*1/128 + 3.054356*15/128 + 1.860294*5/128 + 2.556373*24/128 +
2.93343*9/128 + 8.962513*17/128 + 3.328274*6/128 + 4.057323*34/128 + 5.592033*9/128
+2.633907*8/128

Parties: SOPLUS, Christian Democratic Appeal, Christian Union Party, Democrats 66, Labour
Party, Party for Freedom, Party for the Animals, People's Party for Freedom and Democracy,
Socialist Party, Green Left

Country: North Macedonia
Election used: 15/07/2020
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Quality score: 5.78

Calculation: 6.545833*12/117 + 6.645833*15/117 + 6.679167*44/117 + 4.4375*46/117
Parties: Alliance of Albanians (note 6), Democratic Union for Integration, Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization-Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity,

Social Democratic Union coalition

Note 6: Alliance for Albanians is mentioned in the GPS dataset. This party was part of the
coalition Alliance for Albanians-Alternativa in the 2020 election. So the seat score for this

coalition 1s used for Alliance for Albanians.

Country: Norway

Election used: 11/09/2017 (first election), 13/09/2021 (second election)

Quality score first election: 4.06

Calculation first election: 6.334524*19/169 + 3.633929*8/169 + 2.663194*45/169 +
4.414286*1/169 + 2.699405%49/169 + 3.505952*8/169 + 6.93125%*27/169 + 5.366071*1/169
+5.347222*11/169

Parties first election: Centre Party, Christian Democratic Party, Conservative Party, Green
Party, Labour Party, Liberal Party, Progress Party, Red Party, Socialist Left Party

Quality score second election: 4.24

Calculation second election: 6.334524%28/168 + 3.633929*3/168 + 2.663194*36/168 +
4.414286*3/168 + 2.699405*48/168 + 3.505952*8/168 + 6.93125*21/168 + 5.366071*8/168
+ 5.347222*13/168

Parties second election: Centre Party, Christian Democratic Party, Conservative Party, Green

Party, Labour Party, Liberal Party, Progress Party, Red Party, Socialist Left Party

Country: Portugal

Election used: 06/10/2019 (first election), 30/01/2022 (second election)

Quality score first election: 3.23

Calculation first election: 4.560417%12/223 + 4.315178%19/223 + 4.883333%4/223 +
3.791667%82/223 + 2.378572*106/223

Parties first election: Democratic Unity Coalition, Left Bloc, People-Animals-Nature,

Portugal Ahead (note 7), Socialist Party
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Quality score second election: 3.00

Calculation second election: 4.560417%6/199 + 4.315178*5/199 + 3.791667*71/199 +
2.378572*117/199

Parties second election: Democratic Unity Coalition, Left Bloc, Portugal Ahead (note 7),
Socialist Party

Note 7: Portugal Ahead is mentioned in the GPS dataset. This is a coalition of 1) Social
Democratic Party and 2) Democratic and Social Center—People's Party (International
Foundation for Electoral Systems, n.d.). Their election results are combined, so for 2019
election it is 77+5=82 seats for Portugal Ahead. For the 2022 election, the Democratic and
Social Center—People's Party won zero seats, so the 2022 results are just the seats that the

Social Democratic Party won.

Country: Slovakia

Election used: 29/02/2020

Quality score: 6.85

Calculation: 7.535714*38/138 +4.507143*13/138 + 6.265873*53/138 + 8.383333*17/138 +
7.370238*17/138

Parties: Direction Social Democracy, Freedom and Solidarity, Ordinary People and

Independent Personalities, People's Party - Our Slovakia, We are Family

Country: Slovenia

Election used: 03/06/2018

Quality score: 5.74

Calculation: 5.20754%*5/88 + 5.736932*5/88 + 5.21644*9/88 + 5.733279*13/88 +
4.779762*7/88 + 4.716072*10/88 + 6.825369%25/88 + 7.046627*4/88 + 4.91948*10/88
Parties: Alliance of Alenka BratuA jek, Democratic Party of Pensioners of Slovenia, Left, List
of Marjan Sarec, New Slovenia - Christian Democrats, Party of Modern Center, Slovenian

Democratic Party, Slovenian National Party, Social Democrats

Country: Switzerland
Election used: 20/10/2019
Quality score: 4.08
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Calculation: 3.060714*25/199 + 3.594246*3/199 + 2.988636*3/199 + 3.196429*29/199 +
2.672024%16/199 + 2.614394*16/199 + 3.558712*39/199 + 4.284416*2/199 +
7.249081%53/199 + 7.036713*1/199

Parties: Christian Democratic People's Party, Conservative Democratic Party of Switzerland,
Evangelical People's Party of Switzerland, The Liberals, Green Liberal Party of Switzerland,
Green Party of Switzerland, Social Democratic Party, Swiss Party of Labour, Swiss People's

Party, Ticino League

Country: United Kingdom

Election used: 12/12/2019

Quality score: 6.66

Calculation: 7.711026*365/646 + 7.040476*8/646 + 2.827176*1/646 + 5.649933*202/646 +
3.059238%11/646 + 3.757407*4/646 +4.268503*%48/646 + 5.131618*7/646

Parties: Conservative and Unionist Party, Democratic Unionist Party, Green Party, Labour

Party, Liberal Democrats, Plaid Cymru, Scottish National Party, Sinn Féin
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Appendix B: Data collection on factual quality of social democracy

The factual quality of social democracy was retrieved by data from the World Development
Indicators. Factual quality of social democracy is a combination of the Gini Index and the
“Poverty headcount ratio at $8.30 a day (2021 PPP)”. On these variables, there were some
missing values in the years 2020, 2021 and 2022. When there were missing values in a certain
year, the average of the last five years that had values in the dataset are used for that year. So
if a country missed variables from 2018 to now, the average value of the years 2013 to 2017
were used for 2020, 2021 and 2022. If a country missed values from 2022 only, the average
value of 2017 to 2021 was used for 2022. I downloaded The World Development Indicators
dataset in Excel, in which I added the calculated values manually. As they are not visible in a

DoFile, I show the calculation in this appendix.

For both Gini Index and Poverty rate, there were missing values in Hungary, Iceland,
Montenegro, Netherlands, North Macedonia and the United Kingdom.

- In Hungary, the average score of 2013-2017 is used for 2020, 2021 and 2022

- InIceland, the average score of 2015-2019 is used for 2020, 2021 and 2022

- In Montenegro, the average score of 2017-2021 is used for 2022

- In Netherlands, the average score of 2017-2021 is used for 2022

- In North Macedonia, the average score of 2015-2019 is used for 2020, 2021 and 2022

- In the United Kingdom, the average score of 2017-2021 is used for 2022

Calculation of Gini Index (rounded to 1 decimal)

Hungary: (31.5 +30.9 + 30.4 +30.3 + 30.6) / 5 =30.7
Iceland: (26.8 +27.2 +26.1 +26.6 +26.8) / 5=26.7
Montenegro: (36.9 +36.8 +35.7 +35.4+34.3)/5=35.8
Netherlands: (28.5 +28.1 +29.2 +26 +25.7)/ 5=27.5

North Macedonia: (35.6 +34.5 +34.2 +33 +33.5)/5=34.2
United Kingdom: (32.6 + 33.7 +32.8 +32.7+32.4)/5=32.8

Calculation of the poverty rate (rounded to 1 decimal)
Hungary: (10.6 +83+64+43+4.9)/5=6.9
Iceland: (0.2 +0.2+0.1+0.6+0.4)/5=0.3
Montenegro: (19.2 +21.1 +17.6 + 17.6 + 14.5) / 5= 18
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Netherlands: (0.4 +0.4+04+03+03)/5=04
North Macedonia: (30.4 +27 +24.7 +22.7 +20.5) / 5=25.1
United Kingdom: (0.8 +0.8 +0.9+0.9+0.9)/5=0.9
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Appendix C: Winner-loser status
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Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

For the winner-loser status for elections, I used information from the International Foundation

for Electoral Systems for most countries except for Iceland, Italy, Lithuania and France. For

Iceland and Italy, I used data from the website Inter-Parliamentary Union. For Lithuania, I

used data from Europe Elects. For France, I used Wikipedia. For the winner-loser status for

governments, I used the Database on Who governs in Europe and beyond.

In this appendix, the parties that were winners and losers are shown. At the end of this

appendix, the references I got the needed election/government information from that was not

on the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (for winner-loser election) or on the

Database on Who governs in Europe and beyond (for winner-loser government) are noted

again.

Country: Belgium
Election (26/05/2019)

Winners:

Losers:

Groen

PVDA

Vlaams Belang
Ecolo

PTB

CD&V

N-VA

Sp.a (Vooruit)
Open VLD

cdH (Les Engagés)
MR

PS

DéFI

Blank

Invalid

Government

g'r—.| turnitin
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Winners:

Losers:

Groen

CD&V

Sp.a (Vooruit)
Open VLD
Ecolo

MR

PS

N-VA

PVDA

Vlaams Belang
cDH (Les Engagés)
PTB

DéFI

Blank

Invalid

Country: Bulgaria

Election 1 (04/04/2021)

Winners:

Losers:

7 turnitin

Dvizhenie za prava i svobodi (DPS)
Demokratichna Balgariya

Ima takav narod

Izpravi se! Mutri van!

Grazhdani za evropeisko razvitie na Bulgariya (GERB)

Balgarska sotsialisticheska partiya (BSP)
PP VMRO - Balgarsko natsionalno dvizhenie

NFSB-Volya
PP Ataka

Vazrazhdane

Republikantsi za Balgariya

Page 131 of 220 - Integrity Submission
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- Other

Election 2 (11/07/2021)
Winners:
- Demokratichna Balgariya
- Ima takav narod
Losers:
- QGrazhdani za evropeisko razvitie na Bulgariya (GERB)
- Balgarska sotsialisticheska partiya (BSP)
- Dvizhenie za prava i svobodi (DPS)
- PP VMRO - Balgarsko natsionalno dvizhenie
- NFSB-Volya
- PP Ataka
- Vazrazhdane
- Izpravi se! Mutri van!
- Republikantsi za Balgariya
- Other

Government
Winners: NO WINNERS (independent government)
Losers: [all parties]

Country: Croatia
Election (05/07/2020)
Winners:
- HDZ, HSLS
- DP, HS, Blok za Hrvatsku, HKS, Hrast (note 1)
- Mozemo, Zagreb je nas, NLJ, RF, Orah (note 2)
- SiP, Pametno, Fokus
Losers:
- SDP, HSS, HSU
- Most
- Reformisti (note 4)
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- HNS (note 3)
- SDSS
- Other

Government
Winners:
- HDZ, HSLS (note 5)
- SDSS
Losers:
- SDP, HSS, HSU
DP, HS, Blok za Hrvatsku, HKS, Hrast (note 1)
- Most
Mozemo, Zagreb je nas, NLJ, RF, Orah (note 2)

- SiP, Pametno, Fokus
- Reformisti

- HNS

- Other

Note 1: DP, HS, Blok za Hrvatsku, HKS, Hrast is the DPMS-led coalition (Wikipedia
contributors, 2026).

Note 2: Mozemo, Zagreb je nas, NLJ, RF, Orah is the Green-Left coalition (Wikipedia
contributors, 2026).

Note 3: HNS reached 9 seats in 2016. In that year, the still were in a coalition. In 2020, the got
only 1 seat (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Note 4: Reformisti was in a different coalition in 2016. They won 1 seat in both 2016 and
2020, so they are considered as a loser (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Note 5: Only HDZ is in government, but because it is the leading party of the HDZ-HSLS

coalition, people who voted for that coalition are considered winners in government.

Country: Czechia
Election (21/10/2017)
Winners:

- ANO 2011
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- ODS

Ceska piratska strana

Svoboda a ptfima demokracie

Starostové a nezavisli
Losers:

- KSCM

- CSsSD

- TOPO09

- KDU-CSL

- Other

Government
Winners:

- CSSD

- ANO 2011
Losers:

- KSCM

- TOPO09

- ODS

- KDU-CSL

Ceska piratska strana

Svoboda a pfima demokracie

Starostové a nezavisli

- Other

Country: Estonia
Election (03/03/2019)
Winners:
- Eesti Reformierakond
- Eesti Konservatiivne Rahvaerakond
Losers:
- Eesti Keskerakond

- Isamaa Erakond
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- Sotsiaaldemokraatlik Erakond
- Erakond Eestimaa Rohelised
- Uksikkandidaadid

- Eesti Vabaerakond

- Eesti 200

- Tulevikuerakond

- Eestimaa Uhendatud Vasakpartei

Government
Winners:
- Eesti Reformierakond
- Eesti Keskerakond
Losers:

Isamaa Erakond

Sotsiaaldemokraatlik Erakond

Erakond Eestimaa Rohelised

Eesti Konservatiivne Rahvaerakond
Uksikkandidaadid

Eesti Vabaerakond

Eesti 200

Tulevikuerakond

Eestimaa Uhendatud Vasakpartei

Country: Finland
Election (14/04/2019)
Winners:
- The National Coalition Party

- True Finns

Green League

Social Democratic Party

Left Alliance

Losers:

- The Swedish People's Party (SPP)
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The Centre Party
Christian Democrats
Movement Now
Pirate Party
Communist Party

Other

Government

Winners:

Losers:

The Swedish People's Party (SPP)
The Centre Party

Green League (note 6)

Social Democratic Party

Left Alliance

The National Coalition Party
True Finns

Christian Democrats
Movement Now

Pirate Party

Communist Party

Other

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 6: The dataset on who governs in Europe and beyond says that the Liberal League is part

of the government, but this is wrong, this party does not even exist anymore. It is actually the

Green League (Finnish Government, n.d.).

Country: France

Election (11/06/2017) (note 7)

Winners:

7 turnitin

PCF (Parti Communiste Francais)
FI (La France Insoumise)

LREM (La République en Marche)
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- MODEM (Mouvement Démocrate)
- Debout la France
- FN (Front National)

Losers:

LO (Lutte Ouvriére)

- NPA (Nouveau Parti Anti-Capitaliste)
PS (Parti Socialiste)

EELV (Europe Ecologie Les Verts)

- LR (Les Républicains)

- Blanc

- Nul

Government

Winners:
- LREM (La République en Marche)
-  MODEM (Mouvement Démocrate)

Losers:

LO (Lutte Ouvrigre)
- NPA (Nouveau Parti Anti-Capitaliste)

PCF (Parti Communiste Frangais)

FI (La France Insoumise)

PS (Parti Socialiste)

EELV (Europe Ecologie Les Verts)
- LR (Les Républicains)

Debout la France

- FN (Front National)

Blanc

- Nul

Note 7: The results on the French legislative election is very complex, also the official website
of the Ministry of the Interior of France is not clear about all results. That is why the election

results for France are retrieved from Wikipedia (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).
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Country: Greece
Election (07/07/2019)
Winners:

- NA
KINA.AA (note 8)

EXMnvucen Adon
MéPA25

Losers:
- XYPIZA
- KKE

Xpuon Avyn|

[TAevon EAevBepiag

‘Evoon Kevipowv

- Other

Government
Winners:
- NA
Losers:
- ZXYPIZA
- KINA.AA (note §)
- KKE
- EMwmvuc Avon
- MéEPA25
- Xpvon Avym
- IThevon ElevBepiog
- 'Evoon Kevipoov

- Other
Note 8: Kinal is the same political party as Pasok in 2015 (Keep Talking Greece, 2022).

Country: Hungary
Election (08/04/2018) (note 9)
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Winners:
- DK (Demokratikus Koalicio)
- Jobbik (Jobbik Magyarorszagért Mozgalom)
- LMP (Lehet Mas A Politika)
Losers:
- Egyiitt2014 Mozgalom (note 10)
- Fidesz (Fidesz Magyar Polgéari Part)

KDNP (Kereszténydemokrata Néppart)
MSZP (Magyar Szocialista Part)

Munkaspart (Magyar Kommunista Munkaspart)

Momentum Mozgalom

- MKKP (Magyar Kétfarkt Kutya Part)

Government (note 9)
Winners:

- Fidesz (Fidesz Magyar Polgari Part)

- KDNP (Kereszténydemokrata Néppart)
Losers:

- DK (Demokratikus Koalicio)

- Egyiitt2014 Mozgalom

Jobbik (Jobbik Magyarorszagért Mozgalom)
LMP (Lehet Mas A Politika)
MSZP (Magyar Szocialista Part)

Munkaspart (Magyar Kommunista Munkéspart)
- Momentum Mozgalom

- MKKP (Magyar Kétfarka Kutya Part)

Note 9: People voted for ‘Other’ are removed, as these other parties consist of winning and
losing parties. For the consistency, they are also removed from the winner-loser government
variable.

Note 10: Egyiitt2014 Mozgalom was in 2014 part of a coalition, so not separated mentioned
on Election Guide. They lost 2 seats (3 in 2014, 1 in 2018) so they are a losing party (The
Orange Files, 2018).
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Country: Iceland
Election 1 (28/10/2017)

Winners:

Losers:

Flokk fo6lksins
Midflokkinn
Samfylkinguna

Vinstri hreyfinguna - grent frambod

Alpyodufylkinguna
Bjarta framtio
Dogun
Framsoknarflokkinn
Pirata
Sjalfsteedistflokkinn
Vidreisn
Sosialistaflokkurinn

Blank vote

Election 2 (25/09/2021)

Winners:

Losers:

g'r—.| turnitin

Flokk folksins
Framsoknarflokkinn

Vioreisn

Alpydufylkinguna
Bjarta framtio
Dogun
Midflokkinn

Pirata
Samfylkinguna
Sjalfstedistflokkinn

Vinstri hreyfinguna - greent frambod
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- Sosialistaflokkurinn

- Blank vote

Government
Winners:

- Framsoknarflokkinn

- Sjélfstedistlokkinn

- Vinstri hreyfinguna - grant frambod
Losers:

- Alpydufylkinguna

Bjarta framtio
- Dogun

Flokk folksins
Mioflokkinn

Pirata

Samfylkinguna

Vioreisn

Sdsialistaflokkurinn

- Blank vote

Country: Ireland
Election (08/02/2020)
Winners:

- Sinn Féin

- Green Party

- Aontu

- Social Democrats
Losers:
Fianna Fail

Fine Gael

Labour

Independent

Socialist Party
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- Solidarity/People Before Profit (Solidarity/PBP)
- RENUA Ireland

- Independents4Change

- Workers' Party

- Other

Government
Winners:

- Fianna Fail

- Fine Gael

- Green Party
Losers:

- Labour

- Sinn Féin

- Independent

Socialist Party

Solidarity/People Before Profit (Solidarity/PBP)
- RENUA Ireland

- Aontu

Independents4Change

Social Democrats

Workers' Party
Other

Country: Italy
Election (04/03/2018) (note 11)
Winners:
- Movimento 5 Stelle
- Lega
- Forza Italia
- Fratelli d'Ttalia con Giorgia Meloni
- Liberi e Uguali (LEU)
- Noi con I'Ttalia - UDC
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Losers:
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Partido Democratico (PD) (note 12)
+ Europa; Potere al popolo
Casapound Italia

Italia Europa Insieme

Il popolo della famiglia

SVP-PATT

Blank vote

Government (note 11)

Winners:

Losers:

Movimento 5 Stelle
Partido Democratico (PD)
Lega

Forza Italia

Fratelli d'Ttalia con Giorgia Meloni
Liberi e Uguali (LEU)

+ Europa

Noi con I'talia — UDC

Potere al popolo

Casapound Italia

Italia Europa Insieme

11 popolo della famiglia
SVP-PATT

Blank vote

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 11: People voted Altro are removed, because it is not certain whether they voted for a

winning or a losing party. For consistency, they are also removed from the winner-loser

government variable.

Note 12: The Italy Common Good coalition from 2013 was led by the Democratic Party, so

the Democratic Party coalition were losers in the 2018 election (Inter-Parliamentary Union,

n.d.).
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Country: Lithuania

Election (11/10/2020)

Winners:

Losers:

Freedom Party (LP)

Homeland Union - Lithuanian Christian Democrats (TS-LKD)
Social Democratic Labour Party of Lithuania (LSDDP) (note 13)
Labour Party (DP)

Political Party "The Way of Courage' (DK)

Party 'Freedom and Justice' (LT) (note 14)

Lithuanian People's Party (LLP)

Centre Party - Nationalists (CPT)

National Alliance (NS)

Electoral Action of Poles in Lithuania-Christian Families Alliance (LLRA-KSS)
Union of Intergenerational Solidarity - Cohesion for Lithuania (KSSL)
Party 'Lithuania - For everyone' (LV)

Liberals' Movement of the Republic of Lithuania (LRLS)

Lithuanian Peasant and Greens Union (LVZS)

Lithuanian Greens Party (LZP)

Christian Union (KS)

Lithuanian Social Democratic Party (LSDP)

Government

Winners:

Losers:

7 turnitin

Freedom Party (LP)
Homeland Union - Lithuanian Christian Democrats (TS-LKD)
Liberals' Movement of the Republic of Lithuania (LRLS)

Political Party "The Way of Courage' (DK)
Party 'Freedom and Justice' (LT)
Lithuanian People's Party (LLP)

Centre Party - Nationalists (CPT)
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- National Alliance (NS)

- Electoral Action of Poles in Lithuania-Christian Families Alliance (LLRA-KSS)
- Social Democratic Labour Party of Lithuania (LSDDP) (note 13)

- Union of Intergenerational Solidarity - Cohesion for Lithuania (KSSL)

- Party 'Lithuania - For everyone' (LV)

- Lithuanian Peasant and Greens Union (LVZS)

- Lithuanian Greens Party (LZP)

- Christian Union (KS)

- Labour Party (DP)

- Lithuanian Social Democratic Party (LSDP)

Note 13: The Social Democratic Labour Party has changed his name to LRP (Wikipedia
contributors, 2026).

Note 14: Freedom & Justice went from 0 to 1 seats in 2020 so it looks like they are a winner,
but this party is a merger of Order & Justice (and others) which has 8 seats in 2016. So
Freedom & Justice is considered as a losing party (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Country: Montenegro
Election (30/08/2020)
Winners:
- Socijaldemokrate — SD
- Bosnjacka stranka — BS
- Crno na bijelo — URA (note 16)
- Albanska koalicija — Jednoglasno
- Demokratski front — DF (note 15)
Losers:
- Socijaldemokratska partija — SDP
- Demokratska partija socijalista — DPS
- Albanska lista - Genci Nimanbegu

- Demokrate - Mir je nasa nacija

Government

Winners:

117

Z'l—.l turnitin Page 145 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID _ trn:oid:::1:3592984423



e ©

7 turnitin

Losers:
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Crno na bijelo — URA (note 16)

Socijaldemokrate — SD

Bosnjacka stranka — BS
Socijaldemokratska partija — SDP
Albanska koalicija — Jednoglasno
Demokratska partija socijalista — DPS
Demokratski front — DF (note 15)
Albanska lista - Genci Nimanbegu

Demokrate - Mir je nasa nacija

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 15: Demokratski front — DF is mentioned in the ESS dataset. This party was part of the

coalition ‘For the future of Montenegro’ in the 2020 election. So Demokratski front is

considered a winner in the 2020 election (Wikipedia contributors, 2026).

Note 16: Crno na bijelo — URA stands for the party ‘In Black and White’ (Wikipedia

contributors, 2026).

Country: Netherlands
Election (17/03/2021)

Winners:

Losers:

7 turnitin

People's Party for Freedom and Democracy

Democrats '66

Party for the Animals
Forum for Democracy
Article 1

Volt

JA21

BoerBurgerBeweging

Labour Party
Party for Freedom
Socialist Party

Christian Democratic Appeal
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- Christian Union

- Green Left

- Reformed Political Party
- 50PLUS

- DENK

- Blanc

- Other

Government
Winners:
- People's Party for Freedom and Democracy
- Christian Democratic Appeal
- Democrats '66
- Christian Union
Losers:
- Labour Party
- Party for Freedom
- Socialist Party
- Green Left
- Reformed Political Party
- Party for the Animals
- 50PLUS
- DENK
- Forum for Democracy
- Atticle 1
- Volt
- JA21
- BoerBurgerBeweging
- Blanc

- Other

Country: North Macedonia
Election (15/07/2020)

119

itin age o - Integrity Submission ubmission trn:oid:::1:
zl P 147 of 220 - I Sub Sub 1D d:1:1:3592984423



z"-.l turnltln Page 148 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Winners:

- Demokratska unija za integracija (DUI)

- Alijansa za Albancite i Alternativa (note 19)

- Levica

Losers:

- Socijaldemokratski sojuz na Makedonija (SDSM) i Koalicija ,,Mozeme*

- Vnatresna makedonska revolucionerna organizacija - Demokratska partija za
makedonsko nacionalno edinstvo (VMRO-DPMNE) i Koalicija ,,Obnova za
Makedonija*

- Demokratska partija na Albancite (DPA)

- Gragjansko demokratska unija (GDU)

- Edinstvena Makedonija — makedonska desni¢arska politicka partija;

- Socijaldemokratska Unija (SDU)

- Tvoja partija

- Narodna partija na Romite (NPR)

- Other

Government

Winners:
- Socijaldemokratski sojuz na Makedonija (SDSM) i Koalicija ,,Mozeme* (note 17)
- Demokratska unija za integracija (DUI)

Losers:

- VnatreSna makedonska revolucionerna organizacija - Demokratska partija za
makedonsko nacionalno edinstvo (VMRO-DPMNE) i Koalicija ,,Obnova za
Makedonija*

- Alijjansa za Albancite i Alternativa (note 18)

- Levica

- Demokratska partija na Albancite (DPA)

- Gragjansko demokratska unija (GDU)

- Edinstvena Makedonija — makedonska desnicarska politicka partija

- Socijaldemokratska Unija (SDU)

- Tvoja partija

- Narodna partija na Romite (NPR)
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- Other

Note 17: Not all parties in the SDSM coalition were in the government, but because the main
party SDSM was in government, everyone who voted for the coalition is considered to have
voted for a party in government.

Note 18: From 23/12/2021 until the end of the ESS data collection, Alternativa was in the
government. In the ESS it is only measured as the Albanian — Alternativa coalition. Albanian
part had more seats than Alternativa, so I have considered the whole coalition as being not in
government (Europe Elects, n.d.).

Note 19: The Alliance of Albanians-Alternative from 2020 is compared to the Alliance of
Albanians from 2016, because Alternative did not exist yet in 2016 (Wikipedia contributors,
2026).

Country: Norway
Election 1 (11/09/2017) (note 20)
Winners:
- Rodt
- Sosialistisk Venstreparti
- Senterpartiet

Losers:

Arbeiderpartiet

Venstre

Kiristelig Folkeparti
- Heoyre

Fremskrittspartiet

Miljepartiet De Gronne

Election 2 (13/09/2021) (note 20)
Winners:

- Redt

- Sosialistisk Venstreparti

- Senterpartiet

- Miljepartiet De Gronne
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Losers:

Arbeiderpartiet

Venstre

Kristelig Folkeparti

Hoyre

Fremskrittspartiet

Government 1 (until 13/10/2021) (note 20)
Winners:

- Venstre

- Kiristelig Folkeparti

- Haoyre
Losers:

- Reodt

Sosialistisk Venstreparti

Arbeiderpartiet

Senterpartiet

Fremskrittspartiet

Miljepartiet De Gronne

Government 2 (from 14/10/2021) (note 20)
Winners:

- Arbeiderpartiet

- Senterpartiet
Losers:

- Rodt

- Sosialistisk Venstreparti

Venstre

Kristelig Folkeparti
-  Haoyre

Fremskrittspartiet

Miljepartiet De Gronne
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Note 20: People voted for ‘Other’ are removed, as these other parties consist of winning and

losing parties. For the consistency, they are also removed from the winner-loser status

government.

Country: Portugal
Election 1 (06/10/2019)
Winners:
- CHEGA
- IL - Iniciativa Liberal
- L-LIVRE
- PAN - Pessoas-Animais-Natureza
- PS - Partido Socialista
Losers:
- B.E. - Bloco de Esquerda
- CDS-PP - CDS-Partido Popular (note 21)
- JPP - Juntos pelo Povo
PCP-PEV - CDU - Coliga¢ao Democratica Unitéria
PPD/PSD - Partido Social Democrata (note 21)

- R.LR. - Reagir Incluir Reciclar

Votou em branco/ nulo

Election 2 (30/01/2022)
Winners:
- CHEGA
- IL - Iniciativa Liberal
- PS - Partido Socialista
Losers:
- B.E. - Bloco de Esquerda
- CDS-PP - CDS-Partido Popular
- JPP - Juntos pelo Povo
L-LIVRE

- PAN - Pessoas-Animais-Natureza

PCP-PEV - CDU - Coliga¢ao Democratica Unitéria
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PPD/PSD - Partido Social Democrata
R.I.R. - Reagir Incluir Reciclar

Votou em branco/ nulo

Government

Winners:

Losers:

PS - Partido Socialista

B.E. - Bloco de Esquerda
CDS-PP - CDS-Partido Popular
CHEGA

IL - Iniciativa Liberal

JPP - Juntos pelo Povo
L—-LIVRE

PAN - Pessoas-Animais-Natureza

PCP-PEV - CDU - Coliga¢ao Democratica Unitéria

PPD/PSD - Partido Social Democrata
R.I.R. - Reagir Incluir Reciclar

Votou em branco/ nulo

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 21: The Social Democratic Party (PSD) and the People's Party (CDS—PP) contested the
2015 election in the coalition Portugal Ahead (PaF), which got 107 seats. They did have a

separate seat number in 2015, and they both lost seats in 2019 (Europe Elects, n.d.).

Country: Slovakia
Election (29/02/2020)

Winners:

Losers:

7 turnitin

Obycajni Ludia a nezavislé osobnosti
SME Rodina

LS NaSe Slovensko

Za T'udi

Smer — SD
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- Pogresivne Slovensko — Spolu
- Sloboda a Solidarita (SaS)
- Other

Government

Winners:

Obycajni Ludia a nezdvislé osobnosti
- SME Rodina

Sloboda a Solidarita (SaS)

- Zaludi

Losers:
- Smer—-SD
- LS Nase Slovensko
- Pogresivne Slovensko — Spolu

- Other

Country: Slovenia

Election (03/06/2018)
Winners:
- L—Levica

- LMS - Lista Marjana Sarca
- NSI - Nova Slovenija — KrScanski demokrati
- SD - Socialni demokrati
- SAB - Stranka Alenke Bratusek
- SDS - Slovenska demokratska stranka
- SNS - Slovenska nacionalna stranka
Losers:
- DESUS - Demokraticna stranka upokojencev Slovenije
- PS - Pozitivna Slovenija
- SLS - Slovenska ljudska stranka
- SMC - Stranka modernega centra (note 22)
Other
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Government

Winners:

DESUS - Demokraticna stranka upokojencev Slovenije
- NSI - Nova Slovenija — Kr§canski demokrati
- SDS - Slovenska demokratska stranka
- SMC - Stranka modernega centra
Losers:
- L—Levica
- LMS - Lista Marjana Sarca

- PS - Pozitivna Slovenija

SD - Socialni demokrati

- SAB - Stranka Alenke Bratusek

- SLS - Slovenska ljudska stranka

- SNS - Slovenska nacionalna stranka

- Other

Note 22: The Modern Centre Party (Stranka modernega centra) was called '"The party of Miro
Cerar' in 2014 (Wikipedia contributors, 2025).

Country: Switzerland
Election (20/10/2019) (note 23)

Winners:

Green Party

Green Liberal Party

Evangelical People's Party

Federal Democratic Union

Swiss Labour Party
Losers:

- Swiss People's Party

Social Democratic Party / Socialist Party
FDP. The Liberals

Christian Democratic People’s Party

- Conservative Democratic Party
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Ticino League

Small leftist parties (Solidarity, Together on the Left, Alternative Left)
Center Left-CSP (former Christian Social Party)

Movement of the Citizens of French-speaking Switzerland

Other
Blank paper

Government (note 23)

Winners:

Losers:

Swiss People's Party
Social Democratic Party / Socialist Party
FDP. The Liberals

Christian Democratic People’s Party

Green Party

Green Liberal Party
Conservative Democratic Party
Evangelical People's Party
Federal Democratic Union
Ticino League

Swiss Labour Party

Small leftist parties (Solidarity, Together on the Left, Alternative Left)
Center Left-CSP (former Christian Social Party)

Movement of the Citizens of French-speaking Switzerland

Other;
Blank paper

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 23: People voted ‘Mixed vote’ are removed because I do not know which parties they

voted for, so it is also unknown whether they voted for winners or losers.

Country: United Kingdom
Election (12/12/2019) (note 24)

Winners:

g'r—.| turnitin
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Conservative

Scottish National Party

Labour

Liberal Democrat

Plaid Cymru

Green Party

UK Independence Party

Brexit Party

Ulster Unionist Party (nir)
Democratic Unionist Party (nir)
Sinn Féin (nir)

Independent candidate

Government (note 24)

Winners:

Losers:

Conservative

Labour

Liberal Democrat

Scottish National Party

Plaid Cymru

Green Party

UK Independence Party

Brexit Party

Ulster Unionist Party (nir)
Democratic Unionist Party (nir)
Sinn Féin (nir)

Independent candidate

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

Note 24: People voted Other are removed, because it is not certain whether they voted for a

winning or a losing party in the election. They could have voted for ‘Alliance’ (a winner in the

election, 1 seat) but also for a candidate that did not get a seat in parliament. For the
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consistency, people that voted Other are also removed in the winner / loser in government

categorization.
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Appendix D: Importance scores on the understandings of democracy

In this appendix, the frequency tables on the importance scores of the different forms of

democracy are shown.

Table D1 shows the division of respondents on the electoral democracy importance. The
cumulative percentage column shows that 23.89 percent of respondents has a score on
electoral democracy importance lower than 8, which means 76.11 percent has a score of 8 or

higher. So 76.11 percent of respondents is an electoral democrat.

Table D2 shows the division of respondents on the liberal democracy importance. The
cumulative percentage column shows that 25.35 percent of respondents has a score on liberal
democracy importance lower than 8, which means 74.65 percent has a score of 8 or higher. So

74.65 percent of respondents is a liberal democrat.

Table D3 shows the division of respondents on the direct democracy importance. The
cumulative percentage column shows that 33.30 percent of respondents has a score on direct
democracy importance lower than 8, which means 66.70 percent has a score of 8 or higher. So

66.70 percent of respondents is a direct democrat.

Table D4 shows the division of respondents on the social democracy importance. The
cumulative percentage column shows that 31.75 percent of respondents has a score on social
democracy importance lower than 8, which means 68.25 percent has a score of 8 or higher. So

68.25 percent of respondents is a social democrat.

Table D5 shows the division of respondents on the populist-majoritarian democracy
importance. The cumulative percentage column shows that 43.59 percent of respondents has a
score on populist-majoritarian democracy importance lower than 8, which means 56.41
percent has a score of 8 or higher. So 56.41 percent of respondents is a populist-majoritarian
democrat. It is important to consider that there are many missing values on the populist-
majoritarian democracy importance, as can also be seen in table A5, so it is not certain that the

same percentage of all respondents would be populist-majoritarian democrat.
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(164) Table D1
Frequencies on scores of electoral democracy importance
Score on importance Frequency Percentage Cumulative
of electoral
democracy
0 46 0.13 0.13
0.5 8 0.02 0.15
1 19 0.05 0.20
1.5 26 0.07 0.27
2 47 0.13 0.40
2.5 103 0.28 0.68
3 117 0.32 1.00
3.5 170 0.46 1.46
4 262 0.71 2.18
4.5 336 0.92 3.09
5 894 2.44 5.53
55 636 1.74 7.27
6 948 2.59 9.85
6.5 1200 3.27 13.13
7 1566 4.27 17.40
7.5 2380 6.49 23.89
8 2831 7.72 31.62
8.5 3026 8.26 39.87
9 4323 11.79 51.67
9.5 3222 8.79 60.46
10 14,495 39.54 100.00
Total 36,655 100.00

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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Table D2
Frequencies on scores of liberal democracy importance
Score on importance Frequency Percent Cumulative
of liberal democracy
0 11 0.03 0.03
0.25 3 0.01 0.04
0.5 2 0.01 0.04
0.75 2 0.01 0.05
1 1 0.00 0.05
1.25 6 0.02 0.07
1.5 4 0.01 0.08
1.75 8 0.02 0.10
2 13 0.04 0.14
2.25 22 0.06 0.20
2.5 40 0.11 0.31
2.75 32 0.09 0.40
3 48 0.13 0.53
3.25 52 0.14 0.68
3.5 65 0.18 0.86
3.75 87 0.24 1.10
4 89 0.25 1.35
4.25 148 0.41 1.76
4.5 147 0.41 2.16
4.75 180 0.50 2.66
5 341 0.95 3.61
5.25 242 0.67 4.28
55 283 0.79 5.07
5.75 381 1.06 6.12
6 428 1.19 7.31
6.25 555 1.54 8.85
6.5 585 1.62 10.47
6.75 726 2.01 12.49
7 892 2.47 14.96
7.25 993 2.75 17.71
7.5 1438 3.99 21.70
7.75 1315 3.65 25.35
8 1686 4.68 30.03
8.25 1712 4.75 34.78
8.5 1881 5.22 40.00
8.75 2355 6.53 46.53
9 2459 6.82 53.35
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9.25 2208 6.12 59.47
9.5 2763 7.66 67.14
9.75 1960 5.44 72.58
10 9886 27.42 100.00
Total 36,049 100.00

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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Table D3

Frequencies on scores of direct democracy importance

Score on importance Frequency Percent Cumulative

of direct democracy
0 269 0.73 0.73
1 159 0.43 1.17
2 419 1.14 2.31
3 684 1.87 4.18
4 940 2.57 6.75
5 2639 7.21 13.96
6 2635 7.20 21.15
7 4447 12.15 33.30
8 6948 18.98 52.28
9 4888 13.35 65.63
10 12,584 34.37 100.00

Total 36,612 100.00
Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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Table D4
Frequencies on scores of social democracy importance
Score on importance Frequency Percent Cumulative
of social democracy
0 101 0.27 0.27
0.5 23 0.06 0.34
1 57 0.16 0.49
1.5 52 0.14 0.63
2 100 0.27 0.91
2.5 147 0.40 1.31
3 257 0.70 2.01
3.5 251 0.68 2.69
4 378 1.03 3.72
4.5 488 1.33 5.05
5 1158 3.15 8.20
5.5 887 241 10.62
6 1402 3.82 14.43
6.5 1556 4.24 18.67
7 2205 6.00 24.67
7.5 2598 7.07 31.75
8 3743 10.19 41.94
8.5 2809 7.65 49.58
9 4116 11.21 60.79
9.5 2160 5.88 66.67
10 12,242 33.33 100.00
Total 36,730 100.00

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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Table DS
Frequencies on scores of populist-majoritarian democracy importance
Score on importance Frequency Percent Cumulative
of populist-
majoritarian
democracy
0 76 0.21 0.21
0.5 18 0.05 0.26
1 30 0.08 0.35
1.5 38 0.11 0.45
2 91 0.25 0.71
2.5 157 0.44 1.15
3 236 0.66 1.81
3.5 306 0.86 2.66
4 488 1.36 4.02
4.5 585 1.63 5.66
5 1914 5.35 11.01
5.5 1287 3.60 14.60
6 1987 5.55 20.16
6.5 2215 6.19 26.34
7 2910 8.13 34.48
7.5 3261 9.11 43.59
8 3869 10.81 54.40
8.5 2814 7.86 62.26
9 3601 10.06 72.33
9.5 1948 5.44 77.77
10 7956 22.23 100.00
Total 35,787 100.00

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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In this appendix, the complete models with cutoff point of the importance of understanding of

democracy on score 9 are shown.

Hypothesis 1

Table E1

people with that understanding of democracy (cutoff point at 9)

Regression estimates of the effect of factual quality of different types of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among

Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Factual quality of electoral democracy 0.072
(0.120)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.039
(0.110)
Factual quality of direct democracy -0.109
(0.074)
Factual quality of social democracy -0.263*
(0.115)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy -0.159+
(0.091)
Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.603%**  0.597***  (0.616***  (0.610%** 0.6327%**
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010)
Highest level of education (Dummy)
e Less than lower secondary Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.167+ -0.162 -0.081 -0.267** -0.309*
(0.097) (0.104) (0.103) (0.097) (0.122)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.003 -0.088 -0.023 -0.135 -0.128
(0.099) (0.107) (0.106) (0.102) (0.126)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.090 -0.128 -0.111 -0.170+ -0.203+
(0.087) (0.095) (0.094) (0.088) (0.111)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.196* -0.253* -0.241* -0.254* -0.251*
(0.097) (0.104) (0.106) (0.102) (0.125)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.010 -0.035 -0.026 -0.083 -0.178
(0.091) (0.098) (0.101) (0.095) (0.118)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.003 -0.061 0.004 -0.061 -0.051
(0.090) (0.097) (0.101) (0.096) (0.120)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Yes 0.065 0.009 0.088 -0.002 0.068
(0.097) (0.101) (0.106) (0.103) (0.117)
e Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
m @ Voted for party that did not win seats Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that won seats -0.049 -0.065+ -0.077+ -0.094* -0.110%*
(0.036) (0.038) (0.043) (0.042) (0.049)
@ Voted for a party that is in government now
(Dummy)
Voted for party that is not in government Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that is in government 0.754%**  0,736%***  (.854***  (.79]1%** 0.853%**
(0.038) (0.040) (0.045) (0.045) (0.053)
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Age of electoral democracy

Corruption Perception Index

GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $)
Intercept
Variance

var(_cons)

var(e)

N (respondents)
N (country-years)

0.002
(0.003)
0.011
(0.012)
0.000
(0.000)
0.750
(0.697)

0.238
(0.062)
3.599
(0.044)
13,129
36

0.001
(0.003)
0.016
(0.013)
0.000
(0.000)
0.992+
(0.524)

0.237
(0.061)
3.548
(0.047)
11,495
36

0.007
(0.005)
-0.006
(0.014)
0.000
(0.000)
1.870%*
(0.684)

0.228
(0.061)
3.844
(0.055)
9860
36

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

0.002
(0.003)
0.024*
(0.011)

0.000
(0.000)
2,200+
(0.635)

0.193
(0.051)
3.725
(0.052)
10,235
36

0.004
(0.004)
0.002
(0.012)
0.000
(0.000)
2.386%*
(0.883)

0.234
(0.065)
3.977
(0.065)
7601
36

%k p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators (World
Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government

compositions
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Hypothesis 2
Table E2
@ Regression estimates of the effect of perceived quality of different types of democracy on satisfaction with democracy
among people with that understanding of democracy (cutoff point at 9)
Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Perceived quality of electoral democracy 0.369%**
(0.008)
Perceived quality of liberal democracy 0.437***
(0.010)
Perceived quality of direct democracy 0.179%**
(0.007)
Perceived quality of social democracy 0.235%**
(0.008)
Perceived quality of populist-majoritarian
democracy 0.262%**
(0.009)

Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.469%***  0.443%**  (,543*%* () 497*** 0.520%**
(0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010)

e Highest level of education (Dummy)
Less than lower secondary Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.085 -0.123 0.033 -0.228* -0.224+
(0.090) (0.097) (0.102) (0.094) (0.118)
Lower tier upper secondary 0.020 -0.136 0.055 -0.116 -0.025
(0.092) (0.101) (0.104) (0.099) (0.122)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.051 -0.122 0.033 -0.115 -0.092
(0.082) (0.089) (0.093) (0.086) (0.108)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.104 -0.211* -0.115 -0.195* -0.132
(0.091) (0.098) (0.104) (0.099) (0.121)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.002 -0.045 0.113 -0.025 -0.052
(0.085) (0.092) (0.099) (0.092) (0.114)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.017 -0.120 0.167+ -0.013 0.073
(0.084) (0.091) (0.100) (0.093) (0.116)
Employment (Dummy)
@ @ No Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Yes 0.071 0.009 0.054 -0.006 0.075
(0.091) (0.095) (0.103) (0.100) (0.112)
o Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
m Voted for party that did not win seats Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
Voted for party that won seats -0.006 -0.011 -0.037 -0.048 -0.068
(0.034) (0.036) (0.041) (0.040) (0.047)
0 Voted for a party that is in government now
(Dummy)
Voted for party that is not in government Reference Reference Reference Reference  Reference
@ Voted for party that is in government 0.562%%%  (.542%*% (), 743%*%%  (,650%**  (,699%%**
(0.035) (0.038) (0.044) (0.043) (0.051)
Age of electoral democracy 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Corruption Perception Index -0.010 -0.003 0.006 0.008 0.006
(0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
@ GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)
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Intercept

Variance
var(_cons)
var(e)

N (respondents)
N (country-years)

0.483
(0.426)

0.189
(0.049)
3.083
(0.038)
12,959
36

0.289
(0.462)

0.224
(0.058)
2.987
(0.040)
11,108
36

0.774+
(0.467)

0.219
(0.059)
3.565
(0.051)
9694
36

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

1.048* 0.784+
(0.440) (0.457)
0.193 0.196
(0.051) (0.056)
3.420 3.595
(0.048) (0.059)
10,106 7433
36 36

% p< 001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators (World
Bank Group, 2026); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government compositions
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Hypothesis 3

Table E3

Regression estimates of the effect of voting for a winning party in the election / party that is in government on
satisfaction with democracy among people with a liberal and populist-majoritarian understanding of
democracy (cutoff point at 9)

Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
Model democrats democrats
Independent variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 0.072+ 0.029

(0.038) (0.049)
Voted for a party that is in government now

(Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 0.724%** 0.829%*:*

(0.039) (0.052)

Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.630%** 0.672%** 0.597*** 0.633*%*
(0.008) (0.010) (0.008) (0.010)
Highest level of education (Dummy)

Less than lower secondary Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.177+ -0.314* -0.159 -0.308*
(0.105) (0.124) (0.104) (0.122)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.109 -0.150 -0.085 -0.128
(0.109) (0.128) (0.107) (0.126)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.179+ -0.240* -0.127 -0.205+
(0.096) (0.113) (0.095) (0.111)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.301%** -0.288* -0.250* -0.253*
(0.106) (0.127) (0.104) (0.125)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.089 -0.229+ -0.034 -0.180
(0.100) (0.120) (0.098) (0.118)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.110 -0.102 -0.060 -0.055
(0.098) (0.122) (0.097) (0.120)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Yes 0.051 0.136 0.011 0.069
(0.103) (0.118) (0.101) (0.117)
Age of electoral democracy 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.002
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004)
Corruption Perception Index 0.014 0.003 0.019+ 0.010
(0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011)
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 1.318%* 1.393%* 1.052%* 1.081*
(0.488) (0.532) (0.480) (0.515)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.249 0.279 0.240 0.259
(0.064) (0.076) (0.062) (0.072)
var(e) 3.653 4.111 3.549 3.980
(0.048) (0.067) (0.047) (0.065)
N (respondents) 11,495 7601 11,495 7601
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36
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36%** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development
Indicators (World Bank Group, 2026); Our World in Data (2026); Election results and government
compositions
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Hypothesis 4

The model with the effect of winner-loser status in the election among populist-majoritarian
democrats did not work when all control variables were included. After removing GDP per
capita and age of electoral democracy from the model, the model worked. So I did the
analysis of model 33, 34, 35, 36 without GDP per capita and age of electoral democracy in the

model.

Table E4

Regression estimates of the moderating effect on voting for a winning party in the election / voting for a party
that is currently in government on the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy,
for liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats (cutoff point at 9)

Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
Model democrats democrats
Independent variables and interaction variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes -0.563** 0.517*
(0.205) (0.238)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.082 0.157
(0.124) (0.117)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of liberal
democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.088**
(0.028)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy 0.049 -0.175%
(0.090) (0.084)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner -0.092*
(0.044)
Voted for party that is in government now (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 2.946%** -0.119

(0.217) (0.240)
Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of liberal democracy (Dummy)

Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 20,307 %%
(0.029)

Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of populist-majoritarian democracy

(Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.182%**
(0.045)
Control variables
Satisfaction with the economy in the country 0.630%** 0.671%** 0.585%** 0.629%**
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(0.008) (0.010) (0.008) (0.010)

@ Highest level of education (Dummy)
Less than lower secondary Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Lower secondary -0.180+ -0.304* -0.178+ -0.304*
(0.105) (0.124) (0.103) (0.122)
Lower tier upper secondary -0.106 -0.146 -0.098 -0.117
(0.108) (0.128) (0.106) (0.126)
Upper tier upper secondary -0.179+ -0.235%* -0.117 -0.202+
(0.096) (0.113) (0.094) (0.111)
Advanced vocational, sub-degree -0.302%** -0.278%* -0.247* -0.251*
(0.106) (0.127) (0.104) (0.125)
Lower tertiary education, BA level -0.085 -0.224+ -0.028 -0.169
(0.099) (0.120) (0.098) (0.118)
Higher tertiary education, >= MA level -0.109 -0.096 -0.052 -0.050
(0.098) (0.122) (0.096) (0.120)
Employment (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference  Reference  Reference
Yes 0.055 0.142 0.007 0.075
(0.103) (0.118) (0.101) (0.116)
Corruption Perception Index 0.017 0.021%** 0.022* 0.018%*
(0.011) (0.007) (0.011) (0.007)
Intercept 0.909 0.534 -0.056 1.771*
(0.558) (0.822) (0.507) (0.760)
Variance
sd(factualqualityliberal) 0.068 0.041
(0.076) (0.083)
sd(_cons) 0.985 1.193 0.778 1.113
(0.565) (0.000) (0.606) (0.693)
corr(factualqualityliberal, cons) -1.000 -1.000
(0.000) (0.000)
sd(factualqualitypopmaj) 0.124 0.118
(0.000) (0.126)
corr(factualqualitypopmaj, cons) -1.000 -1.000
(0.000) (0.000)
sd(e) 1.910 2.027 1.875 1.993
(0.013) (0.000) (0.012) (0.016)
N 11,495 7601 11,495 7601
% p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1
Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); Global Party Survey (Norris,

2020); Election results and government compositions
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Appendix F: Robustness analysis 2: models without control variables

In this appendix, the complete regression models without control variables are shown.

Hypothesis 1

Table F1

Regression estimates of the effect of factual quality of different types of democracy on satisfaction with democracy among

people with that understanding of democracy (no control variables)

Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Factual quality of electoral democracy 0.750%**
(0.124)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.642%**
(0.095)
Factual quality of direct democracy 0.016
(0.126)
Factual quality of social democracy 0.741%**
(0.199)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy -0.591%***
(0.164)
Intercept -0.399 1.030 5.410%** 0.575 8.392%**
(0.997) (0.689) (0.307) (1.321) (0.856)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.790 0.704 1.560 1.122 1.208
(0.192) (0.172) (0.379) (0.271) (0.294)
var(e) 5.492 5.436 5.823 5.640 5.999
(0.047) (0.047) (0.052) (0.051) (0.060)
N (respondents) 27,497 26,551 24,737 24,588 19,908
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36 36

*ak p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); World Development Indicators (World

Bank Group, 2026); Global Party Survey (Norris, 2020)
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Hypothesis 2

Table F2

Regression estimates of the effect of perceived quality of different types of democracy on satisfaction with democracy
among people with that understanding of democracy (no control variables)

Electoral Liberal Direct Social Populist-
democrats democrats democrats democrats majoritarian
Model democrats
Independent variables
Perceived quality of electoral democracy 0.534%**
(0.006)
Perceived quality of liberal democracy 0.647***
(0.007)
Perceived quality of direct democracy 0.318%**
(0.005)
Perceived quality of social democracy 0.438%**
(0.005)
Perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy 0.474%**
(0.006)
Intercept 1.756%%*  1.312%**  3768***  3.526%** 3.277%**
(0.130) (0.129) (0.164) (0.152) (0.154)
Variance
var(_cons) 0.524 0.511 0.911 0.774 0.793
(0.127) (0.124) (0.223) (0.189) (0.195)
var(e) 4.096 3.908 4.962 4.448 4.653
(0.035) (0.035) (0.045) (0.041) (0.047)
N (respondents) 26,734 25,061 23,950 24,055 19,276
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36 36

%k p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1
Source: ESS Round 10 (2025)
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Hypothesis 3

Table F3
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Regression estimates of the effect of voting for a winning party in the election / party that is in government on
satisfaction with democracy among people with a liberal and populist-majoritarian understanding of

democracy (no control variables)

Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
Model democrats democrats
Independent variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 0.154%%* 0.084+
(0.039) (0.048)
Voted for a party that is in government now
(Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 1.317%** 1.474%%%*
(0.038) (0.048)
Intercept 5.655%** 5.484%** 5.084%** 4.840%**
(0.207) (0.209) (0.188) (0.188)
Variance
var(_cons) 1.483 1.479 1.218 1.187
(0.363) (0.366) (0.301) (0.297)
var(e) 5.294 5.993 4.933 5.544
(0.059) (0.079) (0.055) (0.073)
N (respondents) 15,988 11,603 15,988 11,603
N (country-years) 36 36 36 36

*ak p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Source: ESS Round 10 (2025); Election results and government compositions
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Hypothesis 4

Table F4

Regression estimates of the moderating effect on voting for a winning party in the election / voting for a party
that is currently in government on the effect of factual quality of democracy on satisfaction with democracy,
for liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats (no control variables)

Liberal Populist- Liberal Populist-
democrats majoritarian democrats majoritarian
Model democrats democrats
Independent variables and interaction variables
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes -0.774*** 1.132%%*
(0.207) (0.230)
Factual quality of liberal democracy 0.658%** 0.628%**
(0.121) (0.077)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of liberal
democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.129%**
(0.028)
Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy -0.320%* -0.685%**
(0.142) (0.118)
Voted for a party that won seats during the last
national election # Factual quality of populist-
majoritarian democracy (Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner -0.197%**
(0.043)
Voted for party that is in government now (Dummy)
No Reference  Reference
Yes 4.987*** -0.388+

(0.207) (0.227)
Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of liberal democracy (Dummy)

Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner -0.504%**
(0.028)

Voted for party that is in government now # Factual
quality of populist-majoritarian democracy

(Dummy)
Not voted for winner Reference
Voted for winner 0.357%%*
(0.043)
Intercept 0.810 7.081%%* 0.607 8.322%%*
(0.889) (0.822) (0.514) (0.687)
Variance
sd(factualqualityliberal) 0.411 0.178
(0.177) (0.177)
sd(_cons) 2.825 2.127 0.889 1.825
(1.238) (1.029) (1.207) (0.607)
corr(factualqualityliberal, cons) -0.976 -0.791
(0.031) (0.564)
sd(factualqualitypopmaj) 0.209 0.186
(0.188) (0.107)
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corr(factualqualitypopmaj, cons)
sd(e)

N (respondents)
N (country-years)

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

-1.000

(0.000)

2.199 2.347

(0.012) (0.015)

15,988 11,603
36 36

% p< 001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.1

Sources: ESS Round 10 (2025); Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al., 2025); Global Party Survey (Norris,
2020); Election results and government compositions
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Appendix G: DoFiles
DoFile V-Dem
*ONLY KEEP COUNTRIES I NEED

keep if inlist(country text id, “BEL”, *”, “Croatia”, “Czechia”, “Estonia”, “Finland”,
“France”, “Greece”, “Hungary”, “Iceland”, “Ireland”, “Italy”, “Lithuania”, “Montenegro”,
“Netherlands”, “Norway”, “North Macedonia”, “Portugal”, “Slovenia”, “Slovakia”,
“Switzerland”, “United Kingdom)

egen OK = anymatch(country name), values(Belgium Croatia Czechia Estonia Finland
France Greece Hungary Iceland Ireland Italy Lithuania Montenegro Netherlands Norwat
North Macedonia Portugal Slovenia Slovakia Switzerland United Kingdom) keep if ok
keep if inlist (country name, Belgium Croatia Czechia Estonia Finland France Greece
Hungary Iceland Ireland Italy Lithuania Montenegro Netherlands Norway North Macedonia
Portugal Slovenia Slovakia Switzerland United Kingdom)

recode country id (6=374)

recode country id (21=375)

recode country id (3=376) (4=377) (5=378) (6=379) (7=380) (8=381) (9=382) (10=383)
(11=384) (12=385) (13=386) (14=387) (15=388) (17=389) (19=390) (20=391) (21=392)
(22=393)

recode country id (148=1) (152=2) (154=3) (157=4) (161=5) (163=6) (76=7) (164=8)
(210=9) (168=10) (81=11) (82=12) (173=13) (183=14) (91=15) (186=16) (176=17) (375=18)
(201=19) (202=20) (374=21) (101=22)

keep if inrange(country id, 1, 22)

*prepare for merge: keep only years 2020,2021,2022, and needed variables

keep if year > 2019 & year <2023
keep v2x_polyarchy v2x libdem v2xdd dd e ti cpi country name year
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save V-dem small

DoFile Global Party Dataset

*creating index 'populist-majoritarian score of political party' and check if it went well
tabulate V18

replace V18§ =10 - V18

tabulate V18

generate popmajscoreparty = (V8 Scale+V9+V18+V21)/4

tabulate popmajscoreparty Partyabb "Netherlands"

summarize popmajscoreparty

list popmajscoreparty Partyabb

list popmajscoreparty Party

tabulate Country

*SHOW SCORES OF POPULIST-MAJORITARIAN PARTIES PER COUNTRY
list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Belgium"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Bulgaria"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Croatia"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Czech Republic"
list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Estonia"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Finland"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "France"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Greece"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Hungary"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Iceland"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Ireland"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Italy"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Lithuania"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Montenegro"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Netherlands"
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list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "North Macedonia"
list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Norway"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Portugal”

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Slovakia"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Slovenia"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "Switzerland"

list popmajscoreparty Partyname if Country == "United Kingdom"

DoFile World Development Indicators
*PREPARE FOR MERGE OF WDI AND ESS

rename CountryName country name

rename Time year

replace country name = "Slovakia" if country name == "Slovak Republic"
label country name "Country"

drop if missing(country name)

drop if missing(CountryCode)

drop if missing(year)

drop if missing(GiniindexSIPOVGINI)

drop if missing(GDPpercapitaPPPconstant20)

drop if missing(Povertyheadcountratioat830)

DoFile ESS

*#*PREPARING THE DATA: INDEXES TYPES OF DEMOCRATS, INDEXED
PERCEIVED QUALITY OF DEMOCRACY, RECODE UNEMPLOYMENT, CHANGE
EDUCATION LEVEL

*creating indexes types of democrats
generate liberaldemocrat (fairelctmedcrgv+rghmgpr+cttresa)/4

rename (fairelc)(electoraldemocrat)
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rename (electoraldemocrat) (fairelc)

generate electoraldemocrat = (fairelctmedcrgv)/2

generate socialdemocrat = (gvctzpv+grdfinc)/2

rename (votedir) (directdemocrat)

generate populistmajoritariandemocrat = (viepol+wpestop+chpldmi)/3

replace populistmajoritariandemocrat = (viepol+wpestop)/2

*creating indexes perceived quality of democracy

rename (fairelcc) (perceivedqualityelectoral)

rename (perceivedqualityelectoral) (fairelcc)

generate perceivedqualityelectoral = (fairelcctmedcrgvce)/2

generate perceivedqualityliberal = (fairelcctmedcrgve+rghmgpre+cttresac)/4
rename (votedirc) (perceivedqualitydirect)

generate perveivedqualitysocial = (gvetzpve+grdfincc)/2

rename perveivedqualitysocial perceivedqualitysocial

generate perceivedqualitypopmaj = (viepolc+wpestopc+chpldmce)/3

replace perceivedqualitypopmaj = (viepolc+wpestopc)/2

*recode unemployment
gen unemployed = uempla

recode unemployed (0=1)(1=0)

*education level: value 55 (other) to missing

replace eisced = . if eisced==55

***MERGE OF ESS AND VDEM

*prepare for merge: countrynames the same
rename cntry country name

replace cntry = "Belgium" if cntry == "BE"
replace cntry = "Bulgaria" if cntry == "BG"
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replace cntry = "Switzerland" if cntry == "CH"
replace cntry = "Czechia" if ecntry == "CZ"
replace cntry = "Estonia" if cntry == "EE"
replace cntry = "Finland" if cntry == "FI"
replace cntry = "France" if cntry == "FR"
replace cntry = "United Kingdom" if cntry == "GB"
replace cntry = "Greece" if cntry == "GR"
replace cntry = "Croatia" if cntry == "HR"
replace cntry = "Hungary" if cntry == "HU"
replace cntry = "Ireland" if cntry == "IE"
replace cntry = "Iceland" if cntry == "IS"
replace cntry = "Italy" if entry == "IT"

replace cntry = "Lithuania" if cntry == "LT"
replace cntry = "Montenegro" if cntry == "ME"

replace cntry = "North Macedonia" if cntry == "MK"

replace cntry = "Netherlands" if cntry == "NL"
replace cntry = "Norway" if cntry == "NO"
replace cntry = "Portugal" if cntry == "PT"
replace cntry = "Slovenia" if cntry == "SI"

replace cntry = "Slovakia" if entry == "SK"

** Extract year from timestamp start interview

Submission ID trn:oid:::1:3592984423

* Now get year data from inwds to add year of interview data for essrounds 2020 and 2023.

* Convert INWDS to extract month and year components

generate dateoftime s = dofc(inwds)
format dateoftime s %td

list inwds dateoftime s

generate adyear_s = year(dateoftime_s)

list inwds dateoftime s adyear s

** Merging datasets VDEM en ESS
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We merge on country name year

merge m:1 country name year using

"C:\Users\Finnt\OneDrive\Documenten\Masterthesis\VDEM small.dta"

drop merge

*rename variables from VDEM dataset for the factual quality of electoral democracy, liberal
democracy, direct democracy

rename v2x_polyarchy factualqualityelectoral

rename v2x_libdem factualqualityliberal

rename v2xdd_dd factualqualitydirect

*Multply factualquality times 10, so it is same scale as perceived quality
replace factualqualityelectoral = factualqualityelectoral * 10

replace factualqualityliberal = factualqualityliberal * 10

replace factualqualitydirect = factualqualitydirect * 10

***MERGE OF WORLD DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS AND ESS

merge m:1 country name year using

"C:\Users\Finnt\OneDrive\Documenten\Masterthesis\ExcelGiniPovertyGDPcap.dta"
drop merge

*generate factual quality of social democracy
generate Ginipoverty = GiniindexSIPOVGINI+Povertyheadcountratioat830
generate factualqualitysocial = (100-Ginipoverty)/100
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*Multply factualquality times 10, so it is same scale as perceived quality

replace factualqualitysocial = factualqualitysocial * 10

*rename variables Corruption perception index and GDP per capita to a better name

rename ¢ ti cpi cpi

rename GDPpercapitaPPPconstant20 GDPpercapita

***ADDING 1) FACTUAL QUALITY OF POPULIST-MAJORITARIAN DEMOCRACY
AND 2) AGE OF ELECTORAL DEMOCRACY MANUALLY

*adding the factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy for all countries

generate factualqualitypopmaj=.

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 5.08 if country name=="Belgium"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 6.27 if country _name=="Bulgaria" & dateoftime s <22473
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 6.22 if country name=="Bulgaria" & dateoftime s> 22472
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.64 if country name=="Croatia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 6.13 if country name=="Czechia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.55 if country name=="Estonia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.40 if country name=="Finland"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 3.72 if country name=="France"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 5.32 if country name=="Greece"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 7.20 if country name=="Hungary"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.58 if country name=="Iceland" & dateoftime s < 22549
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.53 if country name=="Iceland" & dateoftime s > 22548
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.27 if country name=="Ireland"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 7.20 if country name=="Italy"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.52 if country name=="Lithuania"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.84 if country name=="Montenegro"
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replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.15 if country name=="Netherlands"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 5.78 if country name=="North Macedonia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.06 if country name=="Norway" & dateoftime s < 22537
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.24 if country name=="Norway" & dateoftime s> 22536
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 3.23 if country name=="Portugal" & dateoftime s < 22676
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 3.00 if country name=="Portugal" & dateoftime s> 22675
replace factualqualitypopmaj = 6.85 if country name=="Slovakia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 5.74 if country name=="Slovenia"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 4.08 if country name=="Switzerland"

replace factualqualitypopmaj = 6.66 if country name=="United Kingdom"

*adding age of electoral democracy for all countries

generate systemicage=.

replace systemicage = 76 if country name=="Belgium" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 77 if country name=="Belgium" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 32 if country name=="Bulgaria"

replace systemicage = 22 if country name=="Croatia"

replace systemicage = 32 if country_name=="Czechia"

replace systemicage = 29 if country name=="Estonia"

replace systemicage = 77 if country name=="Finland" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 78 if country name=="Finland" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 75 if country name=="France"

replace systemicage = 47 if country name=="Greece" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 48 if country name=="Greece" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 118 if country name=="Iceland" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 119 if country name=="Iceland" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 100 if country name=="Ireland" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 101 if country name=="Ireland" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 75 if country name=="Italy" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 76 if country name=="Italy" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 32 if country name=="Lithuania"

replace systemicage = 1 if country name=="Montenegro" & year==2021

replace systemicage = 2 if country name=="Montenegro" & year==2022
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replace systemicage = 76 if country name=="Netherlands" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 77 if country name=="Netherlands" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 76 if country name=="Norway" & year==2021

replace systemicage = 77 if country name=="Norway" & year==2022

replace systemicage = 5 if country name=="North Macedonia" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 6 if country name=="North Macedonia" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 46 if country name=="Portugal" & year==2021

replace systemicage = 47 if country name=="Portugal" & year==2022

replace systemicage = 28 if country name=="Slovakia"

replace systemicage = 31 if country _name=="Slovenia" & year==2020

replace systemicage = 32 if country name=="Slovenia" & year==2021

replace systemicage = 173 if country name=="Switzerland" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 174 if country name=="Switzerland" & year==2022
replace systemicage = 103 if country name=="United Kingdom" & year==2021
replace systemicage = 104 if country name=="United Kingdom" & year==2022

***ADD THE WINNERLOSER VARIABLES

*create winnerloser variables for every country. When an election or government alternation
took place during the ESS data collection period, the winnerloser variable is split in two
variables; before the election or government alternation, and after the election or government

alternation

*duplicate 'party voted in election' for winner loser election and winner loser government for
every country

generate winnerloserelectionbelgium = prtvtebe

generate winnerlosergovtbelgium = prtvtebe

generate winnerloserelectionbulgaria = prtvtebg
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generate winnerloserelection1bulgaria = prtvtebg if dateoftime s < 22473
generate winnerloserelection2bulgaria = prtvtebg if dateoftime > 22472
generate winnerlosergovtbulgaria = prtvtebg

generate winnerloserelectioncroatia = prtvtbhr

generate winnerlosergovtcroatia = prtvtbhr

generate winnerloserelectionczechia = prtvtecz

generate winnerlosergovtczechia = prtvtecz

generate winnerloserelectionestonia = prtvthee

generate winnerlosergovtestionia = prtvthee

rename winnerlosergovtestionia winnerlosergovtestonia

generate winnerloserelectionfinland = prtvtefi

generate winnerlosergovtfinland = prtvtefi

generate winnerloserelectionfrance = prtvtefr

generate winnerlosergovtfrance = prtvtefr

generate winnerloserelectiongreece = prtvtdgr

generate winnerlosergovtgreece = prtvtdgr

generate winnerloserelectionhungary = prtvtghu

generate winnerlosergovthungary = prtvtghu

generate winnerloserelectioniceland = prtvtdis

generate winnerloserelectionliceland = prtvtdis if dateoftime s < 22549
generate winnerloserelection2iceland = prtvtdis if dateoftime s > 22548
generate winnerlosergovticeland = prtvtdis

generate winnerloserelectionireland = prtvtdie

generate winnerlosergovtireland = prtvtdie

generate winnerloserelectionitaly = prtvtdit

generate winnerlosergovtitaly = prtvtdit

generate winnerloserelectionlithuania = prtvceltl

generate winnerlosergovtlithuania = prtvcltl

generate winnerloserelectionmontenegro = prtvtame

generate winnerlosergovtmontenegro = prtvtame

generate winnerloserelectionnetherlands = prtvthnl

generate winnerlosergovtnetherlands = prtvthnl

generate winnerloserelectionnmacedonia = prtvtmk
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generate winnerlosergovtnmacedonia = prtvtmk

generate winnerloserelectionnorway = prtvtbno

generate winnerloserelectionlnorway = prtvtbno if dateoftime s <22537
generate winnerloserelection2norway = prtvtbno if dateoftime s > 22536
generate winnerlosergovtnorway = prtvtbno

generate winnerlosergovtlnorway = prtvtbno if dateoftime s < 22567
generate winnerlosergovt2norway = prtvtbno if dateoftime s > 22566
generate winnerloserelectionportugal = prtvtdpt

generate winnerloserelection1portugal = prtvtdpt if dateoftime s <22676
generate winnerloserelection2portugal = prtvtdpt if dateoftime s > 22675
generate winnerlosergovtportugal = prtvtdpt

generate winnerloserelectionslovakia = prtvtesk

generate winnerlosergovtslovakia = prtvtesk

generate winnerloserelectionslovenia = prtvtfsi

generate winnerlosergovtslovenia = prtvtfsi

generate winnerloserelectionswitzerland = prtvthch

generate winnerlosergovtswitzerland = prtvthch

generate winnerloserelectionunitedkingdom = prtvtdgb

generate winnerlosergovtunitedkingdom = prtvtdgb

*recode winnerloser status election and winnerloser status government

recode winnerloserelectionbelgium
(1=D)(5=1)(6=1)(9=1)(12=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=0)(13=0)(14=0)(15=0)
recode winnerlosergovtbelgium
(1=D)(2=1)(4=1)(7=1)(9=1)(10=1)(11=1)(3=0)(5=0)(6=0)(8=0)(12=0)(13=0)(14=0)(15=0)
recode winnerloserelection1bulgaria
(3=1)(4=1)(5=1)(10=1)(1=0)(2=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)

recode winnerloserelection2bulgaria
(4=1)(5=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)

recode winnerlosergovtbulgaria
(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)

recode winnerloserelectioncroatia (1=1)(3=1)(5=1)(6=1)(2=0)(4=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)
recode winnerlosergovtcroatia (1=1)(9=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)
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recode winnerloserelectionczechia (4=1)(5=1)(7=1)(8=1)(9=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(6=0)(10=0)
recode winnerlosergovtczechia (2=1)(4=1)(1=0)(3=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)
recode winnerloserelectionestonia
(1=1)(6=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(10=0)(11=0)(14=0)(15=0)(16=0)

recode winnerlosergovtestonia
(1=1)(2=1)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(10=0)(11=0)(14=0)(15=0)(16=0)

recode winnerloserelectionfinland
(1=D)(5=1)(16=1)(17=1)(18=1)(2=0)(3=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(19=0)(22=0)

recode winnerlosergovtfinland
2=D)B=1)(16=1)(17=1)(18=1)(1=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(19=0)(22=0)

recode winnerloserelectionfrance
B=1)(4=1)(7=1)(8=1)(10=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(5=0)(6=0)(9=0)(12=.)

recode winnerloserelectionfrance (13=0)(14=0)

recode winnerlosergovtfrance
(7=1)(8=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=.)(13=0)(14=0)
recode winnerloserelectiongreece (1=1)(3=1)(5=1)(6=1)(2=0)(4=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(31=0)
recode winnerlosergovtgreece (1=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(31=0)
recode winnerloserelectionhungary
(1=1)(4=1)(6=1)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(55=.)

recode winnerlosergovthungary
(3=1)(5=1)(1=0)(2=0)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(55=.)

recode winnerloserelectionliceland

A=) (5=1)(6=1)(8=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(7=0)(9=0)(10=0)(13=0)(55=0)

recode winnerloserelection2iceland
(4=1)(5=1)(10=1)(2=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(11=0)(55=0)

recode winnerlosergovticeland
(5=1)(9=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(13=0)(55=0)

recode winnerloserelectionireland
(4=1)(6=1)(10=1)(12=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(11=0)(13=0)(14=0)
recode winnerlosergovtireland
(1=1)(2=1)(6=1)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(14=0)
recode winnerloserelectionitaly

(1=1)(3=1)(4=1)(5=1)(6=1)(8=1)(2=0)(7=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(14=0)(3 1=.)(32=0)
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recode winnerlosergovtitaly
(1=1)(2=1)(3=1)(4=1)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(14=0)(31=.)(32=0)
recode winnerloserelectionlithuania
(3=1)(5=1)(9=1)(16=1)(1=0)(2=0)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(14=0)(15
=0)(17=0)

recode winnerlosergovtlithuania
(B3=1)(5=1)(12=1)(1=0)(2=0)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(13=0)(14=0)(15=0)(16
=0)(17=0)

recode winnerloserelectionmontenegro (1=1)(2=1)(6=1)(7=1)(9=1)(4=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=0)
recode winnerlosergovtmontenegro (6=1)(1=0)(2=0)(4=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)
recode winnerloserelectionnetherlands
(1=1)(6=1)(10=1)(13=1)(14=1)(15=1)(16=1)(17=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(11
=0)(12=0)(18=0)(31=0)

recode winnerlosergovtnetherlands
(1=D)(5=1)(6=1)(7=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(14=0)(15=0)(16
=0)(17=0)(18=0)(31=0)

recode winnerloserelectionnorway (1=1)(2=1)(6=1)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=.)
recode winnerloserelection2norway (1=1)(2=1)(6=1)(10=1)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(11=.)
recode winnerlosergovtlnorway (4=1)(5=1)(7=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(6=0)(8=0)(10=0)(11=.)
recode winnerlosergovt2norway
(3=1)(6=1)(1=0)(2=0)(4=0)(5=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=.)

recode winnerloserelectionnmacedonia
(3=1)(4=1)(5=1)(1=0)(2=0)(6=0)(8=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(16=0)

recode winnerlosergovtnmacedonia
(1=1)(3=1)(2=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(8=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(16=0)

recode winnerloserelectionlportugal
A=D)(5=D)(7=1)(11=1)(18=1)(2=0)(3=0)(6=0)(12=0)(16=0)(21=0)(22=0)

recode winnerloserelection2portugal
(4=1)(5=1)(18=1)(2=0)(3=0)(6=0)(7=0)(11=0)(12=0)(16=0)(18=0)(21=0)(22=0)

recode winnerlosergovtportugal
(18=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(11=0)(12=0)(16=0)(21=0)(22=0)

recode winnerloserelectionslovakia (1=1)(3=1)(4=1)(7=1)(2=0)(5=0)(6=0)(8=0)

recode winnerlosergovtslovakia (1=1)(3=1)(6=1)(7=1)(2=0)(4=0)(5=0)(8=0)
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recode winnerloserelectionslovenia
2=D)B=1)(4=1)(6=1)(7=1)(8=1)(11=1)(1=0)(5=0)(9=0)(10=0)(12=0)

recode winnerlosergovtslovenia
(1=1)(4=1)(8=1)(10=1)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(9=0)(11=0)(12=0)

recode winnerloserelectionswitzerland
(4=1)(6=1)(8=1)(9=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(7=0)(10=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(17=0)(18
=0)(20=0)

recode winnerlosergovtswitzerland
(1=1)(2=1)(3=1)(5=1)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(17=0)(18
=0)(20=0)

recode winnerloserelectionunitedkingdom
(1=1)(4=1)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=.)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(23=0)

recode winnerlosergovtunitedkingdom

(1=1)(2=0)(3=0)(4=0)(5=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=.)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(23=0)

*I made a mistake in the recoding for Bulgaria election 1.
generate NEWwinnerloserelection1bulgaria = prtvtebg if dateoftime s < 22473
recode NEWwinnerloserelection1bulgaria

(3=1)(d=1)(5=1)(10=1)(1=0)(2=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(11=0)(12=0)

*again mistake

generate NEW2winnerloserelectionlbulgaria = prtvtebg if dateoftime s < 22473

*I made a mistake in the Switzerland election and government: I saw too late what a mixed
vote means. These people must be removed because we do not know what parties they voted
for, could be winning and losing parties

generate NEWwinnerloserelectionswitzer = prtvthch

recode NEWwinnerloserelectionswitzer
(4=1)(6=1)(8=1)(9=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(7=0)(10=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(17=0)(18
=0)(20=.)

generate NEWwinnerlosergovtswitzerland = prtvthch
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recode NEWwinnerlosergovtswitzerland
(1=D)(2=1)(3=1)(5=1)(4=0)(6=0)(7=0)(8=0)(9=0)(10=0)(11=0)(12=0)(13=0)(15=0)(17=0)(18
=0)(20=.)

*again mistake. For election 1 in Iceland, Framsoknarflokkinn (label 5) is a loser. So this
recode must be 5=0, instead of 5=1 which I did first.

generate NEWwinnerloserelectionliceland = prtvtdis if dateoftime s < 22549

recode NEWwinnerloserelectionliceland

(4=1)(6=1)(8=1)(11=1)(1=0)(2=0)(3=0)(5=0)(7=0)(9=0)(10=0)(13=0)(55=0)

*MAKING ONE VARIABLE OF WINNERLOSER IN ELECTION OF ALL COUNTRIES
gen winnerloserelection=.

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionbelgium if country name=="Belgium"
replace winnerloserelection = NEWwinnerloserelection1bulgaria if

country name=="Bulgaria" & dateoftime s < 22473

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection2bulgaria if country name=="Bulgaria" &
dateoftime s > 22472

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectioncroatia if country name=="Croatia"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionczechia if country name=="Czechia"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionestonia if country name=="Estonia"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionfinland if country name=="Finland"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionfrance if country name=="France"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectiongreece if country name=="Greece"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionhungary if country name=="Hungary"
replace winnerloserelection = NEWwinnerloserelectionliceland if country name=="Iceland"
& dateoftime s < 22549

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection2iceland if country name=="Iceland" &
dateoftime s > 22548

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionireland if country name=="Ireland"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionitaly if country name=="Italy"

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionlithuania if country name=="Lithuania"
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replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionmontenegro if

country name=="Montenegro"

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionnetherlands if

country name=="Netherlands"

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection Inorway if country name=="Norway" &
dateoftime s <22537

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection2norway if country name=="Norway" &
dateoftime s> 22536

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionnmacedonia if country name=="North
Macedonia"

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection 1 portugal if country name=="Portugal" &
dateoftime s < 22676

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelection2portugal if country name=="Portugal" &
dateoftime s > 22675

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionslovakia if country name=="Slovakia"
replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionslovenia if country name=="Slovenia"
replace winnerloserelection = NEWwinnerloserelectionswitzer if

country name=="Switzerland"

replace winnerloserelection = winnerloserelectionunitedkingdom if country name=="United

Kingdom"

*MAKING ONE VARIABLE OF WINNERLOSER GOVERNMENT OF ALL COUNTRIES
gen winnerlosergovt=.

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtbelgium if country name=="Belgium"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtbulgaria if country name=="Bulgaria"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtcroatia if country name=="Croatia"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtczechia if country name=="Czechia"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtestonia if country name=="Estonia"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtfinland if country name=="Finland"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtfrance if country name=="France"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtgreece if country name=="Greece"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovthungary if country name=="Hungary"
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replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovticeland if country name=="Iceland"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtireland if country name=="Ireland"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtitaly if country name=="Italy"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtlithuania if country name=="Lithuania"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtmontenegro if country name=="Montenegro"
replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtnetherlands if country name=="Netherlands"
replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtlnorway if country name=="Norway" &
dateoftime s <22567

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovt2norway if country name=="Norway" &
dateoftime s> 22566

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtnmacedonia if country name=="North Macedonia"
replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtportugal if country name=="Portugal"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtslovakia if country name=="Slovakia"

replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtslovenia if country name=="Slovenia"

replace winnerlosergovt = NEWwinnerlosergovtswitzerland if country name=="Switzerland"
replace winnerlosergovt = winnerlosergovtunitedkingdom if country name=="United

Kingdom"

*#*LABELS FOR ALL VARIABLES

*types of democrats

label variable electoraldemocrat "Importance of electoral democracy"
label variable liberaldemocrat "Importance of liberal democracy"
label variable directdemocrat "Importance of direct democracy"

label variable socialdemocrat "Importance of social democracy"

label variable populistmajoritariandemocrat "Importance of populist-majoritarian democracy"
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*dependent variable

label variable stfdem "Satisfaction with democracy"

*independent variables

label variable factualqualityelectoral "Factual quality of electoral democracy"
label variable factualqualityliberal "Factual quality of liberal democracy"
label variable factualqualitydirect "Factual quality of direct democracy"

label variable factualqualitysocial "Factual quality of social democracy"

'

label variable factualqualitypopmaj "Factual quality of populist-majoritarian democracy’

label variable perceivedqualityelectoral "Perceived quality of electoral democracy"
label variable perceivedqualityliberal "Perceived quality of liberal democracy"
label variable perceivedqualitydirect "Perceived quality of direct democracy"

label variable perceivedqualitysocial "Perceived quality of social democracy"

label variable perceivedqualitypopmaj "Perceived quality of populist-majoritarian democracy"

*control variables microlevel

label variable eisced "Highest level of education, ES-ISCED"

label variable stfeco "Satisfaction with the economy in the country"

label variable unemployed "Employment"

label variable votingbehaviorelection "Voted for a party that won seats during the last national
election"

label variable votingbehaviorgovt "Voted for a party that is in government now"

*control variables macrolevel
label variable systemicage "Age of electoral democracy"
label variable GDPpercapita "GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2021 international $)"

label variable cpi "Corruption Perception Index"
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***DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

*missings table

misstable summarize electoraldemocrat
misstable summarize liberaldemocrat
misstable summarize directdemocrat
misstable summarize socialdemocrat

misstable summarize populistmajoritariandemocrat

*mean, SD, N of dependent variable and independent variables

tabstat stfdem factualqualityelectoral factualqualityliberal factualqualitydirect
factualqualitysocial factualqualitypopmaj perceivedqualityelectoral perceivedqualityliberal
perceivedqualitydirect perceivedqualitysocial perceivedqualitypopmaj, statistics (mean min

max sd n)

*mean, SD, N also of winnerloser and control variables

tabstat stfeco eisced unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita, statistics (mean min max sd

n)

*also for winnerloserelection and govt

tabstat winnerloserelection winnerlosergovt, statistics (mean min max sd n)

*average level of satisfaction with democracy

tabstat stfdem, by (country name) statistics(mean sd n)

*how many percent of people are electoral, liberal, direct, social, populist-majoritarian
democrat

tab electoraldemocrat

tab liberaldemocrat

tab directdemocrat
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tab socialdemocrat

tab populistmajoritariandemocrat

*correlation between the importance of the different understandings
correlate electoraldemocrat liberaldemocrat directdemocrat socialdemocrat

populistmajoritariandemocrat

*average level of factual + perceived quality of the models of democracy in all countries and
in total
tabstat factualqualityelectoral factualqualityliberal factualqualitydirect factualqualitysocial

factualqualitypopmaj, by(country name) statistics(mean)

tabstat perceivedqualityelectoral perceivedqualityliberal perceivedqualitydirect

perceivedqualitysocial perceivedqualitypopmaj, by (country name) statistics(mean)

*Check for multicollinearity

pwcorr stfeco eisced unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita

pwecorr factualqualityliberal stfeco eisced unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita

*Check how many percent of liberal democrats and populist-majoritarian democrats voted for
winner and loser

tab liberaldemocrat winnerloserelection

tab liberaldemocrat winnerlosergovt

tab populistmajoritariandemocrat winnerloserelection

tab populistmajoritariandemocrat winnerlosergovt
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***REGRESSION ANALYSES

// Generate country-year identifier

egen cntryyr = group(country name year)

*for model 1-18, first the regression formula and the store of the estimates is noted. After that,
the assumption of normal distribution is noted, and after that the assumption of
linearity+homoscedasticity. At the end of the last model of a hypothesis, the code for the table
is noted. For hypothesis 4, after every model the code for the graph is noted.

**HYPOTHESIS 1

*Hypothesis 1, electoral democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualityelectoral stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if electoraldemocrat >= 8 &

electoraldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m1

predict res1, residuals
predict u0, reffects
qnorm resl

qnorm u0

predict my _res, residuals
predict my _fit, fitted

twoway (scatter my res my_fit)(lowess my res my_fit)

*Hypothesis 1, liberal democrats
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xtmixed stfdem factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=

. || entryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m2

predict res2, residuals
predict ul, reffects
gnorm res2

qnorm ul

predict my_res2, residuals
predict my _fit2, fitted

twoway (scatter my res2 my_fit2)(lowess my res2 my_fit2)

*Hypothesis 1, direct democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualitydirect stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
1.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if directdemocrat >= 8 & directdemocrat !=.

|| entryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m3

predict res3, residuals
predict u2, reffects
qnorm res3

qnorm u2

predict my res3, residuals
predict my _fit3, fitted

twoway (scatter my_res3 my_fit3)(lowess my res3 my fit3)
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*Hypothesis 1, social democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualitysocial stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if socialdemocrat >= 8 & socialdemocrat !=

.|| entryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m4

predict res4, residuals
predict u3, reffects
qnorm res4

qnorm u3

predict my_res4, residuals
predict my _fit4, fitted

twoway (scatter my res4 my_fit4)(lowess my res4 my fit4)

*Hypothesis 1, populist-majoritarian democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m5

predict res5, residuals
predict u4, reffects
qnorm res5

qnorm u4

predict my_resS5, residuals
predict my _fit5, fitted

twoway (scatter my_resS my_fit5)(lowess my res5 my_fit5)
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etable, estimates(ml m2 m3 m4 m5) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 1.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 2

*Hypothesis 2, electoral democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityelectoral stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if electoraldemocrat >= 8 &

electoraldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store mé6

predict res6, residuals
predict u5, reffects
qnorm res6

qnorm uS

predict my_res6, residuals
predict my _fit6, fitted

twoway (scatter my res6 my_fit6)(lowess my res6 my_fit6)

*Hypothesis 2, liberal democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=

. || entryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m7

predict res7, residuals
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predict u6, reffects
qnorm res’7

qnorm u6

predict my res7, residuals
predict my _fit7, fitted

twoway (scatter my res7 my_fit7)(lowess my res7 my_fit7)

*Hypothesis 2, direct democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitydirect stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if directdemocrat >= 8 & directdemocrat != .

|| entryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m8

predict res8, residuals
predict u7, reffects
qnorm res8

qnorm u’7/

predict my_res8, residuals
predict my _fit8, fitted

twoway (scatter my res8 my_fit8)(lowess my res8 my _fit8)

*Hypothesis 2, social democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitysocial stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if socialdemocrat >= 8 & socialdemocrat !=

. || entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m9
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predict res9, residuals
predict u8, reffects
qnorm res9

gnorm u8

predict my_res9, residuals
predict my _fit9, fitted

twoway (scatter my res9 my_fit9)(lowess my res9 my fit9)

*Hypothesis 2, populist-majoritarian democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m10

predict res10, residuals
predict u9, reffects
qnorm res10

qnorm u9

predict my res10, residuals
predict my _fit10, fitted
twoway (scatter my res10 my_fit10)(lowess my res10 my fit10)

etable, estimates(m6 m7 m8 m9 m10) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 2.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 3

*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party won in election)
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xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi

GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat != . || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m11

predict res11, residuals
predict ulo0, reffects
gnorm resl11

gnorm ul0

predict my resl1, residuals
predict my _fitl1, fitted
twoway (scatter my resl1 my_fitl1)(lowess my resll my fitll)

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party won in election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi
GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 & populistmajoritariandemocrat != . ||

cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m12

predict res12, residuals
predict ull, reffects
qnorm res12

qnorm ull

predict my res12, residuals
predict my_fit12, fitted
twoway (scatter my resl12 my_fitl2)(lowess my resl2 my fitl12)

*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party voted in election is in government)
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xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita

if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m13

predict res13, residuals
predict ul2, reffects
gnorm res13

gnorm ul2

predict my res13, residuals
predict my_fit13, fitted
twoway (scatter my resl13 my fit13)(lowess my resl3 my fitl13)

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted in election is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita
if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 & populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle

variance
estimates store m14

predict res14, residuals
predict ul3, reffects
qnorm res14

qnorm ul3

predict my res14, residuals
predict my _fit14, fitted
twoway (scatter my resl4 my_fitl4)(lowess my res14 my fit14)
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o etable, estimates(m11 m12 m13 m14) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 3.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 4.

*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed
systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr:

factualqualityliberal, covariance(unstructured) mle
estimates store m15

predict res15, residuals
predict ul4, reffects
gnorm res15

gnorm ul4

predict my resl15, residuals
predict my _fitl5, fitted
twoway (scatter my resl5 my_fitl5)(lowess my resl5 my fitl5)

margins, at(factualqualityliberal=(0 123 4 5 6 7 8 9 10) winnerloserelection=(0 1)) atmeans
vsquish post saving(filel, replace)

marginsplot, noci

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed
systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &
populistmajoritariandemocrat != . || cntryyr: factualqualitypopmaj, covariance(unstructured)

mle
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estimates store m16

predict res16, residuals
predict ul$, reffects
qnorm res16

qnorm ul5

predict my res16, residuals
predict my_fitl6, fitted
twoway (scatter my res16 my fit16)(lowess my resl6 my fit16)

margins, at(factualqualitypopmaj=(0 123 4 5 6 7 8 9 10) winnerloserelection=(0 1)) atmeans
vsquish post saving(filel, replace)

marginsplot, noci

*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed
systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat != . || cntryyr:

factualqualityliberal, covariance(unstructured) mle
estimates store m17

predict res17, residuals
predict ul6, reffects
qnorm res17

qnorm ulé6

predict my resl7, residuals

predict my _fitl7, fitted
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twoway (scatter my resl7 my_fitl7)(lowess my resl7 my fitl7)

margins, at(factualqualityliberal=(0 12345 6 7 8 9 10) winnerlosergovt=(0 1)) atmeans
vsquish post saving(filel, replace)

marginsplot, noci

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted is in government)

xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed
systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &
populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: factualqualitypopmaj, covariance(unstructured)

mle
estimates store m18

predict res18, residuals
predict ul7, reffects
qnorm res18

qnorm ul7

predict my res18, residuals
predict my_fit18, fitted
twoway (scatter my res18 my_fitl8)(lowess my res18 my fitl18)

margins, at(factualqualitypopmaj=(0 123456 7 8 9 10) winnerlosergovt=(0 1)) atmeans
vsquish post saving(filel, replace)

marginsplot, noci

181

Z'l—.l turnitin Page 209 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID _ trn:oid:::1:3592984423



z"-.l turnltln Page 210 of 220 - Integrity Submission Submission ID  trn:oid:::1:3592984423

o etable, estimates(m15 m16 m17 m18) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 4.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

*#*ROBUSTNESS ANALYSES

** Robustness analysis 1: All hypothesis again, but the cutoff point at 9. After the last model
of every hypothesis, the code for the table is noted.

**HYPOTHESIS 1

*Hypothesis 1, electoral democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualityelectoral stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if electoraldemocrat >=9 &

electoraldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m19
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*Hypothesis 1, liberal democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=

.|| entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m20

*Hypothesis 1, direct democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualitydirect stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if directdemocrat >= 9 & directdemocrat != .

|| entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m21

*Hypothesis 1, social democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualitysocial stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if socialdemocrat >= 9 & socialdemocrat !=

. || entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m22

*Hypothesis 1, populist-majoritarian democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 9 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m23
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o etable, estimates(m19 m20 m21 m22 m23) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***"

attach(_r b)) showstars showstarsnote title("Table 5.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 2

*Hypothesis 2, electoral democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityelectoral stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if electoraldemocrat >=9 &

electoraldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m24

*Hypothesis 2, liberal democrats

xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=
.|| entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m25

*Hypothesis 2, direct democrats

xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitydirect stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
1.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if directdemocrat >= 9 & directdemocrat !=.

|| cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m26

*Hypothesis 2, social democrats
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xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitysocial stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if socialdemocrat >= 9 & socialdemocrat !=

. || entryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m27

*Hypothesis 2, populist-majoritarian democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed i.winnerloserelection
i.winnerlosergovt systemicage cpi GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >=9 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m28

etable, estimates(m24 m25 m26 m27 m28) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***"
attach(_r b)) showstars showstarsnote title("Table 6.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)
**HYPOTHESIS 3

*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party won in election)

xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi
GDPpercapita if liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
estimates store m29

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party won in election)

xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi
GDPpercapita if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 9 & populistmajoritariandemocrat != . ||

cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m30
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*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party voted in election is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita

if liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m31

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted in election is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed systemicage cpi GDPpercapita
if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 9 & populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle

variance
estimates store m32

etable, estimates(m29 m30 m31 m32) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 7.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 4.

*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed cpi
if liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: factualqualityliberal,

covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m33

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed
cpi if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 9 & populistmajoritariandemocrat != . || cntryyr:

factualqualitypopmaj, covariance(unstructured) mle
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estimates store m34

*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualityliberal stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed cpi if
liberaldemocrat >= 9 & liberaldemocrat !=. || entryyr: factualqualityliberal,

covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m35

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualitypopmaj stfeco i.eisced i.unemployed cpi if
populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 9 & populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr:

factualqualitypopmaj, covariance(unstructured) mle
estimates store m36

etable, estimates(m33 m34 m35 m36) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 8.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

*Robustness analysis 2: run the models without control variables. After the last model of

every hypothesis, the code for the table is noted.

**HYPOTHESIS 1
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*Hypothesis 1, electoral democrats
xtmixed stfdem factualqualityelectoral if electoraldemocrat >= 8 & electoraldemocrat != . ||

cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m37

*Hypothesis 1, liberal democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualityliberal if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr:
, mle variance

estimates store m38

*Hypothesis 1, direct democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualitydirect if directdemocrat >= 8 & directdemocrat !=. || cntryyr: ,
mle variance

estimates store m39

*Hypothesis 1, social democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualitysocial if socialdemocrat >= 8 & socialdemocrat !=. || cntryyr: ,
mle variance

estimates store m40

*Hypothesis 1, populist-majoritarian democrats

xtmixed stfdem factualqualitypopmaj if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance
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estimates store m41

etable, estimates(m37 m38 m39 m40 m41) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***"

attach(_r b)) showstars showstarsnote title("Table 9.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 2

*Hypothesis 2, electoral democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityelectoral if electoraldemocrat >= 8 & electoraldemocrat !=. ||

cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m42

*Hypothesis 2, liberal democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualityliberal if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat != . ||

cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m43

*Hypothesis 2, direct democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitydirect if directdemocrat >= 8 & directdemocrat !=. || cntryyr:

, mle variance

estimates store m44

*Hypothesis 2, social democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitysocial if socialdemocrat >= 8 & socialdemocrat != . ||

cntryyr: , mle variance
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estimates store m45

*Hypothesis 2, populist-majoritarian democrats
xtmixed stfdem perceivedqualitypopmaj if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m46

etable, estimates(m42 m43 m44 m45 m46) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "*F**"

attach(_r b)) showstars showstarsnote title("Table 10.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 3

*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party won in election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr:

, mle variance

estimates store m47

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party won in election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m48

*Hypothesis 3, liberal democrats (party voted in election is in government)
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xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt if liberaldemocrat >= 8 & liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: ,

mle variance

estimates store m49

*Hypothesis 3, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted in election is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt if populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 &

populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: , mle variance

estimates store m50

etable, estimates(m47 m48 m49 m50) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 11.") export(mydoc1.docx, replace)

**HYPOTHESIS 4.

*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualityliberal if liberaldemocrat >= 8 &

liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: factualqualityliberal, covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m51

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted has won in last election)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerloserelection##c.factualqualitypopmaj if
populistmajoritariandemocrat >= 8 & populistmajoritariandemocrat != . || cntryyr:

factualqualitypopmaj, covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m52
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*Hypothesis 4, liberal democrats (party voted is in government)
xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualityliberal if liberaldemocrat >= 8 &

liberaldemocrat !=. || cntryyr: factualqualityliberal, covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m53

*Hypothesis 4, populist-majoritarian democrats (party voted is in government)

xtmixed stfdem i.winnerlosergovt##c.factualqualitypopmaj if populistmajoritariandemocrat
>= § & populistmajoritariandemocrat !=. || cntryyr: factualqualitypopmaj,
covariance(unstructured) mle

estimates store m54

etable, estimates(m51 m52 m53 m54) stars(.1 "+" .05 "*" .01 "**" 0.001 "***" attach(_r b))

showstars showstarsnote title("Table 12.") export(mydocl.docx, replace)
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