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[bookmark: _Toc79964723]Abstract 

In the past couple of years we have experiences six sifts of regime change within the European Union. Only one of this countries made a change towards a democratic regime, the others lost their liberal democratic status. Democratic backsliding occurs when a democratically elected incumbent government undermines democratic institutions. In this thesis research will be done on when European Citizens stop supporting their liberal democratic regime, and which interaction effect between individual-level and system-level factors play a role in this process. The data suggest that interaction effects regarding people age and former communist countries have an effect on support for democratic backsliding, just like the levels of education on populism, and climate change.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc79964724]Introduction 

Democracy, what once was the hegemonic regime type of the world, is since 2009 increasingly declining in most parts of the world while hybrid systems are gaining ground (Claassen, 2019; Lindberg, 2018). Hybrid regimes are characterised by democratic features, like democratic institutions and elections, but    are authoritarian in its nature (Riaz, 2019; Diamond, 2002). Democratic norms and institutions have visibly eroded in major democracies around the world such as the United States, India, and Brazil (Claassen, 2019). Erosion is not only visible in these countries, also in Europe, democracy is deteriorating, and the levels of democracy have a steep decline compared to several other regions of the world (Lindberg, 2018). While Europe is often portrayed as a region with a more advanced democracy, compared to the rest of the world, we can observe six shifts in regime classifications over the past ten years (ibid.). Examples of these shifts in Europe are Hungary, Poland, Lithuania, Albania, Serbia, and Slovakia. According to V-Dem they lost their liberal democracy status and transitioned downwards to electoral democracies. Except for Albania, where we see the process of democratization happening (Lindberg, 2018). This process of de-democratization is referred to as “democratic backsliding” or “democratic erosion”. Democratic backsliding is at its most basic, according to Bermeo (2016), “the state-led debilitation or elimination of any of the political institutions that sustain an existing democracy” (p.5). Backsliding occurs with small modifications, such as electoral problems, of which citizens are often unaware (Levitsky & Ziblat, 2018; Bermeo, 2016; Waldner & Lust, 2015).

The survival of a regime depends on the attitudes and beliefs of citizens towards their regime (Mauk, 2020; Fuchs, 2009). This tradition of political thought goes back to Plato, “the vitality of democratic systems rests upon the attitudes and beliefs of the citizenry” (Claassen, 2018, p. 118). Plato’s train of thought was that “democracies were prone to failure because citizens were unlikely to have the foresight or the inclination to hold leaders accountable” (ibid.). Contemporary political scientists have elaborated on this debate, they (e.g. Norris, 2011; Booth & Seligson, 2009; Diamond, 1999, Easton, 1965, and Lipset, 1959) agree on the basics, namely with public support, democracy is legitimate and stable and without support the regime is insecure and likely to fail should a crisis of some sort arise (Claassen, 2019). Lipset’s (1959) contribution, in line with the thought of Plato, is that he argued that “political legitimacy” the “belief that existing political institutions are the most appropriate or proper ones for the society”, which is one of the principal “requisites” of a stable democracy (Lipset, 1959, p. 83). Easton (1975) extended the theory of Lipset with his classical contribution: the distinction between three “objects” that citizens might support (Claassen, 2020, p.119). According to Claassen (2020) the most abstract object is the nation of political community, the most concrete are the government and other political actors. Easton's intermediate object of support is the regime, or the basic rules and principles by which authority is wielded in a state (Easton, 1975). Their theories contribute to the claim that support for democracy helps to ensure the survival of the regime. With such support a democracy is legitimate and stable, without it is unstable and liable to fail (Claassen, 2020; Mishler & Rose, 1999; Easton, 1965). 

The current democratic backslashes in Hungary, Poland, The Philippines, and Turkey, resulted in great scholarly interest analysing the conditions for democratic backsliding. While contemporary research has examined institutional and structural explanations (e.g. Koehler & Schmotz, 2017; Knutsen et al., 2017; Boix & Svolik, 2013),  and the impact of the economic performances (e.g. Cordero et al., 2016; Dutch et al., 2008; Krieckhaus & Jonathan 2004), we still know little about the backing of citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. According to Mauk (2020) the established liberal democracies, based in the west, have come under pressure. This has repeatedly been pointed out by scholars studying the critical citizens or also referred to as dissatisfied democrats (Norris, 2011; Dalton, 2011; Pharr & Putman, 2000). In several countries citizens have become increasingly critical of their incumbent governments and their political institutions (Mauk, 2020, p.2). In addition, Mauk (2020) identifies the phenomena as: “the rise of populist or even anti-democratic parties and politicians in much of Western Europe and the United States, anti-government protests, or the new-found strengths of separatist movements” haven lent renewed admission to the debate of how important citizens support for the survival of democracy is, both to new and established democratic countries (Mauk, 2020; Alexander and Welzel, 2017; Foa & Mounk, 2017; Norris, 2017 and Inglehart 2016). 

Are these democratic backslashes a drop in popular support for democratic regimes, or is there still support among citizens in Europe, for liberal democratic values? The question I am addressing in this thesis is:  
“When do European citizens stop supporting their liberal democratic regime, and which interaction effects between individual-, and system-level factors play a role in this process?”. 

This thesis builds on and extends the literature on citizens' support for democratic backsliding by examining the interaction effects between individual-, and system-level factors in the European Union. To address this question this thesis draws on the models of citizens’ support by Fuchs (2009) and Mauk (2020), who have identified the individual-, and system factors contributing to citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. Based on these models and factors the interaction effects are established. 

The relevance of addressing this question is because of the major decline of democracy in the European Union. Based on the V-Dem reports, ranging from 2015-2020, we see that indicators such as freedom of speech, or media coverage are backsliding. What we can conclude from this is that democratic values, such as freedom of speech, were once so important are now slowly fading into limiting freedoms. Which, causes great concerns about the stability of individual rights in the European Union. Moreover, by determining what the interaction effects of individual-, and system-level sources are on political support for democratic backsliding, we can make certain predictions about future developments in political support. One of the interactions is about climate change, since the interaction between income (individual) and climate change (macro) can tell us how these factors influence each other and how this can impact citizens' support for liberal democracy. This research indicates that citizens with relatively lower income levels are more likely to support regime change, due to the cost climate change brings. Climate change is currently one of the most important and difficult policy in the European Union issues, given global warming and the increasingly frequent extreme weather events, such as floods and forest fires around the globe. As a result, the contradictions between individual-, and system-level factors as well as the pro-climate and anti-climate policies are becoming more apparent between countries and tells us how these divergent opinions on climate change could affect citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. This could perhaps contribute to European policy makers’ understanding of how to strengthen the weakened citizens’ support and their views for supporting regime change. By analysing the interactions between individual-, and system-level factors of support for democratic backsliding, it could enhance the knowledge about how political support is distributed among European countries. In addition, how the factors communism, populism, and climate change influence the citizens’ attitudes towards liberal democracy. These factors have been chosen based on the fact that several European countries have experienced post-communism, which can show the differences between being socialized under a communist regime, and a liberal democracy. Secondly, the rise of populism has made a strong increase in what impact it has this on citizens. Lastly, the interaction effect regarding climate change can show the reaction of citizens, whether they support the incumbent government for the far-reaching policies, or are opposed to them. Based on the studies of Mauk (2020), Van der Meer and Hakhverdian (2017), and Norris (2011) we know that levels of political support for democratic, and even autocratic, regimes vary between individual countries.

The aim of this research is to examine which interaction effects help us understand why citizens stop supporting their liberal democracy and start leaning towards democratic backsliding. This way we can learn how the process of democratic backsliding starts among citizens, and which factors contributed to this shift in support. The contribution I make to the debate is taking into account the interaction effects between the individual-, and system-level factors. Since a lot of research has been done on identifying the factors contributing to a change in support among citizens, it has not explored the possibilities of the interactions between these factors. By assessing the interaction effect of living in a former communist country, the number of populist seats in parliament, and climate change policies, these insights can hopefully tell us why support for democratic backsliding among citizens occurs, and how these macro variables influence individual variables. Furthermore, these insights can hopefully serve as a background for developing European policy recommendations in order to halt the decline in democracy.

To test this multi-level ordinal logistic regression of citizens’ support, survey data from 22 European member states constrained from the European Value Survey (EVS) and Eurostat, 2017 is used. These two survey data provides insights into the ideas, beliefs, preferences, attitudes, and beliefs of citizens, and how they think about life, politics, and society across Europe (EVS, 2020). The use of EVS is convenient for determining how citizens think about their current regime type, and second, to establish how citizens might support democratic backsliding. The aggregated data that is included in the dataset comes from Eurostat, which is the official statistical instate of the European Union. This data is collected around the same time as the collection of the European Value Survey. The analyses is done by a multi-level ordinal logistic regression in SPSS. The main findings of this regression indicate that there is support for the interaction effect between citizens’ support for democratic backsliding in post-communist countries, increase of populist seats in parliament, and last but not least climate change policies. 

The following chapter of this thesis will present the theoretical framework, in which I shall address all relevant theories, and models of regime support. The second chapter also includes elaboration on the following concepts: liberal democracy, democratic backsliding, citizens’ support. Furthermore, this chapter illustrates how I built upon the models of regime support by Fuchs (2009), and Mauk (2020), and how I extent this with the inclusion of the interaction effects of post-communism, increase of populist seats in parliament, and climate change policy. This chapter is followed by the methodological chapter in which the operationalisation is explained. In chapter four the results of the interaction effects are presented. The last chapter 5, the research question “when do European citizens stop support their liberal democratic regime, and which interaction effects between individual-, and system-level factors play a role in this process?” will be answered. Besides, the conclusion chapter 5 will also present the discussion, and ideas on how to conduct further research on democratic backsliding. 


 










2. Theoretical framework

In this chapter I will discuss the relevant theories on citizens’ support for political regimes. I begin by outlining the basic concepts of liberal democracy, what democratic backsliding is, and citizens support for political regimes. I continue to build upon the political support models of Fuchs (2009) and Mauk (2020), by adding the interaction effects of former regime type, populist parties, and the impact of climate change. Throughout the chapter, hypotheses are formulated on the basis of relevant literature. These hypotheses are summarized at the end of the chapter in the form of a conceptual model, which provides an overview of the interaction effects and the multi-level structure.

2.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964726]Liberal democracy 
Central to political scientists like Schumpeter (1950), Linz and Stepan (1996), Huntington (1991), Schmitter and Karl (1991), and Przeworski (1991) is defining and conceptualizing democracy. Although there is an abundance and variability of definitions and concepts of democracy, they all come together to a common core of establishing accountability and responsiveness through an electoral process. One of the most influential contributions on conceptualizing democracy is done by Robert Dahl (1971; 1989). Dahl developed a normative conception of an ideal democracy, by suggesting multiple criteria for classifying “real-world” political systems, which he refers to as polyarchies instead of using the term democracy. We can classify a regime as a polyarchy when the “political regimes are open to the public, and provide enough opportunities to oppose the current ruler(s), regimes that are highly inclusive, and grand these opportunities almost universally to the adult population” (Dahl, 1971; 1989). According to Dahl (1971), this polyarchy is the best achievable and most practical form of democracy, in which five democratic standards need to be fulfilled. These standards are “effective participation”, “voting equality”, “enlightened understanding”, “control of the agenda”, and the “full inclusion of adults” (ibid.). The importance of these democratic standards is that they serve as a guarantee of the political equality for all members of the political society, which is crucial for realising democracy according to Dahl (1989). 

The reason for mentioning Dahl is that his contribution is often used for the definition of democracy among contemporary scholars. This is also reflected in the definition that will be used for this study, provided by Mauk (2020). The definition by Mauk (2020) for liberal democracy is “a political system in which sizeable portion of the adult population is given equal political rights and which features the institutional mechanism, centred around, free, fair, and competitive elections, that are necessary for the realisation of effective participation, voting equality, enlightened understanding, control of the agenda, and full inclusion of adults” (p.24). This definition has incorporated elements of Dahl’s (1971) polyarchy. In sum, democracies allow citizens to hold their leaders accountable, which Mauk (2020) refers to as vertical accountability. This entails that in order for democratic leaders to stay in office they need to be responsive to citizens’ policy preferences, democratic leaders need to formulate, and implement these policies (Mauk, 2020; Linz & Stepan, 1996; Schmitter & Karl 1991). The next paragraph will address the concept of democratic backsliding. 

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc79964727]Democratic backsliding 
The sustained decline of freedom and democracy worldwide is driving widespread concern (Lürhmann & Lindberg, 2019; Waldner and Lust, 2018). Democratic backsliding, also often referred to as democratic “erosion” among scholars, is the process during which incumbents who accessed power in democratic elections gradually but substantially undermine democratic institutions (Lürhmann & Lindberg, 2019). The democratic reversal we experience in today’s world is often gradual and results from piecemeal state actions that erode the freedom and fairness of the democratic electoral process and its supporting institutions (Bermeo, 2016).

Laebens and Lührmann (2021) mention in their paper ‘what halts democratic erosion?’ that “the threat to democracy has typically taken the form of a gradual concentration of power in the hands of the executive branch, and especially its leaders, at the expense of other branches of government and of citizens’ rights” (p.3). According to Bermeo (2016), this phenomenon is called “executive aggrandizement”, which means that while the incumbent leader gradually expands his or her powers in this way, they also weaken the ability of the opposition to compete in elections, gradually making these less free and fair (ibid., p. 6). Subsequently, Laebens and Lührmann (2021), mention that this process sometimes involves the “strategic manipulation” of elections. The example they give is “excluding opposition candidates from the ballot, manipulating electoral rolls or election rules, and using government resources for electoral campaigns” (ibid., p.3). 

Based on the influential contribution of these scholars, I will build upon their definition of democratic backsliding/ erosion. They consider “democratic backsliding when a democratically elected incumbent substantially undermines democratic institutions, that causes autocratization, by expanding or abusing their powers, but does not suspend or abolish them altogether” (Laebens & Lührmann, 2021; Lührmann & Lindberg, 2019; Waldner and Lust, 2018). Furthermore, Laebens and Lührmann (2021) consider democratic institutions to have been “substantially undermined”, or autocratization to have taken place, when there is a substantive decline in the extent to which the regime fulfils the criteria of a democracy, as defined in paragraph 2.1. If these institutions are eroded to such an extent that the country becomes classified as a hybrid or (electoral) autocracy, we consider key democratic institutions suspended or abolished (Lührmann et al., 2018). Laebens and Lührmann (2021) state that democratic erosion is a subtype of autocratization processes (p. 3). This starts in democracies and ends without causing a democratic breakdown, driven primarily by the democratically elected incumbent’s self-serving actions (ibid.). The following section will conceptualize citizens’ support for political regimes. 

2.3 [bookmark: _Toc79964728]Citizens support for political regimes 
David Easton (1975) provides us with a general definition for support, namely: “an attitude by which a person orients himself to an object either favourably or unfavourably, positively or negatively” (ibid., p. 436). If we continue from this point, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p. 6) define political support as: “citizens’ attitudes towards their political system”. These attitudes can be defined as “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favourable or unfavourable manner with respect to a given object” (ibid.). According to Mauk (2020) we can identify attitudes by five central features. The “first feature she points out is that attitudes are latent variable which cannot directly be observed from behaviour; second, they guide but do not fully determine the human behaviour; third, they are learned, and generated from a range of beliefs acquired in the past; fourth, they are evaluative in nature, and the last feature is that attitudes are directed at certain objects” (p. 28). 

As already mentioned, for the conceptualisation of regime support I will build upon the models of Fuchs (2009) and Mauk (2020). Especially, the model of Mauk which is applicable to all regime types, is a good basis for adding the interaction effects concerning climate change, post-Communism, and populism. Because Mauk focus on both democratic and authoritarian regimes, small adjustments are made to point the focus more on support for democratic regime, in order to detect when citizens stop supporting their democratic regime. These adjustments are supported by other scholars. The model by Fuchs (2009) provides three hierarchically structures levels: “values”, “structures”, and “process”. The first level, “values”, implies the normative ideas a political regime may be built upon. With the normative ideas Fuchs (2009) means basic political values, such as liberty and political equality, but also more specific political principles, such as the rule of law and horizontal accountability (Mauk, 2020; Fuchs, 2009). The second level Fuchs describes is the actual institutional structure implemented in a given country. In this level, there is a clearly defined manifest object, specific to the particular political system rather than the abstract points, like the first level, common to all political systems. Because the first level values and principles will always be presented in any kind of political system, this does not only apply to democratic regimes (Mauk, 2020, p. 29). The last level Fuchs (2009) mentions is the process level, where the political authorities and their actions are the central objects. These different levels of support are not independent but influence each other.

Based on this model we can observe two effects. The first effect is that we can expect is an “overflow of values”. This effect, better known as the top-down effect, indicates that there is more support among citizens if the current regime, and its institutions conforms to their value orientations (Fuchs, 2009). If there is no conformation between the citizens value orientation the opposite is evident, meaning that citizens’ support would decrease if the normative ideas are not reflected by the regime, and its institutions (ibid). The second effect we can observe is the so-called “generalization experiences”, the bottom-up effect. This effect is linked to the experiences citizens have with their political regime, and the way it operates. Fuchs (2009) argues that citizens with positive experiences “will lead to the adoption of the political value where the regime is built upon. 

Mauk (2020) builds further upon this model of Fuchs, and develops the “explanatory model of regime support”. In her model, different sources of regime support on the individual-level, and system-level are identified. The recency and extensive research of Mauk (2020) provides important insights for the determination of individual, and system-level interaction effects for post-communism, populism and climate policies. So, at the individual level Mauk (2020) appoints five central sources of regime support (p. 34-35): “societal value orientation”, “political value orientation”, “incumbent support”, “democratic performance evaluations”, and  “systemic performance evaluation”. At the system-level four central sources of regime support are discussed: the “macro-cultural context”, the “macro-political context”, the “actual systemic performance”, and the “level of socioeconomic modernization”. The focus of these factors will be specifically on democratic regimes, in order to detect democratic backsliding. The individual factors will first be discussed, and thereafter the system-level factors that contributed to citizens support for democratic backsliding.

2.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964729]Individual-level sources for regime support 
Five sources of regime support are identified by Mauk (2020), although the value orientations sources are of greater value for this study, it is still important to briefly mention all five sources of regime support, because of the connections with the system-level sources. 

2.3.1.1 Value orientations 
Before exploring the different value orientation (societal value orientation, political value orientation) sources, a general definition of value orientation is required. In 1988, Eckstein argued that “regime support is mainly shaped by enduring value orientations which are formed during the socialisation process”. The working definition of values orientation Mauk (2020) provides is based on Rokeach’s (1973, p.5) definition, which states that “enduring beliefs that a specific mode of conduct, or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state existence”. 

The first source of regime support that Mauk (2020) explains is “societal value orientation”. There are two societal values that are considered to be important, and pivotal for democracy, namely equality and tolerance (Mauk, 2020; Fish, 2009; Schwartz, 2004). Equality and tolerances are linked to Dahl’s (1971) polyarchy, namely that political equality is directly connected to the inclusiveness, whereas tolerance is a precondition for public contestation (Mauk, 2020). Other scholars, such as Fish (2009), Gibson (2009), and Schwartz (1995) add that without equality the rule of the demos cannot exist. In this context, equality is defined as “the belief that no individual or group is inherently superior or inferior to other individuals or groups” (Schwartz, 1995, p.395). The definition for tolerances is “the willingness to accept others people’s ideas, activities, and life choices even though one might not agree with them” (Gibson, 2009, p. 324). An additional societal value that is often connected to democracy is individualism (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). According to Hofstede (2001), and Inglehart and Welzel (2005) individualism is based on the premise that there is independence between individuals. Mauk (2020) refers to this as the “individual-collectivism dichotomy”, this concept focusses on the relationship between the individual and collectively regarding regime support. 

The second sources for regime support is the “political value orientation”, this entails three elements, namely: normative ideas, basic political values, and principles of the construction of a political regime (Mauk, 2020). With regards to political value orientation, we would expect “support for any political system to be high, as long as its institutional structure corresponds to the political value orientation to be conducive to support for democratic regimes” (Mauk, 2020). This can be linked with Fuchs (2009) second effect, the “generalization experiences”. Based on these expectations citizens’ have towards their political regime, policies are shaped and, their orientations are used as a reference point that tells what should be realised within, and through a democratic regime (Mauk, 2020; Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). However, as Pietsch (2014) argues, citizens’ evaluation on the quality of their democratic regime can vary, even within the same country. This means that within the Netherlands, some citizens may view their democratic regime as complying with the democratic standards, where others do not perceive of this. Related to their views is the importance of democratic characteristics, like free elections, and freedom of speech (Mauk, 2020). Variation in citizens’ evaluations leads to important insights regarding the effect of political value orientations on regime support (ibid.). 
 
2.3.1.2 Performance orientations 
The remaining individual-level sources of regime support, “incumbent support, “democratic performances”, and “systemic performance evaluations”, are focused on the performances and evaluations that shape regime support. In contrast to the long-term, or value orientations, the short-term evaluations of a political system are based on the experiences citizens have with the regime output (Mauk, 2020). Kornberg and Clarke (1992) argue that these “evaluations accumulate over time and serve as the basis for formation of attitudes towards the political regime”. Pursuing the generalized conception of political support, the first determinant that is indicated by Mauk (2020) as generalization of experiences is support for incumbent authorities, implying that “individuals who have a more positive image about the incumbent government, are expected to generalise this image to the political regime that the government represents” (ibid.). The empirics show that citizens support the regime more when there is a positive frame about the incumbent government, than those who are negatively inclined (e.g. Anderson et al., 2005; Anderson & Tverdova, 2001; Conroy-Krutz & Kerr, 2015; Rich 2015). 
Besides incumbent support, the literature explains another important factor determining regime support, which is the performance evaluation. Scholars such as Kornberg and Clarke (1992), Miller (1974), Linde (2012), and Cordero and Simón (2016) argue that economic and political performances increase regime support. The two types of performance orientations are “democratic”, and “systemic” performances (Mauk, 2020; Fuchs 1988). Fuchs (1988) and Rockmann (1993) refers to “systemic performance” as a type of “performance that every kind of political system has to provide for its citizens”, whereas “democratic performance” refers to a type of “performance that is specific to liberal democracies”. When the political regime manages to provide political rights, freedoms, and vertical accountability, the democratic performance is high (Mauk, 2020). Systemic performance focuses, unlike democratic performance, on the provision of public goods (Mauk, 2020; Rockmann, 1993). Roller (2005) refers to public goods as having a “substantive nature”, for instance the economic well-being, provision of social security, right of benefits, or infrastructure. Furthermore, Roller (2005) distinguishes immaterial, and procedural goods. Examples of these goods are public order, efficient administrative services, money and banking system, and decisional efficacy. Although the democratic performance is mainly based on the institutional structure, the systemic performance is relatively influenced by day-to-day politics and thus partially dependent on and attributable to the incumbent political authorities (Mauk, 2020; Duch and Stevenson, 2008; McAllister, 1999).  

The essence, of value orientations and performance orientations is that citizens who on the whole, feel better represented within the political system are more likely to have regime support, than those that do not feel represented (Mayne & Hakverdian, 2017; Ferland, 2017). The same is true for those who hold a higher position within society, for instance having higher levels of income or education (Mauk, 2020; Newton and Norris, 2000; Mishler & Rose, 1997). This paragraph elaborated on the five individual-level sources of regime support, that are identified by Mauk (2020). The next paragraph will address the system-level factors for regime support.

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc79964730]System-level sources of regime support  
As mentioned above (2.3.1), at the system-level four factors have been identified: “macro-cultural”, “macro-political”, “actual systemic performance”, and “socioeconomic modernization” (Mauk, 2020, p.52). Elaborating on these system-level, and how these are linked to individual factors, is important for creating the interaction effects between the two levels. The first factor, macro-cultural, affects the societal value orientations; the second factor, macro-political, exerts an influence on the political value orientations, and the democratic performance evaluations; the third factor, actual systemic performance, has an impact on the systemic performance evaluations; and the last factor which influences the individual-level is socio-economic modernization, which is related to the societal value orientation (Mauk, 2020). 

Including system-level factors, in combination with the individual-level, we can formulate a general model of attitudes (Mauk, 2020; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2010; Zaller, 1992; Anderson, 1981). Although there is a lot of debate in the literature on attitude-formation models, they have the same core principle, namely that attitudes are learned. They are generated from beliefs, and implicitly or explicitly identify four fundamental elements of the attitude formation process by Ajzen & Fishbein (2010): environment, information, beliefs, and attitudes.
 
We established these four system-level contexts, but how are these contexts described in the literature? The macro-cultural context is shaped by the value and belief system that is dominant within a given society. Mauk (2020, p.57) mentions that the societal values can be directly experienced by the individual and are held subsequently communicated by the relevant socialization agents, and are thus influential for the shaped values and beliefs (Hofstede, 2001). The macro-cultural context is often defined by scholars such as Huntington (1966), Inglehart and Welzel (2005), and Norris and Inglehart (2011) through the religious tradition. These value orientations on the system-level influence the individual-level societal values. Types of religion are connected with societal values, such as individualism, tolerance and equality,  for regime support. Countries that are Protestant or, to a lesser extent, Catholic place great emphasis on individualism, the cultural tradition therefore could indicate the importance of regime support (Huntington, 1991; Hofstede, 2001; Jager and Jager, 2019). 

The political context comprises the institutional structure of the political regime as well as the political values implemented in this institutional structure (Mauk, 2020, p.58). The most basic distinction we find in the literature is between democracy and autocracy. Mauk (2020) argues that the political contexts “affects the information about the political value system directly available to the individual by granting opportunity for first-hand experience with the system-, and principal values”. The concept linked to this is “institutional learning”, meaning that by experiencing open political competition and debate, citizens can gather information about the political system, and will learn that competition and pluralism are core principles for democracies. On the other hand, exposure to one-party regime and government censorship can lead to political hegemony being accepted as political principles. 

The socio-economic modernization is primarily conceptualized by the classical argumentation of Lipset (1959). This context refers to a process by which societies develop economically, including not only an increase in economic wealth but also, a shift from agriculture to industrialization, advancing urbanization, and the spread of education. According to Lipset (1959), “on the individual level, a process of socioeconomic modernization may lead to changes in socioeconomic status of the individual: their income, education, occupation, and/or place of residence will alter the immediate social environment where individuals are embedded”. A higher socioeconomic status, such as higher level of education, income, and a more urban place of residence, puts individuals in contact with new or divergent opinions and perspectives (Mauk, 2020, p. 60). Therefore, we could expect that citizens who are more prone to hold modern societal views also hold democratic political value orientations (Welzel, 2011; Waldron- Moore, 1999). 

The last system-level factor is actual-systemic performance, this is different compared to the previous factors because it does not constitute a relevant environment for how citizens form their democratic and systemic evaluations (Mauk, 2020). In contrast, it is about the actual performance of the political regime, in which information needs to be received and processed by the individual in order to form beliefs, and attitudes. According to Mauk (2020) the democratic performance is high “if a political system manages to provide political rights and freedom and to institutionally secure the responsiveness and accountability of the ruling” (p. 62). These performances are obviously higher in democracies, and therefore do not say much in the case of backsliding in the European Union. On the other hand, systemic performance has a greater explanatory aspect. Systemic performance is high if a political system manages to provide more generic public goods, such as security or welfare, that are not inherently connected to the level of democracy (Fuchs, 1998). The information about the functioning of the regime, democracy, is provided through communications, such as media coverage or even direct experiences (Rosenfeld, 2018; Hudson, 2006). 

By now, we have explored the individual-, and system-level sources of regime support, based on the regime support models by Fuchs (2009) and particularly Mauk (2020). In the next section, I will supplement, by adding interaction effects into the model of regime support with variables that have the potential to decrease democracy, and increase support for democratic backsliding. 

2.5 [bookmark: _Toc79964731]Causes of democratic backsliding 
Democratic backsliding, in terms of increasing repression and decreasing political competitions, is not a uniform process that affects all states, or even all democratic states in a similar ways (Knott, 2018; Bermeo, 2016; Dresden & Howard, 2015). As Bermeo (2016) argues “states experience backsliding at different speeds, different causes, within different regime types, and they reach different endpoints”. Different causes of democratic backsliding that could influence support for regime change, will be addressed in this part. The innovation I will add is based on the interactions of post-Communism, populism, and climate change on citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. I will start with exploring the effect of regime type on support for democratic backsliding, followed by the rise of populist parties in governments, and finally the effects of the climate crisis have on citizens to support their regime. 

2.5.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964732]Regime types 
At this point we know that the survival of a democratic regime depends on public support (Mishler & Rose, 2002). The same is true for a successful consolidation of democracy in post-Communist European countries depending on the trajectory of popular support (Mishler & Rose, 1996, p. 553). In established democracies living under any other regime is unthinkable, whereas citizens in new democracies have spent most of their lives under an “undemocratic” regime. They have therefore to so-called “re-learn” new behaviours and attitudes towards regime support. This re-learning regime support was especially evident in post-Communistic European countries. They did not experience a rapid democratic transformation (Knott, 2018; Levitsky & Way, 2010). Rather, these countries experienced periods of democratization followed by periods with democratic backsliding (Knott, 2018, p. 356). So when the Soviet Union collapsed in 1988, a major discontinuity was introduced into the lives of the citizens (Mishler & Rose, 2002).

What we see is that, which Mishler and Rose (2002) refer to as, “pre-adult socialization individuals” accept their regime, they will hold onto the regime because they think of it as the way the country ought to be or could be governed (ibid., p. 7). Theories of individual socialization stress the formative importance for basic political attitudes of influences beginning in childhood. As described by Mishler and Rose (2002) “many critical influences on children’s political attitudes are exogenous to the political system; they are pre-political, or extra-political”. These attitudes towards political authority are formed by children’s perceptions of authority structures in schools or family (Eckstein, 1998). Micro-level socialization theories (e.g. Almond & Verba, 1963) recognize differences in political socialization due to gender, class or, education within a society, implying, according to Mishler and Rose (2001) that support for regimes can vary within non-democratic as well as democratic political systems (ibid., p.7).
In the macro-context, cultural theories emphasize that everyone socialized into a culture is exposed to the same set of values supporting the regime and its basic rules of the game (e.g. Keenan, 1986; Putnam et al., 1993; Mishler & Rose, 2002). According to Mishler and Rose (2002) political socialization is “the process by which basic political values are transmitted largely intact from one generation to the next and the same may be true in an established undemocratic regime” (p. 7). The literature on Soviet studies (see Knott, 2018; Mishler & Rose, 1996; 2001; 2002) emphasizes continuity between communist values and authoritarian values that have been part of Russian cultures, which is also borne out by Putnam et al., (1993).

The abrupt introduction of democratic institutions into a society in which thus most citizens have been socialized into undemocratic norms creates cognitive dissonance, according to Mishler and Rose (2001). As a result, individuals must either learn fresh norms and behaviour appropriate to a democratic political system or, this new democracy cannot become consolidated for a generation or longer. This only happens until after those socialized into an undemocratic regime die off and are gradually being replaced by cohorts who have been socialized into democratic institutions (Bermeo, 2016; Mishler & Rose, 2002). What we see in post-Communist countries, such as Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Romania, is that there are higher levels of support for democratic values. However, this support decreases when they experience difficulties, in the form of a crisis, like economic and social living conditions (Mishler & Rose, 1996). Since, scholars of political sciences (e.g. Stier, 2015; Magee & Doces, 2015; Stockemer, 2012), already looked at the effect of regime types, and confirm that some regime types, like former communist regimes, are more prone to democratic backsliding. Therefore, I am only interested in the interaction effect of age and having experienced a communistic regime could influence citizens' support for democratic backsliding. I expect that citizens who are socialized under communistic regime are more likely to support democratic backsliding, which leads to the first hypothesis of this study:

H1: I expect the slope of the effect of age on support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by citizens that have experiences with post-Communistic regime. 


2.5.2 [bookmark: _Toc79964733]Populist parties 
Another vulnerability that is visible to liberal democracy and influences citizens to support democratic backsliding, is the rise of populism (Luo & Prezworski, 2020). Since 2004, the emergence of populist political parties has been one of the most visible phenomena in Central, and Eastern European countries. A very clear example of a Central European country is Poland, where in 2005 the success of three populist parties allow them to form a coalition (Havlík, 2016). Before continuing, a definition of populism is of great importance. The concept of populism has extensively been researched, but the exact concept of populism is still vague, and difficult to define (Havlík & Pinková, 2012; Stanley, 2008; Panizza, 2005; Mudde, 2000). Therefore, I consider populism as a set of key features, such as anti-elite attitudes, emphasis on the central role of the “people”, and the perception that two homogeneous societal groups: “the pure people”,  and the “corrupt elite” are caught up in a moral struggle (Huber, 2020; Hawkins & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2018; Mudde, 2004). The main argument made by populists is that politics should be an expression of the “volonté generale”, the general will of the people (Mudde, 2017). The radical-right populist parties claim to be the “vox populí”, which means that they are the voice of the people, accusing the established parties and politicians of being the “political class” that feigns opposition to distract the people from the fact they are essential all the same and working together (Mudde, 2017).

The past few years have been marked by the rise of populist parties in the European Union, which is a threat to the functioning of liberal democracy according  to Luo and Prezworski (2020). Before elaborating on the decline populism has on liberal democracy, it is important to understand for whom populism is attractive (Spruyt et al., 2016). Evident in Europe is that citizens who suffer from disorientation and societal changes, who have been placed in weak and vulnerable economic positions, who feel their voices do not matter in politics, and those who face difficulties in finding a positive social identity are the ones who are most drawn to populism (Spruyt et al., 2016; Bermeo, 2016). According to scholars such as Achterberg and Houtman (2009), Akkerman et al. (2014) and Laurijssen et al. (2014) we can connect these factors to citizens that have obtained a lower educational degree. Achterberg and Houtman (2009) argue that lower levels of education experience cultural and cultural insecurity, which results in lacking a sense of cultural wellbeing and fear that they cannot cope economically, which causes them to combine authoritarian and egalitarian values. Although this research was conducted in Western European countries, it is applicable to the Central and Eastern European countries where we can detect the same cause-effect pattern. This tells us that people with relatively lower levels of education are more attracted to populism (Spruyt et al., 2016). The reason, therefore, is twofold: first of all, populism provides a sharp group distinction, which according to Spruyt et al. (2016) allows citizens to attribute responsibility for their own feelings of uncertainty and uneasiness to factors that lie beyond their control and responsibility so that they can maintain their self-respect, and second populism provides them the hope to overcome these troubles through the action of the sovereign people (ibid., p. 336). 

Populists anticipated in a way that characterises populism, namely its tendency to dichotomize discussions, and the use of empty signifiers, this provide populism the capacity to unite very different grievances (Panizza, 2005; Laclau, 2005; Spruyt et al., 2016). There are two ways in which these grievances are accomplished by populists: first, the structures of populism structure social and political space by dividing it between two homogenous groups “the people” and the “corrupt elite”, creating a clear division between us and them (Spruyt et al., 2016; Mudde, 2004). This division renders populism attractive to people who experience vulnerability. According to Spruyt et al. (2016), common to all experiences of deprivation and frustration is that they need to be coped with. They continue to argue that this coping mechanism is easily achievable, and one way to do so is “to represent the personal situation as part of, or even as, a consequence of the opposition between groups in which one disfavours the other group” (p. 337). This means, that people who use the coping mechanism to safeguard their self-esteem will be attracted to the attitudes that are based on a sharp us versus them distinction, which is the central logic of a populist (Spruyt et al., 2016; Hogg, 2000). However, the general mechanism implies that people who are, and certainly feel vulnerable are expected to have a higher tendency for supporting populism (Spruyt et al., 2016). The most important consequences for “vulnerable” citizens, identified by Kriesi (2014) are:  these vulnerable citizens’ experiences are the increased importance of supra- and international governance structures, second the tension between taking responsibility that implies the neglect of certain demands of the electorate and being responsive among mainstream parties, and lastly the mediatization that links politicians more directly to their voters, resulting in a decline of political parties representation function and fostering a feeling that all parties are alike, and that they all betray the public behind the scenes (p. 367). This theory has illustrated that there are good reasons to expect that due to lower educational levels, innovation, and changing work, certain groups are more prone to function well in a contemporary globalized world characterized by a widening gap between the rulers and the ruled (Spruyt et al., 2016). 

The level of education affects people's attitudes towards populism, those with relatively lower levels are thus more likely to vote for populist parties, but how does populism then relate to democratic backsliding? The given is that populism may threaten the functioning of liberal democracy (Havlík, 2016). Mudde and Katlwasser (2012) have plotted these possible threats to democracy, such as the “proclaimed supremacy of popular sovereignty may challenge or even restrict the system of checks and balances and separation of powers”, “the focus on majority rule may limit minority rights”, and “moralising politics may complete political consensus and compromise, and thus undermine the functioning of democracy” (ibid., p. 22). According to Luo and Prezeworski (2020), democracy is at most vulnerable when the incumbent engages in backsliding due to citizens’ support, which they refer to as populism (p.8). They argue that democracy is sustainable, free from the danger of backsliding, only if there is a threshold level of advantage that is simultaneously satisfactory to the incumbent, meaning that the incumbent increases his advantage up to this level but stops short of complete domination and at a point which is acceptable for citizens (ibid.). As a result, citizens support the incumbent against worse challengers as long as the threshold level is not passed. The vulnerability of democracy is visible in the following situation: when citizens find the incumbent highly appealing, which is the unique equilibrium of populism (ibid.). Under populism, Luo and Przeworski (2020) explain “that the citizen retains the incumbent whenever she finds them more attractive than the challengers, and the incumbent takes every opportunity to undermine democracy (p. 9). Because the incumbent is highly attractive, the citizens believe that any other challenger is unlikely to do better. According to Bregh and Kärnä (2020) this view is evident to those that suffer under globalization and low educational levels (p.7). Hence, less educated voters could potentially be more prone to populism (ibid.). Citizens want the government to continue in the same way, even if this means that the costs of weakening the checks on its authorities (Luo & Przeworski, 2020, p. 9). This gives the incumbent the opportunity to feel free and to use all opportunities to increase their advantage. The fact that citizens do not immediately observe the incumbent's actions makes it a situation wherein the incumbent can undermine democracy with the consent of citizens (ibid.). 

There are several consequences to this, namely the ability for citizens to remove the incumbent declines and the citizens becoming worse off as backsliding proceeds. So, as argued by Luo and Prezworski (2020) the dynamic of backsliding depends on whether the citizens get a chance to decide whether the incumbent remains in office. Under populism, the incumbent takes every opportunity to increase their advantage and starts the process of backsliding all the way down when there is no way of removing the incumbent by democratic means (Bormeo, 2016). The literature has shown that people who feel or are more vulnerable because they obtained a relatively lower educational degree are more likely to support populists. Furthermore, populism may threaten the working of liberal democracy. Based on the literature I would expect that lower level of education in a country and where populism is stronger there is more support among citizens for supporting democratic backsliding. 

H2: I expect the slope of people's education on support for democratic backsliding to be stronger when populism is stronger in a country.


2.5.3 [bookmark: _Toc79964734]Climate change 
In line with populism as a cause of democratic backsliding, are the attitudes citizens have towards climate change policies. These concepts are related to each other because climate change presents an ideal target for populist parties to backslash on regime support (Norris & Inglehart, 2018). Climate change is abstract and has a complex nature and it therefore allows populist to diminish these issues as “elite-projects” (ibid.). Huber (2020) stresses the importance of explaining climate scepticism and support for environmental protection. Explanations related to political ideology, and other political factors, such as regime type, and trust in government, are of most interest to political scientists (Hubert, 2020, p. 962). Scholars like Dunlap et al. (2001; 2006), Neumayer (2004), McCright and Dunlap (2011), and Guber (2013) confirm that regime type, political ideology, trust in government and political support explain a significant amount of climate scepticism and support for environmental protection (Hubert, 2020, p. 962).

Looking at the case of the European Union, we find differences in belief and support for climate change policies in Western-, Eastern-, and Central European countries. The belief of climate change is related to citizen’s level of education, according to Czarnek et al. (2021) the level of education is an important factor impinging on pro-climate change beliefs. Citizens’ who are higher educated tend to be more aware that climate change is occurring and that it is due to human activity, and perceive it to be more serious and show more support for relevant climate change policies (p. 12). Scholars (e.g. McCright et al., 2016; Schreuders et al., 2009; Haller & Hadler, 2008; Lorenzi & Pidgeon, 2006) argue that in Western European countries citizens on the right are less likely than those on the left to believe in anthropogenic climate change that is occurring, or to perceive climate change to be a serious problem (McCright et al., 2016). This is because the acknowledgment and seriousness of climate change advocating action to deal with global problems pose a greater challenge to the right’s values than it does for the left’s values (Ibid.). Czarnek et al. (2021) argues that at high levels of a country’s development, the positive effects of education become attenuated by right-wing identification on the belief that climate change is taking place. In sum, the division of right-left plays a role for the degree of climate support in Western European countries. However, in former Communist countries, so the Central- and Eastern European countries, we do not see this clear division between the right and the left. According to McCright et al.(2016), these former communist countries have problems with the identification of left-right. Another factor, in these countries, mentioned by Scheurs et al. (2009), Haller and Hadler (2008), and Lorenzoni and Pidgeon (2006) is that climate change policies have been less salient political issues. This means, the acceptance of climate change policy based on the left-right division, traditionalism and acceptance of inequality is weaker in Central- and Eastern European countries (Thorisdottir et al., 2016).

Based on the argument that education is an important factor determining belief about climate change and support for related climate change policies I would expect  the level of education on citizens’ support for democratic backsliding to be stronger when disbelief in climate change is stronger as well. 

	H3a: I expect the slope of people’s education on support for democratic backsliding to be stronger, the higher the disbeliefs of human contribution to climate change. 

Furthermore, scholars like Dunlap et al. (2001; 2006), Neumayer (2004), McCright and Dunlap (2011), and Guber (2013) argue that right wing-ideology is associated with lower support for environmental and climate-related regulations; right-wing voters are more likely to reject climate and environmental policies (Huber, 2020). By contrast, left-wing ideology favours state interventions and supports the regulations of behaviour that affects the climate environment (Huber, 2020). Related to this left-right wing division and education is income, which could affect citizens’ support. For instance, Huber (2020) finds empirical support that citizens with lower levels of income, who are most likely right-wing voters, are less likely to support climate change policies. At this point we have established that citizens with relatively lower levels of education and income are the vulnerable group (Spruyt et al., 2016). Far-reaching policy changes have a major impact on this group, as these policies it will result in job insecurity because to far-reaching regulations are more likely to erode low manufacturing jobs (Huber, 2020). 

As previous mentioned, Huber (2020) finds empirical support that citizens with lower levels of income are more likely to vote right-wing. The additional effect of climate change policies is that the far-reaching regulations erode low manufacturing work and by extension, job security (Huber, 2020). Therefore, we could expect citizens with lower levels of education, and therefore lower levels of income, are less likely to support climate change policies, because of the direct effect these policies have on their social economics. If we link this back to the model of regime support by Mauk (2020) and Fuchs (2009), we can argue that when the normative ideas, “overflow of values”, do not correspond with the ideas and expectations of citizens this may have an effect on regime support, with and eventual outcome that support for the current regime drops, due to drastic climate measures. Lockwood (2018) adds that more measures in order to prevent the climate crisis promotes voting for populist parties, since they pretend that climate change policies are threatening the national sovereignty (Huber, 2020; Lockwood, 2018). On the basis of the existing literature, I expect the effect of income levels on support for democratic backsliding to be stronger when a country has a more progressive approach towards climate change policies. Lower income levels are linked to the more vulnerable groups in our society, and if a country has a more progressive approach towards climate change the ones affected by this changes are the citizens with lower income levels. Therefore, I will argue that the effect income on support for democratic backsliding is stronger when a country has a more progressive policy approach for climate change. 

	H3b: I expect the slope of people’s income on support for democratic backsliding to be stronger by a more progressive policy approach. 

Furthermore, public opinion plays a crucial role in shaping the policy choices of democratic governments (Huber et al., 2020; Anderson et al., 2017). This is particularly true for the policy areas where government action has direct and highly visible consequences for citizens, such as climate adaptation (Huber et al., 2020). In the study on climate change Berglund and Matti (2006) argue that individuals follow both internal and external motives (Huber et al., 2020, p. 652). Citizens consider (non-) economic consequences of policies when deciding to behave pro-environmentally. On the other hand, Rietig (2019) and Clapp and Swantson (2009) show that citizens are not convinced about a policy’s necessity, they might be reluctant to support its implementation. Therefore, it is important to generate support among citizens for the policy input, and output (Huber et al., 2020; Anderson et al., 2017). The output side, is of great importance in this study for determining the levels of support for their democratic regime, because if the output is perceived as positive among citizens, this could lead to higher levels of support. 

Korsnick et al. (2006) argue that the effectiveness of climate policy increases policy support when citizens deem the action as necessary (Huber et al., 2020; Bechtel and Scheve, 2013). On the other side, if citizens believe that the solutions are difficult and ineffective, public concern decreases, undermining support for climate change policies (Bord et al., 2000; O’Conner et al., 2002). Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) argue that the expectations about a policy’s outcome influence attitudes towards the specific policy. The belief on the subjective probability that a policy produces certain outcomes influence individuals’ favourable or unfavourable policy judgement (Huber et al., 2020). Beliefs about a policy’s distributional, political or behavioural consequences thus play a key role in citizens' judgement. As a result, change in beliefs is likely to result in change in attitudes towards the policy of interest (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). The debate about reducing emission is heated, due to the potential implications in people’s everyday lives (Huber et al., 2020). If we make the connection with the model of regime support by Fuchs (2009) and Mauk (2020) we could expect citizens’ support for their democratic regime to decrease when the normative ideas they have are not reflected in the policy output. When European countries produce a lot of (greenhouse gas) emissions, I expect an increase of reducing climate measures. The reason for measuring emissions instead of measures is because the unit of measurement for emissions I all the same for European countries. If these policy measure for preventing climate change are not in line with the normative ideas of citizens, especially for those with lower educational levels, I would could expect a decrease in support for their democracy. 
        
H3c: I expect that the slope of the effect of people’s education on support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by the levels of emissions of a country. 

This chapter has illustrated the conceptions of democracy, democratic backsliding and citizens' support. Besides, it captured individual and system-level factors for regime support with additional causes for democratic backsliding. Based on existing literature three main hypotheses are formulated to find out which interaction effect between the individual-, and system-level factors contribute to support for democratic backsliding in the Europe Union. Figure 2.1m gives a schematic summary of the formulated hypotheses in this chapter. The next chapter will elaborate on the data and measurements.
[bookmark: _Hlk79924683]    
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3. [bookmark: _Toc79964735]Data and measurements 

The purpose of this chapter is to elaborate on the data that I will be using to test the hypotheses, formulated in the previous chapter (2.3.1-2.4.1). In order to test the hypotheses, I build a multi-level dataset, that is retrieved from multiple datasets, namely the European Value Survey (EVS), and Eurostat. All the variables that are included are from the year 2017. This chapter is structured as follows: the first part will address the used dataset, thereafter the dependent, independent, and control variables will be discussed, and finally the chapter will close of with an overview of the variables. 

3.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964736]Dataset 
As mentioned, the dataset consists of two main datasets, the European Value Survey and Eurostat, that have been merged together. The European Value Survey, hereafter EVS, is used for the individual-level variables. The EVS is a large-scale, cross-national, and longitudinal survey (EVS, 2020). The benefit of using this survey for this research is that it provides insights into the ideas, beliefs, and preferences of citizens. Besides those insights, the EVS provides data on how respondents of the survey think about politics across Europe (ibid.). This helps with the determination of citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. Another major advantage of using the EVS is the consistency of the data collection. The detailed uniform instructions ensure that the sample is drawn from the entire population of a country, above the age of 18, is collected in the same manner, namely with face-to-face interviews. Therefore, we can assume that the data is collected in the same way in every country, which provides high levels of reliability. The same holds for the use of Eurostat data, which is the official statistics institute of the European Union. Their policy places great importance on the quality framework and standards for developing and producing European Statistics, which all contribute to the increasing transparency which, they refer to in their code of practice, in order to contribute to the European Statistical System (Eurostat, 2020; Eur-lex, 2015).

From these data sources, I build a multi-level dataset. The original EVS dataset contains 34 countries, because I am interested in citizens’ support for democratic backsliding in the European Union, I filtered all the non-European member countries out of the dataset. The number of remaining countries is 22, resulting in 18183 valid observations. The EVS did not collect survey data in 2017 for the following countries: Belgium, Cyprus, Ireland, Luxembourg, Greece, and Malta, which therefore not included in the dataset. Furthermore, considering the timepoint at which the data was conducted, the United Kingdom was still an official member of the European Union, and for this reason I chose to include the United Kingdom in the dataset. 


3.2 [bookmark: _Toc79964737]Dependent variable
The dependent variable is citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. In the theoretical framework, regime support was defined as “attitude towards the actual implemented institutional structure of the political regime” (Mauk, 2020; Fuchs, 2009; Easton, 1975). For the measurement of citizens’ support for democratic backsliding in the European Union, I use the survey data collected by the EVS, collected in 2017. However, the EVS asks not a direct question about whether citizens support their current regime. Therefore, the question: “what do you think about having a democratic political system as a way of governing this country?” is used to determine support for democratic backsliding. The possible responds options for having a democratic system as way of governing are “1” very good, “2” fairly good, “3” fairly bad, and “4” very bad. Answering this survey question with fairly or very bad indicates that these respondents are not really fond of democracy, and could potentially have more support for regime change, compared to those who perceive of a democratic regime as good. The following chapter elaborates on how this ordinal variable, with multiple outcomes, will be tested in SPSS.

3.3 [bookmark: _Toc79964738]Independent variables 
This section will elaborate on the independent variables, and how they are measured in this study. All the independent variables have a macro-level structure and are based on the literature or retrieved from Eurostat in the year 2017. The variables will be discussed in chronological order of the formulated hypotheses in the previous chapter.  At this point, we know that the survival of a democratic regime depends on support of its citizens. This is particularly the case for post-Communist countries, and their consolidation process (Mishler & Rose, 1996). This refers to the first hypotheses, where I expect citizens’ support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by the effects of peoples age and the experiences of those who lived under an “undemocratic-regime”. The operationalisation of this macro-level variable is dichotomous, meaning that having the value “1” (yes) means that citizens live in a country that used to be communist. The value “0” (no) means that they do not live in a country that used to have a communist regime. I based the classification of communist countries on existing literature, where scholars contribute to the debate regarding Central and Eastern Europe, post-Communism, and the historical events that happened in the past (e.g. Ekiert et al., 2007; Sobotka, 2002, Fish, 1998). Additionally, it is also based on data, graphs and maps from before the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1998, from V-Dem and Freedom house. This has resulted in the following classification of former Communist countries: Austria, Bulgaria, Czechia, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. For Germany, I included a missing value, based on the fact that I cannot account for the division between former West and East Germany. Moreover, the former East was way smaller compared to the West, as a result the respondents will be drowned out by the respondents of the West. This could result in a bias in the data, for these reasons Germany is coded as a missing value in order to prevent biases. 

The second hypothesis is about the interaction effect of education and the rise of populist radical right seats in parliament. For the classification of populist radical right parties in all European countries, I used the book by Mudde (2017) “The Populist Radical Right”. According to Mudde (2017), populist radical right parties have a core ideology that combines at least three features: nativism, authoritarianism, and populism (ibid., p. 4). Individual actors might have additional core ideological features, like anti-Semitism or welfare chauvinism. If we look at the European Union, the populist radical right mobilizes primarily in the form of political parties. These parties contest elections to gain seats in parliament and influence government policies, either directly or indirectly government policies (ibid., p.5). With this knowledge, I identified all populist radical right parties for the countries included in the dataset. I chose to use percentage as unit of measurement instead of making them dichotomous variables, because nowadays almost every European country has populist radical right parties present in parliament. Also note that radical left-wing populist parties are left out, because not every country, especially at that timepoint, had a populist radical left-wing party in parliament. Here, I can also not account for the difference between left-, and right-wing, and we could draw conclusion on data that has been collected incorrectly. I crossed-checked the number of populist seats on the official parliament websites in 2017, and with the Political Yearbook data which, is part of the European Journal of Political Research.

The last three independent variables are related to the last hypotheses regarding climate change, which are retrieved from Eurostat. The first to discuss is the energy consumption in household per capita. This variable measures how much energy every citizens consumes at home, so emitting emission itself. Note that this variable excludes energy used from transportation (Eurostat, 2017). Secondly, the operationalisation of the initiatives European countries have implemented concerning climate change is based on the contribution to the international 100bn USD commitment on climate related expending (ibid.). This variable is used to monitor progress towards Sustainable Development Goal 12 on climate action, which is embedded in the European Commission Priorities under the European Green Deal. The indicator measures the total amount spent from the annual budget of the European member states. The unit of measurement is climate action money spend per capita. The associating hypothesis looks at the interaction effect of income and money spent on climate actions. This variable can thus tell us whether spending more money on climate change has an impact on those citizens with lower income levels and their support for the current regime. The last independent variable is associated with the hypothesis that looks at the interaction effect of education and greenhouse gases. The total greenhouse gases, (this consist of the following chemical elements: CO², N²O-, CH4-, PFC-, SF6-, and NF3-, equivalent in CO²), is based on the classification of the IPCC guidelines for National Greenhous Gas Inventories. The unit of measurement is greenhouse gas emission per capita. 



3.4 [bookmark: _Toc79964739]Control Variables 
I also include control variables, because there are other factors that can have an effect on citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. The first control variable I include is a continuous measurement for the respondents age. The second control variable is a dummy variable for gender. The third control variable is income and the fourth the level of education. The fifth variable is citizens interest in politics, where the question is asked “how often do you follow politics on social media?”. This measurement is on an ordinal scale ranging between “1” often and “5” never. Citizens that follow politics more often have a better understanding of what is going on, and can therefore form better value orientations (Mauk, 2020). I chose social media, because of the exponential growth it has made in the last couple of years. The last individual- level control variable is self-placement on the political left/right scale. The ordinal scale is ranging between “1” left, and “10” right. According to De Leeuw et al. (2021), there is a relationship between citizens’ ideologies and their democratic beliefs. An example is the “rigidity-of-the-extremes model” by Jost (2017), which dictates that the more citizens’ lean towards either end of the ideological spectrum, the lower their support for democracy. Mounk (2018) adds to this that citizens on the right of the spectrum are less supportive of democracy, and therefore more supportive of regime change (De Leeuw et al, 2021; Mounk, 2018; Jost, 2017). I also included one macro-level control variable, namely GDP per capita. 

Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics on dependent, independent, and control variables 
	
	Valid N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard 
deviation
	       Scale 

	Democratic regime
	20731
	1.00
	4.00
	1.42
	0.62
	1-4               

	Post-Communist
	19746
	0.00
	1.00
	0.46
	0.50
	0-1               

	Populist seats (%)
	21282
	0.00
	52.73
	19.17
	13.30
	1-100

	Energy consumption
	21282
	314.00
	1046.00
	629.81
	161.73
	1-∞

	Climate policies 
	20302
	0.02
	6729.60
	982.43
	1926.32
	1-∞

	Greenhouse gas 
	21282
	5.5
	16.1
	9.10
	2.40
	1-∞

	Age
	21282
	18.00
	82.00
	52.62
	17.39
	18-∞

	Income
	21282
	1.00
	3.00
	2.02
	0.82
	1-3

	Education 
	21282
	1.00
	3.00
	
	
	1-3

	Gender
	21282
	1.00
	2.00
	1.54
	0.50
	1-0

	Interests in politics
	21066
	1.00
	5.00
	3.54
	1.47
	1-5

	Left-right self-placement
	21282
	1.00
	10.00
	5.46
	2.08
	1-10

	GDP per capita
	21282
	50.00
	130.00
	101.19
	25.53
	1-∞


Valid N = 19746

4. [bookmark: _Toc79964740]Method and Results 

In this chapter, the methods and results will be discussed. In the first paragraph of this chapter, I will elaborate on the method multi-level ordinal logistic regression that is used for testing the hypotheses. The next part of this chapter will present and address the findings. 

4.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964741]Ordinal logistic regression 
In order to test the hypotheses an ordinal logistic regression is used. The ordinal logistic regression, also referred to as “ordinal regression”, is used to predict an ordinal dependent variable given one or more independent variables (Lund Research, 2018). The choice of this model is based on the fact that the dependent variable, having a democratic political system, is ordinal. From the previous chapter we know that the outcome variable, “having a democratic political system as a way of being governed”, had four answer categories, and that these categories have a natural ordering: very good to very bad, but the distance between these categories is unknown (UCLA, 2016). This is one of the four assumptions that have to be met before running the model in SPSS. The second assumption is that the independent variables cannot be treated on an ordinal scale. Therefore, the predictor variables should be continuous, dichotomous or categorical. The ordinal independent variables in this study, which can be found in table 3.1, are converted into dummy variables. The third assumption signifies that there should be no multicollinearity, this occurs when two or more independent variables are highly correlated with each other (Lund Research, 2018). Multicollinearity is problematic because it leads to an inaccurate understanding of which variable contributes to the explanation of the outcome variable (Field, 2018; Lund Research, 2018). However, this can be easily detected by two collinearity diagnostic factors, namely the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), and Tolerance. Field (2018) argues that the VIF-score helps with indicating whether a predictor has a strong linear relationship with other predictors. A VIF-score higher than 10 is problematic, whereas a Tolerance below 0.2 indicates that the variables corelate almost perfectly. In Appendix I, you can see that there is no multicollinearity among these independent variables. The final assumption is the assumption of proportional odds has to be met, this means that each independent variable had an identical effect at each cumulative split of the ordinal dependent variable (Lund Research, 2018). This is provided by SPSS, with the table of model fitting information (ibid).

4.1.1 PLUM vs. GENLIN
There are two pathways for running an ordinal logistic regression in SPSS. The first pathway is called “polytomous universal model”, referred to as PLUM in SPSS, and the second is the “generalized linear model GENLIN. The limitation of the first pathway is that the results, meaning the independent variables, are only based on the Wald-test. The output does not provide odds ratios, which are important estimates for interpreting the changing odds of a case falling at a higher level on the dependent variable (Crowson, 2019). Therefore, the estimates for using the PLUM model are less powerful than those from the GENLIN model. However, the limitation of the GENLIN model is that its does not provide the information about how well the data fits the model. Based on these limitations using SPSS software, I used both models: the GENLIN model for the output, and PLUM for the information about the goodness of fit. Therefore, I accept that there might be some deviations between the actual goodness of fit. The following sections will present, and discuss the results from the ordinal logistic regression. 

4.2 [bookmark: _Toc79964742]Results 
This chapter will discuss the findings for the hypotheses, and is structured as followed: first, the goodness of fit will be discussed, in order to determine whether the data fits the model well. The model is built in three steps with each model including a new set of variables. The second part will show the findings and will analyse the estimates, and the final part will explicitly reflect on the hypotheses.

4.2.1 Goodness of fit 
The goodness of fit determines whether the model improves significantly by including new variables each time. The first model included all the individual-level variables, followed by model two, which includes macro-level variables and sees whether the first model improves by adding these variables. The last model includes the interaction effects and here I check whether this is a significant improvement compared to model 2.

The model is built on the basis of the following steps. The first step included the individual-level variables. For determining the goodness of fit SPSS provides three tables, using the PLUM route. The output of these tables for all models can be found in appendix I. The first table SPSS provides is the model fitting information, which is important to see whether assumption four (4.1) is met. In this table, we find two tests: the -2Log likelihood, and the Chi-square. The log likelihood compares the fit of the model with the complete set of predictors with the intercept-only model, also referred to as the null model. If we look at the difference in null model and final model, we see a decreasing difference in the log likelihood [x² =727.3 with a p -value of 0.00]. The change between the two is significant with an alpha of five percent, this means that the final model with the predictors is a better fit than the intercept only model. The second table that is provided by SPSS is the called the goodness of fit, in this table the Pearson’s and Deviance chi-square test are given. According to Crowson (2019), “these tests are useful for determining whether the model exhibits good fit to the data”. Field (2018) adds that if these tests are both not significant the model fits the data. In the output, provided in the appendix, we see that both tests are not significant [p=0.482, 1.00]. SPSS also provides a third table, called Pseudo R-square, that helps with the determination of how well the model fits the data. But since there is no clear interpretation of these effects among scholars, I will not use this for the goodness of fit (Crowson, 2019; Osborne, 2015).  In sum, for this first step in the model we can assume that the set of individual-level predictors represent a significant improvement in fit relative to the null model. The second model included the individual and macro-level variables. Looking at the exact same tables we see that there is a decrease in log likelihood [x²= 1750.3, p 0.00]. The change between the two is also significant with an alpha of five percent. Also, the second table with Pearson and the Deviances show a non-significant effect [p= 0.975, 1.000], which means that including the individual and macro-level variables fits the data well, and is an improvement of the first model. To put it in different words, the set of individual, and macro-level predictors represent a significant improvement in fit relative to the null model. The last step in completing the model is the inclusion of the interaction effects. If we look at the first table given by SPSS, we see that there is a significant decrease [x²=1652.9 p0.00] between the intercept only model and the final model. Here too, we see a non-significant effect for Pearson’s chi-square, and the Deviance [p = 0.753, 1.000]. As a result, we can assume that the third model, including individual, macro-level variables, and interactions is a significant improvement in fit relative to the second model. Note that the control variables are also included in determining the goodness of fit. Having discussed the goodness of fit, the next section will elaborate on the results. 

Table 4.1 output ordinal logistic regression 
	
	Model 1 
	Model 2
	Model 3 

	
	β  (std. E.)
	Exp(β)
	β (std. E.)
	Exp(β)
	β (std. E.)
	Exp(β)

	Intercept   democratic =1
	-0.666*** (0.930)
	
	3.127***
(0.714)
	
	3.553***
(0.737)
	

	Intercept   democratic =2
	1.793*** (0.096)
	
	5.704***
(0.715)
	
	6.101***
(0.739)
	

	Intercept   democratic= 3
	3.308*** (0.122)
	
	7.237***
(0.717)
	
	7.652***
(0.741)
	

	Individual-level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 
	-0.008*** (0.00)
	0.992
	-0.010*** (0.001)
	0.990
	-0.008***
(0.001)
	0.992

	Education
	-0.409*** (0.022)
	0.665
	-0.445*** (0.024)
	0.641
	-0.299***
(0.115)
	0.819

	Income
	-0.146*** (0.003)
	0.864
	-0.155*** (0.020)
	0.857
	-0.136***
(0.024)
	0.873

	Male 
	-0.174*** (0.029)
	0.841
	-0.124*** (0.031)
	0.884
	-0.126***
(0.032)
	0.882

	Political interest 
	0.043*** (0.011)
	1.044
	0.026** (0.011)
	1.027
	0.038**
(0.012)
	1.039

	Left-right placement
	0.053*** (0.007)
	1.054
	0.055*** (0.007)
	1.056
	0.052*** (0.008)
	1.054

	Macro-level 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-Communist countries
	-
	-
	3.888*** (0.069)
	48.793
	3.981*** (0.309)
	53.581

	Populist seats (%)
	-
	-
	0.031*** (0.005)
	1.032
	0.032*** (0.006)
	1.032

	Energy consumption per capita 
	-
	-
	-0.004***
(0.001)
	0.996
	-0.003***
(0.001)
	0.997

	Climate action
	-
	-
	0.003***
(0.000)
	1.003
	0.003***
(0.002)
	1.003

	Greenhouse gas per capita
	-
	-
	-0.105**
(0.042)
	0.900
	-0.116**
(0.048)
	0.890

	GDP per capita 
	-
	-
	0.035*** (0.009)
	1.035
	0.034***
(0.009)
	1.034

	Interactions 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age*Post-communism
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-0.005***
(0.002)
	0.995

	Education*populist seats
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-0.001
(0.002)
	0.999

	Education*energy consumption
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000***
(0.000)
	1.000

	Income*climate action
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000**
(0.000)
	1.000

	Education*greenhouse gas
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.009
(0.009)
	1.009

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (individual, system)
	
	18183, 22
	
	18183, 22
	
	18183, 22


Note: country dummies are not shown in table, but are controlled for during the analyses, with reference country Austria. 
p < 0.001***; p < 0.010**; p < 0.050*


4.2.2 findings 
Model 4.1 provides the regression coefficients and the odds ratios. Before elaborating on the estimates, I will briefly explain these odds ratios. As already mentioned, the benefits of using the generalized linear model is that it provides odds ratios (Exp(B)). These odds ratios are multiplicative changes in the odds of being in a higher category on the dependent variable for every increase on the independent variable, holding the remaining independent variables constant (Crowson, 2019). An odds ratio with a value higher than one indicates an increasing probability of being in a higher level on the dependent variable as the value of an independent variable increases. For odds ratios with a value lower than one, this indicates a decreasing probability with increasing values on an independent variable. If the value of the odds ratio is equal to one this means that there is no predicted change in the likelihood of being in a higher category as values on the independent variable increase (ibid.). Table 4.1 provides the output of the three models, with the last model being the most important regarding answering the hypotheses. However, I will highlight some of the estimates from all the models. Starting with the intercepts, which are called thresholds. These represent the response variable in the ordered logistic regression (Bruin, 2006). The threshold estimate for democratic = 1 is the cut-off value between very good and fairly good. For democratic = 2 the cut-off is between fairly good and fairly bad, for democratic = 3 between fairly bad and very bad. Citizens that have a value higher than 3.308 (model 1); 7.237 (model 2); 7.652 would (model 3), be classified as very bad. In sum, these estimates can be interpreted as the log odds of being in a particular group when the scores on the other variables are zero (Osborne, 2017). 

Model one, in table 4.1, shows the individual-level variables. If we look at political interest, we see that this predictor is positive and significant, meaning that for every one unit increase on political interest, there is a predicted increase of 0.043 in the log odds of citizens falling in a higher level of the dependent variables, which is being governed democratically, controlling for the remaining predictors. This indicates that as scores on political interests increase, there is an increased probability of falling at higher level of citizens’ finding begin governed democratically as important. The odds ratio for political interest is 1.044, indicating that the odds of being in a higher category on finding being governed democratically important increases by a factor of 1.044 for every one unit increase on political interest. For age, we see a negative significant effect, indicating that for every one unit increase on age there is a predicted decrease of 0.008 in log odds of falling at a higher level of citizens finding being governed democratically important. The estimate for being a male is negative significant, meaning that on average the log odds of being in a higher category of finding being democratically governed important is 0.0174 points lower for males than females. The self-placement on the left-right scale has a positive significant effect. The log odds of being in a higher level on finding being governed democratically important is 1.053 points higher on average for those who vote more left, than those who vote more right-wing. 

Model two, in the same table, shows the estimates for both individual-level and macro-level predictors. We see that the effect of post-communism is positive and significant, indicating that for every one unit increase on being part of a former communistic country, there is a predicted value of 3.888 in the log odds of citizens being in a higher level of finding being governed democratically important, controlling for the remaining variables. Although the value for odds ratio is rather high, I still interpreted as follows: the odds ratio indicates that the odds of being governed democratically important by a factor of 48.793 for every one unit increase on the outcome variable, suggesting that those who have experienced communism find being governed democratically extremely important. Related to this is that the effect of populist seats in parliament is positive and significant, indicating that for every one unit increase on populist seats, there is a predicted value of 0.031 in the log odds of citizens being in a higher level of finding being governed democratically important, controlling for the remaining variables. The odds ratio indicates that the odds of being in a higher level of finding being governed democratically important by a factor of 1.032 for every one unit increase on the outcome variable. For energy consumption per capita, we see a negative significant effect, indicating that for every one unit increase on energy consumption, there is a predicted decrease of 0.004 in the log odds of falling at a higher level of the finding being governed democratically important. The estimate for GDP per capita is positive and significant, meaning that for every one unit increase on GDP, there is a predicted increase of 0.035 in the log odds of falling at a higher level on the dependent variable, controlling for the remaining effects. This indicates that as scores increase on GDP, there is an increased probability of falling at a higher level of finding being governed democratically important. As the odds ratios also show, being in a higher category on democratically governed increases by a factor of 1.035 for every one unit increase on GDP. 

The final model, shown in the table, included all the variables and the interaction effects. The interaction effects in nonlinear models cannot be evaluated by simply looking at the statistical significance (Chunron & Norton, 2003). In order to interpret the estimates of the interaction effect, line graphs have to be created, because they visualise the interaction effect between two predictors. Five line graphs are created and can be found in appendix II. Based on the argumentation of Field (2018), I interpret the line graph as having an interaction effect of age and a former communist country.  The lines in the graph are non-parallel, and due to the fact that most of the lines are crossing each other, I will argue that it is a significant effect. Looking at the second interaction effect between education and populist seats, we see that for some observations there is a positive effect, meaning that higher educated are in a higher category for finding being governed important, than those with lower levels of education. Based, on the fact that the lines are not parallel, we could argue that there is an interaction effect. However, it is hard the determine whether the effect is significant or not. Therefore, I based the significance on the fact that the lines are crossing each other. For the third interaction effect, we see that the lines are not parallel, so there is a certain degree of interaction, but not significant since the lines do not cross each other. The fourth interaction between the level of income and the climate policies of a country show a significant interaction effect. We can argue that there is a significant interaction effect based on the fact they are not parallel to each other, and that the lines do cross. For the last interaction effect, we can argue that there is a certain degree of interaction, however, this is not significant. 

4.2.3 Support for the hypotheses 
In chapter two, five hypotheses were formulated in total. Having elaborated on the findings, it is time to see for which of these hypotheses I found support. The first hypothesis is that I expected the effect of age on citizens' support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by citizens that have experiences with the former communist regime. Based on the analyses and the interaction effect we can reject the null hypotheses, and assume that the effect of age on support is moderated by experiences of a post-communistic regime. This means that people who are older, and socialized under a post-communistic regime are more likely to have support for democratic backsliding, meaning the older generation in former communistic countries are more likely to support democratic backsliding in their country.

For the second hypothesis, I expected the slope of the effect of people’s education on support for democratic backsliding to be stronger by the level of populist seats in parliament. Based on the argumentation describe above, I want to argue that I found support for this hypothesis. Therefore, I can argue that in countries where the educational levels are relatively lower and where the number of populist seats in parliament are higher, citizens are more likely to support democratic backsliding. 

The third hypothesis is that I expect the slope of people's education on support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by their energy consumption. We cannot reject the null hypothesis based on the findings, as these findings suggest that there is no significant interaction between education and emission due to human activity. For the fourth hypothesis, the effect of the slope of people’s income on support for democratic backsliding being moderated by climate policy is supported, indicating that in countries with lower income levels and countries with progressive policies, citizens are more likely to support democratic backsliding. 

However, I could not find support for the last hypothesis regarding the effect of people's education on support for democratic backsliding to be moderated by greenhouse gas emissions. In sum, for three of the hypotheses I found support, meaning that on the individual level, education and age are important factors that contributed to regime change. The system-level factors are former communist countries, the rise of populist seats in parliament, and the climate policies of a country, which have an impact on citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. The following chapter will provide an answer to the research question based on these findings. 











5. [bookmark: _Toc79964743]Conclusion and discussion 

This final chapter will provide an answer to the research question, formulated at the beginning of this thesis. Furthermore, in this chapter I will reflect upon the limitations of this study, and provide suggestions for additional research on citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. 

5.1 [bookmark: _Toc79964744]Conclusion 
Democratic norms and institutions have been visibly eroding in major democracies all over the world. The process of democratic backsliding is also visibly occurring within the European Union, while this part of the world is often portrayed as having more advanced democracies. Over the last couple of years Europe experienced six regime shifts in which, European countries lost their liberal democracy status (Claassen, 2020; Lindberg, 2018; Bermeo, 2016). Based on these current events I set out the following research question “when do European citizens stop supporting their liberal democracies, and which interactions between individual-, and system-level factors play a role in the process?”

In order to answer this question I build upon the existing regime support models by Fuchs (2009), and Mauk (2020). Their models provided a set of individual-, and system-level factors that contribute to citizens’ support for regime change. I contributed to the debate, by adding interaction effects between the individual-, and system-levels to their models. The interaction effect were connected to potential causes for democratic backsliding, namely the regime type post-Communism, the increase of populist seats in parliament, and the effects of the climate crisis on citizens support towards their liberal democratic regime. These interactions provides us with new insights, but most of all show when there is a shift in regime support among citizens. 

Beside the research question, I set out three main, and two additional hypotheses to find an answer to the question. In order to do so, I build a multi-level dataset, retrieved from the European Value survey, and Eurostat. Based on the structure of the dataset and the dependent variable I computed several ordinal logistic regressions in SPSS. These ordinal regression provided insights into the individual-factors and system-level factors contributing to citizens’ support for democratic backsliding in the European Union. But above all, they provided insights about which interaction have effect on citizens support for democratic backsliding. 

The most important and contributing individual-level factors in this study were education and age. There is a clear interpretation of the level of education, and how old you are regarding regime support. The system-level factors were former Communist countries, number of populist seats in parliament, and climate policies. The first hypothesis tested the interaction effect between age and former communist country on citizens support for democratic backsliding. Based on the output, and line graphs, I found support for this interaction. Support was also found for the second hypothesis, testing the interaction effect between education and number of populist seats in parliament, indicating that when the number of populist seats in parliament increases, citizens with lower levels of education are more willing to support regime change, compared to those with higher levels of education. They belong to a higher category of finding being governed important, and are therefore less likely to drop support for their democratic regime. The last hypothesis that is supported by the data is the interaction effect of income and climate policies. This indicates that citizens with lower levels of income living in countries with a more extensive approach to reduce climate change, are more likely to stop supporting their current democratic regime, and are more likely to support regime change. The remaining interactions: education- human emissions, and the level of education and the emission of a country were not supported. However, they showed some degree of interaction, although this was not significant. 

In sum, European citizens stop supporting their liberal democratic regime when they, on the individual-level, are older and have obtained lower levels of education. On the system-level we see that citizens stop supporting their democratic regime and begin to support democratic backsliding when they are socialized under a Communistic regime, when the number of populist seats increases in parliament, and when they are adversely affected by far-reaching climate change policies. Furthermore, the model shows that when these individual-level and macro-level interact, European citizens stop supporting their democratic regime when they are older and living in a former Communist country. Secondly, it shows that people with lower levels of education, living in countries with higher numbers of populist seats in parliament are more prone to democratic backsliding. Lastly, citizens with lower income levels living in countries with high policies aims to reduce climate change are more likely to drop support for their democratic regime. 

5.2 [bookmark: _Toc79964745]Limitations 
Reflecting on the findings there are several limitations regarding this research about citizens’ support for democratic backsliding in the European Union. With regards the theory used in determining political support, it is mainly focused on two authors, Fuchs (2009), and Mauk (2020). This could possibly contribute to a conceptualisation that is based on a Western bias. I did not conceptualise citizens support on the basis of Central, and Eastern European scholars. Therefore, we could argue that defining citizens’ support is different for Western countries, and Central and Eastern European countries. In this study, I do not take into account that several countries included in the dataset have already lost their democratic status, and may therefore not support democracy. Redefining and broadening the dependent variable could take this into account. The dependent variable used in this study was limited to how important being governed democratically is to citizens. Various types of political systems could have been included, such as having a strong leader, or having experts make decisions instead of citizens. 


In terms of data collection, we could possibly deal with problems regarding the validity and the generalisability of the findings. First of all, due to missing data, not all European countries, were included. Looking at the missing values it becomes clear that no data has been collected for the relatively smaller European countries, meaning that in this research, support for democratic backsliding is based on the respondents of the relatively bigger European countries. Besides that, the generalisation is only applicable within the European Union based on the geographical design. The variables post-communism, and number of populist seats in parliament are self-structured. This may lead to inaccuracies measuring citizens’ support for democratic backsliding. However, based on the accuracy and fact checking with multiple sources, I expect this to be reliable. 

Further limitations in this research is the use of the software SPSS, computing multi-level ordinal logistic regression goes almost beyond the capacity of this software. In the literature we see that these regression are mostly conducted in programs as STATA, or R. Although I believe that these results presented in this thesis are the best possible outcome. Redoing the research with different software could result in different outcomes. Using different software would possibly provide better insights into the interaction effects than SPSS does. Therefore, I would argue that follow-up research on interaction effects between individual-level, and system-level factors contributing to democratic backsliding should use done by more advanced software. 

5.3 [bookmark: _Toc79964746]Further research 
If further research was conducted on the new contribution with regards citizens’ support for democratic backsliding, several suggestions can be done. First of all, I mainly focused on the interaction effects between the individual-level and system level value orientations. Therefore, determining  citizens’ support including all the factors that are mentioned by Mauk (2020), should provide an even better understanding of why European citizens stop supporting their liberal democratic regime. Making a completed set of these interactions could also be used for looking at citizens support outside of the European Union. Explanatory factors that could influences democratic breakdown are recent events, such as the impact of COVID-19 on citizens support for democratic backsliding. An interaction effect that is in my opinion interesting is “age and duration of a country’s lockdown”, and also whether this measure was successful or not. Basically, looking at the effect of what restricting civil liberties has done with citizens support for democratic backsliding. We could assume that the impact, and duration of a lockdown had a greater effect on citizens who are younger, and therefore more likely to drop support for their democratic regime. But also, the effect of media coverage on the functioning of the political regime would be very interesting, as well as, the interaction effect of education and media coverage, for instance how the media frames the incumbent government has a great impact on how citizens perceive of their incumbent government, which influences support among citizens. Those with lower education will be more affected by negative media framing, than those with higher levels of education. There are a lot of possibilities to explore using this model with interaction effects, especially with regards to citizens support and democratic backsliding. 
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Model (2) individual-level and macro-level variables  
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Model (3) individual, macro, and interaction effects. 
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VIF and Tolerance 
Note: that the independent variables are included as dummy variables. 
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Interaction effect between education and Populist parties 
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Interaction effect between income and climate policies
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