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This studyteststhe links betweerconomigperformancedemocréc qual-

ty andsatisfactiorwith democracy (SWDMht the national leveAnalysing a
time-series crossectional TSCS)panel dataset &1 democracies between
1980 and 2014, this study findsboth types of performance to matter and
their effects to be refarcing. Countries with a good economic record and a
high quality democracy tend to have higher levels of SWD in the long run.
Longitudinally, increasing economand democratiperformance leads to
increasing SWD within countries over timeurthermore this study po-
vides evidencdhat the effect of economic performance on SWiBs n-
creasedover timeand that citizens today are more critical about the ec
nomic record of their country than before the beginning of the Financial
Crisis in 2008Finally, it showsthat the effect of economic performance on
SWD is conditional on the democratic quality of a country and vice versa.
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Under what coditions arepeoplecontent with democracyResearch on satisfaction
with democracy (SWDjncreaingly advocateexplanationghat stress the importance of
eoonomic and policyoutputs for shaping democratic regime evaluati@rsningeon and
Guthmann 204; Bratton and Mattes 200Clarke et. al. 1993Huang et. al. 2008; Quara
ta and Martini 2016aSanders et al. 2014dhiste 2013; Kronberg and Clarke 199%4al-
dron and Moore 1999 For countriesthat had formally beennderthe European Stability
Mechanism ESM) or under IMF Conditionality such as Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal or
Spain, the literature mainly attutes thedecreasindevels ofSWD to the Great Recessipn
initiated by the financial crisis in 200Rrmingeon and Guthmann 281Cordero and
Sim6n2016; Quaranta and Martini 2018prlino and Pian2014;Souseet. al 2014).

On the input side, a secagniegss prominenexplanationconnects attituderelated to

the functioningof the political systemvith SWD, showing the importance of the politica
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process inshapingpeoplé s atti tudes toward the) Remocrati
search conductedt theindividuallevel presents coherent evidence in favor of a substa
tial relationship:Respondentsend to be more satisfied with democracy when teey
represented by parties and politiciapgrceivetheir representativeas accountable and
responsive and believe that their individual freedorasd political rightsare protected
(Aarts and Thomassen 2008; Ariely 2013; Bratton and Mattes 2001;dviatte Bratton
2007; McAllister 2005 Hofferbert and Klingemann 199%uang et. al. 208 Kronberg
and Clarke 199¢ Paradoxically,researchat the national levelanalysing objective
measures of thdemocratic processuch as the Freedom House IndEKI), return only
insignificant or inconsistent results(Anderson and Tverdova 2003Ariely 2013
Guldbrandtsen and Skaaning 2010; Listhaug et. al. 2008is 2011;Singh 2014.
For a number of reasons, these comparative studies are natquiglped to prade
clarity aboutthe effects ofeconomic and democratic performance on SWst, they
mainly conductcrosscountry comparisonandno study hasaddresse the more relevant
guestion whethechanges in democratic quality also afftéoe evolution of SWDover
time. Second existingevidence isusuallybased on a comparison latively few coun-
trieswhich likely leads to an imprecise estimation of tlggregatdevel parameters (B
an and Jenkins 2013j.also makes it more difficult tdisentangle theften highly colln-
ear variables at theountrylevel (Arcenaux and Huber 2007)hird, the analysed samples
suffer from aregional and welfarselectionbias since most cases belongeilconomically
developed Western democracie$his empirical focus maleeit difficult to analyze the
performance of democracidsecausehere ardew odd caseswvith low democratic quality
for comparison.This situation isfurtheraggr avat ed by the wusage of
measures and their inherent inability to tracketéhces in the qualitgf already esta:
lished democracies.
This study tries to overcome these limitationsusing the Economic Performanae |
dex Khramov and Le€013 that combinesnformation on unemployment, government
budgetdeficit, GDP growthand irflation into a single composite indeky contrasting the
FHI against a more fine gradedeasurdapping intothe qual ity of democr ac:
mocracy BarometeiMerkel et al.2014); and byincreasing the temporal and geographical

scope of the empiricalnalysis, covering also many developing econonlisgike prev-
2



ous research on the toptbjs studyconducs a crosscountry comparisoanda longitud-
nal panel analysisThis allows testingvhat factors are capable to explaersistendiffer-
e nclesverd ¢ o ulhdlso allevsexaminng if the same explanations can be used to
account for changing levels of SW@ithindb c ount r i d&ar thigVanayseai me .
time-series crossectional( TSCS) panetlataset that includes information frorh demac-
racies, coverind 000countryyears between BB and 204. Its regional extension covers
East and West Europe, North, South, and Central Ameddicaania SouthEast Asia and
SubSaharan Africaneatly balancing established democracies against new denagcraci

This study provides evidender a strong crossectional linkagdetween democratic
quality, economic performance and SWE&buntries with a high democratic quality and a
good economic record tend to have higher levels of SWD in the londruuthernore, it
shows thathe effect of economic performance on SWas increasedver the decades,
while the effecof democratic performandes not changedtstimating anumberof soce-
tal growth curves, | am able to show that the increasing importance afmeimofactors
canbe attributed tovariousglobal economicrises especiallyto the Great Recessipim-
plying that citizens today are more critical about the economic record of their countries
than before the onset of the financial crisis in 2008

It further builds on theobservatiorthat economicgrowth and development might-i
tensify demands for democrackeading to a more critical citizenry.he results ofmy
analysis support the view that the effects of democratic quality on SWD are conditional on
thewell-being of the economy and vice versa. Only when a country has both a reasonable
level of democratic qualitgnda good economic record its citizens will tententwith the
working of democracin the long runFinally, it addresses the question whettiemocr
ic and economic performance causes SWD to change within countries ovefTtime.
studypresens longitudinalevidenceshowing that especiallghanges in the economicrpe

formance of a country are capable to explain even major fluctuations in SWD.



1. Argument and Hypotheses

1.1. Economic Performance

Is there a effect of the economy on public evaluasast regime performan&Re-
viewing the existing evidence, it likely to be the casdkesearch conducted at timelivid-
ual-level has repeatedly shown thate o p| e 6 s p the past, presera and cueit
state of theeconomy shape their evaluations about the functioning of their democatic sy
tem (Armingeon and Guthmann 2014; Bratton and Mattes 2001; Huang et. aj.\R@bB8
dron and Moore 1999 Pointingin the samedirection the economic welbeing of a e-
spondentappears to be a good predictor of his or her SWD as rakler, working ind
viduals who evaluate their financial situation favouralalse more satisfied than poorer,
unemployed respondentdnderson and Singer 2008nderson and Tverdova 200Ba-
rell and McAlister 2006 Huang et. al. 20Q7Kronberg and Clarke 199&umlin 201Q
Norris 2011 Schafer 2012 Stockemer and Sundstréom 201As Waldron and Moore
(1999: 38)summarize the argumenfilt is generally accepted that economic evaluations
affect political perceptions. Advocates of rational behaviour argue that individuals evaluate
their past, current and future circumstances and calculate what serves their best interests
[ é] Such onal dwlfdtuence preferences [ é I ndi v
mocracy lecause it satisfies their best intereists.

At the contextuallevel a number oflongitudinal studieshave presentedoherentevi-
dence that economic growth, price inflation andeesgly unemployment are exogenous
causes of SWD over time (Armingeon and Guthmann 2014; Halla et al. 2013; Quaranta
and Martini 2016). While economic growth might have a positive eff@etSWDbecause
more citizens could benefit from the improving ecorosituation and prosperity, ume
ployment and therosionof disposable incomes through rising prices might diminisi pe
pl eébs satisfaction with their |Iives and the
thereby decreasing SWD (Clarke et. &93: 1000f.).Another explanation invokes the
inability of governments to be political responsive to their citizens when confronted with
rising interest rates, budget deficit and mounting public d&bhihgeon and Guthmann

2014; Quaranta and Martini 2016aHere, the expectation is that extensive budget deficits
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lead to decreasing levels of SWAD it limits the ability of governments to be responsive to
their citizens to the degree that they also need to be responsive to their international cred
tors (Armingeonand Baccar@012; Schaferand Streeck 2013; Morlinand Pian&2014)

This discussion leads thefirst longitudinalcontextuallevel hypotheses:

H1: Decreasingeconomicperformance leads tdecreasindevels of SWD over

time.

For countries such &Sreece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal or Spawhere people suffered
significantly from the consequences of fBecatRecessin, the literature mainly attributes
the dramatic decline of SWb the to the worsening economic situat{@mmingeon and
Guthmann 204; Cordero and Simén 2016; Quaranta and Martini BQMorlino and R-
ana 2014; Sousa et. al 201%hese studies also indicate an increasing importanceoef ec
nomic factors in the evaluation of demaxyaluring the receneconomiccrisis as the a-
popular aisterity measuresaken as a response to the sovereign debt crisis, furtihher nu

tureddiscontent

H2: The effect of economic performance on SWD has increased over time.

Rather surprising, the economic record of a country appears not to be well suited to
explain persistent differences between countfi@s. one crosscountry comparisonge-
port no relationship between unemployment rates and SWD (Anderson and 30ger
Dahlberg and Holmberg 201&chéafer2012). Kumlin (2010) evefinds a positive effect
of unemployment.Other studies, considerirayerageconsumer prices, could not detect a
relationship between inflation rates and SW{ahlberg and Holmberg2014
Guldbrandtsen and Skaani@§10. There ismoreevidencefor the notion that people are
content with democracyn countriescharacterized biigh levels of economic growifAn-
derson and Tvemva 2003; Curini et. al. 2011; Guldbrandtsen and Skaa&0dg; Schafer
2012; Singh2014) and high standards of livingAnderson and Tverdovda003 Norris
2011; Singh 2014, but this finding is also not unanimous (Anderson and SirR§}1g
Luhiste 2013; Stockemer and Sundstradd ).



| believe we gain fronaskingthe question why longitudinal studies report a stnaig
lationship betweereconomic performancand SWD, while crossountry comparisons
indicateratherno or mixed effectsPart of theproblemcould be thatmanystudies usually
include two or three economic covariates in tlagialysesThis increases the risk ofleo
linearity among themacreeconomicindicatorswhich are likely to influence each other
(Quaranta and Martini 2016b: &speciallywhen conducting comparisobgtween con-
triesat theaggregatdevel (Arcenaux and Huber 20073imply put, collineartity is a piw
lem of lack of variation: Weare missing odd cases for compariso deal with insuff
cient data (Goldberger 1991)ellingly, existingevidencecomesusually from a limited
number of casesanging from 15 to 30 countriewjth a bias oneconomically developed
democraciesDespitethe mixed empirical record| expectthatwe should be able to detect
a substantial crossectional relationship as well, once we improve our measureanent

extendthe empirical samplencluding more low and middle income econues.

H3: Countries withhigher levels of economic performance tend to have higher
levels of SWD.

1.2. Democratic Quality

While the economyhasbeenfrequently invoked as an explanation for SYMBctors
related to the democratic process haweattracted the attention they deseaeoreticé
ly, it is acompellingargumenthat citizen value aapd and fair democratic proce@sib-
bing and Theis$lorse 2001)and t alsosuggeststself to ask if the quality of democratic
regimes has an effecin public evaluations othe working ofdenocracy. Yet, despite
somemorerecent efforts addressing this questibis still open to debate.

In the last decadenost evidence in favour of a democratic explanakias been ght
ered byindividuatlevel analyseshowng thatrespondentsend to be rare satisfied with
democracy when they fesdpresented by parties and politiciapsrceivetheir represeiat-
tives as accountable and responsiaad believe that their individual freedomusd polit-
cal rights are protected(Aarts and Thomassen 2008; Ayie2013; Bratton and Mattes
2001; Mattes and Bratton 200FicAllister 2005 Hofferbert and Klingemann 1999;
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Huang et. al. 208) Kronberg and Clarke 1994As Huang et. al. (2007: 58rgue Anot
only do citizens compare the economperformanceof different political systems, they
al so compare the production of political goo
of democratic governance, including the maintenance of political order, the defense of h
man rights, freedom of association, corruptionst for democratic institutions, and the
performance of the democracy, or personal feelings over the responsiveness of democracy
to their needs, are al/l i mportant deter mi nan
Norris (2011: ch.10, p.3nakes a similapoint: citizenswould focus upon the intrinsic
quality of democratic governance when evaluating regime performauicevould also
take into accounseveralaspects of the decision making procésghis line of reasoning,
judgements of regime performaneould bebasedon feval uati onsrof the
lying democratic procedures, exemplified by the perceived fairness of electiong- the r
sponsiveness and accountability of elected representatives, and the honesty and probity of
publ i c ofrisk0di: ehll® p.1).(Thkegadgementsvould go beyondliscontent
with particular decisions or outcomes but would tap more deep rooted perceptions about
how democracy worksCitizens would expect their regime to meet certain democratic
standardslf democatic processes fail tmatchthese expectationshere would be little
reason for SWD.
While we can beatherconfident that individuafsperceptionof the democratic jor
cess arendeedrelated tothe wayrespondentgvaluate their regimdittle effort has been
devotedto study thelinkage between objective measures of democratic quality and SWD
at thecontextuallevel Most contextualevel evidence comes from studies that prie
maiily concerned with features belang to thegovernance of a countryhewingsubsta-
tial associations between rule of law, corruption, effective public administration and SWD
(Anderson and Tverdova 2003; Arie13; Dahlberg and Holmbe&§14; Guldbrandtsen
and Skaaning 2010; Norris 2011; Peffley and Rohrschnekd®t Stackemer and
Sundstrom 2011 Without doubt, government effectiveness is an important defintng a
tribute ofa high quality democracypecause electeggbvernments need to have the capabi
ities and resources at their disposabéoresponsive to the policy feeences of the public
(Berg-Schlosser 2004; Beelsmann Transformation Inde2016; Diamond and Mdimo

2005 Economist Intelligence Unit 2] Merkel et al.2014; Munck 2016;Ringen 2007;
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Economist Intelligence Unit 2@1 Freedom House 26), but much les is known about
the effects of other aspects of the democratic process.

Despite the recent proliferation fafie-gradeddemocracyndices to choose fronuntil
now, the literature on SWD has only considered the Freedom House Index, with mixed
results.Yet, as | discuss later in the measurement section, the FHI is not an ideal choice to
test the linkage, mainly because of its inability to track changes in the democratic quality
among already established democraciEss shortcoming is further aggravateyg the
problem that mosémpiricalevidence comes from a rather limited number oésdscus-
ing mainly on establishedWesterndemocraciesFor this reason, it is not particularrsu
prising that mostcomparative studies report oniysignificant and inconsstent relatio-
ships between the FHI and SWDAfderon and Tverdova2003 Guldbrandtsen and
Skaatng 2010; Listhaug et. al. 2009; Singh14). Noteworthy exceptions atée studies
of Norris (2011) and Ariely (2013), analysing broad samples of more thaoutries,
which are also the onlgnesreportingevidence in favour of a relationship between dem
craticqualityand SWD.

It is also problematic thadll empirical evidence at the contextlevel comesonly
from crosscountry comparisons. We have no tedge about the caally more interds
ing questionf changes in the democratic status of a couctnyalso lead to changinigv-
els of SWD over time. Againl expect that we might be able to deteabstantial cross
sectional and longitudinal relationgli once we alsconsiderdata from new democracies
and rely on more fingraded measures, tapping into the quality of democieaken o-
gether, the previous discussion leads to two relededextlevel hypothess about them-

pact ofdemocratigerformame onSWD:

H4: Improvements in thdemocraticquality of a countryleads to increasing

levels of SWD over time.

H5: Countries with a high quality democracy tend to have higher levels of

SWDthen countries with a poor democratic record



1.3. A Conditional Argment

| believe t is not farfetched to ask ieconomic performancaffectsregime evala-
tionsin the samdashion in everydemocratic context. There isvastcorpus ofempirical
studies showing aubstantiatelationship betweethe level ofdemocracy aththe econam-
ic well-being of a countrylLipset (1959) was among the first to argue that prosperity- sti
ulates democracyGreater prosperity would contribute to consolidate democracy, Lipset
argued, by expanding literacy and schoolingstrgngthening theniddle classes, increa
ing media access, mitigag the effects of poverty, promoting democratic values and-legi
imacy and facilitating civil society organizations.

Following the work of Lipset, aonsiderable body of research Ipaissentecvidence
for the notion that economic growth and development facilitate democratic transigen, fo
ter democratic stability and strengthen the quality of democratic regimes (Barro 1996;
Burkhartand Lewis-Beck 1994;Bollen 1979;Dahl 1989;Diamond 1992; Przeworski and
Limongi 1997 Narayaret. al. 2011)According toBurkhartandLewis-Beck(1994: 903)a
ficommonidea of t h eveull besthafi d h e s e a s i hegefite forthenoasii ¢
es intensify demands fdhe political benefits oflemocracy. Economic developmeran
spread authity and democratic aspiratiomsnong a variety of people, thus fosterirey d
mocracy Thus, if economic development results in more demands for political freedom
and democracin the long run contributing to the development of a critici#tizenry with
higher expectations of their democratic regimes (Norris 1999), we can expect the assumed
positive relationship between economic performance on SWD to be strengthened-or wea
ened based on the provision of exactly those democratic goodsySiutptitizendiving
in affluent countries might expect more of their democracies.

Other studies provide evidence for a reversal effect of democracy on economic growth
(Gerring et. al. 2005; Halperin et. al. 20Narayanet. al. 2011; Norris 201X rieckhaus
2004). Here, a general argument is that democracy allows sanctioning incompetent polit
cians by competitive, periodic elections, so representatives are obligated to account for

! iFrom Aristotle down to the present, men have argued that only in a wealthy society in which-relativ
ly few citizens lived in eal poverty could a situation exist in which the mass of the population could intell
gently participate in politics and could develop the-settraint necessary to avoid succumbing to e a
peals of irresponsible demagogues ( Li pset 1959: 75)
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their past performance and have strong incentives to manage the ecdfemtnyety and

to provide policies that appeal to the majority of citizens. Norris (2012: ch.6, p.14) further

points out that liberal democracy agovernance capacigr e si mul t andédousl y r

government leaders are thrown out of office for failiagmprove the economy, but opp

sition parties are similarly unabJe € then the result are likely to deepen disillusionment

with the political procesg € |  diderecmantment may spread so tihat public comes to

lack confidence in the regime, and ulstaly, faith in democratic ideals apdnciples. On

the other hand, if state officials are competent and effective as managing ecgramtic

[ é but government leaders are not responsive and accountaitieeas, then there is no

mechanism which makesure that wealth trickles down to bengfié fhe gere r a | publ i c. @
This discussion points to the possibility tliEmocratic qualitymight be a necessary

but not a sufficient condition for a satisfied citizenry. If democracigdsdde responsive

in providing jobs and welfare over a long period of time, citizensreasonably bex-

pected to be discontent with the working of their regiireken together, these arguments

give leverage to two conditional hypotheses abouidhgterm effectof democrat and

economic performance on SWD:

H6a: Thelong-term effect of economic performance on SWD is conditional on
the democratic quality of a country. Thkéfect is strongest in countries with

high democratic quality and weakest in countries with low demicayaglity.

H6b: Thelong-term effect of democratic quality on SWD is conditional on the
economic record of country. Thadfect is strongest in countries wighgood

economic record and weakest in countries with poor econ@oard

2. Data and Measurement

2.1.Dependent Variable

As the dependent variableuse a question on how satisfied people are with th&-wor
ing of their democracySWD is measured on apoint scale by relying on the following

quet i ons: AOn the whol e, a r enotweryusatisfiedt ornos at i s f i
10



at all satisfied with the VWPisdneofdchemastcy wor k
frequently used measures of political supfartconcept that has been made fantmaléa

century agdoy Easton(1965. SWD is commonly assmed to be an expressionrefgime

performance (Norris 1999so itrepresents an evaluation of the performance of democracy

in what the regime delivers and what it refrains from doing (Klingemann 1999), orsa mea

ure of the actual process of democraticgovn ance and atti tudces towar

al realityo of a country (Fuchs et. al. 1995

2.2.Case Selection

It appears to be sensible to differentiate democracies fronderoocracies before
asking abouthe quality of democracfAltman and Péretifian 2002; Ringen 2007; ke
ine and Molina 2011)Also, the question on SWD needs to be meaningful in its cantext
otherwise it cannot be used for crassintry comparisonlt appears difficult to imagine
what people will answer when asked ab8WD when theyobjectively do not live under
democratic rule(Curini et. al. 2011 Dahlberg and Holmberg 2014Peffley and
Rohrschneider 2034 For these tworeasos | only select countriemto the samplehat
fulfill a number ofminimal democratic criterid Approximaing these standards, all eau
tries inthestudy needdt o be <c¢cl assified as an fAElItctor al
ly freeo by Freedom House but also be cl assi

2.3.TSCS Panel Dataset

| could retrieve data frm 61 countriesbetween 180 and 20# that match the above
noted democratic criteria artldus was abléo compile an encompassing tireeries cross
sectional (TSCS) panel datas€his empirical samplexceedshose ofprevious studies in

2 Easton @stinguished between two type$ political support whether it is@iffused  epecifi@ . f- D i
f us e sreferpto evaluatibns of what an object is or represents to the general mieanangvhat it
does. 0 ( Ea s $peciic pbléical Supportefers Jo the satisfaction that members of a given system
feel they obtain from the perceived outputs and performance of the political authorities

% One prominent empirical approach to distinguish between democracy and dictatorship ha®-been pr

posed byAlvarez et al. (1996: 4/yho def i ne democracy as a fAregime in wl
are filled as a consequence of contested electionso.
in power: Political contestation is only meaningfukle presence of a certain minimum of civil rights, most

notably freedom of organization, expression and freed

Also elections need to be free and fair, so citizens should be able to cast their ballétpiressores and
have their vote counted accurately (Munck 2009: 55).
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a number of aspext First, its regional coverage extends to democraci&ssh and West
Europe, North, South, and Central Ameri€ceania SouthEast Asia and SuBaharan
Africa. Second, it includes information 4000 countryyeas, with an average of614
observationger country for which|l have aggregated public opinion data frabroutone
and a halfmillion respondentsl included only those democraciesthre samplewherel
could collect information from at lsaitwo points in timeThis dataset does not only allow
for a complexlongitudinal analysis but will alsoincrease our confidence in the cross
sectional resultsince we ar@ble to compare country averages over a long period of time.
Third, the sample neatly balances new democracies against estabhgbiesil4 country
yeass come from established democracies, wih#ié countryyeas come fronrhird Wave
Democracies

In order to construct the TSCS dataset | have relied on opinion data of varioua-intern
tional surveyprograms: the EurobarometeCandidate Countries Eurobarometer, the
Afrobarometer,the Asian BarometerCentral and Eastern Eurobarometine European
Value Studythe New Democracies Barometéne Comparate Study of Electoral &y
tems(CSES) the Comparative National Elections Project (CNER3, AmericasBarometer
by the Latin American Public Opinion ProjedtAPOP) and the LatinobarémetroFur-
thermore,|l relied on a number of national studiéise Australian Election Study, theaC
nadian Election Study, the American National Electtdndies the New Zealand Election
Studyand the Israeli Democracy Indéx

In many instances dollectedmultiple surveys for the same counygar. Forexan-
ple, three surveys covered Mexico in 2008herethere wasnore than one survey cave
ing the sameountryyea; | calculatednean values of those surveyisereby minimizing
biases that might have occurred in the data generation process of a particulaVgherey.
aggregating individual survey data, all datave been weightegiccording to their respe
tive sampé, design ordemographic weighté whenever necessariyhave only included
representativesurveys inthe sample that use the same question wordingeanploythe

same4pt scale. When aggregatirthis surveydata | calculate the percentagesatisfied

* More information on the used datasets can be fauf@bleA in the Appendix
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with democracy, therebgbtairing a scale thatan be interpreted in a meaningful wape
aggregate data is normally distributed and numerical in character.

2.4. Measuring Economic Performance

To capture the status of an economy, | healeulatedthe Economic Pdormance h-
dex (EPl)as proposed b¥hramov and Lee (2013)lhe EPI combines information on
unemployment, government deficit, inflation and GDP growth into a single compuosite i
dex. Thereby, itattempt t o0 capt ur e ttanyetatescite pradtionp Stacemo n e
the fiscal stance and the aggregate performance of the economy respetlieeigdex
has the benefit of summarizing information about the performance of the economy while
avoiding problems associated wittollinearity amongthe macreeconome variables

(Quaranta and Martini 2016B). The index is constructed as follows:

Economic Performance Index100%- WInf * [Inf(%)1 I*|- WUnem * (Unem(%i) U*) 1
WDef * (Def/lGDP(%) Deff GDP* ) + WGDPIqoGDPHEDP ( %)

where I* is the desired inflation rate (0%), U* is the desired unemployment rate
(4.75%), (Def/GDP*) is the desired government deficit as a share of GDP (0%) and
pGDP* is the desired c¢hangeredgenerate®d estitrda. 7 5 %) .
ing the inverse standard deviation for each economic variable multiplied by the average
standard deviation of all variables. For a detailed description of the construction f the i
dex compare Khramov and Lee (2013: 6Data for tle macreeconomic variables have
been taken from thiMF World Economic Outlook (2016), the World Bank (2016) and the

AnnualMaao-Economic atabas€2016)providedby the European Commissifn

®> Compare Figure A in the Appendix.
More information on the used variables and sources can be fodrableB in the Appendix There
have been a number of severe outliersthe inflation rate. Since a transformation of the variable was not
possible due to the construction of the indedeleted severe outlievgith an inflation rate >31.
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2.5. Measuring DemocratiQuality

Democracy can have many meaninisisit comes of little surprise that tlemncept
of quality of democracy ialsocontested (see Munck 2016 for a current overview). Here, |
follow the tradition to conceive democraeg a continuas variable, scored numerically
from low to highvalues.Despite the recentproliferation of variouspromisingdemocracy
indicesto chose frorfy so far only the Freedom House Indelxas been related to SWD,
with mixed success (Anderson and Tverdova 2003yriely 2013 Guldbrandtsen and
Skaaning 2010; Listhaug edl. 2009; Singh 20204 Although the FHisets out to measure
freedom theindex is often used to measure democracy (Coppedge et al. 2011: 249).

Freedom House (2016) pr o poitdat right@landiavil on t wo
libertie, which | used to alculatean averagelemocracyindex (Anderson and Tverdova
2003; Ariely 2013. Political rights include information on electoral processes, political
pluralism, and the functioning of governme@buntries with high scoeeenjoy a vast ia
ray of political rghtsand there aré&ee and fair election€klected candidates actually rule,
parties are competitive, there is an opposition with some political power and minorities
enjoy some selfovernment or can participate in the political proc€3sil liberties in-
clude freedom of expressiofreedom ofassembly and association but also freedoms in
regard to religion and education. There is a rule of Emjudiciary is independentthe
economy operates freely and there is equality of opportunities.

Although frequently usedin social science researcthe FHI might not be a good
choice tostudy the effects aofhe democratic processn SWD.For one Freedom House
has attractedonsiderablenethodological criticisnfor its conceptualization, measurement
and data agregationprocesgCoppedge et al. 2011; Hadenius and Teorell 2005; Munck
and Verkuilen 2002; Norris 2@). More importantly, howeverthe FHI is arathercrude
measurewhich canreliably distinguish between democracy and dictatorships but fias di

ficulties to trackdifferences in the democratic quality of already established democtacies.

" For example:He Bertelsmann Transformation Index (B)1Economist Intelligence Unit2016), the
Unified Democracy Scor@Pemsteiret. al. 2010) oWarieties of Democrac{2016).

8 Empirically, the distribution of casés bimodal with a high concentration of caseslie upper and
lower ratings of the scale (Chab et al. 2010: 77).Ae index is bounded and there is no way to distinguish
the quality of democracy between states that have a perfect positive score (Coppedge et al. 2011: 249).
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Therefore, @ test if results are sensitive to the choice of measuremeegided to
contrast the FHI against tli®emocracy BarometgMerkel et al.2014). Methodologcally,
the two indices differ strongly in their data generation process: While the FHI relies on
expert evaluationsvhich might be subject foerceptiorbiases the Democracy Barometer
(DB) seeks to avoid the use of expert datagetherand instead re#is onobjective natio-
al statistics and aggregated public opinion dataike most other democracy indicebe
DB is also conceptuallywell-groundedin normative democratic theoryMnck 2016)
embracing a liberal as well as participatory model of deawy¢Bihimann et al2012).
Conceptually, he DB restson the premise that a democratic system seeks to find a
good balance between the valuesfodedond and Gequalityd andthat this would require
&ontrold Freedom is defined as negative freedom amdpttotection of the individual
against illegitimate intrusion of the state or of other persons.primciple entails indivd-
ual liberties and a public spheaad civil societythat operateunder a secure rule of law.
The principl e ofcitizens haldrtheit represeatatiges gcdountable fand
r es p o (Bshimamn et al2012: 522). Control rests aglectoralcompetition, mutual
constraintsof the governmental branchaad governmental capabilitgffectivenessThe
principle of equality consts of transparencyf political processegolitical paticipation

andasubstantiveas well as @escriptiverepresentaion of the citizenry.

2.6.Control Variables

| control for anumberof variablesrelated to the electoral procebsit might affect the
andysis. First, voting in democratic elections might enhance people's feelings about their
political institutions and the political procefissaiasson 20107 similar relationshiphas
alsobeen shown in studiesomparing individualevel pre and postlecbral survey data
(Banducci and Karp@3 Blais et. al. 2015)Iin this study,l control for acategoricalarn-
ableelection yearwhich takes on the value 1 when there has been a parliamentarg-or pre

idential election in a given yedr

° The data come from the Bbase of Political Institutions (Cruz et. al. 2016).
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The degree of eleatal disproportionality is measured using the vkelbwn Gal-
lagher Index’. Higher values reflect a higher degree of disproportionalityaccount for
the effect of outlying casdshavelog-transformed the variable prior to analySibere are
a number obtudies reporting that countries with greater proportionality tend to halke hig
er levels of SWD (Anderson et. al. 2005; Berggren et al. 2004; Christmann and Torcal
2016; Farrell and McAllister 2006T.hus | expect higher levels of SWD in contexts with
more proportional electoral outcomes (and therefore better representatitewanavasted
votes).

Party system fractionalization is measured usingtfextive number of parliamgry
parties™* According to existing evidence, we expect that countries gvitater party fre:
tionalization will tend to exhibitower levels of SWD since muHparty systemgend to
produce coalition governmentghich endanger the decisiveness of elections since electoral
outcomes no longer determine the final composition oegawentgChristmann and Tre
cal 2019. Additionally, rising party system fractionalizatioshould cause SWD tao
crease within a country over tim@artini and Quaranta 2014Quarantaand Martini
2016b) Another potentially relevant control variablegnic fractionalization(Alesina et
al. 2003) since social diversity can be expected to impact on party fractionalizatica, prob
bly in combination with the countryods el ect
Neto and Cox 1997).

Furthermore, kontrol for two important institutional characteristics: type of gover
ment and structure of the state (federaliShype of governmeris measured as a eat
gorical variable distinguishing between parliamentary, seresidential and presidential
regimes® Second) control forthe structureof the statei.e. whether there exist indekn
ent subnational tiers of governmei(states, provinces, regionghich impose substantive

constraints on national fiscal poli¢¥) or not (0)**

9 The cata come from Gallagh€R015). Missing valuesre replaced with data from the Democracy
Barometer 2016).

M dentical results are obtained when using the effective number of electoral parties.

12| also consideredisinga measuref bicameralism Rolitical Constraints Index Datas2013 but
found no relationship with SWD and a rather strong association with feder@lsreford do not include it
in themodels.

13 The data aréaken fromBormannand Golder (2013)

4 The data aréaken fromthe Political Constraints Index Datag@013)
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Finally, I control for the extentf economic equality, since there is documentad ev
dence that high income inequalit$$ahéfer 2012; Singer 2008) and high poverty rates
(Luhiste 2013) are associated with lower SWD. | controliicome inequalityoy using
thewell-known GINI-Index wherehigher valuesndicate high inequality and low values a

more even distribution of incomebhe data are taken froBolt (20L6).

3. Explaining AggregateTrendsin SWD

| start withan examination ohational trends in SWDIn Figure 1we cansee that
there isa group ofeconomically developed democraciespecially thosevith relatively
high levels of SWDwhere there is little change over tinfier exampleAustria, Denmark
Switzerlandor the Nethdands.On the other end, there amenumber oflefectivedema-
racies where SWIhas never or barehlaisedabove the 5@ercenthreshold, sahe majoti-
ty of citizenshavenever been content with their political systemy. Bulgaria, Slovakig
Pawlguayor Peru. Thenthere arecountriesthat have experienced a rapgidcline in SWD
since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008 such as Greece, Bpaugal, Iceland
or Ireland.There is als@ group of countries such as Brazil or Ecuadberecitizens have
been dissatisfied in the 1990th but changed theiudégoverthe last decadfor the be-
ter. Other countries have experiencgdevere crisis in the public assessment of democracy
but couldrecuperatéheir losses after @w years for example Argentina or Poland

--- Figure 1---

Now to what extent caeconomic and democratic performance accountHeisub-
stantial crossectional and longitudinal variatiome can observe in Figure The scdker-
plots in Figure 2offer a first indication for a strong relationstyptween those variables.
To explore thepersistentcrosssectional relationshipbetween countried plot country
means of SWD against country meamshe EPI, FHI and DBTo capture the longitudinal
relationships, | comparelemeaned SWD against aleeaned democratic and economic

perfamance following the logic of a fixed effects (FE) model.
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--- Figure 2---

The first scatteplot on the top left of Figure 2 shows the crssstional association
between economic performance and SWD. Ind#esl slopeof the linear regression line
suggesta drong positive association between SWD and the EPI (R=0.4, 61 countries).
Similarly, we can observe an equally visible and strong longitudinal relationship when we
compare the scattgrot on the top right of Figure 2. Changes in the economic perfo
mance \ithin a country appear to kexjually strongly related with the evolution of SWD
over time (R=0.42, 1000 countgears).

Furthermore, alsche various democratic performance indices appear to be associated
with SWD in the way we would expecrosssectimally, countries witbhigher democra
ic quality tend tohave higher levels of SWD. The strength of the association vagies b
tweenan R=0.59 (61 countries) for the FHI and an R=0.70 (57 countries) foD®eWe
can also observe an important limitatiortleé FHI, where casesetruncated at the higher
end of thescale This ceiling effect implies that the Fldannot differentiate between high
quality democracieand might explain why the DB appears to be stronger related to SWD.
Similarly, when we considethe demeaned scores of the Fhive canalsosee that cases
clusterexcessivelyaround the mean, implying that the Riight not be weHlequipped to
track changes in democratic performance over.tiDespite this shortcoming we are still
able to detect aighly significant positive longitudinal relationship with SWD (R4,

1000 countryyears), comparable to that of the DB (R=0.18, 887 cowdays).

4. Method

For the TSCS aggregate panel datdsestimatea two level multilevelregression
where countryyears(i) are nested within countries).(Building on the work of Mundlak
(1978), Bell and Jones (201&hd SchmidCatran and Fairbrother (201%)simultaneos-

ly model the crossectional and longitudinal relationships by adding a group mean and a
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demeaned term together in the mod&IThis leads to the followingvithin-between ra-
dom effects (REWBIjnodel:

Vi = Do+ tinej + xGu + b + bax; + Y + g

where ¥ is the response variable of counjryneasured at occasianThe original
time-varying variable xis included twice in the model, decomposed igtand Xju re-
speetively. x; refer to timeinvariant covariates at the country level such as haviederal
structure of the stateFinally, time; refers to a linear time trend varletthat captures the
measurement occasiotf.

A benefit of this approach is that ththin coefficients will return the same results as
afixed effects (FE) modelwhich has traditionally been recommended for the analykis
this type of panel dataset. VWan therefore exclude the possibility that some iimvariant
unobserved variable at higher levelis biasing thewithin coefficients. Of equaln-
portancethis approach allows estiniam of the crosssectional associatidmetweera time
varying variablex andy and enables us to include tinmariant variables simultaneously
in one model.

Furthermor e, I estimate a number of Asoci
125ff.), which allows meo test if democratic and economic performance leads to faster
slower change in SWD with the passing of time. Especially, since the starting of the Great
Recession in 200&e can suspect that the influence of economic performance on SWD
might have increased in recent years. Answering this question is technicgllg,sequi-
ing only an interaction of time with a country mean variafldeading to the following

model specification

15 Fairbrother (2014: 124)eatlys ummar i zes the procedur e:sedicBadparate |

associations between &nd y can be identified by calculag the mean of xacross all relevant years for

each country. The coefficient on the country mgeraptures the effect on y of enduring crosgional di-

ferences in x To capture the effect on y of variation over time within each couftegn then be subtracted

from x;. The resulting longitudinal componenjyx(a countryyear level variable) is groumean centered,

andis orthogonalt@, such that the two coefficients can be est.i
16 As Fairbrother (2014: 124f.) notethe need for a time term arises from the possibility of simedtan

ous but unrelated time trends in tiwarying variables and y.
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Yi=Do+ itine; + Gm +0bsG + batimej- G+ Daxj + 1 + g

Finally, | estimate a modehat adds @ountrylevel interactionbetweerthe long term

economicperformanceg and democratiquality J, which take the following form:

Vi = Do + bitime; + XGu + D@ + Bazjm + bsU . beG-J + box; + 1 + g

4.1. Specification

Ifirst decompose the variances in SWD by
model provides the information to compute the Intraclass Correlation CoeHi¢i@a)
which reflecs the share of variatiom SWD that can be attributed to tleeosssectional
and occasion levelSince the sapie size of thenodels vary due to differences in theve€o
erageof the FHI and DB, | estimated two null model$ien,| estimatea model that only
includes thewithin variables used for the analyg$iodel 1 and6). Model 2 and7 addthe
betweenpredictors, whichallows makingcrosssectional comparisons betweeountries
Model 3 and 8 add the crosectionalinteractions betweedemocratic quality and ee
nomic performanceModel 4 and9 addthe societal growth curves, allowing to test if the
effect of economic and democratic performanceSWD has changedver the deades.
Finally, as a robustness testodel 5 and 10 add the setal growth curves together with

the interactionterms fordemocratic and economic performance.

5. Analysis

Table landTable 2showthe results of the multilevel analysis of the TSCS aggregate
panel dataset of SWD. The taklaredivided into four sectionsAt t he top, t he
coefficients are presented. This is followed by a section with the-sez$®nal predictors.
Below this is a section with the random effects of the models (variance compofents).
facilitate interpretation of theutputof the estimation we report standardized coefficients

for continuous variable¥.

7 Continuous variables can be interpreted aspireentagancrease in SWD associated with a one
standard deviation increasn the explanatory variable, holding all other variables constant. For categorical
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Thetwo null-models in Tablel and Table€ show the results of thsleecomposition of
the variance irBWD (ICC). As we can see, betweé and 74oer centof the variation in
the data an be attributed to theountrylevel, which is a sizeable degree of cluster
Conversely, abou26 to 28 percent of thevariancebelongs to theountryyear level. This
underlines the necessitf modeling both types ofvariancein a multilevel analys be-
cause a pooled regression model worddy likely underestimate the standard errors of the

contextlevel coefficient{Arceneaux and Nickerson 2009).

--- Tablel and Table 2--

Letusfirst examinethe longitudinalmodels (Model 1 an@) which are guivalent toa
FE model.The results for the longitudingdredictorsconfirm all respectivehypotheses
The Economic Performance Index points in the expected direction, is highly significant
and is by far the most important longitudinal predictor in botid@bs (confirming hypai-
esisl). An increase of one standard dena in the EPIi recall that all continuous vari
bles have been standardizedauses SWD to increase by abthuiee4 per centpoints.
Taken together, economic factors clearly have théaegpory power to explain evenam
jor crisis in the public evaluation of the political system aseoample in Spain or in
Greece.

Thelongitudinaleffect of democratic quality is much weaker, albeit highly significant
in both modelqconfirming hypothesi 4). There arealsodifferences inthe magnitude of
the effects While the effect of the FHI is miniscule in comparison (Model 1), the coeff
cient of the DB is much stronger but still much weaker than the economic (difeae! 6).

At this point,I shouldalso point out that the regression coefficeemspecially the FHare
likely to be dampened by the fact tlatmany countries themgas little or almost no vaat
tion, despite which we are still able to detect a substantive relationship with GVEEa,
the longitudinal predictors do a very good job in explairimg evolutionof SWD within

countries.This can be observed in the reduction of the AIC vahmd also in thee

explanatory variables, the coefficients reflect fegcentagencrease in SWD when the variable switches
from zero to one.
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plained variances, which are remarkably higih a FE modelwith an R=0.25 anl
R*=0.27'®

Model 2 and Model7 addthe crosssectional predictors. As should be the case, the
longitudinal coefficients remain basically unchanged, but what abodutigterical differ-
ences in SWD betweaountrie® Turning to thecrosssectional parof the model we can
observe a picture that is highly consistent with the longitudinal part of the model. Both
economic performance and democratic quality \&egy strongly related to SWD cross
sectionally(confirming hypothesi8 and5). Again, there are imgrtant differences in the
magnitude of the effectWhile the EPI and the FHI have roughly the same effect on SWD
in Model 2, the more fintuned DB clearly outperforms the EPI in Modelstressing the
importance that the quality of democratic institutibne s on <ci ti zends eval
political system in the long rumhus, & increase in one standard deviation of the DB is
associated with an increase of 1pe8 cenfpoints in SWD which is a very strong effelet.
total, the crosssectional predicts do also a very good job in accounting for the variation
between countries with arfRanging between 0.@Vlodel 2)and 0.74Model 7) which is
not uncommon for crosssectional analysis at the national levihis canalsobe seen in
the substantialeduction of the AIC valueandthe substantial decrease of the |IG@pa-
ently, the use of the DB compared to the FHI, results in a much better model fifp-demo
strating once more the problematic nature of the measure when applied to a sample with

many esthlished democracies.
--- Figure3 andFigure4 ---

In Model 3 and 8 | adtheinteraction term$or democratic quality and economicrpe
formance at the country leveh order to grasp the interaction effect completely, it is more
informative to look attlie marginal effects plots in Figure 3 (Brambor et. al. 208§)we
can see, not only is the effect of democratic quality on SWD conditional on the long term

economic performance, but also the effect of economic performance is modified &y dem

8 Since | do not include random slopesgtie model, the estimation of a measure for the explained var
ance is straightforward, based on a comparison of the residual variance of the actual model and tke null mo
el (Hox 2010:70f.).
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cratic qualiy (confirming hypothesi$a and 6 However, we slightly need to adapt our
previous expectations. Whileiditially assumedhat both economic and democratia-pe
formance havalwaysa positive effect on SWD which is stronger or, weaker conditional
on the other performancetheresults of the analysiadicatethat only when a country has
both a reasonable level of democratic quality and a good economic record its citizens will
be satisfied with the working of democracy in the long @werall, the inaision of the
interaction terngreatly increases the model fit as can be seen in the substantial decrease of
the ICC or the increase in tRé for the country level.

Model 4 and9 adds the societal growth curves, allowing to test if the effect @f ec
nomic and democratic performan@m SWDhas changed with the passing of tilAs.we
can observe very clearly in both models, this is in fact the case, but only for economic pe
formance(confirming hypothesis 2)To illustrate the changing impact of economig-pe
formanceon SWD | have plottedvariousgrowth curve in Figure4. On the left,| show
the marginal effects of economic performance conditiemathe values of a linear time
trend, showing an increasing effect over the yedes. it might also beinformative to &
low the growth curve to vary over the years. For this reason | also estimated the growth
curvesusinga discretdime variable(not shown in theéableg. As we can sethe right side
of Figure 4, the effect of economic performance on SWD was gseatier theBlack
Mondayin 1987, in the mid90™ and especially after the onset of the Great Recegsion
2008"° Finally, the economic growth curve but also the cisEsgtional interaction between
democratic and economic performance stay highly sigmnifieghen included jointly in
Model 5 and 10.

Four other findings bear mentioniras well First, | find strong evidencthat deno-
cratic elections temporarily cause SWD to increasmsistent with evidence based on
comparisons opre- and postlectoral swey data (Banducci and Karf®@3, Blais et. al.
2015). Second, | find that increasing inconmeequality leads to decreasing SWD over
time. This effect is substanti@ndincome inequalityturns out to behe second strongest
longitudinal predictor in my maels. This isa worrisome finding since income inequality

andpoverty rates have constantly risen in most OECD countries since th® @g8gley

¥ The same picture emerges when estimating the interaction with a rizdégariable for the period
between 2008 and 2014.
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2015) Third, I find that countries with a high level of electoral disproportionality tend to
have lower leved of SWD,compatiblewith previous research which reportsabstantial
crosssectional relationshipAnderson et. al. 2005; Berggren et al. 2004; Christmann and
Torcal 2016; Farrell and McAllister 2006¥inally, | find strong evidence that countries
with a more fractionalized party system tend to have lower levels of SWD- cross
sectionally. Similarly, increasing party fractionalizatiappears to be associated wits d
creasing SWD within countries over tim{€hristmann and Torcal 261 Martini and
Quaranta @14 Martini and Quaranta 2016b).

0. Conclusiors

The aim of this articldhas beerno contribute to the debate on the attitudinal eens
guences oflemocratic qualityand economic performance with respect to its potential to
influence citizen8 satisfaction withthe working of their democratic system. lacent
years, the liteature on SWD has exploded and there has been an increasing interest in the
effects of the economy, especially after the onset of the Great Recession in 2008 in Europe.
This study reaffirm this economiargumenty showng that the same linkage exists both
crosssectionally and longitudinally, which should increase our confidence in the presented
evidence.

This study also shows that it is not all about the economy. While economic-perfo
mane is the best explanatidar shortterm fluctuations in SWD, democratic performance
turned out to be a stronger predictor to explain persistent differences between countries.
Consistently, | find that changes in the democratic quality of a country lectthtaing
SWD over time, yet the effect islativelysmall in comparison. havealsoshown that this
finding is not sensitive tahe choice of measurent®, although my analysis indicates that
we should avoid the use of thdiFdeedorn Hausetndex at i on o
or we might risk underestimating the true effect, especially when applied to a sample co
posed of many established democracies.

| did not finishmy analysisherebut went on to ask if the effect of democratic and

economic performace on SWDmight havechanged over thdecadesEstimating a series

2| obtainedidentical results when using th@overnment Effectivenedsdex and the Voice andcA
countability Index provided by the World Bankgufmannet. al. 2010). Results are available upon request
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of societal growth curves, | found evidence that the effeecohomic performance on
SWD has increased in recent years. Today, citizens appear to be much more critical about
the economicecord of their countries than before theset of thd=inancial Cisis in 2008
Encouraginglythis does not mean that citizens deem the democratic performance of their
countries to be of less importandanally, | demonstrated that the effects of eqom
performance and democratic quality on SWD are interrelatdte longterm. In the long
run, citizens are only content with their regime when it can be characterized as a high qua
ity democracy and it can show a good economic rechs finding is onsistent with a
large corpus of researcBhowing that egwomic developmenand democracynutually
reinforce each other, finally leading to a more critical citizenry (Norris 1999).
This study also poses some problems and opens new queBt@Inscracy isan ab-
stract concept and any attempt of measurement faces plenty of difficult decisions bn defin
tions, operationalizations and index buildifddunck and Verkuilen 2002Munck 2016)
In the end, we often cannot know precisely what those indices réfleciuld be an inte
esting contributionto disaggregate the varioadtributesof democraticquality and test
what exactly drives the relationship with SWIBit the quality of representation, partiaip
tion or the degree of accountability of the system? l@nadther handyarious aspects of
governance have beemown to berelated toSWD as well Disentangling their effects
from those of other aspects of democrecgn interesting topic for further researdthis,
however will not be an easy undertakirsince almost allindicators for democratic quality
also entail aspects of good governantéheir concept and measuremdrairthermore, it
might be a valuable contribution to test at the individual leveh# relevance of economic
evaluations changes dugiperiods of severe economic crisis, as this study predicts.
Connecting to thdalf century old discussion about political support (Easton 1965)
the resultsof this studysuggest that SWD can best be characterized as specific support: it
reflects the satfaction that citizen feel they obtain from the outputs padormanceof
their political regime. It appears to be a volatile attitude, shaped by the experiences of the
citizens.It can readily change once economic or democratic situations better oriworse
the short run but is also driven by those factors in the longrhereforejt makes sens®
argue that SWD reflectsfaational calculug about the needs and demands of the citizenry

staying close to the words that Eastb@75: 437has used toabscribespecific support
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Figure 1: Time Trends of SWD by Country
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Table 1: REWB Model of Satisfaction with Democracy

Null Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

p (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Longitudinal
Economic Performance Index (EPI) 4.16%**  (0.30) 4.17%%*  (0.30) 4.18%**  (0.30) 4.30%**  (0.29) 4.31***  (0.29)
Freedom House Index (FHI) 0.77* (0.30) 0.81**  (0.30) 0.80**  (0.30) 0.91*%%  (0.29) 0.90**  (0.29)
Gini Index -1.86%**  (0.29) -1.84%%*  (0.29) -1.84%%%  (0.29) -1.85%%%  (0.31) -1.84%%*  (0.31)
Effective Number of Parties -0.82**  (0.30) -0.81**  (0.30) -0.82**  (0.30) -0.88**  (0.29) -0.89**  (0.29)
Gallagher Index -0.19 (0.29) -0.22 (0.29) -0.22 (0.29) 0.06 (0.28) 0.06 (0.28)
Election year 1.29%**  (0.29) 1.27%%*  (0.30) 1.26%*¥*  (0.30) 1.27%%*  (0.28) 1.26%**  (0.28)
Linear time trend 0.76* (0.30) 0.69* (0.31) 0.69* (0.31) 1.02*%*%  (0.33) 1.02*%*%  (0.32)
Cross-Sectional
Economic Performance Index (EPI) 4.63** (1.52) 14.01%**%  (2.78) 4.76%* (1.55) 14.43%**  (2.83)
Freedom House Index (FHI) 4.70* (2.08) -50.75%*%* (14.44) 4.89* (2.12) -52.36%*%* (14.71)
FHI * EPI 57.09%*%*  (14.78) 58.91*%*  (15.05)
EPI * Linear time trend 2.30%*%*%  (0.28) 2.30%**%  (0.28)
FHI * Linear time trend -0.15 (0.42) -0.15 (0.42)
Gini Index -5.65 (2.89) -1.56 (2.80) -5.63 (2.95) -1.43 (2.85)
Effective Number of Parties -4.29%*  (1.59) -3.78**  (1.43) -4.19*%*  (1.63) -3.67% (1.45)
Gallagher Index -5.04**  (1.70) -4.51%*  (1.53) -5.04%*  (1.74) -4.48**  (1.56)
Semi-Presidential -1.10 (2.60) -0.62 (2.48) 0.63 (2.57) 0.90 (2.46)
Presidential 4.22 (5.32) 0.75 (4.85) 491 (5.42) 1.27 (4.92)
Federal 4.59 (2.82) 5.09 (2.69) 3.65 (2.79) 4.22 (2.67)
Ethnic fractionalization 1.37 (1.71) 0.93 (1.53) 1.47 (1.74) 1.01 (1.56)
Constant 49.82%**  (2.19) 49.81***  (2.15) 47.90***  (2.47) 48.50%**  (2.23) 47.37***  (2.51) 48.05%**  (2.26)
Variance components
Country intercept 282.92*** (53.01) 274.49%** (51.05) 112.40*** (22.67) 88.12%*%* (18.15) 118.38*** (24.10) 92.19*%* (19.13)
Residuals 108.79***  (5.02) 81.92%**  (3.78) 82.17*%%*  (3.80) 82.20%*%*  (3.81) 76.38%*%%  (3.54) 76.43%%*%  (3.54)
Log Likelihood -3873.83 -3739.49 -3714.81 -3708.12 -3681.89 -3675.03
AIC 7753.66 7498.98 7467.62 7456.25 7405.78 7394.07
R-squared country - 0.03 0.60 0.69 0.58 0.67
R-squared country years - 0.25 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.30
ICC country 0.72 0.77 0.58 0.52 0.61 0.55
Number of country years 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Number of countries 61 61 61 61 61 61

Notes: Multilevel regression with ML-Integration; standardized {3 for continious variables; standard errors in parentheses; significance (two-tailed) *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. AIC:
Akaike's Information Criterion, ICC: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient.
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Table 2: REWB Model of Satisfaction with Democracy
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