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Political Culture Defined

Political Culture refers to the pattern of beliefs and assumptions
ordinary people have towards the world, as these pertain to
politics. (Tepperman)

I Not the same as ideology, but more diffuse and less goal
directed.

I Relatively stable over time and reproduced by political
socialization.

Long thought to be important for the functioning of states.

I E.g. Gibbon thought the main reason for fall of the Roman
empire was a decline in civic virtue.



Typology of Political Culture from
The Civic Culture (Almond and Verba, 1963) I

I Political culture is made up of cognitive, affective and
evaluative orientations towards the political system.

I Three basic kinds of political culture
I Parochial: No cognitive orientations toward the political

system
I Subject: Cognitive orientations toward the output aspects of

the system
I Participant: Cognitive orientations toward both the input and

output aspects of the system

I These cultures are congruent with traditional, authoritarian
and democratic systems respectively.

I Congruence is indicated by positive affective and evaluative
orientations in the appropriate areas:
I there is a scale from alienation, through apathy to allegiance.

I The Civic Culture is an allegiant participant political culture.



Typology of Political Culture from
The Civic Culture (Almond and Verba, 1963) II

I Pioneering work in cross-national survey research on five
countries characterized them as:
I Italy: Alienated
I Mexico: Alienated and Aspiration
I Germany: Political detachment and subject competence
I US: Participant Civic Culture
I Britain: Deferential Civic Culture

I Falls short of making a claim that political culture causes
democratic stability, but says . . .

I “A stable and effective democratic government . . . depends
upon the orientations that people have to the political
process—upon the political culture.”



Indicators of British Political Culture?

From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



Trends in Political Culture

Norris (Critical Citizens, 1999) argues that there has been
declining trust in government and people are less satisfied with the
way democracy works in their country in developed countries in
recent decades.

But people still think that democracy is the best form of
government.

And Norris (2011) argues that there is really no systematic trend in
satisfaction with democracy





People less likely to think politicians care: Dalton (2014)
An Example: Do Politicians Care? 
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Trend in Britain ambiguous

From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



Confidence in parliaments lower post-financial crisis than it
was in 1980: Dalton and Welzel (2014)

Changes in Trust in Parliament  
in Affluent Democracies (WVS) 
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http://fsi.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/daltonpresentation.pdf

Political trust matters in party because it affects policy support
across various domains (Hetherington and Husser, AJPS, 2012)

http://fsi.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/daltonpresentation.pdf


Regime: Democracy Trust Institutions Regime: Strong Leader
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Figure 1. Trends in average levels of democratic support over time
Note: “Regime: democracy”: evaluation of “having a democratic political system” as a good or bad way of governing a country.
“Trust institutions:” Summary index of trust in national parliament, justice system and civil service. “Regime: strong leader”: evalu-
ation of “having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections” as a good or bad way of governing a
country.

6 Alexander Wuttke et al.

I Some cross-national
variation but generally
support for democracy high,
trust in political institutions
middling and support for
strongman authoritarianism
low.

I Not many trends overall and
following slides show little
cohort or period trends

I No sign of Europeans tiring
of democracy

I Data: European Values
Surveys

I Source: Wuttke et al (BJPS

2020)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0007123420000149/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0007123420000149/type/journal_article


Source: Wuttke et al (BJPS 2020)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0007123420000149/type/journal_article


Source: Wuttke et al (BJPS 2020)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0007123420000149/type/journal_article


Source: Wuttke et al (BJPS 2020)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0007123420000149/type/journal_article


Young Europeans are more, not less, satisfied with the way
democracy works in their countryZilinsky 3

dissatisfied” whereas those who answer 10 are “extremely 
satisfied” with the way democracy works where they live. In 
some presentations of the results the dependent variable is 
dichotomized: a respondent is classified as “satisfied with 
democracy” when his or her answer is 7 or higher. While 
dichotomizing the ordinal Likert scale facilitates interpreta-
tions of certain models, to ensure that results did not hinge 
on an arbitrary selection of a threshold value, an 11-point 
scale was used as an outcome variable in all charts, and 
Table A3 of robustness checks in the Online Appendix lays 
out regressions with binary variables at distinct cutoff 
points, as well as a model where the actual scale is used as a 
dependent variable.

The main dataset was prepared by merging responses 
from eight waves of the European Social Survey (ESS) and 
cleaning the data to make the covariates (e.g. education and 
income) consistent across all survey rounds, yielding a 
“cumulative ESS.” Overall, 371,801 of respondents partici-
pated in the survey between ESS Round 1 and the first 
release of ESS Round 8. Most (95.2%) answered how they 
viewed democracy in their own country. In empirical mod-
els, only participants with known income, education level, 
and other variables of interest will typically be included. As 
a result, the sample size will typically fall to about 260,000 
individuals. However, when raw average sentiment is dis-
played without any controls to simply communicate the 
broad trends in public opinion (Figure 1), calculations  

rely on all available data (i.e. 353,998 respondents). Most 
results will be based on models with a variety of covari-
ates.3 Estimating models with fixed effects further 
ensures that results are not driven by respondents in a 
particular country.

The goal of the empirical section is to investigate 
whether citizens’ satisfaction with democracy can be pre-
dicted more accurately if we know their age compared 
with a hypothetical scenario where respondents’ age is 
unknown. If age turns out to be a useful input to the model 
(compared with models where age is withheld) the impli-
cation would be that young people hold different views 
from older citizens, controlling for income, education, 
gender, and other factors.

A more standard approach – reporting coefficients  
on age in a series of regressions – is reported in the Online 
Appendix. Although ordinary least squares (OLS) regres-
sions are informative to some degree, discretion about sig-
nificance thresholds and subjective stances as to when a 
coefficient counts as “substantively interesting” can some-
times distract from a clear communication of results. The 
main results, therefore, report our ability to predict demo-
cratic evaluations with and without age as an input to a 
model. The performance of statistical models is reported 
with two metrics: the expected percent of correctly pre-
dicted respondents, and the expected proportional reduc-
tion in error relative to guessing the modal value.4

Figure 1. Evaluations of democracy among Europeans since 2002. ESS waves 1–8, (N = 353,998).

Source: Zilinsky (Res&Politics 2019)

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2053168018814332


Countries vary in how divided beliefs about efficacy of
voting are by educational attainment

From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



Correlates of political culture; back to Norris

Norris argues that institutional confidence is influenced by,

I extent of political rights and civil liberties

I electoral system

I centralization of the state

I economic development

I being a supporter of the governing party

I some socio-demographic characteristics



Dalton and Welzel (2014) The Civic Culture Transformed:
From Allegiant to Assertive Citizens



Does civic culture underpin civic participation?
John et al. (Pol Stud, 2011) consider whether different forms of
civic participation are linked to the kinds of social attitudes
expected by civic culture theory.

The following table shows that:

I People who lobby their politicians (individually or collectively)
are less trusting of institutions and less likely to think those in
their neighbourhood would act to solve a social problem (low
neighbourhood social norms).

I Fondness for and identification with your neighbourhood
increases participation.

I i.e. you are more likely to do something about a local problem
if you care about your neighbourhood and think your
neighbours and local government are unlikely to do anything
about it.

I This is somewhat at odds with civic culture theory but makes
sense.





Social Capital
Concept goes back to Coleman and Bourdieu.
According to Putnam (Bowling Alone), Social Capital . . .
I is defined as “The features of social life—networks, norms,

and trust—that enable participants to act together more
effectively to pursue shared objectives.”

I is an important factor influencing the quality of democracy,
economic performance, health, etc.

I comes in different varieties
I Bonding: within groups
I Bridging: between groups

I is not always a good thing
e.g. power elites have high levels of social capital

I is measured by a mixture of
I public engagement (e.g. voting, political action)
I inter-personal association (e.g. socializing, volunteering)
I inter-personal trust

I Note that there is an important debate as to whether trust is
supposed to flow from associational membership. The reverse
causal direction seems more plausible though.



Trends in Social Capital in the USA
In Bowling Alone Putnam argued that social capital has been
declining since mid 20th century in the US mainly due to the
demise of the peculiarly civic war-time generation, but also TV and
some other factors.

In his 2020 book The Upswing Putnam argued that social capital
trends are part of a broader rise in collectivism (socially,
economically and politically) in the first half of the 20th century
followed by decline back to individualism in the second half.

http://bowlingalone.com
https://www.simonandschuster.com/books/The-Upswing/Robert-D-Putnam/9781982129156


Age, Period and Cohort effects on Social Capital in the
US: Schwadel and Stout (2012) I

1. “informal association with neighbors declined across periods
while informal association with friends outside of the
neighborhood increased across birth cohorts

2. formal association was comparatively stable with the
exception of relatively high levels of formal association among
the early 1920s and early 1930s birth cohorts

3. trust declined considerably across both periods and cohorts,
though the oldest cohorts are less trusting than those born in
the 1920s through the 1940s”

So a complex pattern, with up then down cohort patterns for trust
and fairness supporting Putnam and Garrett (The Upswing 2020)
but not the social interaction cohort trends.

Nonetheless still some worrying trends for social capital theorists.

https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/permalink/f/n28kah/oxfaleph022297448


Figure 1:  Estimated Age, Period and Cohort Effects on Frequency of Evenings With Neighbors, 
Frequency of Evenings With Friends Outside the Neighborhood and Frequency of Evenings 
With Relatives
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Note: Figure graphs results in Table 1. Height of each chart equivalent to 1.0 standard 
deviations in the measure of evenings with neighbors, 1.3 standard deviations in the measure 
of evenings with friends, and 1.2 standard deviations in the measure of evenings with relatives.
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Figure 2:  Estimated Age, Period and Cohort Effects on View That People Are Helpful, People 
Are Fair and People Can Be Trusted
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Note: Figure graphs results in Table 2.
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Social Capital Trends in Britain

From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



Recent up tick in BSA measure of interpersonal trust

The National Centre for Social Research

British Social Attitudes 35 | Social trust 177

In the analysis the response options were grouped into ‘trusting’ and 
‘cannot be too careful’, with those who answered “can’t choose” not 
grouped with either. 

Our outcome of interest is, therefore, ‘generalised’ trust as de!ned by 
Rosenberg (1965), as referring to trust in other members of society. 
Generalised trust is closely related to moralistic trust (as de!ned in 
the previous section), with both types being based on a person’s 
optimistic worldview. However, while moralistic trust is values-led 
and highly stable, generalised trust – as expressed in this question – 
has scope for variation according to a person’s wider circumstances 
(Uslaner, 2002). 

Between 1998 and 2014, the proportion of the public reporting that 
they believe that most people can be trusted was relatively stable at 
around 45% (see Table 1). The same question on generalised trust 
is included in several other major British social surveys: the British 
Household Panel Survey; Home Of!ce Citizenship Survey; and 
UK Household Longitudinal Study (also known as Understanding 
Society). Rates of trust found in BSA are around !ve percentage 
points higher than those found in these other surveys. Similarly, Hall’s 
(1999) data for 1981 and 1990 gave rates of trust at 43% and 44%, 
respectively. We can therefore be fairly con!dent that social trust has 
remained stable at around 40%-45% in the last four decades.

The BSA !gure for 2017, at 54%, represents a statistically signi!cant 
increase from 47% in 2014. Whether this re"ects a genuine increase 
in the level of trust or a sampling variation can only be assessed 
against the responses to future BSA surveys.

Table 1 Social trust, 1998-2017

1998 2004 2007 2008 2014 2017

Level of trust % % % % % %

People can be trusted 47 46 45 45 47 54

Cannot be too careful dealing 
with people 49 51 51 51 48 42

Unweighted base 807 853 906 1986 1580 1595

Are there social divisions in how much 
we trust one another?
More central to our concern in this chapter are the social differences 
in trust – how far might the level of social trust vary between social, 
economic or demographic groups. Table 2 shows the data on the 
propensity to trust by age, sex, class, education and ethnicity in 

54% think people can 
be trusted, an increase 
from 47% in 2014

Source: Li et al (BSA 2018)

https://www.bsa.natcen.ac.uk/latest-report/british-social-attitudes-35/social-trust.aspx


From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



The National Centre for Social Research

British Social Attitudes 35 | Social trust 172

Social trust, by education, socio-economic class, and participation 
in leisure, cultural and sports groups

Social trust – con!dence in the moral orientation or trustworthiness of our fellow citizens – plays 
an important role in how secure individuals feel and how well society functions. This chapter 
explores levels of social trust in Britain over the last few decades and examines how social trust is 
related to a range of socio-economic characteristics. Trust has a social foundation: while the extent 
of people’s social connections – through participation in social activities and social networks – 
mediates trust, in Britain today, these too are patterned according to social status. 

Spotlight 
People with higher levels of education and those in higher occupational classes are more likely to 
trust, as are people who regularly participate in leisure, cultural or sports groups or associations.

Social trust
The impact of social networks and inequality

Education

Socio-economic class

Participated in leisure, 
cultural or sports 

groups in last year

% “People can usually/always be trusted” in BSA 2017. Source: Li et al (BSA 2018)

https://www.bsa.natcen.ac.uk/latest-report/british-social-attitudes-35/social-trust.aspx






From Heath (2018) Social Progress in Britain



Group membership: quality not quantity

I Skocpol (2003) and Putnam (2002) argue that important
change is from membership of democratic organizations to
cheque book membership.

I Theiss-Morse and Hibbing (AnRevPolSci 2005) argue that
membership of voluntary organisations is a poor foundation
for good citizenship because:
I People join homogeneous groups
I Civic participation does not lead to political participation
I Not all groups promote democratic values
I Groups don’t teach what good citizens need to know:

democracy is messy, inefficient and conflict-ridden



Effects of Political Culture and Social Capital

General Hypothesis: Culture/social capital influences political
and social outcomes, especially the quality of democracy,
governance, or economic performance.

Those who believe in the importance of culture/social capital do
not all agree on what aspects of culture are relevant and what
outcomes they influence and how.

General Problem: Which is the correct causal direction?

Some want to argue both ways

e.g. culture influences growth and growth influences culture.



Cultural evolution of religions (Henrich, 2020, Chpt 4)

I Small and ancient societies tend to have more personal, local
and less moral gods

I Big gods facilitated development of big societies
I stronger moral codes; free will with (afterlife) punishment
I moral universality
I promotion of altruism, especially within group
I development of credibility enhancing displays: prayers, taboos,

rituals, sacrifices, and martyrdom

I Societies with big gods have better within group cooperation,
and competitive advantage.

I So big gods lead to big societies, and ultimately strong
nations, because big gods produce more within-group social
capital.

https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/permalink/f/n28kah/oxfaleph022002302


Source: Henrich, 2020, Fig14.1

https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/permalink/f/n28kah/oxfaleph022002302


Church marriage policy ultimately leads to democracy
(Henrich, 2020)

Related argument in Fukuyama (2014).

https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/permalink/f/n28kah/oxfaleph022002302
https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/permalink/f/n28kah/oxfaleph022002302
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/OXVU1:oxfaleph020341807


Acemoglu and Robinson (AnRevPolSci, 2022) I

https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051120-103913


Acemoglu and Robinson (AnRevPolSci, 2022) II

I Culture helps explain:
I Why each governance outcome is self-reinforcing and

self-legitimising, and so . . .
I Why economic growth in Despotic Leviathan countries (e.g.

China) will not automatically bring democratic institutions
(and a change to Shackled Leviathan).

I But cultural change is necessary and possible to achieve that.

I Nice theoretical framework but untested and unclear how it
can be tested.

https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051120-103913


Acemoglu and Robinson (APSR, 2023) I

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/weak-despotic-or-inclusive-how-state-type-emerges-from-state-versus-civil-society-competition/FD2C89941F15250D52076EE53F82C013


Acemoglu and Robinson (APSR, 2023) II

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/weak-despotic-or-inclusive-how-state-type-emerges-from-state-versus-civil-society-competition/FD2C89941F15250D52076EE53F82C013


American Exceptionalism

Almond and Verba’s results concur with a tradition pointing to a
existence of a particularly democratic political culture in the US.
Other examples include:
Alexis de Tocqueville (Democracy in America)

- Democracy in America is successful because of a participatory
culture and a belief in equality.

Seymour Martin Lipset (Continental Divide, 1963)

I Canadian culture is more statist, deferential to leaders,
collectivist and conservative

I US is more independent, distrustful of government,
individualistic, liberal and progressive.

I Reasons for the difference are historical
I American Revolution led to a migration of British loyalists

northward and a divergence in political history.



Effects of Social Capital on Democracy: Paxton
Paxton (ASR, 2002) finds evidence from her cross-lagged panel
study that social capital influences the quality of democracy and
democracy influences social capital.



Norris (2011) Democratic Deficit I



Norris (2011) Democratic Deficit II

Central Argument:

1. Trendless fluctuations in system support (not decline)

2. Satisfaction with democratic performance generally lower than
democratic aspirations (the Democratic Deficit)

3. Gap is due to:
I growing public expecations (from education)
I negative media coverage
I falling government performance

4. but it is ameliorated by income and social trust

5. the democratic deficit reduces political participation (contrary
to John et al. (2011)) and voluntary law compliance (i.e.
more alienation than radicalisation).

6. democratic aspirations increase democratisation



Remarks on Norris (2011) Democratic Deficit

I Table 11.3 uses temporal ordering but does not control for
prior levels of democracy

I The dependent variable is referred to as ‘democractization’
but is a measure of the average level of democracy between
1995-2008, rather than a measure of change

I So the correlations could be due to endogeneity problems



Dalton and Welzel (2014): Assertive not allegiant culture
improves democracy

Problem: no economic and democratic tradition controls in the
Lagged DV (dependent variable) model, so unclear if effects of
culture are significant after accounting for both prior governance
levels and economic (etc) controls.



Public support helps democracy survive (Claassen, AJPS
2019)

Theory:

I Following Lipset (1959) and Easton (1965), principled and
diffuse (as opposed to output oriented specific) support for
democracy helps legitimize and stabilize democratic regimes.

I Public support for democracy promotes democratization and
reduces democratic backsliding

I Measurement of public support for democracy with various
survey questions like the following:

I Which of these three statements is closest to your own
opinion? (AfroBarometer)
I Democracy is preferable to any other kind of government
I Under some circumstances, an authoritarian government can

be preferable to a democratic one
I For someone like me, it does not matter what kind of

government we have.

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ajps.12452
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ajps.12452


12 CHRISTOPHER CLAASSEN

FIGURE 3 Simulated Long-Run Effects of Support on Democracy
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Note: Simulated effects are estimated using coefficients from Table 1, Models 1 and 2. The solid lines indicate the
mean simulated effect; the shaded regions indicate the 95% confidence intervals of these simulated effects.

the level of democracy from the mean level to one stan-
dard deviation above the mean and allow the system of
equations to run for a further 30 years. To capture the
uncertainty inherent in the model, I use a method of
dynamic simulation outlined by Williams and Whitten
(2012).23

The first panel in Figure 3 shows the simulated effects
on democracy when support increases by one standard
deviation (from 0 to 1), which implies a moderate but
not dramatic increase (the model used is Model 1 in
Table 1). Following the increase in support, in year 0,
democracy increases slowly but steadily over the ensuing
years. After 30 years, democracy is 6.42 units higher,
which represents slightly more than half the long-run
effect discussed earlier.

This simulation is, of course, extremely hypothetical.
Political systems would hardly hold still for three decades

23In particular, I create multiple perturbed vectors of model co-
efficients by taking 10,000 draws from a multivariate normal dis-
tribution with the expectation being the vector of model coeffi-
cients and the variance being the Beck-Katz covariance matrix:
Θ̃ ∼ MV N(Θ,ΣB K ). When predicting effects using each of the
i simulated vectors of k coefficients, I add additional noise as es-
timated by the regression standard error: Ỹi ∼ N(XkΘ̃ki , !). I
therefore do not use GMM results, for which regression standard
error estimates are unavailable. Finally, I use the mean value of Ỹi as
the point estimate for that year, and the 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles
of Ỹi as the lower and upper confidence bounds.

while the effects of an increase in public support feed
through the system. Yet this exercise demonstrates an im-
portant point. Although changes in democratic support
have a small effect in the short run, this effect accumulates
over the long run. Changes in public support for democ-
racy continue to exert an influence on political regimes
for many years.

In sum, I find evidence that support for democracy is
positively associated with subsequent change in democ-
racy. This finding resonates with earlier, cross-sectional
research by Inglehart (2003) and Inglehart and Welzel
(2005), but it stands in contrast to the null findings of
Hadenius and Teorell (2005) and Welzel (2007). How-
ever, this analysis goes substantially further than previous
studies since the evidence is drawn from a much larger
sample of countries and years. In particular, the tempo-
ral dimension of the data allows me to both model the
dynamic relationships between support and democracy
and adjust for the effects of unobserved country-specific
confounders.

Effects of Support on Democratic
Emergence and Survival

The results presented thus far suggest a general relation-
ship between support and democracy. I now examine

Source: Claassen (AJPS 2019)

I Dependent variable: V-Dem scores

I Support for democracy measures from 14 survey projects from
150 countries back to 1988

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ajps.12452
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FIGURE 3 Simulated Long-Run Effects of Support on Democracy
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Note: Simulated effects are estimated using coefficients from Table 1, Models 1 and 2. The solid lines indicate the
mean simulated effect; the shaded regions indicate the 95% confidence intervals of these simulated effects.

the level of democracy from the mean level to one stan-
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of Ỹi as the lower and upper confidence bounds.
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ever, this analysis goes substantially further than previous
studies since the evidence is drawn from a much larger
sample of countries and years. In particular, the tempo-
ral dimension of the data allows me to both model the
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and adjust for the effects of unobserved country-specific
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Emergence and Survival
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150 countries back to 1988

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ajps.12452
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TABLE 1 Models of Support and Democracy

Dependent Variable: Level of Democracy

Pooled OLS System GMM

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Democracyt−1 1.141∗ 1.142∗ 1.091∗ 1.095∗

(.080) (.080) (.079) (.083)
Democracyt−2 −.163∗ −.164∗ −.203∗ −.200∗

(.080) (.079) (.051) (.050)
Supportt−1 .267∗ .881∗

(.094) (.366)
Supportt−1, democracies only .318∗ .810∗

(.108) (.344)
Supportt−1, autocracies only .090 .917

(.210) (.672)
Log GDP per capitat−1 .015 −.001 .388∗ .366∗

(.123) (.130) (.174) (.186)
GDP per capita growtht−1 .007 .007 −.016 −.014

(.017) (.017) (.020) (.021)
Regional democracyt−1 .008 .008 .055∗ .051

(.005) (.004) (.028) (.030)
Percent Muslim −.002 −.002 −.014 −.013

(.003) (.003) (.009) (.009)
Resource dependencet−1 −.367 −.373 −1.196 −1.128

(.244) (.242) (.683) (.694)
Intercept .647 .765

(.947) (.998)
N observations 2,435 2,435 2,435 2,435
N countries 135 135 135 135
N instruments 122 124
Residual standard error 3.056 3.055
Adjusted R2 .986 .985
Wooldridge AR(1) test (p-value) .769 .882
Hansen test (p-value) .438 .469
Arellano-Bond AR(2) test (p-value) .560 .546

Note: Pooled OLS models include Beck-Katz panel-corrected standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors for system GMM models
incorporate the Windmeijer correction. Democracy is measured using the V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index and is scaled from 0 to 100.
Support is standardized.
∗p<.05.

dynamic nature of both models allows us to estimate both
short- and long-run effects (De Boef and Keele 2008).
According to Table 1, Model 1, a permanent one standard
deviation increase in democratic support is expected to
lead to an increase in democracy of 12.12 units, 95%
CI [6.43, 19.63], in the long run.22 Despite the larger

22The formula for the long-run effect is !/(1 − ("1 + "2)). The es-
timate and confidence intervals are generated by simulating 10,000
multivariate normal distributions with the expectation being the
model coefficients and the variance being the Beck-Katz panel-
corrected variance–covariance matrix.

short-run effect of support estimated by the GMM model
(Table 1, Model 3), its long-run estimate is lower, at 7.83,
95% CI [4.30, 15.91].

To demonstrate the long-run effects of support on
democracy, I plot the simulated effects of a one stan-
dard deviation increase in democracy in Figure 3. Such a
plot is not straightforward when using dynamic models
because the predicted effects at time t feed forward to
become lagged independent variables at time t + 1. To
do so, I set all independent variables to a moderate value
and allow the system to run for 200 years. I then increase

Source: Claassen (AJPS 2019)

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ajps.12452
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Figure 5. Satisfaction with democracy as conditional relationship between policy distances and interest in politics.
Notes: Black lines represent predicted values. Grey lines represent 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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Level of interest matters more than degree of representation.



Satisfaction with Democracy in rich countries II

Reher shows that as well as policy matching voters’ preferences
(policy representation), people also care about whether elites
(politicians and the media) are talking about what the voters care
about (priority congruence).

coefficients from all 27 countries. Although we cannot strictly compare the coefficients and
their standard errors across countries, this figure provides a first indication of how the
strength of the congruence-satisfaction link varies and whether this is related to the quality
and age of democracy. We see that priority congruence and satisfaction are positively
associated in most countries; the negative coefficients in Romania and Latvia are insignifi-
cant (cf. Appendix B). The fitted lines suggest that the relationship is stronger at higher
levels of democracy and governance and at increasing length of democratic rule, providing
tentative support for the hypotheses.

Explaining cross-national variation with multilevel regression analysis

For a more rigorous test of the relationships indicated in Figure 1, I construct random-slope
multilevel ordered logistic regression models (Table 1), which estimate the cross-national
variance of the intercept as well as of the coefficient of priority congruence across countries.
Since the effect of priority congruence on satisfaction might vary with the average satis-
faction level, I also estimate the covariance of the two random components.

First, I estimate the relationship between priority congruence and democratic satisfac-
tion across the EU countries without including any interaction terms. The results in Table 1
indicate that, across the EU, priority congruence has a positive and significant (p < 0.0005)
effect on satisfaction with democracy (model 1). All control variables, except age, also have
significant coefficients. Figure 2 illustrates that the predicted probabilities of being very or
fairly satisfied increase with higher congruence, whereas the probabilities of being fairly or
very dissatisfied decrease. The underlying histogram indicates the distribution of priority
congruence.

The variance estimate of the slope of priority congruence in model 1 suggests that the
effect of congruence on satisfaction varies quite substantially across countries. The average

Figure 1. Relationship between the quality and age of democracy and the effect of priority congruence on
satisfaction with democracy.
Notes: The effects of priority congruence are log-odds coefficients from within-country ordered logistic
regressions (cf. Appendix B).
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Source: Reher, EJPR 2014.

Both policy congruence and perceptions of responsiveness higher in
older better quality democracies.



Social capital → populist right support → decline in satisfaction with democracy

I Community pub closure increases UKIP support by 4.3 points,
and even more so for more for the poor. (Bolet, CPS 2021)

I Fahey et al. (ElecStud 2022) show Brexit and AfD success led
to decline in satisfaction with democracy among mainstream
voters without any rise in satisfaction among populist-right
voters. This is not just a sore losers effect but a negative
reaction to populist right success specifically.

Source: Fahey et al. (ElecStud 2022)

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0010414021997158
https://www.sciencedirect.com/sdfe/reader/pii/S0261379422000294/pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/sdfe/reader/pii/S0261379422000294/pdf


Conclusion

I Political Culture is about attitudes and orientations towards
the political system

I Social Capital is about social interaction and trust

I They are different but there is evidence that Social Capital
affects Political Culture

I There is debate about whether (the positive aspects) of both
are declining

I There are claims that (certain kinds of) each lead to better
quality democracy.

I They are difficult to test rigorously but Paxton (2002) and
Claasen (2019) do a good job.


