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Appendix 1: Geographic coverage 
 
The inclusion of countries into the study was restricted as follows: There are at least three 
data points per country that cover at least 10 years of time. The listed number of 
observations in Tables A1.1 and A1.2 below lists the number of observations, which 
corresponds to the number of survey respondents that gave a valid response to the 
questions how much they are satisfied with the way democracy works in their countries 
today (Table A1.1) and whether they believe democracy to be the best form of government 
(Table A1.2).  
 
In total, the empirical analysis of the paper are based on 71 countries, as additionally to the 
63 cases in the models predicting “satisfaction with democracy”, eight current autocracies 
(at time of the survey) are included in the models predicting “democracy is the best form of 
government”. These countries are: Albania, Belarus, Guatemala, Paraguay, Philippines, 
Russia, Macedonia, and Serbia. 
 
 
Table A1.1: List of countries and number of observations - DV = Satisfaction with Democracy  
 
 

Country N  Country N  Country N 

Argentina 21,798  France 58,534  Netherlands 61,771 

Australia 7,710  Germany 91,117  New Zealand 7,358 

Austria 18,367  Ghana 5,727  Nicaragua 3,695 

Belgium 58,242  Greece 47,113  Nigeria 2,009 

Bolivia 18,183  Guatemala 778  Norway 27,238 

Botswana 4,939  Honduras 6,327  Panama 18,674 

Brazil  26,684  Hungary 14,874  Peru 21,900 

Bulgaria 11,826  Iceland 9,088  Poland 21,032 

Canada 12,367  Indonesia 3,626  Portugal  45,732 

Chile 21,495  Ireland 56,288  Romania 8,053 

Taiwan 9,773  Israel  12,985  Slovakia 2,125 

Colombia 12,159  Italy 47,579  Slovenia 14,829 

Costa Rica 18,525  Japan 9,682  South Africa 11,828 

Croatia 5,036  South Korea 5,440  Spain 44,469 

Czech Rep. 4,332  Lesotho 4,739  Sweden 24,000 

Denmark 56,387  Latvia 5,566  Switzerland 22,713 

Dominican Rep. 10,277  Lithuania 8,925  Turkey 7,430 

Ecuador 23,163  Luxembourg 19,918  Ukraine 4,378 

El Salvador 11,437  Mexico 30,862  Great Britain 71,521 

Estonia 13,641  Moldova 1,746  Tanzania 4,856 

Finland 23,904  Namibia 4,938  Uruguay 25,170 
      Total 1,286,878 
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Table A1.2: List of countries and number of observations - DV = Democracy best form of gov. 
 

Country N  Country N  Country N 

Albania 3,800  Finland 3,724  Paraguay 13,288 

Argentina 13,931  Germany 6,387  Peru 18,804 

Belgium 4,991  Guatemala 12,271  Philippines 4,293 

Bolivia 12,170  Honduras 13,080  Poland 3,565 

Brazil  16,857  Hungary 3,740  Romania 4,587 

Bulgaria 3,930  Iceland 2,785  Russia 5,499 

Belarus 495  Italy 4,262  Slovakia 279 

Chile 13,410  Japan 5,115  Slovenia 3,759 

Taiwan 5,480  South Korea 4,509  Spain 5,484 

Colombia 14,924  Latvia 3,027  Sweden 3,749 

Costa Rica 13,661  Lithuania 2,568  Switzerland 3,507 

Croatia 2,124  Mexico 20,074  Turkey 6,724 

Czech Rep. 559  Moldova 2,724  Ukraine 3,822 

Dominican Rep. 12,262  Montenegro 281  Macedonia 2,908 

Ecuador 16,597  Nicaragua 12,190  Great Britain 2,888 

El Salvador 13,162  Norway 3,941  Uruguay 16,948 

Estonia 2,917  Panama 13,706  Serbia 3,255 
      Total 369,013 
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Appendix 2: List of individual-level datasets 
 

• World Value Survey (WVS), 1981-2014 
o 6 waves (1981-84; 1990-94; 1995-98; 1999-2004; 2005-09; 2010-14) 

• Latinobarometer (LB), 1995-2015 
o 17 waves (1995; 1996; 1997; 1998; 2000; 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005; 

2006; 2007; 2008; 2009; 2010; 2011; 2013; 2015) 

• Asian Barometer (ANB), 2001-2014 
o 4 waves (2001-03; 2005-08; 2010-12; 2014) 

• Afrobarometer (AFB), 1999-2015 
o 6 waves (1999-2001; 2004; 2005; 2008; 2015) 

• Americas Barometer (AB), 2004-2014 
o 8 waves (2004; 2006; 2007; 2008; 2009; 2010; 2012; 2014) 

• European Values Study (EVS), 1981-2010 
o 4 waves (1981-84; 1990-93; 1999-2001; 2008-10) 

• European Social Survey (ESS), 2002-2014 
o 7 waves (2002; 2004; 2006; 2008; 2010; 2012; 2014) 

• Eurobarometer - Mannheim Trend File (EB), 1970-2002 
o 32 waves (1970-2002, excluding 1972) 

• Central & Eastern European Barometer (CEEB), 1990-97 
o 8 waves (1990; 1991; 1992; 1993; 1994; 1995; 1996; 1997) 

• Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES), 1996-2015 
o 4 waves (1996-2001; 2001-06; 2006-11; 2011-15) 
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Appendix A3: Coding of dependent variables 
 
A3.1: Satisfaction with Democracy  
 
The variable was recoded to 0 “not at all satisfied/non democratic” to 100 “very satisfied” 
with the way democracy works. 
 

Dataset  #Cat Question wording 

Latino-
barometer 4-R 

In general, would you say you are very satisfied, 1 very satisfied, 2 
quite satisfied, 3 not very satisfied, or 4 not at all satisfied with the 
working of the democracy in [country]?  -4 not asked, -2 no answer, -
1 don't know   

WVS  4-R 
On the whole are you very satisfied (1), rather satisfied (2), not very 
satisfied (3), or not at all satisfied (4) with the way democracy is 
developing in our country?  

Americas 
Barometer  

4-R 
In general, would you say that you are very satisfied (1), satisfied (2), 
dissatisfied (3), or very dissatisfied (4) with the way democracy 
works in (country)?  

Asian 
Barometer 

4-R 
On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way 
democracy works in our country. Are you 1 very satisfied; 2 fairly 
satisfied; 3 not very satisfied; 4 not at all satisfied 

Afro-
barometer 

5 

Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in 
[country]? 0 this country is not a democracy; 1 very dissatisfied; 2 
somewhat dissatisfied; 3 neutral; 4 somewhat satisfied; 5 very 
satisfied; 9 don't know 

4 

Wave 2 & 3: Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy 
works in [country name]? Are you: 0 [country] is not a democracy; 1 
not at all satisfied; 2 not very satisfied; 3 fairly satisfied; 4 very 
satisfied. 

EVS 4-R 

One the whole are you very satisfied, rather satisfied, not very 
satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy is developing 
in our country? 1 very satisfied; 2 rather satisfied; 3 not very 
satisfied; 4 not at all satisfied 

ESS 11 
And on the whole, how satisfied are you with the way democracy 
works in [country]? 0 Extremely dissatisfied - 10 extremely satisfied 

Euro-
barometer 

4-R 

On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very 
satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in 
(country)? Would you say you are…? 1 very satisfied; 2 fairly 
satisfied; 3 not very satisfied; 4 not at all satisfied 

CSES 4-R 

On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very 
satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in 
[country]? 1 very satisfied; 2 fairly satisfied; 3 not very satisfied; 4 
not at all satisfied 

CEEB 4-R 

On the whole, are you satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or 
not satisfied at all with the way democracy is developing in (our 
country)? 1 very satisfied; 2 fairly satisfied; 3 not very satisfied; 4 not 
satisfied at all 

1997 - split ballot between democracy is developing and democracy 
is working. 
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Notes: Variables that are reversed in their order have an -R behind the number of 
categories.  
 
CEEB: In 1997, the CEEB used a split sample to change the question wording slightly. One 
question asked about the satisfaction with the development (V18) and one with the 
workings (V19) of democracy. The mean value for the latter is significantly lower with 2.23 
(people are more satisfied with workings) than for the development of democracy with 
mean of 2.75 (less satisfied).  
 
Afrobarometer: There is 1.7% of respondents that said that their country is no democratic. 
22% of those are from Zimbabwe. Those responding that country is not democratic were set 
to “very dissatisfied”.  
 
 
A3.2: Democracy best form of government  
 
The question wording for this variable was very much the same. Only in the Americas 
Barometer, was the number of categories higher. Five studies did not include the question.  
 

Data (var) #Cat Question wording 

Latino-
barometer  

4-R 

Do you strongly agree (1), agree (2), disagree (3) or strongly disagree 
(4) with the following statements? Democracy may have problems but 
it is the best system of government. Strongly agree; agree; disagree; 
strongly disagree; -2 no answer; -1 don't know 

World Values 
Survey  

4-R 

I'm going to read off some things that people sometimes say about a 
democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree 
strongly (1), agree (2), disagree (3), or disagree strongly (4), after I 
read each one of them? Democracy may have problems but its better 
than any other form of government 

Americas 
Barometer  

7 
Democracy may have problems, but it is better than any other form of 
government. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this 
statement? 1 strongly disagree - 7 strongly agree 

Asian 
Barometer  

4-R 
Do you agree or disagree with the following statement. Democracy 
may have its problems, but it is still the best form of government.' 1 
Strongly agree; 2 agree; 3 disagree; 4 strongly disagree 

EVS  4-R 

I'm going to read off some things that people sometimes say about a 
democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree 
strongly (1), agree (2), disagree (3), disagree strongly (4) after I read 
each of them? Democracy may have problems but its better than any 
other form of government 

CSES  4-R 

Please tell me how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement: 'Democracy may have problems but its better than any 
other form of government.' 1 agree strongly; 2 agree; 3 disagree; 4 
disagree strongly 
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Appendix 4: Harmonizing education levels  
 
Assumption: Kids start school with 6 
 

• Primary: 6 years old + 8 of school  = 14 years old 
• Secondary: 6 years old + 14 years of school (max) = 20 years old 
• Post-Secondary: Secondary: 6 years old + 15 years of school (min) = 21+ years old 

 
Eurobarometer  

• Var = What age did complete your education [1-22+] 
• Recoding 

o Primary = up to 14 
o Secondary = 14/20 
o Tertiary = 21+ 

• No categorical question asked 
 
WVS 

• Var = What age did complete your education [1-99] 
• Recoding 

o Primary = 1-12 
o Secondary = 13/20 
o Tertiary = 21+ 

• This is used to replace 10,482 missing on categorical variable. Hardly any missing 
left. 

 
EVS  

• Var = What age did complete your education [1-99] 
• Recoding 

◦ Primary = 1-12 
◦ Secondary = 13/20 
◦ Tertiary = 21+ 

• This is used to replace 10,482 missing on categorical variable. Hardly any missing 
left. 

 
ESS 

• Var = Years of Full-Time education [0-56] 
• Recoding 

◦ Primary = 0-8 
◦ Secondary = 9/14.5 
◦ Tertiary = 15+ 

• This is used to replace 73,184 missing on categorical variable. Hardly any missing 
left. 
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Appendix 5: Exploring authoritarian nostalgia in post-Communist countries 
 
 
A5.1: Prevalence of authoritarian nostalgia 
 
The first question that arises is whether nostalgia is prevalent in the former Communist 
countries 10 years after the downfall of the Berlin Wall. Figure A5.1 plots the country 
averages of two conceptualizations of nostalgia. Figure A5.1A plots the average evaluation of 
the Communist regimes (scale 1-10). Overall, we find a slight negative evaluation with an 
average score across all 14 countries of 4.85. However, there is quite a lot of between 
country variation, with the most positive views in Russia, Hungary, Belarus, and Slovakia. The 
evaluation of the Communist regime is most negative in Czech Republic, Latvia and Estonia.  
 
Turning to the relational measure of authoritarian nostalgia that additionally also takes into 
account the evaluation of the current political system, whereas positive values on this scale 
denote to nostalgic views: 

 
Authoritarian Nostalgia (AN) =  
Evaluation Communist regime (EC) - Evaluation today’s political system (ET) 
 
Figure A5.1A shows considerable country differences. The average score overall on this 
indicator across all countries is 0.86, which confirms that authoritarian nostalgia in relation 
to today exists in former Communist countries. Not surprisingly, relational nostalgia is 
highest in Russia (score=3.26). Only in Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia,  East Germany and 
Latvia, respondents evaluated today’s political system more positively than the former 
regime. In sum, we observe considerable nostalgia and remaining positive views of the 
Communist regime.   
 

 
Figure A5.1: Average authoritarian nostalgia in 14 post-Communist countries 
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A5.2: Generational differences in authoritarian nostalgia  
 
In order to explore whether the high inclusiveness of the Communist regime left an enduring 
mark in citizens’ political attitudes, we would expect that especially those that grew-up 
during the Cold War to be most nostalgic. As a next step we look at generational differences 
between those that grew-up during the Communist era and those socialized in the transition 
period.1 We follow Neundorf (2010) and classify birth years into a pre-Cold War (born before 
1935)2, Cold War (born 1935-1975) and post-Cold War generation (born after 1975). Figure 
A5.2 plots the average (relational) authoritarian nostalgia for the three generations in our 14 
post-Communist countries. Except in Lithuania, in all other countries the post-Cold War 
generation is least nostalgic towards the Communist regime. In some countries the 
generational divide in nostalgia is very stark, with differences in averages ranging up to 3 
points (in Russia and Bulgaria). This descriptively confirms that generations that were most 
exposed to the Communist regime to be most nostalgic.  
 
 

 
Figure A5.2: Generational differences in average authoritarian nostalgia  
 

  

                                                 
1 With one point in time, it is not possible to distinguish between aging and cohort effects, but 
explorative it is still  revealing if large differences between cohorts exist. Here we assume that the age 

effect in nostalgia is zero.  
2 For those that grew up in the Soviet Union, the Communist era started already before the Cold War 
and we would hence expect that this generation is at least as nostalgic as the Cold War generation. 
This applies to Russia, Belarus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Ukraine in our sample. 
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Appendix 6: Macro variables 
 
Variables A6.1 to A6.3 are taken from V-Dem that is based on expert surveys. The experts 
were asked to give a score from 0 to 4 on the variables included here for each country-year. 
V-Dem then uses the scores of the different codes per country-year-variable to estimate a 
Bayesian Item Response Theory (IRT) (Teorell et al. 2016) to account for potential 
measurement errors and to adjust for experts varying opinions. This measurement model 
includes the uncertainty of expert responses. The final variable used in the analysis above is 
hence continuous and not ordinal, as the IRT measures the underlying trait rather than 
observed ordinal categories. Here we however report the categories that coders had 
available.  
 
A6.1: Political distributed by social group - v2pepwrsoc (V-Dem) 
 
This variable captures whether any social group (however defined) is more politically 
relevant compared to other social groups in that country. It’s an ordinal measure that takes 
the following values: 
0 - Political power is monopolized by one social group comprising a minority of the 
population. This monopoly is institutionalized, i.e., not subject to frequent change.  
1 - Political power is monopolized by several social groups comprising a minority of the 
population. This monopoly is institutionalized, i.e., not subject to frequent change. 
2 - Political power is monopolized by several social groups comprising a majority of the 
population. This monopoly is institutionalized, i.e., not subject to frequent change.  
3 - Either all social groups possess some political power, with some groups having more 
power than others; or different social groups alternate in power, with one group controlling 
much of the political power for a period of time, followed by another – but all significant 
groups have a turn at the seat of power. 
4 - All social groups have roughly equal political power or there are no strong ethnic, caste, 
linguistic, racial, religious, or regional differences to speak of. Social group characteristics are 
not relevant to politics. 
 
A6.2: Political distributed by socio-economic group - v2pepwrses (V-Dem) 
 
This indicator captures the extent to which socio-economic inequality translates into political 
inequality. More specifically, it records whether more wealth and income translates into 
more political power for citizens and groups. It is also an ordinal measure and takes the 
following values: 
0 - Wealthy people enjoy a virtual monopoly on political power. Average and poorer people 
have almost no influence. 
1 - Wealthy people enjoy a dominant hold on political power. People of average income 
have little say. Poorer people have essentially no influence. 
2 - Wealthy people have a very strong hold on political power. People of average or poorer 
income have some degree of influence but only on issues that matter less for wealthy 
people. 
3 - Wealthy people have more political power than others. But people of average income 
have almost as much influence and poor people also have a significant degree of political 
power. 
4 - Wealthy people have no more political power than those whose economic status is 
average or poor. Political power is more or less equally distributed across economic groups. 
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A6.3: Particularistic versus public good - v2dlencmps (V-Dem) 
 
This variable captures whether spending is targeted on a specific corporation, sector, social 
group, region, party or set of constituents (particularistic) or whether public spending is 
intended to benefit all groups within a society, especially the poor, needy, or 
underprivileged citizens. The variable takes the following values: 
0 - Almost all of the social and infrastructure expenditures are particularistic. 
1 - Most social and infrastructure expenditures are particularistic, but a significant portion 
(e.g. ¼ or 1/3) is public-goods. 
2 - Social and infrastructure expenditures are evenly divided between particularistic and 
public-goods programs. 
3 - Most social and infrastructure expenditures are public-goods but a significant portion 
(e.g., ¼ or 1/3) is particularistic. 
4 - Almost all social and infrastructure expenditures are public-goods in character. Only a 
small portion is particularistic. 
 
A6.4. Democracy- Dummy variable (V-Dem) 
 
The index measuring democracy is calculated using Bayesian Item Response Theory (IRT) 
based on the following indicators (Teorell et al. 2016): freedom of association, clean 
elections, freedom of expression, elected executive and suffrage. More precisely, this is the 
principle that “seeks to embody the core values of making rulers responsive to citizens, 
achieved through electoral competition for the electorate’s approval under circumstances 
when suffrage is extensive; political and civil society organizations can operate freely; 
elections are clean and not marred by fraud or systematic irregularities; and elections affect 
the composition of the chief executive of the country. In between elections, there is 
freedom of expression and an independent media capable of presenting alternative views 
on matters of political relevance” (Coppedge et al. 2016: 44).  The 0.67 cut-off point was 
used to separate autocracies from democracies (democracy if score was equal or above 0.67 
and autocracy otherwise). 
 
 
A.6.5 Macro control variables 
 
A6.5.1. Repression - Physical integrity (V-Dem) 

• Torture is conceptualized as the purposeful infliction of extreme physical or mental 
pain, with the aim to extract information or intimidate victims, who are in a state of 
incarceration.  

• Political killings are killings by state agents without due process of law with the 
purpose of eliminating political opponents and as a result of deliberate use of force.  

• This physical integrity index is formed by point estimates from a Bayesian factor 
analysis model including the two indicators for torture and political killings. It ranges 
between 0 and 1 so that lower values indicate less respect for freedom from torture 
and political killings (more repression) and higher values represent more respect for 
these rights (less repression). 

A6.5.2. GDP/capita - measured at 2011 PPP value of the dollar. 
 
A6.5.3. Electoral democracy index – see above description of the autocracy-democracy 
dummy variable from A6.4. This measure is the continuous index generate by the IRT model 
from V-Dem. 
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A6.5.4. Years as democracy – Count of years a country has been a democracy. To avoid 
potential for error this was automated using the BTSCS Stata add-on from Beck at al. (1998). 
 
A6.5.5. Political corruption index – this index captures six distinct types of corruption while 
distinguishing between executive, legislative and judicial corruption. Overall, this index 
captures the level of corruption in a country. It is formed of measurements capturing 
aspects such as bribery, embezzlement, theft, acts influencing law making and affecting 
implementation. It is formed of taking the average of the public sector corruption index, 
executive corruption index, legislative corruption and judicial corruption from V-Dem. Refer 
to V-Dem’s codebook for a detailed breakdown of all these measures.  
 
 
A6.6: Ethnic group power (EPR) 
 
EPR codes the access to power of ethnic group in an ordinal scale, with three main 
categories which are then divided into sub-categories: 
 
The group rules alone: 

- Monopoly – elite members hold monopoly power in the executive and exclude all 
members of other ethnic groups. 

- Dominance – elite members of the group hold dominant power in the executive, but 
there are some “token” members from other ethnic group which do not have any 
real influence on decision making. 

 
The group shares power3 

- Senior partner – group representative participate as senior partners in a formal or 
informal power-sharing arrangement. This arrangement is understood as an 
arrangement that divides executive power among leaders who claim to represent 
particular ethnic group and who have influence in the political decision making 
process. 

- Junior partner – representatives of ethnic groups participate as junior partners in 
government. 

 
 The group is excluded 

- Powerless – representatives do not hold political power nor have influence on the 
political decision making process at the national level, but they are not being 
explicitly discriminated against. 

- Discrimination – ethnic group members are subject to active, intentional, and 
targeted discrimination by the state with the intention to exclude them from 
political power. This active discrimination can be formal or informal, but always 
refers to public politics. 

- Self-exclusion – these are groups that have self-excluded from central state power, 
in the sense that they control territory that they declared independent from the 
central government. 

 
 

 
 

                                                 
3 Being a senior or junior partner depends on how much absolute influence a group has in the 
executive, measured by the number and importance of positions controlled by group members. 
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Appendix 7: Inclusionary and exclusionary regimes and Geddes regime typology 

 

The distinction between inclusionary and exclusionary autocracies cuts across prominent 
typologies of one-party, military, and personalist regimes that are based on the institutional 
power structure (Geddes, et al., 2014). Figure A7 explores whether these three main 
regimes types differ in their inclusiveness, measured by focusing on A),  power distributed by 
social and socio-economic groups (only political access) and B) the provision of particularistic 
versus public goods (only economic resources). For both measures, higher values indicate 
higher inclusiveness.4 As Figure A7.A shows, one-party regimes are slightly more likely to 
allow wider access to political power compared to military and personalist regimes. Yet, it is 
a less skewed distribution than one might expect and we have sufficient case-based 
evidence of personalist and military regimes that follow a similar distribution pattern. When 
it comes to the economic means by which authoritarian regimes include and exclude groups 
from power, i.e. if the regime uses particularistic or public goods, we observe a tendency of 
one-party regimes to use more the latter than the former while military and personalist 
regimes follow a bimodal distribution.  

 

 
Figure A7: Regime types and inclusiveness (Data: V-Dem, 1900-2016). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 The source for all  measures is the data of Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al. 2018).  
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Countries and years of military regimes that scores above 2 on public good provision scale  
 
Table A7.1: Country and number of years  

Country  #Years 

Algeria 18 

Argentina 15 

Bangladesh 1 

Bolivia 1 

Brazil 21 

Burundi 13 

Central African Republic 1 

Chile 1 

Colombia 5 

Benin 5 

Ecuador 7 

Ethiopia 17 

Ghana 3 

Lesotho 1 

Madagascar 3 

 
 
Table A7.2: Example regimes and years  

Argentina Brazil Algeria 

1946 1965 1993 

1958 1966 1994 

1959 1967 1995 

1960 1968 1996 

1961 1969 1997 

1962 1970 1998 

1963 1971 1999 

1964 1972 2000 

1965 1973 2001 

1966 1974 2002 

1967 1975 2003 

1968 1976 2004 

1969 1977 2005 

1973 1978 2006 

1983 1979 2007 
 1980 2008 
 1981 2009 
 1982 2010 
 1983  

 1984  

 1985  

 

 
 

Country  #Years 

Mauritania 2 

Niger 17 

Peru 13 

Rwanda 4 

Sierra Leone 4 

Syria 1 

Thailand 1 

Turkey 1 

Burkina Faso 2 

Uruguay 11 

Venezuela 10 

Yemen 7 

Total 185 
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Appendix 8: Regression coef. for DV “Democracy is best form of government”   
 
These regression estimates correspond to predicted values shown in Figure 4 C and D in the 
article.  
 

Table A8: Linear HAPC model predicting democracy best form of government 

 
 M1 – Pol. Power  M2 – Public good 
 coef. s.e.  coef. s.e. 

Age 0.079***  (0.005)  0.082*** (0.005) 
      

Socialization Context (at c)       

Autocracy 4.178***  (0.760)  3.206*** (0.615) 

Political power 1.228***  (0.336)    

Autocracy x political power -2.127***  (0.301)    

Public good     1.193*** (0.241) 

Autocracy x Public good     -1.598*** (0.236) 
      

Current context (at t)      

Level of democracy -6.075 (4.404)  -6.202 (4.402) 

Age of democracy 0.011 (0.071)  0.011 (0.071) 

Log GDP (per C) 1.705 (1.397)  1.646 (1.397) 

Political corruption 4.580 (6.229)  4.359 (6.226) 
      

Individual-level controls      

Female -0.865***  (0.086)  -0.867*** (0.086) 

Education (ref: primary)      

Secondary 2.307***  (0.105)  2.299*** (0.105) 

Post-Secondary 6.849***  (0.130)  6.842*** (0.130) 

Working 0.725***  (0.092)  0.732*** (0.092) 
      

Country FE      

Data FE      

Intercept 59.481***  (14.568)  60.036*** (14.551) 

Variance Component      

Cohort (1900-2010) 1.353***  (0.083)  1.358*** (0.084) 

Period (1973-2015) 3.864***  (0.157)  3.862*** (0.157) 

N (or respondents) 369,013  369,013 

N (of countries) 51  51 

aic  3,413,059  3,413,074 

Significance: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** P<0.01. Data: Harmonized survey data from 96 single cross -
national datasets. List of datasets  in Appendix 2. V-Dem, 1900-2017.  
Note: Entries are regression coefficients and their standard errors of a HAPC model. The dependent 
variable varies from e.g. 0=”do not agree at all” and 100=”completely agree”.  
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Appendix 9: Marginal effects of three-way interaction  
 
 
Here we present the marginal effects of public good provision on satisfaction with 
democracy for varying levels of access to political power.  

 

Figure A9: Marginal effects of public good provision on satisfaction with democracy 
by access to political power 
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Appendix 10: Regime typology - Exclusionary versus inclusionary 

 
In order to further test how the two dimensions of exclusionary and inclusionary regimes 
interact, we created a categorical variable with four categories to divide each country-year 
into political and economic inclusion versus exclusion. We therefore categorize the 
economic (var= v2dlencmps) and political dimension (var= (v2pepwrsoc+ v2pepwrsoc)/2) for 
each country-years as follows (more information on the coding of these variables in A6.1-
6.3): 
 

Table A10.1: Coding of regimes 
 Economic Political 

Exclusionary 0-1 0-2 

Inclusionary 2-4 3-4 

 
 
Based on this classification, we get four types, which are distributed as follows in our sample 
of democracies and autocracies (1900-2017): 
 

Table A10.2: Distribution of exclusionary and inclusionary regimes (in %) 

Type Democracy Autocracies 

1. Econ=excl; Pol=excl. 4.42 51.49 

2. Econ=excl; Pol=incl. 0.15 0.37 

3. Econ=incl; Pol=excl. 36.41 41.79 

4. Econ=incl; Pol=incl. 59.02 6.35 

 
As expected the majority of autocracies (52.91%) is classified as exclusionary - both on the 
political and economic dimension. The second most common category is regimes (36.57%) 
that provide some public goods, but no political power to its citizens. Regimes that provide 
some political power without economic benefits are very rare (less than 1% of cases). As 
expected, most democracies (64.22%) are classified as fully economically and politically   
inclusionary.  
 
 

Some examples of which autocratic countries belong to which type: 
  

• Type 1= Bolivia, Chile, El Salvador, Guatemala, Paraguay, South Africa, Thailand 
• Type 2= Ghana, Greece,  

• Type 3= Albania, Botswana, Cyprus, Jordan, Mali, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Philippines 

• Type 4=Bulgaria, East Germany, Ghana, Hungary, Russia, Romania, Uruguay  
 
 

Below we replicate the main results of the manuscript using the four-category regime 
typology to test the interrelationship between the economic and political dimension. The 
results are presented in Table A10.3 and the predicted values of these models are plotted in 
Figure A10. We find again that the results of authoritarian nostalgia are strongest if regimes 
are both economically and politically inclusionary. There are strong significant differences 
between autocracies and democracies, but also between exclusionary and inclusionary 
autocracies.   
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Table A10.3: Regression Results of HAPC model 
 

 DV: Satisf. With 
Democracy 

 DV: Democracy best 
form of gov. 

 coef. s.e.  coef. s.e. 

Age  0.064***  (0.004)  0.079*** (0.005) 

Socialization Context (at c)       

Autocracy -2.030**  (0.866)  1.025* (0.580) 

      

Regime type (Ref: pol/econ: excl.)      

Econ=excl; Pol=incl. -4.623*  (2.493)  -3.621 (0.352) 

Econ=incl; Pol=excl. -1.780**  (0.907)  0.274 (0.616) 

Econ=incl; Pol=incl. -0.134 (0.900)  1.944*** (0.654) 

      

Interaction: Autocracy x      

Econ=excl; Pol=incl. 1.499 (2.712)    

Econ=incl; Pol=excl. 1.600*  (0.935)  -0.387 (0.648) 

Econ=incl; Pol=incl. -6.567***  (0.884)  -4.069*** (0.677) 
      

Current content (t) yes   yes  

Individual-level controls yes   yes  

Country FE yes   yes  

Data FE yes   yes  

Intercept -10.507 (17.535)  60.958*** (14.549) 

Variance Component      

Cohort (1900-2010) 2.235***  (0.072)  1.331*** (0.083) 

Period (1973-2015) 5.681***  (0.143)  3.862*** (0.157) 

N (or respondents) 1,286,878  369,013 

N (of countries) 63  51 

AIC 11,959,982  3,413,048 
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Figure A10: Predicted values of democratic attitudes by regime type (at c)  
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Appendix 11: Robustness tests 
 
Table A11: Results HAPC models using different specifications 

 
 M1 (b/se) M2 (b/se) M3.1 (b/se) M3.2 (b/se) M4 (b/se) 
 Altern. Measure Additional controls (at c) Sample: 
 Inome Hard  Econ.  GDP x pub Cohorts  
 ineqaulity repression develop. Interaction  (N>50) 

Age  0.019***  0.083***  0.050***  0.038***  0.086*** 
 (0.005) (0.004) -0.007 -0.010 -0.004 

Socialization Context (at c)       

Autocracy -5.219***  -13.010***  -8.944***  Autocracies -14.018*** 
 (0.651) (1.975) (1.770) Only (2.007) 

Income inequality -0.069***      

 (0.013)     

Autocracy x inequality 0.110***      

 (0.014)     

Political power  -6.801***  -2.521***   -5.940*** 
  (0.808) (0.720)  (0.816) 

Autocracy x political power 7.310***  4.599***   7.243*** 
  (0.828) (0.749)  (0.845) 

Public Good  -4.619***  -2.566***  -1.527 -4.325*** 
  (0.762) (0.704) (1.424) (0.776) 

Autocracy x public good  6.443***  4.106***   7.299*** 
  (0.827) (0.776)  (0.836) 

Pol. Power x public good  2.488***  0.968***   2.520*** 
  (0.265) (0.258)  (0.269) 

Autocracy x Pol. Power x public good  -3.560***  -2.078***   -3.977*** 
  (0.302) (0.296)  (0.303) 

Hard repression  4.433***     

  (0.534)    

Log GPD (per C)   0.241 -0.108  

   (0.226) (0.513)  

Public Good x Log GDP    0.139  

    (0.172)  

Current context (at t) yes yes yes yes yes 

Individual-level controls yes yes yes yes yes 

Country FE (N=62) yes yes yes yes yes 

Data FE yes yes yes yes yes 

Intercept -5.433 -1.420 -9.829 64.884***  -1.053 
 (18.136) (17.641) (17.701) (7.110) (17.657) 

Variance Component      

Cohort (1900-2010) 1.158***  2.051***  1.597***  1.572***  2.104*** 
 (0.056) (0.068) (0.057) (0.099) (0.069) 

Period (1973-2015) 5.730***  5.685***  5.670***  9.164***  5.688*** 
 (0.148) (0.143) (0.143) (0.279) (0.143) 

N (of respondents) 948,261 1,286,878 1,241,210 415,299 1,285,828 

AIC 8,789,597 11,959,907 11,537,007 3,895,382 11,949,982 
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Significance: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** P<0.01. Data: Harmonized survey data from 96 single cross -
national datasets. List of datasets in Appendix 2. V-Dem, 1900-2015. Entries are coefficients and 

standard errors from HAPC regression model.  
 
 

 
Figure A11.1: Predicted values of democratic satisfaction by income inequality & regime 

type 

 
Note: Results are based on M1 in Table A11.  

 
 

Figure A11.2: Distribution of logged GDP (per Capita) for Autocracies only 

 
 
About 40% of autocracies have logged GPD (per Capita) between 7 and 8.  
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Figure A11.3: Marginal effects of public good provision on democratic satisfaction by logged 
GDP (per Capita) - Autocracies only 

 
Note: Results are based on M3.2 in Table A11.  
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Appendix 12: Sensitivity analysis of socialization specification  
 
 
The Dependent Variable in these analyses is “satisfaction with democracy”.  
 
As some of the specifications presented in Table A12.1 use ages older than the typical 
minimum age when respondents are included in surveys (usually 18), we restrict the analysis 
of specification 4)-6) to only those that are at least 20 years old, for example for 4).  
 
Table A12.1: Varying the socialization age of the formative years 
 

Socialization age Age: 5-10 Age: 10-15 Age: 15-20 Age: 20-25 Age: 25-30 Age: 30-35 
 b/se  b/se  b/se  b/se   b/se  

Age (> soc. age)  0.046***  0.049***  0.060***  0.095***  0.111*** 0.118***  
 (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 

Socialization Context (at c)       

Autocracy 7.189***  7.553***  6.292***  6.291***  6.374*** 7.060***  
 (0.825) (0.797) (0.753) (0.707) (0.715) (0.763) 

Public good 3.444***  3.410***  3.074***  3.047***  3.043*** 3.130***  
 (0.263) (0.253) (0.240) (0.227) (0.234) (0.252) 

Autocracy x pub. good  -4.398***  -4.626***  -4.275***  -4.213***  -4.206*** -4.459***  
 (0.255) (0.247) (0.234) (0.223) (0.225) (0.241) 
       

Current context (at t) yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Individual-level controls yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Country FE (N=62) yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Data FE yes yes yes yes yes yes 
       

Intercept 16.219**  16.284**  17.520**  17.045**  18.163** 17.754**  
 (7.714) (7.695) (7.686) (7.747) (7.837) (7.964) 

Variance Component       

Cohort (1900-2010) 2.732***  2.733***  2.665***  2.377***  2.254*** 2.291***  
 (0.084) (0.084) (0.082) (0.078) (0.079) (0.084) 

Period (1973-2015) 5.776***  5.769***  5.768***  5.816***  5.876*** 5.958***  
 (0.150) (0.149) (0.149) (0.150) (0.152) (0.155) 

N (of respondents) 1,341,218 1,351,991 1,353,123 1,247,427 1,110,917 976,831 

Significance: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** P<0.01. Data: Harmonized survey data from 96 single cross -

national datasets. List of datasets in Appendix 2. V-Dem, 1900-2015. Entries are coefficients and 
standard errors from HAPC regression model.  
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Table A12.2: Varying the length of the cohort grouping (formative years set to 15 plus cohort 
length) 
 

Cohort length: 2 years 5 years 8 years 10 years 
 b/se  b/se  b/se  b/se 

Age  0.052***  0.058***  0.054***  0.031*** 
 (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 

Socialization context (at c)     

Autocracy -6.576***  -6.889***  -6.575***  -6.171*** 
 (1.105) (1.641) (1.946) (2.369) 

Public Good provision -3.526***  -2.977***  -2.981***  -1.854* 
 (0.457) (0.688) (0.831) (1.011) 

Political power -4.908***  -5.327***  -5.804***  -6.256*** 
 (0.487) (0.749) (0.871) (1.033) 

Autocracy x public goods  4.535***  5.254***  5.020***  6.604*** 
 (0.478) (0.717) (0.864) (1.043) 

Autocracy x pol. Power 3.690***  4.203***  4.220***  3.603*** 
 (0.503) (0.775) (0.906) (1.102) 

Public goods x pol. Power 2.160***  2.306***  2.425***  2.019*** 
 (0.165) (0.247) (0.291) (0.347) 

Autocracy x pol. Power x public goods  -2.392***  -2.969***  -2.919***  -3.454*** 
 (0.182) (0.272) (0.323) (0.392) 
     

Current context (at t) yes yes yes yes 

Individual-level controls yes yes yes yes 

Country FE (N=62) yes yes yes yes 

Study FE yes yes yes yes 

Intercept  55.164***  54.136***  54.175***  54.096*** 
 (10.009) (10.079) (10.135) -10.265 

Variance Component     

Cohort (1900-2010) 1.772***  2.082***  2.149***  2.537*** 
 (0.050) (0.070) (0.083) (0.106) 

Period (1973-2015) 5.887***  5.877***  5.877***  5.889*** 
 (0.149) (0.149) (0.149) (0.149) 

N (of country-cohorts)  3,607 1,500  984 758 

N (of respondents) 1,302,061 1,308,761 1,308,191 1,316,361 

Significance: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** P<0.01. Data: Harmonized survey data from 96 single cross -

national datasets. List of datasets in Appendix 2. V-Dem, 1900-2015. Entries are coefficients and 
standard errors from HAPC regression model.  
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Appendix 13: Country coverage within-regime analysis 
 
Table A13.1: Countries for post-Communist within-regime analysis 

Country N of res 

Bulgaria 7,698 

Czech Rep. 10,286 

Estonia 11,383 

East Germany 7,136 

Hungary 9,147 

Latvia 1,980 

Lithuania 5,994 

Poland 10,180 

Romania 1,980 

Slovakia 8,402 

Ukraine 8,620 

Total 82,806 

 
Table A13.2: Countries for ethnic power within regime analysis 

Country N of res 

Albania 218 

Azerbaijan 310 

Armenia 379 

Bosnia 128 

Belarus 131 

Chile 1,041 

Georgia 130 

India 372 

Indonesia 792 

Japan 1,029 

Latvia 105 

Mexico 235 

Moldova 208 

Pakistan 1,775 

Peru 1,353 

Philippines 494 

Viet Nam 850 

South Africa 2,564 

Spain 1,015 

United 
States 

1,060 

Venezuela 313 

Total 14,502 

 
Canada, Kyrgyzstan, and Macedonia were excluded from the analysis, as they had less than 
100 respondents for which we had ethnicity and a valid response on the dependent variable.   
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