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Satisfaction with Democracy and Voter Turnout: A Temporal Perspective

Numerous studies conclude that countries in whitthenis express higher levels of satisfaction
with democracy also tend to display higher levélgater turnout in national elections. Yet it is
difficult to draw causal inferences from this postcross-sectional relationship,

because democracies feature many historical, eliltamd institutional differences that are not
easily controlled for in cross-sectional compargsdiVe apply an alternative, temporal, approach
to this issue by asking the question: Are over-tidaelines (increases) in aggregate levels of
satisfaction within democracies associated witlhdases (declines) in levels of voter turnout
within these democracies? Our temporal analysikisfrelationship in 12 democracies over the
period 1976-2011 reveals a pattern that is the sippof that suggested by previous cross-
sectional studies: namely, we find that over-timaeases in citizens satisfaction with
democracy are associated with significant decreiasester turnout in national elections in these

countries.



We analyze voter turnout and its relationshipiti@en satisfaction with democracy.
Cross-national empirical studies on voter turnaigigest that levels of citizen satisfaction are
linked to voter turnout (e.g., Franklin 2002, 20Q4arke et al. 2004; Karp and Banducci
2008; Norris 2002; Anderson and Guillory 1997; Earopean Parliament elections, see
Hobolt 2012). The logic that supports this obsemeaddtionship is that citizens who are more
satisfied with democracy tend to be more politicalthgaged, and thus they are more likely to
turn out to vote.

By contrast, there are theoretical consideratioms fthe work of prominent scholars that
contradict this conventional wisdom. While citizeatisfaction with democracy has long been
tied to voter turnout, there is an equally stroongsensus thatissatisfaction leads to higher
levels of more direct unconventional forms of poét participation (Gurr 1970). Furthermore,
the distinction between unconventional forms otipgration and conventional forms of political
participation has blurred because citizens may skakge through multiple channels, from
protest to voting (Norris 2002; see also Lijph&@91). Dissatisfaction with democracy will
generate demand for change in the electorate, wihithrn motivates a higher level of turnout.
In a nutshell, when explaining theories of convemi modes of political participation (i.e.,
voting), we should not ignore the factors that dbate to alternative forms of participation.

We address the relationship between satisfachdrt@nout by asking the question:
what is the nature of this relationship within ctrigs across time? While cross-national
empirical studies of turnout far outnumber longitad studies, it is problematic to assume
that the cross-sectional relationships identifiethiese cross-national studies must be
identical to the over-time relationships within atiies (Franklin 2004: 14; see also Blais

2006)!

! Relating to this argument, Mark Franklin (2004) #édmments, “Are comparisons between countries
equivalent to comparisons over time? Most schardying aggregate turnout levels have impliciggumed
that if they can identify factors that are assamawith differences between countries, these saaters will
account for why turnout changes over time. A countith low turnout is assumed to have the charésttes

1



We address this point directly, and evaluate whdtieerelationship documented in
cross-national studies between citizen satisfadiwhturnout holds in longitudinal analyses
(within countries over time). And the answer wevde isno: the cross-sectional relationship
between satisfaction and turnout that we obskeireeercountries is the opposite of the
over-time relationships that that we obsemrthin countries. When electorates report lower
levels of satisfaction with democracy, voter turnactually increases. This supports the
argument that is developed in the next sectiondissiatisfaction generates demand for
change in the electorate, which in turn mobilizéizens to engage in, amongst other forms of

participation, voting.

Expectations about the Relationship between Satisfaction and Turnout

Cross-national studies, based on the aggregatandivitiual-levels, have documented a
clear positive relationship between satisfactiod tmnout (seeg.g., Birch 2010; Clarke et al.
2004; Franklin 2002, 2004; Gronlund and Setéla 26@adjar and Beck 2010; Karp and
Banducci 2008; Norris 2002; Powell 1986). It is elieless problematic to draw firm
conclusions about causation. The reason is timtifficult to control for the vast number of
economic, cultural, and institutional differencesass countries. Although this previous
research is comprehensive in its approach (seeFeamklin 2004), it is nearly impossible to
control for all of the differences in political ¢ute, historical experiences, and other factors tha
would affect levels of turnout. There are numer@umor) institutional differences
between countries that can affect turnout includiog long in advance people must register to
vote; how many hours polling stations stay operetivér elections take place on weekends or

workdays; whether businesses are required to gnmagees time off to go vote; whether voters

that a country with declining turnout is in the pess of acquiring. But is this assumption reas@aBlut does
what we learn from comparing countries translate an understanding of why turnout changes oveg tiithin
one country?”



have to show photo identification; how conveniers o travel to the local polling stations;

what kinds of “turn out the vote” efforts politicaarties employ, and many additional factors. It
is impossible to control for all these factors, gfhmakes cross-sectional analysis, employed on
its own, a problematic approach for analyzing #latronship between satisfaction and turnout.
Over-time analyses may not perfectly control fdbioékhese factors, but it seems to be an
equally compelling approach to address the question

Are over-time changes in aggregate levels of satigfn within democracies associated
with changes in levels of voter turnout within tbekemocracies? This is an interesting empirical
guestion because there are considerations thatipaionflicting directions. The considerations
that suggest that increases in satisfaction aaaded with increases in voter turnout are raised
in the cross-national studies reviewed above. dfagate satisfaction with democracy decreases,
this could indicate a lack of trust or fulfilmemtthe democratic process. That is, voting in
elections may not be seen as an effective way mhaenicating one’s preferences, and thus
citizens should be less likely to turnout. Abstentcould be viewed as a powerful signal for
decreasing satisfaction (Gronlund and Setala 208dyitionally, to the degree that civic duty
plays a role in turnout, declining levels of sattdfon with democracy may also be accompanied
by declining levels of civic duty (Goodin and Raotsel975), and subsequently by declining
levels of turnout.

While the considerations discussed above suggasbme why increases in aggregate
levels of citizen satisfaction within democracieswd lead to increases in levels of voter turnout
in these democracies other considerations castt @outinis widely accepted relationship. This
argument unfolds in two steps: First, it is reasd®@o associate dissatisfaction with a desire for
change. And if citizens desire change, they wiklly seek that change through multiple

channels, including turning out for elections.



While most literature stresses the role of diskati®n (e.g. “relative deprivation”) in
contributing to unconventional action (Gurr 197€)ch a desire for change can equally affect
conventional channels of political participationnuB dissatisfaction should increase overall
levels of political participation, including turnbim elections. Pippa Norris (2002), for example,
links dissatisfaction (with public policy) to mopeaceful forms of protest. With respect to
voting, Norris (2002, 190-91) notes that, “eartgdature also drew an important line between
“conventional” and “protest” forms of activism, ainds not clear whether this distinction
remains appropriate today [...] new social movemardyg be adopting mixed action repertoires
combining traditional acts such as voting and lebdyvith a variety of alternative modes, such
as internet networking, street protests, consurogcdits, and direct action.”

Scholars who are concerned about unequal demoecdysimilar sentiments. They
emphasize that some citizens have disproportianfiteence in democracy because these
citizens participate, not by voting, protestingeagaging in only one particular activity. Rather,
these citizens are likely to engage in multiplarferof participation. Arguing for compulsory
voting, Lijphart (1997) comments, “it is especidlye more advantaged citizens who engage in
these intensive modes of participation — both catigaal activities such as working in election
campaigns, contacting government officials, couiifly money to parties or candidates, and
working informally in the community (Verba, Nie,iKim 1978, 286-95) and unconventional
activities like participation in demonstrationsybotts, rent and tax strikes, occupying buildings,
and blocking traffic (Marsh and Kaase 1979, 10@-24)” (Lijphart 1997, 1). If dissatisfaction
increases levels of protest, it is also plausibé it will increase turnout.

In sum, there are conflicting theoretical argumemtshis interesting empirical question.
Several cross-national studies report a positilaiomship between satisfaction and turnout.
They argue that satisfaction signals engagemenhttivit political process, which enhances

turnout. On the other hand, there are compelliagoas to expect that dissatisfaction with



democracy will generate demand for change in teet@late, which in turn motivates a higher
level of turnout.

The discussion above motivates the following twpdilieses:

H1 (The Satisfied Voter Hypothesis): Increases irs&attion with democracy cause
increases in voter turnout.

H2 (The Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis): Decreasestis&action with democracy

cause increases in voter turnout.

Data and M easur ement
To test whether citizen satisfaction increasesepresses voter turnout we develop

longitudinal, cross-national measures of voterdutrand citizen satisfaction with democracy.

The Dependent Variable: Voter Turnout

To test this relationship it is necessary to measoter turnout. Most comparative
studies of turnout emphasize the importance ofsenagional comparability of the measure.
Given the longitudinal nature of this study, im®re crucial that our measure of turnout is
consistent over time, within countries. The londihal measure of voter turnout derives from
the publications of the Institute for Democracy &iectoral Assistance (IDEA). This dataset
comprises regularly updated turnout figures foiameat elections dating back to 194 the
models below the turnout figures are based onlédigioters (the potential number of voters
that are of voting age). We also re-estimate tharpaters for a model specification that
measures voter turnout based on the total numbregadtered voters (Appendix 2, Model 3).
In total we were able to collect turnout estimdbed correspond with citizen satisfaction

data, described below, from 1976 until 2011 inBecountry sample.

2 Seehttp://www.idea.int/vt/index.cfm




The distributions of theurnoutvariable are presented in Figure 1 for the twelve
countries in the analysis. The box plots repreggnbut levels in each country, and there are
several important patterns to which we point. ka pleriod covered by our data Luxembourg,
France, Portugal and Great Britain have the lowwesbut rates, and Denmark, Greece,
Belgium and Italy have the highest rates. Irelamdl Great Britain exhibit the most variation
in turnout, and Denmark, Greece, and Belgium h#afgles turnout levels over time.

[Figure 1 here]
The Independent Variable: Satisfaction with Demogra

To test whether satisfaction relates to turnous itecessary to measure citizen
satisfaction with democracy. The longitudinal measaf satisfaction with democracy derives
from the Eurobarometer surveys from 1976 (the fiestr that the satisfaction with democracy
item appears on the survey) until 2011. In theseeys, approximately 2000 respondents per
country each year were asked to place themselvasigooint scale with the question: “On
the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfiadt very satisfied or not at all satisfied with
the way democracy works in our country”. Citizetigaction (i.e satisfactior) is computed
as the percentage of respondents who report thptatfe either “very” or “fairly” satisfied
with democracy in a country election year. The wagf this question has remained
consistent for the years of the investigation. Mweee, it is the same indicator that has been
used in several related studies (see, e.g., Aadg homassen 2008; Anderson and Guillory
1997).

The authors acknowledge scholarly reservatione agat this indicator actually
measures (Fuchs, Guidorossi, and Svenson 199ajse€ananche et al. 2001). A possible
counterargument is that this question does not anedble legitimacy of the democratic
system but rather support for the performance @sifstem (Linde and Ekman 2003; Norris

1999). With respect to this point, we note thatéhe not a firm consensus against its use



(Blais and Gelineau 2007), and that supportersestgbat it remains a useful “hybrid”
indicator of important aspects of system suppoiking these lines, they have commented that
it remains “a reasonable (albeit imperfect) medsiirderson 2002: 10). Also, it continues
to be employed as the standard indicator in a numir@cent studies (Kumlin and Esaiasson
2012).

Nevertheless, we address these criticisms fromatvgbes: First, we estimate the
parameters of model specifications below in whievesal factors (e.g. economic growth and
unemployment levels) are included that control‘ferformance” related variation in the
dependent variable. Second, to address potentiblggns with measuring citizen satisfaction
with democracy we conducted additional “errors-art@bles” analyses (in the supplementary
materials), making different assumptions abouttssimed reliability of the measure of
citizen satisfaction. Each set of analyses destrdt®ve continue to support the substantive
conclusions that are reported beldw.

The distributions of theatisfactionvariable are presented in Figure 2 for the twelve
countries in the analysis. The box plots represgmrted satisfaction levels with democracy
for the election years in each country, and thgyideseveral important qualities of the
satisfaction variable. In the period covered by data, Italy is on average the country with
the lowest citizen satisfaction, while Denmark &stembourg exhibit consistently high

levels of satisfaction. Portugal, Germany and Spalmbit the most variation in satisfaction

% While we analyze the direct effects of satisfattidth democracy on turnout, consideration of pulssi
indirect effects -- relating to characteristicstthay be correlated with satisfaction (in additiorperformance
indicators) which enhance turnout, such as poliéifiicacy -- plausibly strengthens our conclusioBsppose,
for instance, that decreasing levels of citizeasiséaction with democracy are associated with ezsing levels
of political efficacy, either because satisfactwith democracy exerts a causal influence on efficachecause
both satisfaction and efficacy are both influenbgdome unmeasured variable (such as politicaldsdaror
politicians’ perceived responsiveness to citizamsicerns). Given that political efficacy has beesifvely
linked with turnout in many previous studies (s&g,, Miller and Listhaug 1990), we would then ectgbat
decreasing levels of satisfaction with democraculd@xert an indirect effect that depresses vateraut, via
its relationship to political efficacy. Thus, ounpirical estimate that decreasing satisfaction wé&mocracy is
in fact associated with increased turnout reprasambnservative estimate of the magnitude ofetffiect,
because our estimate also captures any indiremttefassociated with the link between democratisfaation
and political efficacy that plausibly cut in thepmsite direction. While we account for economiadas, the
Eurobarometer survey does not provide adequateage®f the efficacy item (or variables such agaiuty or
trust in government) to address this point diretlthe empirical analysis.
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across time, and Great Britain has rather stabigfaetion levels from one election year to
another.

[Figure 2 here]

Figure 3 maps the time series of voter turnoutatizen satisfaction with democracy
from 1976-2011 in the 12 countries in the studye Olear pattern that emerges is that turnout
is in decline, which is consistent with previousaarch The pattern is not as striking for
satisfaction with democracy, although we noticésaetnable upward trend in most countries.
We also observe that inter-election declines (iases) in the percentage of “satisfied”
citizens tend to be accompanied by increases (@eglin turnout. The most notable examples
are France and Great Britain where the two serig®mneach other. When citizen satisfaction
decreases in between elections, levels of turnset or converge on the satisfaction line.
Conversely, when levels of satisfaction increamegls of turnout diverge sharply from the
satisfaction line. Similar patterns emerge if oramines the series for Germany,
Netherlands, Ireland, Spain, and Denmark. The mirggoatterns in Figure 3 providgpama
facie case for the Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis (H®)vaver the next section analyzes

changes in voter turnout more systematically

[Figure 3 here]
Testing the Satisfied Voter Hypothesis and Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis
Recall that the Satisfied Voter Hypothesis predicpositive relationship between
(inter-election) changes in turnout and changestiren satisfaction, and the Dissatisfied
Voter Hypothesis predicts a negative relationships latter expectation is at odds with
predictions based on cross-national studies, Weegsds of satisfaction are linked to political

engagement and turnout. We estimate parametécsos-national” OLS regression models

* We address the implications of trending for ounaosions in the sensitivity analysis section aqpéndix 2
below.



to evaluate whether this relationship betweenaitigatisfaction and turnout is present at the

aggregate level This “cross-national” specification is:

Turnout (t) = By + By [Satisfaction (f) (2).

whereTurnout (t)is the level of voter turnout in a country at tugrent election.
Satisfaction (t)s the level of citizen satisfaction with a denay in a country at the current
election. And to address the Satisfied Voter Hypsit and Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis,

our basic specification is:

ATurnout (t) = By + By [4 Satisfactioh (2).
H1:B; >0
H2: B <0

In this model specification, we estimate “differestin the variables of interest. A Dickey
Fuller test of stationarity suggests that bothese(iurnout and satisfaction with democracy)
are indeed non stationatyeor turnout even the inclusion of the lagged deleanvariable

does not seem to solve the stationarity problerfief2ncing the two series is not only an

® One could argue that the theory is best testéteaaggregate level. To the extent that individwgtlavior is
driven by expectations about the behavior of othemely, under a collective action framework whsgeial
context matters for turnout (see, e.g., Frankli@f2@hapter 2), a “climate” of citizen dissatisfantmay be
conducive to turnout. The larger the pool of diséied voters, the greater each dissatisfied vstetility will

be, because it increases the probability that igeatisfied group as a whole will be successfaloammunicating
its preferences in the next election. One implaabf this theory is that certain types of partjias or lose
votes when satisfaction in the electorate charfg@sexample, decreased levels of satisfaction npghduce
increases in the vote totals for anti-system partiere than it depresses the vote totals for pstesy parties, or
decreased satisfaction could increase the votks timiaopposition parties more than it depressesvtite totals
for governing parties. We acknowledge an anonynevigwer for raising this point.

Ideally, there would also be individual-level padata to evaluate the hypotheses, and there are
Swedish, German, British, Canadian, and New Zeatatidnal election panel surveys available. Howgerrerst
of these are not suitable for addressing the relkerestion because the analysis requires indilddual
measures -- pre- and post-election -- in two coutbez elections (i.e., a parallel analysis woulduiee too
many measures of the same individual than thesegsiprovide). Where enough measurements do exitie
internet panel of the British Election Study, indival turnout is significantly over-reported (92.54@010
when the actual figure is 68%), which suggestsithatunreliable. Additionally, there is not emguvariation in
changesn reported turnout for a parallel analysis atitigividual-level.
® The presence of a unit root in both series cabhaaoejected with probabilities of .73 and .41 resipely.
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econometric necessity but it also makes theoredimase. Substantively, our theory posits that
inter-election changes in one variable influenderielection changes in the other.
Differencing the two series also deals with a peabbf autocorrelation since a Wooldridge
test of autocorrelation rejects the null hypothesiso first order correlation with a

probability of .003. Accordingly, we difference atilohal variables that are subsequently
included in the models (e.d.Unemployment If “levels” of variables are employed, instead
of “differenced” variables, this does not change substantive conclusions (Table 2 Column
7, and Table 3 Column 7). The inclusion of turniouthe previous election year (t-1) for the
parameter estimates for one of the models (TaMedel 4) serves only as an additional

control variable and a more stringent test of oypdtheses.

Results for the Cross-National and Basic Specifocest

The analysis encompassed 90 election year measicgzen satisfaction in Britain,
Italy, Denmark, Belgium, France, Greece, Spain,dmzourg, the Netherlands, Portugal,
Ireland, and Germany in the period 1976-20These countries were selected based on the
coverage of the Eurobarometer survey which contigtasks citizens to evaluate satisfaction
with democracy with the same question dating badké mid-1970s. For the cross-
sectional models, Models 1-2, we pool these obsensand cluster standard errors by
country. For Models 3-4, where the variables haaenldifferenced, we estimate robust
standard errors and (given our emphasis on withimty variation) control for country-
specific effects$.

The parameter estimates for the cross-nationaifggaions are presented in Columns

1-2 of Table 1. In the table, the coefficient emstiing the effect of theatisfaction (tyariable

" Satisfaction estimates for Germany, post-1990ewatculated by combining East and West German
Eurobarometer samples, and weighting them rel&ivkeeir population size.
8 All of the models, except for Models 1-2 in Taltlecontrol for country-specific effects. We notattbur
substantive conclusions do not change if we daaotrol for these effects.
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upon theturnout (t)variable is -0.14 and insignificant, however whenomit compulsory
voting countries in Column 2 (see Blais 2000; Bhisl Dobrzynska 1998; Franklin 2002;
Powell 1982), the results conform to expectationem the estimate @atisfaction (t)s +.30
(p < .01)? Cross-nationally, the analysis supports the figdhat citizen satisfaction is
associated with higher levels of turnout.

The parameter estimates for the basic model spaiins are presented in Columns
3-4. The parameter estimates on Algatisfactionvariable are negative and statistically
significant 8 =-0.16, p <.01;B=-.0.17, p < .01), which supports The Dissattfoter
Hypothesis (H) that increases in citizen satisfaction with deraog decreases voter turnout.
This finding is labelledhe The Dissatisfied Voter ResulThese estimates are also
substantively significant: in the bivariate moddiodel 3), for example, a 10 percent increase
in satisfaction is associated with a 1.6 percentafese in turnout.

[Table 1 here]

Time between Elections, Competitiveness, Econoondi@ons, and Party Polarization

While the results reported above provide evideheaévoter turnout varies with
changes in citizen satisfaction, there are sewadt@inative explanations that would account
for turnout variations, including: the time betwesdactions; the competitiveness of elections;

economic conditions; and party polarization. Welesgeach of these explanations in turn.

Time between Elections and Competitiveness
Intuitively, turnout should increase as the timeasen national elections increases
(Franklin 2002, 2004; Norris 2002). For citizetigre are more years of policymaking at

stake the larger the inter-election period. We meatme between elections in months. The

° To ease the substantive interpretation of ourlt®swe have stratified the sample. When we esértiee
model including an interaction between a compuls@tyng dummy variable and satisfaction, our restdtmain
unchanged.
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competitiveness of elections should also enharroetti(Blais 2000; Blais and Carty 1990;
Geys 2006; Powell 1986). The effects of competitiections will appear on multiple levels
of political competition. Voters are more likely¢ast a deciding vote (even though this
probability will remain very small). And variousganizations -- like political parties and
interest groups -- with a stake in the outcome ale greater incentives to mobilize their
supporters. To measure competitiveness, we usedhgin of victory, or the difference in
vote percentage between the top two political psuti

We estimate the parameters of model specificati@bating to the time in between
elections and the competitiveness of the electio@olumns 1-2 of Table 2. In Column 1, the
parameter estimates on théime between electiongriable is positive and statistically
significant which suggests that the time betweent&ns contributes to voter turnout, i.e., as
the number of months between elections increasasglétion to the time between elections in
the previous inter-election period), voter turnsuéxpected to increase. If the estimate on the
A competitivenesgariable is negative, this suggests that as ttierdiice between vote share
between the first and second place candidatesasesg(i.e., the election is less competitive in
comparison to the previous election), voter turrdedreases. The coefficient on the
A competitivenesgariable is negative and insignificant. More impoitty, our results
continue to provide evidence that decreases ineggdg satisfaction are associated with
increases in turnout, i.e., these findings are isterst with the Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis.
In Columns 1-2 of Table 2, the coefficients on ¥heabled satisfactionare negative and

statistically significantB = -0.20, p <.01B = -0.15, p < .01).

Economic Conditions
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Economic adversity tends to suppress electoraicjzation (Rosenstone 1983).
AGDP (change in the GDP per capita from the year befweelection to GDP per capita in
the year of the electioh)and4 unemploymendre included as independent variables in
Column 3 Table 2 because a number of studies retableshed a connection between system
support and economic conditions (see, e.g., N&@®9). If this is the case then the economy
could be the factor that is driving citizen satt$fan. The theoretical justification for
including these variables is based on the distindbetween diffuse and specific support for
the system (Easton 1975). According to Eastonyiddal support towards a system either
manifests itself adiffuse supporthat is, support for democracy as a concept, E@amgement
of political life or as an ideal, or as support &vds the output that the system provides
(specific suppoit that is support for the performance of the syséeross a number of areas
(note that Easton recognizes the possibility thatspecific support fuses with diffuse support
in the long-term). Studies on support for instdaos have stressed the importance that
economic performance has for political trust anpipgut (Clarke et al. 1993; Gilley 2006).
Therefore, answers to the question “How satisfredyau with the way democracy works in
your country?” will inevitably tap into perceptions$ specific support and are likely to be
driven, to an extent, by the general economic oltlnd context in a given country at a
given time. In order to adequately assess our Ingsid the model specification includes
economic indicators on the right hand side of tinga¢ion. Measures of economic well-being,
unemployment ratel(unemployment and Growth 4 GDP) are not only theoretically but

also empirically relevant as previous studies reh@vn'?

10 Additionally, several scholars have reported thaalthy countries have higher levels of turnoutrfi$a2002;
Powell 1982; Blais and Dobrzynksa 1998).

1 When we estimate the parameters of the full mopletification based on inter-election changes imjto
(AGDP;, - AGDP,;) the substantive results do not change.

2 For measures of unemployment and GDP per capitaely on publications from the International Margt
Fund and the World Bank.
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Accordingly, we estimate the parameters ofébenomic conditionspecification in
Column 3 of Table 2. The parameter estimates ol (B®P variable are negative and
insignificant. The coefficient on thdunemploymentariable is positive and statistically
significant which suggests that turnout increas#is ligher levels of unemployment. Our
results continue to provide evidence that a deergasatisfaction is associated with an

increase in turnout.

Party Polarization

Dalton (2008) and Steiner and Martin (2012) anatyzeout in the context of party
system polarization. These authors argue that \whety polarization decreases (or
convergence increases), turnout drops becauses\areerturned off” by a lack of ideological
choice (see also Kittelson and Anderson 2011; AartsWessels 2005). Accordingly, we
control for changing levels of polarizatiadpolarization on turnout. We rely on a measure
of average party policy extremism that requiresidle®logical placements of parties, and the
parties’ vote shares. To measure party policytjgos over time, we employ estimates from
the Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP), which ragorted in Budge et al. (2001) and
Klingemann et al. (2006} In constructing a measure of party disperssmmolars present
different arguments about whether or not the peirpiesitions should be weighted by their
size (see Alvarez and Nagler 2004)Both of these arguments appear reasonable, and,
consequently, below we report empirical analyse®dbh weighted and unweighted
measures of average party extremism. Appendix depts the equations for calculating these

measures.

3 \We recalibrated the CMP estimates to fit on 1-ddlesusing the following equation: (CMP estimate9/200) +
5.5.

4 The argument for weighting party system dispersipparty size is that such weighting accountsHerfact
that the small parties in some countries have afifuno political influence. The arguments foryiah on an
unweighted measure of party system dispersionhateat parties’ policy influence does not necessadtrelate
with vote (or seat) share. Additionally, small pestprovide a vehicle through which voters can eggitheir
policy preferences, regardless of whether or noh @arties significantly influence government pplautputs.
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We estimate the parameters of model specificatio@lumns 4-5 of Table 2,
including differenced versions of the Weighted ahmveighted Average Party Extremism
variables (WPE and UPE), and we label this varighpelarization'® The parameter
estimates for theél polarizationvariable for Models 4-5 do not suggest that ther i
systematic relationship between short-term chamgpslarization and changes in turnout:
one estimate is positive, and the other is negatind each coefficient is insignificant. With
respect to the relationship between citizen satigfa and turnout, the negative and
statistically significant estimates on thesatisfactionvariable in Models 4-5 continue to
provide evidence that decreases in aggregateaaimi are associated with increases in

turnout, i.e., these findings are consistent wih Dissatisfied Voter Hypothesis.

Full Model Specification and a Model Based on “LUsVef Variables
Column 6 in Table 2 reports the parameter estinfatesFully-Specified Modelwhich
controls for all of the variables in the analysesluding 4 time between electiond
competitivenes GDP, 4 unemploymerandA polarization Also, although our variables
are measured in terms of “changes”, when correspgndodel parameters are estimated in
Column 7 of Table 2 including variables that areasweed based on “levels” the results are
unchanged.
[Table 2 here]

Measuring Satisfaction Directly Preceding the Elect

The country election year measure of satisfacsarelied upon because it is based on
very large samples of responses. However, it isiplesthat responses to the satisfaction

question could be influenced by the outcomes dftieles (Anderson and Guillory 1997). An

15 We also note that similar versions of this measange been employed in several other studies @dypol
dispersion (see, e.g., Ezrow 2007; Singh 2009).
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alternative set of analyses were performed anajythia Eurobarometer surveys

(administered twice per year in the Spring and Aututhat directlyprecedehe focal

election. Specifically, the parameters for the niede Table 2 were re-estimated using the

Eurobarometer estimates of citizen satisfactioadtly preceding the focal election. These

estimates, which are reported in Table 3 (Model3, Lontinue to support our conclusidfis.

In addition we conduct supplementary analyses reidipect to compulsory voting countries,

turnout based on registered voters, trending, erstlielectoral systems, party system size, and
7

“errors-in-variables™.’ The coefficient estimates for these model speatibnis on thel

satisfactionvariable continue to support The Dissatisfied Vétgpothesis (H2).

[Table 3 here]
Conclusion
Voter turnout is widely viewed as an important gator “of the health of a

democracy” (Franklin 1999: 216; see also Powell6)98 he contribution of this study is to
suggest thathanges in turnoudre also important. Our analysis of changes imctuir
suggests that elections are — not only a vehictutih which citizens participate and
demonstrate their engagement, but also — a mechdhisugh which dissatisfaction with
democracy is expressed. If citizens become dis®atjsand they do not express this
dissatisfaction at the polls, this would signal @emm for democracy. We find that electorates
in established democracies do tend to mark inangatissatisfaction with democracy by

participating in national elections. By contrakg finding that electorates participate less in

'® The use of the previous Eurobarometer might natiéal because the timing of the previous measuneme
still ranges from a few days to many months betbeeelection. Additionally, the estimates of satisfon are
based on far fewer respondents.

"We present these analyses in supplementary matevédlare available on a website associated with the
authors.
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elections when they are more satisfied with deneycimat odds with the traditional view
that declining turnout should be seen negativly.

There are several reasons why our findings are iitapb First, the outcome of
interest is electoral participation, and so theegaharguments that electoral participation is
important for a functioning democracy are relevaare (see Lijphart 1997, 1999; see also
Norris 2002). Discussing the importance of votiRgssell Dalton (2006, p. 42) states that
“voting will remain an important aspect of demoaraolitics as much for its symbolic value
as for its instrumental influence on policy. Votiilsghe one activity that binds the individual
to the political system and legitimizes the resthaf democratic process.”

Second, the study identifies an additional norngastandard for measuring the health
of democracy. As noted, scholars widely view votenout as a bellwether for assessing the
health of democracy. The implication of this stuslfhatchange in turnoytand its
subsequent effects, is also important. If, in thesspnce of increased dissatisfaction, we do not
observe an increase in voting to communicate dsfaation, then this may also be a cause
for concern. Put differently, if citizens abstararh voting when they are dissatisfied, this
would signal complete disengagement from the efatpyocess. The ballot should not only
be seen as an expression of satisfaction with deog@nd institutions, but also as a safety
mechanism for instances in which discontent arises.

Third, this study is important because it suggtsis in addition to viewing causality
cross-nationally, scholars of turnout must consadegmporal approach in assessing these
crucial relationships. There are a number of cregsnal studies that report a positive
relationship between satisfaction and turnout (BR2610; Gronlund and Setala 2007; Hadjar

and Beck 2011). We evaluate whether the cross+maltrelationship between citizen

18 We thank an anonymous reviewer for encouragint isrther consider the implications of our finding
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satisfaction and voter turnout directly translates over-time relationships within a single
country. We find that it does not.

The finding thatdleclines (increases) in aggregate levels of satisfawithin
democracies are associated with increases (decimkels of voter turnout within these
democracies raises several interesting questiarfatiore research. Our sample of
democracies is limited in that we examine onlyldghed democracies. We might expect
different relationships between changes in satigfia@nd changes in turnout in different
parts of the world. Newer democracies may not ekhiibincrease in voting when aggregate
levels of satisfaction decrease. As more longitaldiata becomes available, exploring
additional variation in the relationship betweermges in satisfaction and changes in turnout
IS an important next step.

Finally, it may be that to give greater considenatio longitudinal variation may
unlock some of the puzzles in the cross-nationsnirnout literature. For example, it is
well documented that voter turnout is decreasing (eranklin 2004). This feature is
surprising when we consider some of the cross-naticonclusions about individual factors
that contribute to turnout. Education and exposaoigolitical information contributes to
turnout, and these factors have been growing irldeed democracies for the time period in
which turnout is declining (Dalton 2002; see alsodn 2009). Indeed it is difficult to
logically “add up” the contradictory findings thagigregate levels of information and
education are increasing, while voter turnoutmswtaneously decreasing. Our analysis
suggests that turnout may be decreasing in edtallidemocracies where citizen satisfaction
with democracy is increasing, which would be caesiswith the finding that increasing
aggregate levels of education (accompanied by asang satisfaction) would not necessarily

produce subsequent increases in voting.

18



This study is the first to apply a temporal applotcparsing out the relationship
between satisfaction and turnout. The temporalyaealsupport the opposite conclusion from
the one that has been reached in previous crosstsgcstudies, which suggests that it is
important to distinguish between cross-nationa@f and longitudinal effects in future
research on voter turnout. Finally, while we hadentified an important aggregate pattern
that enhances our understanding of changes inuyrmauch more work needs to be done at

the individual-level to fully explain our results.
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Appendix 1. Measuring Average Party Extremism (Based on Ezrow 2007)

Theweightedmeasure of averagmrty policy extremisn{WPE)is defined as follows:

Weighted Party Extremism V/Zizl VSj (ij 'Pk)2

where,

P« = theweightedmean of all the parties’ Left-Right ideologicalgit@ons in countrk.
Pk = the ideological position of parfyn countryk.
VS; = Vote share for party

The alternative to weighing parties’ positions bgit vote shares is to weight all
parties equally. This measure is theveightedneasure of the averagarty policy

extremism (UPE)and it is constructed as follows:

(ij -|5k)2

Unweighted Party Extremism V/Z =1 o

where,

n = the number of parties included in the anali@<ountryk.
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Figure 1. Distribution of Turnout

Turnout in 12 Countries

1976-2011
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Notes.The boxes plot the percentages of election turimoall the election years in each
country between 1976 and 2011. There is an avaigelection years in each country with

a maximum of 13 (Denmark) and a minimum of 8 (Fear¢K, Spain and Portugal) in the
time-period covered. The lines inside the boxesasgnt median values. The boxes depict the
interquartile range of observations within eachntoy and the tips of the “whiskers” are the
minimum and maximum values up to 1.5 times therquiartile range.
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Figure 2. Distribution of Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Democracy in 12 Countries

1976-2011
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Notes.The boxes plot the percentages of those “very”&aidy” satisfied with democracy

in all the election years in each country betwe@ntland 2011. There is an average of 6
election years in each country with a maximum of@8nmark) and a minimum of 8
(France, UK, Spain, and Portugal) in the time-pkdovered. The lines inside the boxes
represent median values. The boxes depict thejumetile range of observations within each
country, and the tips of the “whiskers” are the imitnm and maximum values up to 1.5 times
the interquartile range (and the dots represerieosit
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Figure 3. Citizen Satisfaction with Democracy and Voter Turnout, 1976-2011
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calculated as the percentage of respondents {hatteel that they were “very” or “fairly” satisfiegith democracy.
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Table 1. Bivariate and Multivariate Analyses of Turnout

Cross-National Differencing Variables
Models
All Omit Bivariate Including
Countries comp. Lag DV
voting
(1) (2 ©)] 4)
Satisfaction (t) -0.14 0.30***
(0.16) (0.07)
ASatisfaction -0.16*** -0.17%**
(0.05) (0.05)
ATurnout (t-1) -0.13
(0.08)
Intercept 84.76*** 54 .96*** -1.43%** -1.52%**
(10.25) (5.20) (0.38) (0.14)
N 107 73 88 75
R 0.05 0.19 0.12 0.19
Number of 12 12
Countries

Notes. *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, two-tailetdst; Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Th
observations in Columns 1-2 are pooled and thelatdrerrors are clustered by country. The
compulsory voting countries that are omitted ingkeond model are Belgium, Italy, Greece, and
Luxemburg. The models in Columns 3-4 control fourtoy-specific fixed effects, and the dependent
variable isATurnout Differenced variables are based on changes bet@leetions
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Table 2. Multivariate Analyses of Turnout: Competitiveness, Economic
Conditions, Polarization, and Full Model Specifications

Time Competitiveness Economic WPE UPE Full Levels
between Conditions
ASatisfactior -0.20%** -0.15%* -0.11* -0.17*%*  -0.18***  -0.14** -0.17*
(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08)
ATime between elections 0.08** 0.09** -0.04*
(0.03 (0.03 (.0.02
ACompetitiveness -0.09 -0.08 -0.07
(0.05 (0.06 (0.12
4 GDP -0.1C -0.07 .08
(0.124 0.17 (0.19
AUnemployment 0.73** 0.60** -.03
(0.27) (0.26) (0.23)
APolarization 1.13 -1.11 2.05 4.56*
(1.81) (1.57) (1.59) (2.19)
Turnout t-1 H59***
(0.08)
Constant -1.35%** -1.49%** -0.73** -1.37*%**  -1.33***  -0.88** 34.98***
(0.05) (0.04) (0.30) (0.03) (0.04) (0.37) (9.24)
Observation 88 88 64 85 85 61 73
R-square 0.23 0.16 0.33 0.17 0.17 0.47 .55
Number of Countries 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Notes. *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, two-taileest; Dependent variable4§ urnout.All models

control for country-specific fixed effects. Robssandard errors clustered by country are in paeseth
“WPE” and “UPE" refer to the weighted and unweighteeasures of average party extremism described
in Appendix 1. Differenced variables are basedlmanges betweesiectionsexcept for1 GDPwhich is
based on the difference in GDP from the year befogeslection to the year of the election (seerfotzt

11). Weighted Average Party Extremism is the memsged in the full model specification. All of the
variables in the “Levels” model specification inl@mn 7 are measured based on levels (instead of
differences) of the variablesTtirnout t-1 is the proportion of eligible voters that votedthe previous

election.
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Table 3. Multivariate Analyses of Turnout, Based on Eurobarometer Surveys

Immediately Prior to National Elections

Time Competitivenes  Economic WPE UPE Full Levels
betweel Condition:
ASatisfaction -0.07* -0.07** -0.05* -0.07** -0.08* -0.04**  -0.07**
(0.04 (0.03 (0.02 (0.03 (0.04 (0.02 (0.02
ATime between elections 0.04* 0.07** 0.01
(0.02 (0.02 (0.02
ACompetitiveness -0.17** -0.12* -0.14
(0.06 (0.06 (0.11
4 GDP -0.01 -0.05 0.09
(0.15) (0.21) (0.21)
AUnemploymel 0.85*** 0.71** 0.2¢
(0.21 (0.23 (0.19
APolarizatior 2.2¢ 0.47 2.17 4,29**
(1.47) (2.77) (1.32) (2.79)
Turnout t-1 0.65***
(0.10
Constar -1.53%** -1.62%** -0.93** -1.36*** -1.40%** -0.93*  20.15**
(0.06) (0.04) (0.30) (0.06) (0.06) (0.39) (8.08)
Observations 96 96 72 92 92 69 77
R-square 0.0¢ 0.1¢ 0.3C 0.1< 0.0¢ 0.4< 57
Number ofCountrie: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Notes. *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, two-tailetkst; Dependent variableA3 urnout.All models
include country-specific fixed effects. Robust stard errors are in parentheses. “WPE” and “UPE8rref
to the weighted and unweighted measures of avgraigg extremism described in Appendix 1. Weighted

Average Party Extremism is the measure used ifuthmodel specification. All of the variables iha
“levels” model specification in Column 7 are mea&slbased on levels (instead of differences) of the
variables. Turnout t-1 is the proportion of eligible voters that votedthe previous election.
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