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Introduction

The body of scholarship on satisfaction with democracy has long
recognized the influence that voting for a winning party or candidate
has on satisfaction with democracy. That is, winners (or voters who
vote for winning parties or candidates) are simply more satisfied
with democracy than losers (or voters who vote for losing parties
or candidates) are [1-7]. Yet, while winning and losing an election
may influence how satisfied voters are, certain characteristics of a
country’s political system could influence the impact that winning and
losing have on satisfaction. In particular, party institutionalization in a
country should impact how winning and losing influence satisfaction
with democracy.

In countries where parties are highly institutionalized, parties tend to
be older, party labels tend to send meaningful signals about parties’
policy preferences, and links between parties and voters are strong [8].
As such, winning should have a strong positive impact on satisfaction
with democracy, and losing should have a strong negative impact on
satisfaction. In these systems, winners and losers should be confident
that the winning party will pursue a policy agenda that the winning
voters will support. As a result, the winners will be very satistied
with democratic outcomes, and the losers will be very unsatisfied [9].

In contrast, in countries where parties are less institutionalized,
parties tend to be younger, party labels do not send clear, credible
signals about parties’ policy preferences, and links between parties
and voters are weak. As such, both winning and losing voters may
have limited expectations as to which types of policies the winning
party will pursue. Since both winners and losers may not know what
to expect from newly elected officials once they take office, both
winners and losers may not take into consideration the election results
when they are determining how satisfied they are with democracy in
their country.

In the data analysis section of the paper, I use data on satisfaction

with democracy and vote choice from the Comparative Study of

Electoral Systems (CSES), Modules 2-5. I focus specifically on
analyzing data from presidential systems in the Americas between

2002 and 2021. There is a great deal of variation in party
institutionalization throughout the presidential democracies in the
Americas. As such, this allows me to analyze the impact that party
institutionalization has on satisfaction across a range of countries
with varying levels of party institutionalization. In the analysis, I also
use data on party institutionalization from the Varieties of Democracy
dataset [10, 11]. The findings suggest that as party institutionalization
increases, voting for the winning presidential party has an increasingly
positive impact on satisfaction with democratic outcomes. That is,
winners become increasingly more satisfied with democracy than
losers are. As such, while election results should have a legitimizing
effect on democratic institutions [12], as election losers become
increasingly dissatisfied with democracy, election outcomes could
actually produce delegitimizing effects.

In the next section of the paper, I summarize the literature on
satisfaction with democracy. Afterwards, 1 discuss how party
institutionalization conditions how winning or losing impacts
satisfaction with democracy. Then I discuss the research design and
empirical results. In the conclusion, I provide suggested avenues for
future research on party institutionalization and satisfaction with
democracy.

Satisfaction with Democracy

Satisfaction with democracy varies a great deal cross-nationally. A
variety of factors can explain this variation in satisfaction between
countries throughout the world. One of the most consistent factors
that influences satisfaction is government performance. While
citizens may have general opinions on how satisfied they are
with democracy, government performance still influences their
evaluations of regime performance. Citizens simply tend to be more
satisfied with democracy as the quality of policy outcomes increases.
In particular, Armingeon and Guthtmann [13] find that between 2007
and 2011, the economic crisis in Europe had a negative impact on
satisfaction with democracy. Similarly, Cameron [14] finds that rising
economic pessimism over time has led to a decline in satisfaction
with democracy in Australia. Claassen and Magalhaes [15] also find
that economic performance has a positive impact on satisfaction with
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democracy in countries all over the world. Beyond economic
indicators, Claassen and Magalhdes [15] find that crime rates have a
negative impact on satisfaction.

Institutions can also play a key role in satisfaction with democracy.
Citizens in consensus democracies tend to be more satisfied with
democracy than citizens in majoritarian democracies are. Consensus
democracies are designed to include multiple interests within the
policymaking process. Given that a variety of interests can influence
the policymaking process, this increases satisfaction with democracy
overall amongst citizens. In contrast, majoritarian democracies
tend to only favor the representation of the majority’s interests
throughout the policymaking process. Opposition interests tend to
be excluded. As a result, opposition supporters are less satisfied
with the democratic process, which reduces overall satisfaction with
democracy within the population [1, 6, 7, 16-20].

Another key factor that influences satisfaction with democracy is
winning or losing an election. After an election, citizens who voted
for candidates and parties that won tend to be more satisfied with
democracy than citizens who voted for candidates and parties that
did not win [1-3, 5, 6]. The increase in satisfaction is likely driven
by a combination of two factors: ideology and affective polarization.
With respect to ideology, when a citizen’s preferred candidate or
party controls a key policymaking institution, the candidate or party
will develop policies the citizen supports, and this should increase
satisfaction with democracy. In contrast, when a citizen loses an
election, their representative may not pursue policies the citizen
supports, and this should decrease satisfaction [4, 21, 22]. And the
satisfaction gap between winning and losing should become bigger
as the perceived ideological gaps between parties grow wider. When
parties are perceived to be more ideologically polarized, election
winners should be more satisfied with democracy. In contrast, losers
should be very unhappy with the outcome because the winning
parties will likely adopt policies that are far from the losers’ ideal
points. Losing in an ideologically polarized system is very costly [4,
9].

Of course, although beyond the scope of this article, it is important
to note that psychological factors can also influence how winning
and losing impact satisfaction with democracy. Often, voters have
an affective, or emotional attachment, to parties. Voters could either
feel positive emotions towards their own parties, negative emotions
towards opposition parties, or a combination of positive and negative
emotions towards their own parties and opposition parties. These
emotions might influence how winning and losing influence voters’
satisfaction with democracy. When a voter’s party wins, they may
feel more positive emotions, and they may be more satisfied with
democracy as a result. In contrast, when their party loses, the loss
may trigger feelings of inferiority and a low sense of control. This
could lead to feelings of distress, anger, and frustration, and could
reduce voters’ satisfaction with democracy [9, 23-26].

Party Institutionalization and Satisfaction with Democracy

While many studies find that winning or losing an election can
have a positive impact on satisfaction with democracy, none of these
studies have focused on how party institutionalization could condition
how winning and losing influence satisfaction with democracy. In
countries with highly institutionalized parties, party labels send strong
signals to voters about a party’s policy goals. As such, election results
inform voters about the expected ideological direction of public
policy. Hence, in countries with highly institutionalized parties, we
should expect that election winners should be highly satisfied with
democracy, whereas losers should be highly dissatisfied. In contrast,
winning and losing should have a weaker impact on satisfaction with
democracy in countries with weakly institutionalized parties. Party
labels and election results may not send the same signals about the

expected ideological direction of public policy. As a result, election
results may not have the same impact on voters’ satisfaction with
democracy’.

When parties are highly institutionalized in a country, parties
tend to be older and exist over time across election cycles. There
are also strong, long-term links between parties and voters. Voters
tend to vote for the same parties over time. And party labels send
voters information about the ideological preferences of political
parties. As such, when a party controls a policymaking institution,
it is clear which types of policies they will pursue and whether
they can govern. There is also more congruence between voters’
preferences and elected officials’ preferences, which means voters
are better represented in the policymaking process [27]. Given these
conditions, winning and losing an election in a country with highly
institutionalized parties should have a strong impact on satisfaction
with democracy. Since party labels are meaningful, winners should
expect that the parties they voted for will pursue policies that the
winning voters support. This should increase winners’ satisfaction
with democracy. Alternatively, losing in a system with highly
institutionalized parties should reduce satisfaction. If party labels
are meaningful, this implies that the winning party will pursue
policies that the losing voters do not support. This should decrease
satisfaction [8, 12, 27-30].

Next, when parties are weakly institutionalized, parties tend to be
younger and may only exist for a few election cycles. Additionally,
party labels send weaker signals to voters about the ideological
preferences of political parties. Parties and their candidates may not
be able to credibly commit to pursuing any specific types of policies
once they are elected. Additionally, there is a disconnect between
voters’ preferences and elected officials’ preferences, implying that
voters are not well represented in the policymaking process [27].
Hence, even if a voter’s preferred party won office, the voter may
not be confident that the party would be willing and able to pursue
policies that the voter supported [8, 27-30]. As a result, in countries
with weakly institutionalized parties, winning and losing an election
should have a minimal impact on satisfaction with democracy
because voters have limited expectations about which policies parties
will pursue in office.

The aforementioned discussion implies that party institutionalization
conditions how winning and losing influence satisfaction with
democracy. In countries with highly institutionalized parties, winning
should have a strong positive impact on satisfaction with democracy,
and losing should have a strong negative impact. In contrast, in
countries with weakly institutionalized parties, winning should have
a limited positive impact on satisfaction, and losing should have a
weak negative impact on satisfaction. This leads to the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The positive effect of being an election winner
on satisfaction with democracy should increase as party
institutionalization increases.

Research Design

In the data analysis, I use data from the Comparative Study of
Electoral Systems (CSES), Modules 2-5. I include data from 22
presidential elections in the Americas: Brazil (2002, 2006, 2014,
2018), Chile (2005, 2017), Costa Rica (2018), El Salvador (2019),
Mexico (2006, 2012, 2018), Peru (2006, 2011, 2016, 2021), the
United States (2004, 2008, 2012, 2016, 2020), and Uruguay (2009,
2019). I choose to focus on presidential systems because it is clearer
who the winner is after the election. Additionally, previous studies
have demonstrated that winning and losing have a stronger impact
on satisfaction with democracy in majoritarian democracies than
in consensus democracies, and presidential elections are inherently
majoritarian.
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K Figure 1: Bar Chart of Satisfaction with Democracy )

I use the following question from the CSES to measure Satisfaction
with Democracy: “Onthe whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satistied,
not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy
works in [COUNTRY]?” I code the answers such that higher values
indicate the respondent is more satisfied with democracy. I present a
bar chart of the variable in Figure 1. The modal category is 3, “Fairly
Satisfied.”

To measure winning an election, I use data from the CSES on
who each respondent voted for in the previous election. If they voted
for the winning candidate, Winner is coded as 1. If they voted for
a losing candidate, Winner is coded as 0. Note that this analysis
only focuses on how winning or losing an election influences how
satisfied voters are with democracy. Since non-voters did not cast a
vote preference for a candidate, there is no way to measure who their
preferred candidate(s) were, and therefore no way to assess whether
their preferred candidate(s) won or lost. As such, non-voters cannot
be included in the analysis.

Also note that several of the countries in the dataset have majority-
runoff presidential elections. As such, I ran two separate sets of
models: (1) “first-round” models that include all the data from the
presidential elections with just one round and data from the first
round of each presidential election, and (2) “final-round” models that
contain data from the presidential elections with just one round and
data from the second-round elections (if available). Brazil is the only
country in the dataset that consistently includes data for the second
round of elections. As such, there are fewer election-years in the
“final-round” models.

See Appendix A for summary statistics on actual voter turnout in
each country-election-year. Note that the mean of the percentage of
respondents in each CSES dataset that indicated they voted in each

election for each country-election-year (X, , ... = 86.7%; X, . .
= 85.0%) was slightly higher than the mean of actual voter turnout
X rona = 12:0%; X, = 09.9%). The mean for the percentage of
CSES respondents who said they voted is likely slightly higher than
the mean of actual voter turnout because of (1) social desirability bias
and (2) voters are more likely to want to participate in an election
survey than non-voters are. Nevertheless, while the percentage of
people who indicated they voted was higher in CSES, the percentage

of respondents who said they voted for the winning candidate (¥,

irst

roung = A8.1%; X, o =56.5%) was generally close to the winning
candidate’s vote share in each election year (X, . = 40.9%; %,
ROIUI([ = 5 1 .6%).

Next, to account for the effect that Winner will have on Satisfaction
with Democracy conditional on Party Institutionalization in a country,
I use a variable from the V-Dem dataset, party institutionalization,
that measures the average institutionalization of all major parties in a
country in a given year [10, 11, 31]. To measure this variable, the
authors of the dataset combine five other variables in the dataset: party
organizations, party branches, party linkages, distinct party platforms,
and legislative party cohesion. For each of these components, the
authors of the dataset asked country-expert respondents questions
related to (1) whether national parties have permanent organizations,
(2) whether parties have local branches, (3) whether parties are
clientelistic or programmatic, (4) whether parties have distinct party
platforms, and (5) whether legislators vote with their parties on bills
in the legislative process. Higher values of this variable indicate that a
country has parties that have permanent national organizations, local
ties, programmatic linkages with voters, and distinct party platforms.
Higher values also indicate that legislators in a country tend to vote
along party lines. This variable captures how institutionalized all
parties are in general in a country. For this variable, I use data for
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each country during each election-year. The variable ranges from
0.32 t0 0.963 in Models 1 and 3 and 0.38 to 0.963 in Models 2 and 4.

Given that [ expect that the Party Institutionalization variable to
condition the impact that the Winner variable has on Satisfaction with
Democracy, 1 include an interaction variable in the models between
the Winner variable and the Party Institutionalization variable. As
per Hypothesis 1, I expect the Winner variable to have a positive
impact on Satisfaction with Democracy. But 1 also expect that effect
to become increasingly positive as the Party Institutionalization
variables increase [32, 33].

I also include several control variables in the models that could
also impact respondents’ Satisfaction with Democracy in their
respective countries. I include three variables related to economic
performance: an individual’s Income, GDP per capita (logged),
and the Unemployment Rate. 1 expect Income and GDP per capita
to have a positive impact on Satisfaction with Democracy, and
Unemployment Rate to have a negative impact. Several studies have
demonstrated that economic performance has a strong impact on
citizens’ satisfaction with democracy [13-15].

I also include a control variable in the analysis that accounts for how
the Age of Democracy can influence Satisfaction with Democracy.
This variable simply measures the number of consecutive years the
country had been classified as Free according to the Freedom House
dataset as of the year of the election [34]. I expect this variable to
have a positive impact on Satisfaction with Democracy.

Lastly, note that ideally, I would include additional individual-
level demographic control variables in the analysis, such as age and

gender. However, the data for these variables are not available in all
country-years in the CSES.

Results

I present the results of Models 1-4 in Table 1 and Figures 2-3.
Models 1-2 use ordinary least squares regression. Models 3-4 use
ordered probit to analyze the data. All of the models include fixed
effects for each country, with Brazil as the base category.

The results from the coefficient plots in Figures 2-3 provide
strong support for Hypothesis 1. At the lowest levels of party
institutionalization, winning has no statistical impact on satisfaction
with democracy. But at the highest levels of party institutionalization,
winning has a positive impact on satisfaction with democracy.
Substantively, in Models 1-2, at the highest levels of party
institutionalization, being a winner leads to about a 0.181 to 0.248
unit increase (or a 5% to 6% increase) in satisfaction with democracy.
In Model 3, at the highest levels of party institutionalization, winners
have a 32.2% probability of choosing “Fairly Satisfied” with
democracy and a 15.9% probability of choosing “Very Satisfied”
with democracy, while losers have a 30.0% probability of choosing
“Fairly Satisfied” with democracy and a 10.3% probability of
choosing “Very Satisfied” with democracy. Similarly, in Model 4,
winners have a 36.0% probability of choosing “Fairly Satisfied” with
democracy and a 14.6% probability of choosing “Very Satisfied”
with democracy, while losers have a 33.9% probability of choosing
“Fairly Satisfied” with democracy and a 10.4% probability of

-

choosing “Very Satisfied” with democracy.

-1.563%%*
(0.269)

Party Institutionalization

Income

-0.055%**
(0.004)

Unemployment Rate

2,797+
(0.213)

Constant

1.015%%*
(0.049)

Costa Rica

-0.027
(0.053)

Mexico

N\

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
First-Round, Final-Round, | First-Round, Final-Round,
OLS OLS Ordered Probit Ordered Probit

D.153%%*
(0.302)

0.012%%*
(0.002)

0.013%**
(0.002)

-0.016%%*
(0.004)

-1.723%%*
(0.280)

1.720%%*
(0.066)

0.160%*
(0.060)

-1.993 %%
(0.373)

2.705% %
(0.417)

0.016%**
(0.003)

0.017+%x
(0.003)

-0.076%**
(0.005)

-0.020%%*
(0.006)

1.443%%x
(0.068)

2.407%%
(0.091)

-0.054
(0.073)

0.198%*
(0.083)

Table 1. to be cont.y
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(United States 1.421%*** 1.489%*** 1.940%** 2.011%** \
(0.071) (0.083) (0.100) (0.115)
Cut Point 1 -1.560 4.673
(0.297) (0.388)
Cut Point 3 1.045 7.227
(0.297) (0.389)
N 33,678 26,611 33,678 26,611
Adjusted R-Square 0.1716 0.1931
Pseudo R-Square 0.0745 0.0831

Standard Errors in Parentheses
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
Qable 1: The Impact of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalizati(y

Uigure 2: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models 1-2 (OLS) J

[ )

\{igure 3: TheEffectof Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models 3-4 (Ordered Probiy
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With respect to the control variables, the coefficient for /ncome
is positive and significant at the 0.001 level in all of the models. As
expected, the results suggest that as an individual’s income increases,
their satisfaction with democracy increases. The coefficient for GDP
per Capita is also positive and significant at the 0.001 level in all
of the models. And the coefficient for the Unemployment Rate is
negative and significant at the 0.001 level in all of the models. As
expected, these results suggest that as a country’s overall economic
health increases, individuals within that country become more
satisfied with democracy. Lastly, Age of Democracy does not have
the expected effect.

Robustness Checks

Since a handful of countries only had one election cycle in the
dataset, I re-run Models 1-4, only including countries with multiple
election cycles. Specifically, I remove the observations from Costa
Rica and El Salvador in Models 1 and 3, and the observations from
Chile, Costa Rica, and Peru from Models 2 and 4. I present the
results for these new models in Appendix B, Table B1, and Figures
B1 and B2. The results of the models are substantively the same as
the original models. As party institutionalization increases, the effect
of winning on satisfaction with democracy becomes increasingly
positive. Note that since I removed observations from Models 2 and
4, party institutionalization in those models only ranges from 0.719
to 0.963 (as opposed to the original models, where it ranges from
0.380 to 0.963).

Next, I also re-run the models excluding the United States and only
including the Latin American countries. The results for these models
are in Appendix C, Table C1, and Figures C1 and C2. The results for
Models C1 and C3 are substantively the same as the original models.
Winners become increasingly more satisfied with democracy as
party institutionalization increases. The results for Models C2 and
C4 are different. Winning has a positive impact on satisfaction with
democracy regardless of the level of party institutionalization.

Given that the fixed effects were significant in most cases, I re-run
the models without the fixed effects. I present the results in Appendix
D, Table D1, and Figures D1 and D2. The substantive results for the
Winner and Party Institutionalization variables remain the same. As
party institutionalization increases, the positive impact that winning
has on satisfaction increases. Nevertheless, the R-Square values were
lower in the models without the fixed effects, indicating that the fixed
effects in the original model account for some of the cross-national
variation in satisfaction with democracy. Additionally, the results for
the control variables in Models D1-D4 were slightly different. The
coefficient for GDP per Capita lost significance in Models D1 and
D3, and the coefficient for the Unemployment Rate lost significance
in Models D2 and D3. And the coefficient for Age of Democracy
became positive. Hence, including the fixed effects affected the
results for the control variables, but not the main variables of
theoretical interest (i.e. Winner and Party Institutionalization).

Lastly, to assess the general impact of winning on satisfaction with
democracy, conditional on party institutionalization, I display the
distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy for winners and losers for
each election year in the histograms in Figures E1-E15 in Appendix
E. I display each country from the lowest average level of party
institutionalization (Peru) to the highest average level (Uruguay).
I display the first-round models first and the second-round models
second. Overall, even without accounting for the control variables,
the results suggest that as party institutionalization increases, winners
become increasingly more satisfied with democracy than losers are.

Conclusion

While being an election winner or election loser might influence
satisfaction with democracy, the exact impact it will have on
satisfaction with democracy will depend on other conditions in the

political system. In this article, I demonstrate how party
institutionalization conditions the impact that winning has
on satisfaction with democracy. In countries that have less
institutionalized parties, winners tend to be as equally satisfied with
democracy as losers are. But as parties become more institutionalized,
winners become more satisfied with democracy than losers are.

These findings are not surprising given that the analysis focuses on
presidential elections. Majoritarian elections tend to produce clear
winners and losers, and as such, it is easy for voters to discern how
winning and losing an election can impact policy outcomes. In future
studies, scholars could extend this analysis to consensus democracies
where the gap between the perceived benefits of winning and losing
an election is smaller. Winning and losing may not have as big of
an impact on satisfaction with democracy in these countries. As
such, party institutionalization may also not play as big of a role in
influencing how winning impacts satisfaction with democracy [30].

It is also important to note that in this analysis, none of the
countries experienced large changes in party institutionalization.
In future research, scholars could focus on how changes in party
institutionalization in both the short-run and long-run impact how
winning and losing influence satisfaction with democracy. Changes
to party institutionalization may indicate broader changes to the
overall democratic system in the country, and this might impact how
winning influences satisfaction with democracy. If the links between
parties and voters become weaker, we should expect the impact
that winning has on satisfaction to diminish. Alternatively, if those
links become stronger, we should expect the impact of winning on
satisfaction with democracy to grow over time.

Additionally, this article focused on how party institutionalization
influences satisfaction with democracy for voters after an election.
Future studies could also focus on the effect of party institutionalization
on satisfaction with democracy in general. Citizens should be more
satisfied with democracy as party institutionalization increases. In
countries with a high level of party institutionalization, it is easier
for citizens to predict which parties will compete from election to
election, party labels send more meaningful signals to citizens about
what the parties stand for, and voters have an easier time predicting
what parties will do in office if they are elected. Nevertheless, as
the results of this analysis suggest, even in countries with highly
institutionalized parties, where citizens should generally be satisfied
with democracy, citizens who do not support the parties in power
for ideological reasons may still be less satisfied with democracy.
And this may be even more the case in countries with high levels of
affective polarization [35].

Lastly, the results of this article are interesting because, generally
speaking, party institutionalization should also have a positive impact
on the quality of a democracy. When parties are stable from election
to election, when party labels communicate meaningful information
about parties’ policy preferences, and when links between parties
and voters are strong, parties play a key role in representing voters’
interests in government. Yet, the results of this analysis suggest that
party institutionalization can negatively impact democratic outcomes
if it causes some voters to become dissatisfied with democratic
outcomes when they lose an election. This is important to note as it
illustrates the complex impact a specific characteristic of a political
system could have on the quality of democratic outcomes in a country.
Ideally, elections should play a key role in the democratic process, as
they help legitimize the rule of public officials in the short run [12].
But if party institutionalization leads to losers becoming unsatisfied
with democracy, election outcomes may have a minimal effect on
legitimacy, or even a negative effect.
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Appendix A
Table Al: Data for Each First-Round Election, Models 1 and 3

~

Election Year Percentage Actual Percentage Actual Vote
of Turnout of Share for
Respondents Respondents | Winning
Who Voted in CSES Candidate
in CSES ‘Who Voted
Datasets for the
Winning
Candidate
Brazil? 2002 87.9% 82.3% 54.1% 46.4%
2006 84.5% 83.2% 68.9% 48.6%
2014 90.5% 80.6% 49.8% 41.6%
2018 80.9% 79.7% 47.5% 46.0%

2018 78.1% 65.7% 43.3% 21.6%

United States®

2Source for Election Data
3Source for Election Data
4Source for Election Data
>Source for Election Data
%Source for Election Data
’Source for Election Data

com/news/world-latin-america-56720780
8Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/226/ and https://www.
presidency.ucsb.edu/statistics/data/voter-turnout-in-presidential-elections

°Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/228/

: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/31/
: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/44/
: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/53/
: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/66/
: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/140/
: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/170/ and https://www.bbc.
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Table A2: Data for Each Final-Round Election, Models 2 and 4

Uruguay'®

Election Year Percentage of Actual Percentage | Actual Vote
Respondents Turnout | of Share for
Who Voted in Respondents | Winning
CSES Datasets in CSES Candidate
‘Who Voted
for the
Winning
Candidate
Brazil"® 2002 93.9% 79.5% 68.7% 61.27%
2006 92.5% 81.0% 71.7% 60.83%
2014 90.6% 78.9% 56.6% 51.64%
2018 80.2% 78.7% 59.0% 55.13%

2018 72.7% 66.5% 64.1% 60.6%

2021 84.7% 74.6% 50.6% 50.1%

2009 No Data 89.2% 64.0% 53.3%
Available
2019 97.2% 90.1% 44.4% 48.7%

2

Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/31/

"Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/44/

2Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/53/

BSource for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/140/
1Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/170/ and https://www.bbc.
com/news/world-latin-america-56720780
5Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/226/ and https://www.
presidency.ucsb.edu/statistics/data/voter-turnout-in-presidential-elections
1Source for Election Data: https://www.electionguide.org/countries/id/228/ and https://www.bbc.
com/news/world-latin-america-50587029
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Appendix B

Table B1: The Impact of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party
Institutionalization, Only Countries with Multiple Elections

~

Party Institutionalization

Income

Unemployment Rate

Constant

Mexico

Model B1 Model B2 Model B3 Model B4
First-Round, Final-Round, | First-Round, Final-Round,
OLS OLS Ordered Probit | Ordered Probit

0.013%%*
(0.002)

-0.05 5% H
(0.003)

2.807%%*
(0.212)

-0.024
(0.053)

2. 244%%%

(0.306)

0.015%**

(0.002)

-0.016%%
(0.004)

-1.633%%*

(0.285)

0.161**

(0.060)

-1.583%*x
(0.268)

-1.998%#x*
(0.374)

0.018%**
(0.003)

-0.076%%*
(0.005)

-0.055
(0.073)

2,839
(0.425)

0.019%**
(0.003)

-0.020%%*
(0.006)

0.193%*
(0.083)

United States 1.426%%* 1.491 %% 1,949 2.021%**
(0.071) (0.082) (0.100) (0.115)

Uruguay 1.504%%x 1.905%** 2.048%%* 2.561%**
(0.084) (0.099) (0.118) (0.139)
Cut Point 1 -1.551 4572
(0.297) (0.398)

Cut Point 3 1.070 7.149
(0.297) (0.399)

N 31,762 24,164 31,762 24,164

Adjusted R-Square 0.1807 0.1876

Pseudo R-Square 0.0788 0.0811

Standard Errors in Parentheses
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

J Poli Sci Publi Opin
vol. 3 iss. 2 (Jul-Dec) 2025

ISSN: 3049-0243



Page 11 of 22

(Figure B1: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models\
B1-B2 (OLS)

N J

(Figure B2: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models\
B3-B4 (Ordered Probit)
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Appendix C

Institutionalization, Excluding the United States

~

Table Cl1: The Impact of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party

Party Institutionalization

Income

Unemployment Rate

Constant

Costa Rica

Mexico

Cut Point 2

N
Adjusted R-Square
Pseudo R-Square

0.010*

3.799*

0.816*

-0.034

21,204
0.1153

-0.075%#*
(0.007)

(0.062)

(0.134)

Uruguay 1553 %% 2.830%%+ 2.063%* 3.514%%x
(0.176) (0.384) (0.234) (0.490)

(1.287)

(0.002)

(0.003)

0.002
(0.015)

*x -1L178%*
(0.277)

(0.378)

(0.100)

0.776%*
(0.282)

14,137
0.1438

-5.253%%*

Model B1 Model B2 Model B3 Model B4
First-Round, Final-Round, | First-Round, Final-Round,
OLS OLS Ordered Probit | Ordered Probit

2.143%%x
(0.631)

-2.884%%*
(0.834)

0.013%**
(0.003)

-0.102%%
(0.009)

1.075%%+
(0.083)

-0.034
(0.177)

-1.906
(0.370)

21,204

0.0486

6,452
(1.646)

0.014%%+
(0.004)

0.001
(0.020)

2201 %%+
(0.130)

0.949%*
(0.361)

4.457
(0.490)

14,137

0.0591

Standard Errors in Parentheses
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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5 )

Figure C1: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models C1-C
(OLS)

(Figure C2: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models\
C3-C4 (Ordered Probit)
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Appendix D )
Table D1: The Impact of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party
Institutionalization, Models Without Fixed Effects
Model B1 Model B2 Model B3 Model B4
First-Round, Final-Round, | First-Round, Final-Round,
OLS OLS Ordered Probit | Ordered Probit

Party Institutionalization 0.413%*** 0.821%** 0.551%** 1.086***
(0.033) (0.067) (0.044) (0.090)
Winner* 0.428%%** 0.230%* 0.576%** 0.329**
Party Institutionalization (0.046) (0.085) (0.061) (0.113)
Income 0.006** 0.011*** 0.007** 0.014%%*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Unemployment Rate -0.029%*** -0.003 (0.003) | -0.038%*** -0.004 (0.004)
(0.002) (0.003)
Constant 1.777%** -0.126 (0.153)
(0.109)

e I N (XYY EXCAGET

N
Adjusted R-Square
Pseudo R-Square

33,678
0.1120

26,611
0.1212

33,678
0.0467

26,611
0.0494

Standard Errors in Parentheses
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

N\

J

N\

D1-D2 (OLS)

Gigure D1: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models\

J
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( Figure D2: The Effect of Winner on Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Institutionalization, Models\
D3-D4 (Ordered Probit)

4 Appendix E )
Figure E1: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Peru (First Round Model)
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( Figure E2: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Costa Rica (First Round Model) \

( Figure E3: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Brazil (First Round Model) \
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( Figure E4: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, El Salvador (First Round Model) \

N J

( Figure E5: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Mexico (First Round Model) \
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f Figure E6: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, United States (First Round Model) \

f Figure E7: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Chile (First Round Model) \
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f Figure E8: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Uruguay (First Round Model) \

N J

( Figure E9: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Peru (Second Round Model) \
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f Figure E10: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Peru (Second Round Model) \

f Figure E11: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Brazil (Second Round Model) \
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f Figure E12: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Mexico (Second Round Model) \

N J

f Figure E13: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, United States (Second Round Model) \
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f Figure E14: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Chile (Second Round Model) \

N J

f Figure E15: Distribution of Satisfaction with Democracy, Uruguay (Second Round Model) \
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