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I ntroduction

Notions of a democratic deficit can be exploredrfra variety of vantage points. This paper is
driven by three starting assumptions. First, tbal gs to explore the presence or absence of any
deficit from "the bottom up,"” that is, from the \tage point of citizens. This approach may not
entirely square with accounts that tackle the idsomn institutional, elite, or other perspectives.
But at some point any account of how far the pcactf democracy in Canada and the United
States falls short of democratic ideals needs tsider citizens’ evaluations. Taking a bottom-up
approach also means asking a different set of munsstinstead of exploring how well legislative
and executive institutions meet the democraticstegparticipation, transparency, accountability,
representation, for example, the more pertinenstjues from this bottom-up perspective are: To
what extent are citizens satisfied with the quadtydemocracy in their respective countries? And
whether, or how, do public evaluations of democralrgw citizens closer to meeting the
democratic ideal of a politically engaged citizenry

The second starting assumption is that a more bathrview of American-Canadian
similarities and differences emerges by placings¢hdawo country comparisons in broader
perspective. Questions about the democratic defiere initially informed by the notion that
some of the difficulties facing democratic govercarare somehow common to most advanced
industrial states (Habermas 1973; Brittan 1975gKiA75; Crozier et al. 1975). Focusing entirely
on two country comparisons, however, tends to detention to differences rather than
similarities. And in the case of Canadian-Americamparisons in particular there is the strong
temptation to infer that any differences reflect é&inan exceptionalism (Lipset 1950; 1963;
1990). That may well be the case, but such a asiart has a stronger foundation when Canadian
and American variations can be placed in the cartegomparable evidence from publics in other
advanced industrial states.

The third driving assumption is that if "democracdn mean different things to different
people (Thomassen 1995; Simon 1996; Miller et @87), then it is also possible that the nature,
characteristics, and consequences of a "democddiicit" are different. Because we are
interested in citizens' perspectives, the analgdiss on a rich body of individual level data that
come from the World Values Surveys (WVS). Thesweys have a number of advantages: They
use the same sampling and data collection methg@sloand they have asked national random
samples of publics many of the same core questtbasjuestions are worded in the same way and
the data are collected at roughly the same timbes@& data have been gathered in the United
States, Canada, Europe, and many other countrregalr intervals between 1981 and 2006. The
focus in this paper is primarily, though not exohe$y, on cross-national WVS data from the most
recent round of the surveys for a straightforwaason that is particularly relevant to the theme of
this conference. The 2005-2006 round of the WM&agespondents a new, and richer, set of
guestions about the salience and meanings of daeyciThese particular data therefore provide a
novel opportunity to explore more precisely whethand how, citizens' satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with democracy is related to vaoia in their conceptions of democracy.

The investigation is organized in five sections.bdgins with the broad aggregate picture by
outlining prevailing perspectives on the centralem: confidence is government is waning, and
formal political participation appears to be dedigmacross many established democracies. The
second section considers citizens' levels of comanit to democracy and their conceptions of
democracy in the United States, Canada, and ottableshed democracies. It then turns to
explore citizen evaluations of how democraticalheit country is governed. The evidence



suggests that there is a considerable gap --zecievel "democratic deficit" -- between citizens'
expectations and their evaluations of democraayast countries consideredThe third section
explores comparatively the sources of that gap:eWidence indicates the foundations of the
citizen-level democratic deficit are not the samass-nationally. And so the final analytic section
of the paper considers some of the consequenceastipén dissatisfaction with democratic
performance. The conclusion ponders some of tipdigations of the central findings.

Discontent in Advanced I ndustrial Democracies

Many advanced industrial democracies have showmssig democratic distress for several
decades. Two commonly identified markers of thistrdss are trends in formal political
participation and attitudes towards government.hB@anada and the United States have
experienced a significant decline in voter turnower the last two decades. Voter turnout in
Canada in patrticular fell substantially between1B88 election, when turnout was 75 percent, and
the 2004 contest, when turnout slumped to only éTent. Citizens are turning out to vote in
dwindling numbers in other political systems aslwelt the size and timing of these declines
varies considerably. Franklin’s (2002) analysistwhout levels for lower house elections in 23
countries, including Canada and the United Stétesyeen 1945 and 1999, found that turnout had
declined by only 4.4 percent on average over tbhabg. The declines in Canada and the United
States are steeper than the average. The tre@dnada over the period from 1945 to 2000 is a
0.14 percent annual decline in federal electiomdut, or 7.5 percent over 55 years (Elections
Canada, 2008). In United States Congressionali@tscthe pattern is strikingly similar, namely,
an annual decline of .13 percent between 1945 @06 gFederal Election Commission, 2008).

Second, observers note that citizen confidencéeir political institutions has declined over
much of the same period. Figure 1 summarizes ribygoption of citizens expressing "a great deal”
or "quite a lot" of confidence in legislatures betm 1981 and 2006. The general trend is a
decline in confidence over that 25 year period, thet data suggest a distinction between two
groups of advanced industrial publics: among somaigs confidence in legislatures declined
modestly, while in others it has declined sharpyanada ranks among the first grouping, while
the United States is in the second. The percemdb@anadians expressing "a great deal" or "quite
a lot" of confidence in parliament has fluctuateduamd 40 percent during period between 1981
and 2006, with a slight trend downward over thdsg/@ars. In the United States, by contrast, the
proportion of respondents expressing "a great d@dltjuite a lot" of confidence dropped from 53
percent in 1981 to only 21 percent in 2006. But thnited States is by no means exceptional in
this regard. In France, for example, the percentdgeople expressing confidence in parliament
has also declined steadily from 56 percent in @835 percent in 2006. And in the Netherlands
and Germany, the erosion in confidence has beer om@ven, but substantial nonetheless.

Diminished confidence in political institutions andlaning political participation are
troublesome in their own right: the former threatdn undermine the legitimacy of political
institutions, and the latter threatens to underntimeequality of democracy, particularly if certain
segments of polities are systematically underremtes in politics. For some analysts of
democratic politics, these two trends suggest avigigp democratic deficit, a widening gap
between how these democracies should ideally fomand how they function in practice. But
these aggregate trends also raise a slightly difteset of questions: Are there significant lewodls
disaffection among different publics with the demadic performance of their respective



countries? And, are these trends of declining igalitonfidence and participation symptomatic of
a democratic deficit that is systematically related people's evaluations of democratic
performance? Citizens' own perceptions of demimcrpérformance are certainly critically

important to the democratic health of any countryhie long run. Eroding confidence in political
institutions and declining political participatianight indicate diminishing support for particular
political actors and specific institutions of demaicc regimes, but negative perceptions of
democratic performance of regimes is arguably nsmeous; it has the potential to undercut
support for democracy itself (Easton 1965, 1975).

Democr atic Beliefs

Before exploring directly the roots of dissatisfantwith democracy, there are two preliminary
guestions about people's basic orientations to deang to consider: To what extent do citizens
think that a democratic system is a good or bad efayoverning? And what core characteristics
do people associate with the idea of democracyr(Essen 1995)? If democracy means different
things to different people, then it is useful teexsain the extent to which there is a consensus, o
disagreement, when it comes to people’s conceptibdemocracy.

The WVS have asked people what they believe to ésséntial characteristics” of a
democracy. Respondents were presented with 1@nstats capturing different regime
characteristics and they were then asked to asaigscore (between 1 and 10) to each
characteristic, indicating whether it was “not Htam essential characteristic of democracy” (=1)
or “an essential characteristic of democracy” (zb@)somewhere in between. The first empirical
finding shows that people's beliefs about democracg organized along three different
dimensions.

Table 1 shows the results of a principal componft®r analysis of results from publics in a
number of established democracies, including Camadiathe United States. The first and most
powerful dimension forms around what might be ahlldhe procedural characteristics of
democracy: these include support for free electi@tpal rights, and civil liberties, and the
rejection of military or the idea that the stateowd be controlled by military or religious
authorities. These attributes correspond to cdiurep of democracy discussed elsewhere (see
Beetham 1994; Simon 1996). The second dimensioorganized around evaluations of the
economic and legal order, namely, that "the econ@rprospering” and "criminals are severely
punished.” The third cluster groups views that lkeasize governments' roles in economic
redistribution, the idea that in a democracy "Gawegnts tax the rich and subsidize the poor," and
"People receive government assistance for unemmofth

How each of these visions of democracy appliedtiveas in Canada, the United States, and
other countries is summarized in Figure 2. Thepapel reports the mean scores of citizens on
additive indexes reflecting where publics stand emth of the three dimensions of belfefs.
Clearly, most respondents in Canada, the Unitete§tand the other established democracies
believe that procedural elements are "essentiatachexistics” of democracy. But they are
somewhat less inclined to think that redistributeomd legal and economic order are necessarily
essential elements of democracy. On these dimenhsianadian responses resemble those of their

! The same basic factors emerge when Canadian aediden samples are analyzed separately.
2 These indexes range from 0 to 1, where 0 indidhtesall of the characteristics of democracy cdsipg the cluster
are considered not at all essential, and 1 indidhizt all of the characteristics are considersdrdgl.



European counterparts. Respondents in the UnitagksSin particular are the least inclined to
think that redistributive elements are essentiarabteristics of democracy.

The data in the bottom panel of Figure 2 illustithie diversity of opinion across each of these
visions of democracy; they indicate how much pultlimsensus, or division, there is on these
visions (measured in standard deviations). Ndheg there is a relatively strong consensus about
the importance of the procedural characteristiceas elements of democracy. But there is far
less agreement when it comes to the other twoerksisif beliefs.

Regardless of whether they share, or do not shlagesame conceptions of democracy, the
fundamental point is that Americans, Canadians,atizens in other established democracies do
express a strong commitment to democracy. The mataigure 3 shows the proportion of
respondents in Canada, the United States, andative¥ advanced industrial democracies who
believe that "Having a democratic political syster®"a "very good" or "fairly good" way of
governing their country, as opposed to "fairly bad™very bad." In each of these 11 countries
there is practically a consensus that democradgsgable: more than 80 percent of respondents in
all of these countries indicated that having a damatc system is a "very good" or "fairly good"
way of governing their country. Neither the Unitethtes nor Canada stands out as "exceptional.”
91 percent of Canadians, and 86 percent of Amesjdhink that democracy is a good thihg.

Taken altogether, the evidence concerning conaeptaf democracy and commitment to
democracy suggest that when placed in the confexther established democracies, there are few
outstanding differences between publics in the ééhitates and Canada. Certainly, there are
cross-national differences, but it is the similagtthat are more striking. Americans do stand out
from citizens in other established democracies whenmes to beliefs about whether economic
redistribution is a core element of democracy. Bhén thinking about the core characteristics of
democracy, people across these countries discrienbeween different clusters of elements, most
accept procedural elements as an "essential" deaisic of democracy. And, regardless of
country, citizens generally express a strong comeritt to democracy.

If public conceptions of, and commitment to, denaggrare broadly similar, the next question
to ask is: Are citizens' evaluations of the demticqaerformance of their respective countries are
also similar? One approach to answering that tpress to consider citizens' evaluations of
democratic performance in relation to what theyeetgrom democracy. Does democracy live up
to citizens' personal expectations? Or is theretwnhight be called a citizen-level democratic
deficit? Answering that question requires askimgt fabout salience: is living in a democratic
country important to citizens in the first plac&éhe subsequent question is: do people think their
country is being governed democratically? The qaak salience of democracy, we suggest, is
consequential when assessing people's satisfaatihn democracy. The intuition behind this
proxy for an individual level measure of the denadicr deficit is straightforward: Citizens who
personally think democracy is very important arerenlkely than those who think democracy is
not all that important to express disappointmerhwheir country's democratic performance when
it falls short of being governed completely demacedly in their view.

The top panel in Figure 4 reports the mean respooiseitizens in 11 established democracies
to the question about the personal salience of deany: “How important is it for you to live in a
country that is governed democratically?” (1 = “mdtall important” and 10 = “very important”).
Most respondents in all countries indicated thand) in a democratically governed country was
personally important to them. Roughly 1 point oa fhto 10 scale separates the country with the

3 If this point seems to obvious to belabour, nbt the proportion of publics in Guatemala and Nigaa believing
that democracy is a "good thing" is 57 and 48 pargespectively (see Nevitte et al. 2008).



lowest mean score, France (8.52), from the couwitly the highest mean score, Sweden (9.56).
And, once again, the American (8.57) and Canad&f5] publics are unexceptional when
compared to other established democracies.

But one finding to emerge from these data is tintyiguing. There is a striking difference
between how much importance people personally lattacdemocracy and their evaluations of
how democratically they think their own countrybising governed, shown in the bottom panel of
Figure 4. Respondents were asked "how democigtisahis country being governed today?" (1
= “not at all democratic” and 10 = “completely desratic”). Respondents were more inclined to
locate themselves at the "completely democraticl’ ehthe scale. But their evaluations of the
democratic performance of their own countries weoasiderably less enthusiastic than their
estimations of how personally important it wasit@ lin a democratic country. Swedes and Finns
express the most positive evaluations of the deatioccperformance of their respective countries
(7.53 and 7.42, respectively). Respondents inlhged States turn out to be among the least
enthusiastic about the quality of democracy inrtleiuntry (6.34), ranking ahead only of the
Italian public (5.79). The Canadian public (7.08),cross-national standards, occupies the middle
ground.

Significantly, there are also substantial differehevhen it comes to how much agreement, or
disagreement, there is among publics in their etslos of democratic performance. In this case,
the top panel of Figure 5 illustrates the extenwtach the samples in each country are spread
across the scale measuring evaluations of demogratformance. As an interpretive benchmark
for comparison, the bottom panel shows the spréagpimion about the personal importance of
democracy in the same set of countries. In eveynty but one (Finland), evaluations of
democratic performance are more divergent tharexgpeessions about the personal importance of
democracy. The most intriguing finding here isttlod all the countries considered, it is American
respondents who are clearly the most divided whenomes to citizens' views about how
democratically the country is being governed.

It turns out, then, there are significant subsestiof publics in all 11 established democracies
who do not think their country is being governellthht democratically. More often than not,
their evaluations of how democratically their cayns being governed fall short of, rather than
exceed, their estimations of how personally impdrtais to live in a democracy. As before, it is
the cross-national similarities, rather than ddferes, that are most striking. Just because #nere
cross-national similarities in attitudes toward @enacy, it does not follow that the sources and
consequences of the individual-level democraticicdefthe gap between expectations and
evaluations of democratic performance, will be ssaely the same across different political
settings. To what extent, then, are similarit@sdifferences, in the sources or consequences of
these democratic deficits?

Sour ces of Dissatisfaction with Democr atic Performance: Hypotheses

Citizens might be dissatisfied with the democragcformance of their country for a variety of
reasons. One possibility is that a citizen-leveindcratic deficit is a consequence of systematic
political under-representation of specific groupghim society. Where people sit in the social
structure may influence their evaluations of hownderatically their country is being governed.
Thus, historically marginalized people -- womennarities, youth, and people with low levels of



income and education -- may well be more likelgxpress greater dissatisfaction with democracy
than those who sit in the mainstream (Nie et 28061 ¥erba et al. 1995).

A second possibility is that people’s evaluatiofsiemocracy are shaped by perceptions of
whether the political system matches their persaoalceptions of democracy. Although it is
plausible to suppose that people's mental imagdsmbcracy itself influence their assessments of
how democratic their respective political systenmes #he precise expectation in this case is not
entirely clear. On the one hand, it is possibld thalear understanding of the rules of the game
might induce greater satisfaction with democratic performance, simplycawese those who
understand the rules of democracy are more likelgccept political outcomes. As Fuchs (1999,
142) puts it:

"A liberal democracy lives from permanent dispuatabout the goals that are to be attained

through political processes. lts life-blood isr#fere disagreement, dissensus, not consensus.

However, regulation of this dissensus requiressruwé procedure. These rules must be

accepted by those involved if they are to fulfiléir regulatory function.”

If recognition and acceptance of democratic ruléeprocedure are crucial preconditions for
accepting political outcomes in a democratic systdrman the expectation is that citizens with a
strong belief that procedural elements are the coagacteristics of democracy are less likely to be
dissatisfied with the democratic performance ofrtihespective political systems. On the other
hand, it is also possible that idealists, peopld wiear mental models of what democrabpuld
resemble, may be more inclined to be disappointgdoérceived discrepancies between the
democratic ideal and democratic practice. This etgi®n might be particularly relevant when it
comes to citizens who see economic redistributmnlegal and economic order, as “essential
elements of democracy.” Recall the earlier findingdicating that citizens are more divided about
whether these dimensions qualify as "essentialfatheristics of democratic systems.

Yet another possibility to consider is informed &grlier theories concerning the “crisis" of
politics in advanced industrial democracies; ituees on citizen's political beliefs and preferences
There was no consensus among these observerswbauexactly was in crisis. For some, the
“crisis” of advanced industrialism concerned gowadifity (King 1975; Rose & Peters 1978; Birch
1984). Others emphasized the legitimacy of thie gtdabermas 1975; Offe 1984). And yet others
suggested it was the democratic system itself\iaatin crisis (Brittan 1975; Crozier et al. 1975;
Huntington 1976). Furthermore, each perspectivd Hdferent claims as to the root causes of
crisis. What many of these different strains sthae common was the view that modern
governments were unable to cope with the prolifenadf citizen-driven demands on government.
Modern democracies were finding it increasinglyfidifit to juggle competing interests (Fuchs &
Klingemann 1995). As Kaase and Newton saw it, ghevth of public demands on the state
"makes it difficult to pick a safe political pathwahrough different interests and problems, and
exceedingly difficult to define the national intsté (p. 24). Governments cannot be all things to
all people, thus the growing fragmentation of pcédik preferences, not just among publics as a
whole but even within individuals (Dalton 2000), kea it more difficult for governments to
respond to satisfying the demands of any people.Wdrse case scenario is that, consequently, the
legitimacy of the state is weakened.

Collectively, these perspectives generate a vaoétgxpectations about how citizens' values
and preferences might shape levels of dissatistaatith democracy. First, there is the prospect
that citizens who hold some political beliefs wilkpress greater dissatisfaction with the
democratic performance of their political systenantbdo citizens who hold opposing beliefs.
"Values" in this particular context refer to fundamtal social and political orientations rather than



opinions related to shorter-term political mattdtsmay well be that preferences on social and
political issues of the day influence people'stadiés towards specific political actors, the
incumbent government, and political institutionBut if demands are to produce dissatisfaction
with the core principles of democratic regimes,ytlaee more likely to be related to something
deeper than opinions on short-term issues. We densine impact of three orientations: outlooks
on morality, views about welfare and economic catitipe, and ideological self-identifications.
There is no reason a priori to speculate abouthvparticular values induce greater dissatisfaction.
Rather, the expectation is that tk@ection of people's values -- whether people are more
permissive or more restrictive when it comes taviaaial morality, whether they are more or less
supportive of free enterprise, and whether thentiiethemselves as being on "the left" or "the
right" politically -- will systematically affect @ir levels of dissatisfaction with the democratic
performance of their political system.

Quite aside from the direction of values, theralso the possibility thantensity of values
matters. More specifically, it is plausible to sopp that citizens who hold more extreme social
and political values, for example, might expressatgr dissatisfaction with the workings of
democracy than citizens who hold more ambivalergitpms. The argument here is that the
claims on the state made by those with more extnaahess are less likely to find voice in modern
democratic systems that face a welter conflictimgndnds. That possibility seems especially
pertinent to publics the United States and, tossde extent, Canada, where there is evidence
indicating a growing divide in social and politicehlues between those on "the left* and "the
right” (Abramowitz & Stone 2006; Annenberg ReseaRiioject 2007; Brady & Nivolu 2006;
Cochrane et al. 2007).

The final expectation concerns the possibility thainhg on the losing side in elections matters.
Apart from the social backgrounds, conceptionseshdcracy, and core social and political values
of citizens, it is entirely possible that citizensatisfaction with democracy is shaped by
incumbency effects. People tend to be more salisfi¢gh the way things are working when their
own political party holds office. The “outs,” siraily, are always more disgruntled (Anderson &
Guillory 1997).

These expectations are graphically summarizedgarEi6.

To evaluate the citizen-level democratic deficie take into account whether the perceived
"democraticness" of a system meets, surpassesallsr ghort of citizens' expectations by
subtracting respondents' scores on the item gaugivg democratically they think their own
country is being governed from their scores onititi® measuring the personal salience of living
in a democratic country,

Citizen-level deficit = Salience of Democracy - Biations of Performance
This measure of citizens' own "democratic defigtle-scaled to an intuitive -1 to 1 metric, where
-1 signifies respondents who indicate that livingaidemocratic country is not at all important and
that the political system is completely democradicg 1 signifies those who indicated that living
in a democratic country is very important and ttheg political system is not at all democratic.
Respondents who chose the same score on both teeperasures score 0.

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) multiple regressionemsployed in order to isolate the
independent impact of each theoretically relevaoctdr on the citizen-level democratic deficit in
Canada, the United States, and four other est&dlislemocracies for which we have data for
every variable: Australia, Finland, Japan, and Samed/NVe use a multi-stage explanatory model to
analyze predictors of the individual-level demoicrakeficit in Canada and the United States: the
assumption is that some of the sources are morginpate to dissatisfaction than others.
Furthermore, these factors may have direct effectsitizen dissatisfaction and indirect effects by



influencing other more proximate sources of dis¢attion. All independent variables are
standardized to a 0-1 scale; the exception is\valieh is measured in years.

Sour ces of Dissatisfaction with Democr atic Performance: Findings

A. The United States

The data presented in Table 2 show the impact o sat of factors on American citizens'
levels of dissatisfaction with the democratic parfance of the United States. In the first stage of
the model, incomes (low), education levels (higimg age (older) emerge as significant predictors
of dissatisfaction. The effects of income confdorexpectations: those with the highest incomes
score .16 lower on the democratic deficit scalenttla those with the lowest incomes. Age and
education, however, have unanticipated effects. tuibs out that older and more educated
Americans express greater dissatisfaction with doaintry's democratic performance than their
younger, less well educated counterparts.

The second stage introduces conceptions of demportacthe setup model. Recall that there
were two conflicting possibilities with respect ¢onceptions of democracy: first that a clear
understanding of the rules of the game might indgoeater satisfaction with democratic
performance, but second, that idealism might erager dissatisfaction with democratic
performance. The evidence is consistent with dkterl expectation. The more citizens are inclined
to think that procedural elements are essentialacheristics of democracy, the more dissatisfied
they are with the democratic performance of the Arcaa political system. Americans whose
conception of democracy includes redistributiveredats as essential characteristics are also more
dissatisfied than others. That effect, howevermisdest when compared to the impact of
procedural notions of democracy. In effect, cotioeis of democracy also help to explain why
higher levels of education generate greater dsfsation with democratic performance. Higher
levels of education are associated with cleareionstof democracy, and these in turn produce
dissatisfaction.

Stage three of the model includes direction aneniity of values and both of these factors
turn out to have a significant impact on levelsdigsatisfaction. Citizens who hold opposing
social and political beliefs express different leveof dissatisfaction with the democratic
performance of the United States: Americans wh@stipree enterprise are considerably more
satisfied than are people who are less enthusiaktout free enterprise and who are more
supportive of government intervention in the ecogpnthose who think of themselves as being
on "the right" politically are also more satisfigtan are those who think of themselves as being on
"the left"; And citizens who are more permissivaheir moral outlooks are more likely to express
dissatisfaction than are people with more restactiews concerning morality. Significantly, and
quite aside from the specific direction of theitues, however, Americans who hold more intense
social and political views are more inclined to eegs greater dissatisfaction with the country's
democratic performance. Individuals holding martemnse beliefs about free enterprise (regardless
of whether they support or oppose it) and individwaho place themselves further to either "the
left" or "the right" are less satisfied with the rkimgs of democracy than those with more
moderate beliefs.

The full specification of the model takes into aaebthe effects of incumbent support. It turns
out that those who support the Republicans (incum#eare considerably less dissatisfied than



others: On average, Republican Party supportene sé@2 lower on the -1 to 1 dissatisfaction
scale. There is also evidence that social andigallibeliefs affect levels of dissatisfaction
indirectly, through support for the Republicandeleffects of both ideological self-placement and
moral outlooks diminish when incumbent supportalken into account. These findings suggest
that individuals who consider themselves to bettenleft" and who share more permissive moral
outlooks are dissatisfied with the democratic penfnce of the American political system in part
because they are “outs”; they do not support theuBkcan Party.

B. Canada versusthe United States

To what extent are Canadians' evaluations of destiogperformance structured in ways that
are similar to, or different from, those in the téadi States? The data presented in Table 3 show
the impact of each set of factors on Canadianetitzlevels of dissatisfaction with the democratic
performance of their political system. The Canadi@idence resembles the American results in
some ways. Procedural conceptions of democractemabst for both publics; those with more
procedural visions of democracy are most likelyexdibit a democratic deficit. Distributive and
Legal/Economic visions have no discernable impacteither public. Perhaps the most striking
difference between American and Canadian findingiscerns the relatively modest effects of
social background factors, social and politicaldfe| and partisan preferences on dissatisfaction i
Canada. Once again, citizens who think procedel@nents are essential characteristics of
democracy are considerably more dissatisfied with democratic performance of the political
system than are others. And although the reldtipnis modest when compared to opinion in the
United States, older Canadians are also more wiisdt with their country's democratic
performance than are younger Canadians. Noticayewer, that unlike their American
counterparts, Canadians' social and political ¢atgons have little effect on their levels of
dissatisfaction. The only belief dimension withyadiscernable impact is ideological self-
placement. The intensity of social and politicalues has weak and statistically insignificant
effects.  Finally, there are also Canadian-Ameridéferences when it comes to incumbency
effects. Unlike their American counterparts, Caaasl who supported the incumbent federal
government were neither more nor less likely to regp dissatisfaction with democratic
performance.

C. Canada and the United States versusother countries

Are Americans exceptional, or is it Canadians wtamd out? The evidence from publics in
Australia, Finland, Japan, and Sweden, presentddilime 4, suggests that both North American
publics stand out in some respects. The only Ebaigkground variable with a significant effect is
age, and once again older citizens express gregsatisfaction than do youth. The most
powerful determinant of dissatisfaction, howevearthese cases is linked to people's conceptions
of democracy. Citizens who think procedural eletaeme essential characteristics of democracy
are more dissatisfied with the democratic perforoeanf the political system than are others. And
the average effect across publics in these foabéshed democracies is essentially the same as in
Canada and the United States.



But that is where the commonalities between ciszenthese four countries and both North
American publics end. Australians, Finns, Japgnasd Swedes combined are more similar to
Americans than Canadians when it comes to the itngiathe direction of social and political
values. Generally, those who support free entsgpaire much less dissatisfied than are people
who oppose free enterprise; they are more supjgoofigovernment intervention in the economy.
Canadians are the only exception in this regarg.cdhtrast, the United States public stands out
because of the greater impact of the intensity mfiad and political beliefs, and partisan
preferences, on levels of dissatisfaction.

Consequences of Dissatisfaction with Demaocr atic Perfor mance

What are the consequences of people's dissatmfiawsith the democratic performance of their
political systems? Are the consequences the saergwehere? To explore these questions, we
return to the question with which we began, namilg, relationship between dissatisfaction with
democratic performance and the two conventionalkerarof the democratic deficit — political
engagement and institutional confidence. The p®sBt expectation is that citizens who are
dissatisfied with democracy are not only politigdilurned off" but also "tuned out": they express
less support for their country's political instituts, and are psychologically and behaviorally
disengaged from politics. The more optimistic [dusy is that people who are dissatisfied with
the democratic performance of their political sgsdeare inclined to be "critical citizens"; they
express disapproval about how their political togibns function at present, but they are
nonetheless actively engaged in politics (Norrg99).

As it happens, the evidence supports the "critdii#ens” perspective. The data in Table 5
show the relationship between dissatisfaction wdémocratic performance and five dependent
variables: confidence in government institutiorsyghological engagement with politics, attention
to politics, willingness to participate in "systerarrecting” political acts (petitioning, boycotting
and demonstrating), and voting. In Canada, theddrfstates, and other established democracies,
the evidence is that the citizen-level democratdioit is associated with less confidence in
government institutions. But, the results alsowshn most cases, that dissatisfaction with
democratic performance, the individual level deraticr deficit, is positively associated with
political engagement: dissatisfied citizens areidgfly more politically active. The effects of
dissatisfaction are more pronounced in the UniteteS than anywhere else. The greater the
deficit among Americans, the deeper are the levkefsychological engagement with politics, the
greater the willingness to engage in system-canggdolitical acts, and the higher the likelihood
of turning out to vote (the probability of voting iabout 25 percent higher among the most
dissatisfied than among the most satisfiledThe evidence from other established democracies
tells a similar story. Citizens' dissatisfactionthw their respective countries’ democratic
performance is associated with both deeper psyglm@bengagement with politics and a greater
willingness to engage in system-correcting politaeas. Significantly, and unlike the case in the
United States public, however, dissatisfied citzenother established democracies rmyemore
likely than others to vote. The case of Canadadhices yet another twist: Canadians who are

* The results suggest dissatisfied Americans arereinore nor less politically attentive than ogheout it is worth
noting that our measure of political attentivenessy not provide the most effective means for tagpmitizens'
attentiveness to politics specifically, as it asksut people's use of "different sources to learatws going on in their
country and the world."
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dissatisfied with how democratically their countsybeing governed express a greater willingness
than others to engage in system-correcting politecds, but not in other forms of political
engagement. Although discontent prompts differsotts of political engagement in other
democracies, particularly the United States, itpaot on Canadian political engagement seems
more limited.

Concluding Discussion

There are good reasons to be concerned about ffeesmp rising discontent with political
actors and institutions and the parallel declineldmmal political participation among publics
across advanced industrial democracies duringabsieseveral decades. American and Canadian
publics have experienced the same parallel trefithss paper has examined whether these trends
are indicative of a deeper malaise with democmatgtems. More particularly the goal has been to
explore the sources and consequences of citizessstidfaction with their countries' democratic
performance -- the citizen-level democratic defieiare similar or different in the United States
and Canada.

The core findings are:

» Citizens across advanced industrial states, ineu@ianada and the United States, have
clear ideas about what democracy is; they alsoesspan abiding commitment to
democracy.

» A portion of these publics are not satisfied tHairt respective countries are being
governed completely democratically.

* The roots of this discontent seem to vary crosgnally. In the United States in
particular, part of people's discontent over hownderatically the country is being
governed appears to stem from disagreements raosatial and political values. The
same cannot be said, at least not to the same gjegfrediscontent in Canada or
elsewhere.

* The evidence presented here suggests that citineBanada, the United States, and
other democracies who are dissatisfied are injimttas likely as, or even more likely
than, others to be politically engaged. The U.&tadare particularly striking:
Americans who are dissatisfied express signifigahigher levels of psychological
engagement with politics, and exhibit a greatelimghess to vote and to participate in
system-correcting actions.

What, then, can we conclude about the democrasithhef Canada and the United States? On
the one hand, these findings provide reasons foimapn. Despite the erosion in political
confidence and formal participation over the lastesal decades, Canadians and Americans
express a strong commitment to democracy. Therethee the consequences of democratic
discontent. As Klingemann and Fuchs (1995, 10¢ r@t challenge to the institutional structure of
a given democracy is conceivable only if its ciigare dissatisfied and behave accordingly. This
is also true if the final cause of such change Wwéh the state and its actors." According to the
World Values Survey evidence presented here, dfigat citizens in Canada, the United States,
and other democracies turn out to be just as lilkdy or even more likely than others to be
politically engaged. If Klingemann and Fuchs aghtrthis is good news, and signals the potential
for considerable political change, especially ia United States.
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On the other hand, there are reasons to temperofitahism with some caution. Ideally,
support for democratic regimes should be capabhitbfstanding political disagreements. And
thus far it does. But the evidence also suggéststhe polarization of citizen on some key social
and political values may have the potential to gateesubstantial democratic discontent among
the American public. In that respect the Ameriqarblic appear, up to now, to be rather
exceptional.

The cross-national evidence from the World Values/8ys also prompts reflection about the
significance of declining voter turnout and waniognfidence in political institutions, and the
relationship between the two. Although growing ainess with political institutions is clearly
associated with a deeper discontentment with desmtiocperformance across all countries, the
decline in formal political participation may no¢ la symptom of something more profound; low
participation, according to our analysis, is natamsequence of the individual-level democratic
deficit.
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Tables

Table 1. Factor Analysis, Essential Characteristfiddemocracy, 2005-2006 (Advanced Industrial Deracies§

Legal &
Characteristic Procedural Economic Order Redistribution Uniqueness
Religious authorities interpret the laws. a -0.508 | 120. 0.092 0.693
People choose their leaders in free elections. : 20.67 | 0.070 0.160 0.514
The army takes over when government is incompetent, -0.402 I 0.200 0.020 0.762
Civil rights protect people’s liberty against opgs®n. | 0.608 | 0.080 0.207 0.575
People can change the laws in referendums. I 0.489;, 1570. 0.057 0.718
Women have the same rights as men. ' _o0.621'! . 0.194 00.09 0.564
The economy is prospering. 0.138 0.557 0.189 0.627
Criminals are severely punished. 0.071 0582 . 0.082 0.646
Governments tax the rich and subsidize the poor. 0.130 0.140 0.500 0.713
People receive government assistance for unemplayme 0.214 o177 0.519 0.653
Eigenvalue 2.24 0.868 0.324
Proportion of variance explained 0.862 0.334 0.125

% Varimax rotated factor solution; all countries gheied equally

Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Table 2. Predictors of the Citizen-level Democr&eficit, United States (OLS regression, N=1,039)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4
B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E.
Marginalization:
Income (higher) -0.160**  0.053 -0.154**  0.053 -0.162**  0.053 -0.1%1 0.053
Education (higher) 0.194**  0.055 0.096 0.060 .065 0.059 0.091 0.058
Female 0.029 0.021 0.029 0.020 0.029 0.020 029. 0.019
Visible Minority 0.018 0.027 0.034 0.027 0.028 0.027 0.007 0.026
Age (older) 0.003**  0.001 0.002***  0.001 0.003** 0.001 0.002**  0.001
Conceptions of Democracy:
Procedural 0.301***  0.064 0.232** 0.068 072 0.069
Redistribution 0.133** 0.040 0.100* 0.043 0?9 0.042
Legal and Economic Order -0.012 0.047 0.034 048. 0.054 0.047
Values:
Support Free Enterprise -0.285** 0.109 -0.240* 0.110
Right-Wing Self-Placement -0.163* 0.055 830 0.060
Permissive Moral Outlooks 0.100* 0.047 @07 0.049
Intensity Free Enterprise 0.179* 0.072 Q9 0.073
Intensity Self-Placement 0.100* 0.041 0*26 0.041
Intensity Moral Outlooks -0.043 0.039 -0.047 0.039
Incumbency effect -0.122*+  0.023
Constant 0.062 0.052 -0.148* 0.067 0.092 0.086 .06® 0.087
R® 0.06 0.10 0.15 0.17
¥+ P < .001
*» P <.01
* P<.05

See Appendix for question wording and variable totion

Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006

14



Table 3. Predictors of the Citizen-level Democr&teficit, Canada (OLS regression, N=1,089)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4
B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E.
Marginalization:
Income (higher) -0.015 0.025 -0.025 0.025 -0.019 0.025 -0.018 0.025
Education (higher) 0.041 0.028 -0.003 0.029 09.0 0.029 -0.010 0.029
Female -0.012 0.014 -0.004 0.014 -0.002 0.014 00. 0.014
Visible Minority -0.047 0.026 -0.028 0.026 -0.025 0.025 -0.027 0.025
Age (older) 0.001* 0.000 0.001* 0.000 0.001* .0@0 0.001* 0.000
Conceptions of Democracy:
Procedural 0.303***  0.055 0.240***  0.054 0.244**  0.055
Redistribution -0.048 0.041 -0.051 0.042 -0.054 0.041
Legal and Economic Order 0.035 0.032 0.050 033. 0.051 0.033
Values:
Support Free Enterprise -0.008 0.058 -0.004 0.058
Right-Wing Self-Placement -0.110*  0.038 Q6  0.038
Permissive Moral Outlooks 0.033 0.037 0.030 0.037
Intensity Free Enterprise 0.103 0.055 0.103 0.055
Intensity Self-Placement 0.025 0.036 0.024 0.036
Intensity Moral Outlooks 0.057 0.031 0.057 0.031
Incumbency effect -0.011 0.017
Constant 0.154 0.034 -0.042 0.052 0.006 0.061 0.003 0.061
R 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.08
P <.001
*» p<.01
* P<.05

See Appendix for question wording and variable tosion
Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Table 4. Predictors of the Citizen-level Democré&ificit, Other Established Democracies (OLS regjoeg N=3,154)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4
B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E.
Marginalization:
Income (higher) -0.015 0.013 -0.018 0.013 -0.001 0.013 0.002 0.013
Education (higher) 0.008 0.015 -0.016 0.016 0.0 0.015 -0.011 0.015
Female 0.016* 0.008 0.016* 0.008 0.012 0.007 0.013 0.007
Visible Minority 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Age (older) 0.001**  0.000 0.001**  0.000 0.00* 0.000 0.001**  0.000
Conceptions of Democracy:
Procedural 0.251**  0.029 0.234**  0.029 0.234**  0.029
Redistribution 0.040 0.018 -0.007 0.018 -0.010 0.018
Legal and Economic Order -0.005 0.017 0.026 01D. 0.028 0.017
Values:
Support Free Enterprise -0.229***  0.039 -@2F 0.039
Right-Wing Self-Placement -0.062***  0.021 0a8 0.021
Permissive Moral Outlooks 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.019
Intensity Free Enterprise 0.097** 0.032 l@**  0.031
Intensity Self-Placement 0.035 0.018 0.032 0.018
0.001 0.016 0.000 0.015

Intensity Moral Outlooks

Incumbency effect
Country Dummies:
Finland

-0.057** 0.011

-0.063** 0.011

-0.053** 0.010

-0.027**  0.009

-0.053** 0.010

Japan -0.023 0.012 -0.015 0.012 -0.017 0.012 30.0 0.013
Sweden 0.015 0.011 -0.011 0.012 -0.002 0.012  004. 0.012
Constant 0.140** 0.021 -0.052 0.028 0.084* 0.034 0.084* 0.034
R’ 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.10
w% P < 001

** P < 01

* P<.05

See Appendix for question wording and variable troesion
Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Table 5. The Effects the Citizen-level Democré&teficit on Political Engagement and Institutional
Confidence (unstandardized OLS regression andloagit results with sociodemographic contrdls)

Canada United States Other Established
Democracies

Dependent Variable B S.E. B S.E. B S.E.
Psychological 0.002 0.037 0.118** 0.037 0.126*** 0.015
Engagement

Political Attentiveness 0.022 0.029 0.026 0.038 0.032** 0.011
System Correcting Action ~ 0.136*** 0.033 0.170*** 0.033 0.156*** 0.015
Vote® 0.433 0.320 0.747* 0.366 -0.095 0.184
Confidence in -0.267*** 0.026 -0.165%** 0.027 -0.202%** 0.011

Government Institutions

& control variables: income level, education legeinder, race, and country dummies (in models foerot
established democracies)

® |ogit coefficients

¢ Australian cases excluded from the analysis

% P < 001

** p<.01

* P<.05

See Appendix for question wording and variable toiesion
Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Figures

Figure 1. Confidence in Legislatures, 1981-2006'fgreat deal" or "Quite a lot")
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Question Wording:

| am going to name a number of organizations. Bohene, could you tell me how much confidence you
have in them: is it a great deal of confidencetegailot of confidence, not very much confidenceame at
all?

-Parliament

Source: World Values Surveys, 1981 to 2005-2006
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Figure 2. Conceptions of Democracy
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Figure 3. Commitment to Democracy, 2005-2006
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Question:

I'm going to describe various types of politicab®ms and ask what you think about each as a way of
governing this country. For each one, would you iséy a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or velopd

way of governing this countryRéad out and code one answer for gach

-Having a democratic political system

Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Figure 4. The Salience of Democracy and Evaluatidri3emocratic Performance, Mean
scores
Salience of Democracy
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Question Wording:
How important is it for you to live in a countryahis governed democratically? On this scale where
means it is “not at all important” and 10 meanssthtely important” what position would you choose?

And how democratically is this country being gowairtoday? Again using a scale from 1 to 10, where 1
means that it is “not at all democratic” and 10 nethat it is “completely democratic™?

Source: World Values Surveys, 2005-2006
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Figure 5. The Salience of Democracy and Evaluatidri3emocratic Performance,
Standard deviations
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Figure 6. Predictors of the Citizen-level Demoar@eficit
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Appendix: Variable Construction

Dependent Variables

The Citizen-level Democr atic Deficit
A. Question Wording
V162. How important is it for you to live in a cam that is governed democratically? On this scale

where 1 means it is “not at all important” and 18ams “absolutely important” what position would
you choose?Code one numbgr

Not at all Ahstely
important iompant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(Show Card Y

V163. And how democratically is this country beiggverned today? Again using a scale from 1 to 10,
where 1 means that it is “not at all democratictl d® means that it is “completely democratic,”
what position would you choose@dde one numbir

Not at all Completely
democratic derratic
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

B. Variable Coding and Metric

The variable takes the difference between the tesxaled (-1 to 1):

DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT=(v162-v163)/9

Confidence in Political Institutions
A. Question Wording
| am going to name a number of organizations. Bohene, could you tell me how much confidence you

have in them: is it a great deal of confidencetegailot of confidence, not very much confidenceame at
all? (Read out and code one answer for gach

A great Quite a lot Notvery  None at all
deal much
V143. The courts 1 2 3 4
V144. The government in Ottawa 1 2 3 4
V145. Political parties 1 2 3 4
V146. Parliament 1 2 3 4
V147. The Civil service 1 2 3 4

B. Variable Coding and Metric

The variable is an index (alpha = .84), where Gcigigs those expressing no confidence at all inh ehthe
five institutions, and 1 indicates those expressimgeat deal of confidence in each of the fivéitungons:
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CONFIDENCE IN GOVERMENT=(v137 + v138 + v139 + v140/141-20)/-15

Psychological Engagement
A. Question Wording

For each of the following, indicate how importatrisiin your life. Would you say it is€ad out and code
one answer for eagh

Very important Rather important Not very impottan Not at all important
V7. Politics 1 2 3 4

V95.  How interested would you say you are in ji8i? Are youilead out and code one answer

1 Very interested

2 Somewhat interested
3 Not very interested

4 Not at all interested

B. Variable Coding and Metric

The variable is an index (alpha = .78) combinirg tthio items, where 0 indicates disengagement from
politics, and 1 indicates high engagement withtjuosli

ENGAGEMENT=(v7+v95-8)/-6

Political Attentiveness
A. Question Wording
People use different sources to learn what is goimgn their country and the world. For each of the
following sources, please indicate whether you usddst week or did not use it last week to obtain

information fead out and code one answer for each

Used it last week  Did not use it last week

V223. Daily newspaper 1 0
V224. News broadcasts on radio/TV 1 0
V225. Printed magazines 1 0
V226. In depth reports on radio/TV 1 0
V227. Books 1 0
V228. Internet, Email 1 0
V229. Talk with friends or colleagues 1 0

B. Variable Coding and Metric
The variable is an index (alpha = .56) combinirgtilio items, where 0 indicates inattentiveness from

politics, and 1 indicates high attentiveness withitigs:

ATTENTIVENESS=(v223+v224+v225+v226+v227+v228+v229)/
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Willingnessto take System Correcting Political Action
A. Question Wording
Now I'd like you to look at this card. I'm going t@ad out some forms of political action that peoghn

take, and I'd like you to tell me, for each one,etiter you have done any of these things, whethar yo
might do it or would never under any circumstarsedt (read out and code one answer for each agtion

Have done Might do Would never do
V96.  Signing a petition 1 2 3
V97.  Joining in boycotts 1 2 3
V98.  Attending peaceful demonstrations 1 2 3

B. Variable Coding and Metric

The variable is an index (alpha = .70) combining ttho items, where 0 indicates unwillingness t@tak
action, and 1 indicates the respondent has takerinpall three types of activities:

SYSTEM CORRECTION ACTION=(v96+v97+v98-9)/-6

Independent Variables

Income
A. Question Wording

V253. Here is a scale of incomes. We would like to knowhat group your househoisl, counting all
wages, pensions and other incomes that come st.gile the letter of the group your househfalits into,
before taxes and other deductions.

Up to 12 500
12 501 to 20 000
20 001 to 27 500
27 501 to 35 000
35 001 to 42 500
50 001 to 62 500
62 501 to 75 000
75 501 to 100 000
100 001 to 150 000
10 150 001 or more
The income categories above are in Canadian dollaxsome scales vary cross-nationally dependinghen
national unit of currency and distribution of incesn but each scale ranges from 1-10, where 1 ifothest
income category and 10 is the highest.

O©CoOoO~NOOOUr,WNE

B. Variable Coding and Metric
The Income variable is coded:
INCOME=(V253-1)/9

It ranges from O (lowest income category) to 1 lieigt income category)
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Education
A. Question Wording

V239. What is the highest educational level tleai fiave attainedNOTE: if respondent indicates to be a
student, code highest level s/he expects to coghplet
1 No formal education
Incomplete primary school
Complete primary school
Incomplete secondary school
Incomplete College/CEGEP
Complete College/CEGEP
Some university-level education, without degree
University-level education, with degree

oOo~NOoO UG wWN

The education categories above are Canadian. Hoicuscales vary cross-nationally, but each scafges
from 1-10, where 1 is the lowest educational categad 10 is the highest.

B. Variable Coding and Metric
The Education variable is coded:

ED LEVEL=(V238-1)/7

It ranges from O (lowest education category) thigji{est education category)

Visible Minority Status

A. Question Wording

V256 (Code ethnic group of Respondent by observation
Caucasian

Black

South Asian

East Asian

Arabic, Central Asian

Other Yvrite in):

O wWNPE

B. Variable Coding and Metric

Caucasian respondents are coded 0, all otherodesld

Conceptions of Democr acy
A. Question Wording
Many things may be desirable, but not all of themessential characteristics of democracy. Pledsmée
for each of the following things how essential yhink it is as a characteristic of democracy. Use $cale

where 1 means “not at all an essential charadtergtdemocracy” and 10 means it definitely is “an
essential characteristic of democraayggd out and code one answer for each
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V152. Governments tax the rich and subsidize the.po
V153. Religious authorities interpret the laws.

V154. People choose their leaders in free elections

V155. People receive government assistance for plogment.
V156. The army takes over when government is inaarg.
V157. Civil rights protect people’s liberty agaimgipression.
V158. The economy is prospering.

V159. Criminals are severely punished.

V160. People can change the laws in referendums.

V161. Women have the same rights as men.

B. Variable Coding and Metric

First, the coding for variables v153 and v156 wasrsed. Then three indexes ranging from 0 to & wer
constructed based on the results of the factoyaeslpresented in Table 1:

PROCEDURAL=(v153+v154+v156+v157+v160+v161-6)/54
REDISTRIBUTIVE=(v152+v1550-2)/18

LEGAL/ECONOMIC ORDER=(v158+v159-2)/18

Support for Free Enterprise

A. Question Wording

Now I'd like you to tell me your views on variossiies. How would you place your views on this &céle
means you agree completely with the statement enldft; 10 means you agree completely with the
statement on the right; and if your views fall sevhere in between, you can choose any number in
between. Code one number for each is(ue

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
v116.
Incomes should be We need larger income diffegs
made more equal as incentives for individaffort
v117.
Government ownership of Private ownership of
business and industry business and industry
should be increased should be increased
v118.
The government should People should take more
take more responsibility to ensure resporijitid
that everyone is provided for provide for thsetres
v119.
Competition is harmful. It Competition is gbadt
brings out the worst in people stimulates pedp work

hard and develop new ideas
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B. Variable Coding and Metric

An index ranging from 0 to 1 was constructed:
FREE ENTERPRISE=(v116+v117+v118+v119-4)/36

Despite its low reliability (alpha = .49), the indperforms better in models than its constituesTni.

Right-wing Self-Placement

A. Question Wording

(Show Card P
V114. In political matters, people talk of "thdtleand "the right." How would you place your views
this scale, generally speaking?ode one numbgr

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left Right

B. Variable Coding and Metric

A scale ranging from 0 to 1 was constructed:

LFTRGT=(v114-1)/9

Per missive M oral Outlooks

A. Question Wording

(Show Card AN
Please tell me for each of the following statemeviisther you think it can always be justified, neve
justified, or something in between, using this cgRad out and code one answer for each statément

Never Always
V202. Homosexuality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
V204. Abortion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
V205. Divorce 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
V206. Euthanasia—ending of the life of the incueagick 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
V207. Suicide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

B. Variable Coding and Metric
An index (alpha = .81) ranging from 0 to 1 was ¢orcted:

PERMISSIVENESS =(v202+v204+v205+v206+v207-5)/45

Intensity of Values: Support for Free Enterprise, Right-wing Self-Placement, Per missive M oral Outlooks
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B. Variable Coding and Metric
Each intensity variable was constructed in threpsst

1. calculate the absolute value of the distance fitee midpoint on the Support for Free Enterpritight-
wing Self-Placement, and Permissive Moral Outloitdiss

2. re-scale the absolute value so that it ranges @ to 1

3. square that absolute value, to take into accthatthe effects of intensity should increaseesponses
move further away from the midpoint

Each intensity variable ranges from 0 to 1, where@esents values at the midpoint, and 1 represent
values at either extreme of opinion.

32



