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ABSTRACT: This paper examines the impact of political polarization, nationalism, demographic threat, and social group 
equality on democratic backsliding from 2013 to 2021, testing the implications of theories proposed by scholars of democratic 
quality and national and ethnic politics. A linear regression analysis finds that political polarization correlates with greater levels 
of backsliding, while social group equality correlates with lesser backsliding. Importantly, it also finds that countries with higher 
initial levels of democracy have greater levels of backsliding, suggesting that democracies are inherently unstable instead of 
consolidating. Then, through a case study on the Trump presidency in the United States, this paper argues that public priorities 
for partisan platforms, national order, and dominant ethnic status can undermine democratic quality as voters favor other interests 
over democracy. 
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�   Introduction
Unlike earlier autocratizations, which were mainly achieved 

through coup d’états or auto-coups with clear transitions be-
tween regimes, contemporary de-democratization appears to 
be gradual, incremental, and initiated by elected leaders, and 
does not always result in a full reversion to autocracy.¹ This 
trend has inspired a new field of political scholarship analyzing 
democratic backsliding, defined as “a deterioration of qualities 
associated with democratic governance, within any regime”.¹ 
Studies on democratic backsliding are important because they 
help diagnose symptoms and causes of backsliding. 

In this paper, I examine variables related to democratic 
backsliding, political polarization, nationalism, social group 
equality, and demographic threat. These variables are explored 
because they have been explored in the fields of public opinion, 
political theory, philosophy, and psychology but have not been 
context. These factors are important because while institution-
al actors may initiate backsliding, their decisions take place in 
response to the political environment provided by the public. 
In addition, I introduce the initial level of democracy as an 
independent variable to evaluate if there is a systemic feedback 
effect of democratic quality on itself. 

I introduce a quantitative component to my methodology to 
complement and provide a concrete basis for my theories. I use 
regressions to link backsliding to other developments in pub-
lic opinion, and social change drawn from various disciplines 
and test which of these variables are significant predictors of 
backsliding. The benefits of a regression lie in demonstrating 
a statistically significant correlation between the variables of 
interest. Then, I conduct a case study on democratic backslid-
ing in the United States under Donald Trump to elaborate on 
some proposed causal mechanisms.

My regression results confirm the theory of deconsolidation 
by revealing a negative correlation between the initial level of 
democracy and the change in democracy, implying that highly 

democratic countries are inclined to undergo decreases rather 
than further increases in democratic quality. Additionally, I find 
that political polarization negatively correlates with change in 
democracy, which means that more polarized countries expe-
rience backsliding to a greater extent. I find that social group 
equality correlates positively with change in democracy. In a 
second regression, I find that social group equality correlates 
positively with liberal democracy and political polarization. 
Still, that demographic threat to the majority ethnic group is 
not statistically significant, which suggests that demographic 
changes do not necessarily provoke a hostile political response. 

In the following section, I review the literature on democratic 
backsliding as an inherent rather than anomalous phenomenon 
and on social and public opinion factors that could enable it.
�   Literature Review and Hypothesis
Inherent instability and deconsolidation:
Traditional scholarship holds that democracy creates its own 

demand, as democratic countries teach citizens liberal demo-
cratic values from a young age, and citizens uphold their rights 
after being able to experience them directly.² According to 
this line of traditional scholarship, consolidated democracies 
should maintain stable levels of high democracy. At the same 
time, authoritarian countries, without such a virtuous cycle, 
should exhibit consistently low levels of democracy.³ However, 
this paradigm fails to explain recent cases of declining demo-
cratic support in previously stable democracies, which has been 
conceptualized as “democratic deconsolidation.”⁴ To explain 
deconsolidation, the thermostatic model holds that pub-
lic opinion moves contrary to policy output as the governing 
coalition overshoots the mean individual since the governing 
coalition appeals to the mean member of their coalition rath-
er than the mean member of the general public.⁵ Applying 
the thermostatic model to democracy, Christopher Claassen⁶ 
showed that “increases in democracy dampen public mood, 
while decreases cheer it,” where mood is defined as “explicit 
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while decreases cheer it,” where mood is defined as “explicit 
support for democracy versus autocracy.” Specifically, count-
er-majoritarian, liberal aspects of democracy, such as checks 
on executive authority and respect for minority rights, cause 
backlash.⁶

I aim to confirm that democracy undermines rather than 
reinforces itself. Instead of examining Claassen’s mechanism, I 
test its implication using scholarly metrics of democratic qual-
ity to construct both my dependent and independent variables, 
which produces high internal consistency. My results can be 
used to make cross-national inferences.
 H1: Initial democracy correlates negatively with change in 

democracy
External factors of democratic backsliding:

Public opinion factors present a concrete opportunity for 
quantitative studies, but so far lacks a wealth of mathematical 
analysis; Waldner and Lust¹ state that a limitation of existing 
socio-political theories is “the inability to generalize findings 
beyond the small number of case studies included in a study.” 
I perform a cross-national, quantitative analysis for two such 
dynamics, political polarization, and demographic threat, and 
reserve a third, nationalism, for further examination in my case 
study.

Polarization:
To extrapolate the relationship between polarization and de-

mocracy, I explore existing research on polarization and election 
behavior. According to Milan Svolik⁷, political polarization—
where “most voters have a strong preference for their favorite 
candidate or party”—allows incumbents to subvert democ-
racy through electoral manipulation. When their supporters 
strongly prefer their policies, punishing their undemocratic 
behavior means voters must support an opposition candidate 
they hate.⁷ In other words, in polarized societies, voters cannot 
afford to switch their vote for democratic reasons because the 
cost of policy preferences is high, acting as “partisans first and 
democrats only second.”⁸ This theory was corroborated by an 
experiment in Indonesia, which showed that participants did 
indeed betray liberal democratic institutions when exposed 
to partisan cues; notably, these results held up to a clientelist 
political system and high democratic support locally.⁹ Other 
studies have presented choices between different sets of candi-
date matchups, with either pro-democratic or anti-democratic 
positions in addition to left-right policy positions, to illustrate 
the same phenomenon.⁷,⁸ I predict that these undemocratic 
voter choices caused by polarization should, over an election 
cycle, produce a more undemocratic government. So, more po-
larized countries will have greater backsliding.

H2: Political polarization correlates negatively with change 
in democracy

Nationalism:
To determine whether nationalism enables, counteracts, or 

has no effect on backsliding, I review competing theories from 
political philosophy regarding the compatibility of nation-
alism with liberal democracy. Nationalism is “an ideological 
movement for attaining and maintaining autonomy, unity, and 
identity for a population which some of its members deem to 
constitute an actual or potential nation”¹³, where the nation 

is both homogenous and superior to the individual.¹⁰ Amir 
Yazici¹⁰ argued that “constant pursuit of national unity leads 
governments to repress minorities and violate empowerment 
rights” and “prioritization of collective national interests over 
individuals' interests increases practices such as extrajudicial 
killing, disappearance, torture, and political imprisonment.” 
Albert Dzur¹¹ argued that nationalism merely fulfills the 
associational bonds necessary for a polity when democrat-
ic participation fails to do so. In his words, “national identity 
often serves to distract from the structural repairs in liber-
al-democratic institutions”.¹¹ 

Yazici¹⁰ contributed a quantitative element to the debate, 
showing that nationalism negatively correlates with various 
human rights indicators across 49 countries, which supports 
a competing view of nationalism and democracy as in con-
flict. I argue that nationalist doctrine can force voters to go 
against democratic principles, but, recognizing the limitations 
of a single quantitative metric in adequately capturing nuanced 
philosophical disputes, I reserve this variable to be further 
explored in the case study. I believe that this measure of na-
tionalism, as a preference over democracy, enables backsliding.

Demographic threat and hostility toward minorities:
I refer to literature on demography and intolerance, which 

I then connect to democracy, which I then connect. Studies 
in political psychology have found that the perception of an 
increasing minority ethnic group population activates the 
majority group’s perceived threat to their social status as the 
empowered and dominant group; this, in turn, increases the 
majority group’s antipathy toward minorities, in-group affili-
ation, and support of anti-minority policy positions.¹²-¹⁴ This 
is consistent with more general findings that perceived threat 
is negatively correlated with political tolerance and positively 
with ideological authoritarianism.¹⁵,¹⁶ 

While such psychological studies have demonstrated the 
effect of perceived demographic threat, I examine the role of 
actual demographic change and its relationship to democratic 
backsliding. Existing literature shows that actual demographic 
threat in communities has much less impact on anti-immi-
grant and in-group attitudes than a perceived threat because 
positive intergroup interaction counteracts the effect of per-
ceived threat. However, it has also been noted that positive 
interactions may be less relevant on the scale of a cross-nation-
al survey.¹²,¹⁴ In turn, hostility toward minorities is connected 
to democratic backsliding through Inglehart and Welzel’s¹⁵ 
findings that a political culture of tolerance and self-expres-
sion determines the quality of democracy, given that hostility 
toward minorities is a prevalent form of intolerance. I perform 
a systematic cross-national test for the actual demograph-
ic threat theory, reaffirm the importance of tolerance, and 
connect the two to yield important insights on backsliding. 
I predict that demographic threat correlates negatively with 
social group equality, which then positively correlates with a 
change in democracy. Hostility toward minorities is hypothe-
sized to be the mechanism that connects demographic threats 
to social group equality. However, this variable is unobserved, 
so statistical inferences cannot be made about it.
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   �   Results and Discussion

�   Discussion
Table 1 shows that backsliding occurred to a greater extent 

in countries with higher initial levels of democracy. Specifically, 
a 1 standard deviation increase in the initial level of democracy 
made the change in democracy more negative by -0.440 stan-
dard deviations. This confirms Foa and Mounk’s⁴ concept of 
deconsolidation by demonstrating that more democratic coun-
tries not only fail to remain stable, but they are also more prone 
to decline. Though I did not capture the mechanism of public 
attitudes toward democracy, this finding is also consistent with 
Claassen’s⁶ thermostatic hypothesis, in which a high level of 
democracy undermines, rather than reinforces, itself. This re-
sult suggests inherent instability in democratic quality in the 
time range studied. 

As expected, political polarization negatively correlated with 
change in democratic quality, with a 1 standard deviation in-
crease in the extent of political polarization correlating with a 
-0.182 standard deviation decrease in the change in democra-
cy. Also, social group equality positively correlated with change 
in democratic quality, confirming that countries with more 
equality in terms of civil liberties have a more positive change 
in democratic quality. A 1 standard deviation increase in social 
group equality correlated with a 0.171 standard deviation in-
crease in change in democracy.

As reported in Table 2, the second regression investigates 
factors in 1993 that correlate with social group equality in 
2013. In particular, the independent variable of interest is 
whether the majority ethnic group experienced a demographic 
threat over this time period. I find that the relationship be-
tween the presence of demographic threat and social group 

H3: Demographic threat correlates negatively with social 
group equality

H4: Social group equality correlates positively with change 
in democracy 
�   Methods
Democratic backsliding:
Data was retrieved from the Varieties of Democracy 

(V-Dem) liberal democracy scores, which rated countries on 
a continuous scale from 0 to 1 by aggregating experts’ sur-
vey responses on several dimensions of liberal democracy.¹⁶,¹⁷ 
Change in democracy was calculated as a country’s score in 
2013 subtracted from its score in 2021, with bounds [-1, 1]. 
A negative change in democracy indicates backsliding, while 
a positive change in democracy indicates improvement. Im-
portantly for studying backsliding, V-Dem captures variation 
between gradients of democratic quality better than other 
metrics, which tend to compress scores toward extremes.¹⁸,¹⁹

Polarization:
Data were retrieved from V-Dem’s¹⁶,¹⁷ political polarization 

indicator, which gathered expert survey responses to the ques-
tion, “Is society polarized into antagonistic, political camps?” 

Demographic threat:
Demographic threat, a dummy variable, was determined to 

be present if the plurality ethnic group’s size as a proportion 
of the total population decreased by more than 5 percentage 
points from 1993 to 2013 and resulted in a proportion of 
the total population before 75 percent. Data was taken from 
the CREG dataset, which records the relative sizes of ethnic 
groups in the country by year.²⁰

Ethnicity-based oppression:
Data was taken from V-Dem’s¹⁶,¹⁷ social group equality 

with respect for civil rights indicator, which gathered expert 
survey responses to the question, “Do all social groups, as 
distinguished by language, ethnicity, religion, race, region, or 
caste, enjoy the same level of civil liberties, or are some groups 
generally in a more favorable position?” Although this metric 
considers factors other than ethnicity, it should sufficiently 
capture changes in ethnic power dynamics if the effect is sig-
nificant.

Model:
In my first regression, I chose change in democracy (or 

negative backsliding) as my dependent variable and initial 
liberal democracy, polarization, and social group equality, as 
measured in 2013, as my independent variables. Since my 
independent variables are measured before my dependent vari-
able, this model removes the possibility of reverse causation. 
In my second regression, I chose social group equality in 2013 
as my dependent variable and the demographic threat from 
1993 to 2013 as my primary independent variable of interest; 
I also entered Initial social group equality, liberal democracy, 
and polarization in 1993 as covariates. Since V-Dem ratings 
are compilations of qualitative measures without tangible in-
terpretations, I standardize all variables except for the dummy 
for demographic threat.

Summary statistics for each of my regression variables are 
shown in Appendix A

Table 1: Predicting Change in Democracy        

Table 2: Predicting Social Group Equality        
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This increase in partisan polarization has meant that partisans 
“treat core party issues as immune to debate,”²⁸ which con-
tradicts the mutual tolerance for the legitimacy of opponents’ 
arguments that Levitsky and Ziblatt²⁵ found to be necessary 
to prevent backsliding. Moreover, by fostering significant 
aversion toward the opposing candidate, polarization allowed 
Trump’s illiberal rhetoric to be unpunished by his voters. In 
2016, 53% of Republicans and 46% of Democrats reported 
that they voted against the opposing party’s candidate more 
so than in favor of their party’s candidate.²⁹

Because Trump won without broad popularity even within 
his coalition, he faced less voter accountability, enabling him 
to perform undemocratic actions as outlined above.³⁰ Trump, 
in fact, leveraged this by saying that “you have no choice but 
to vote for me” because of his favorable economic policies, 
implicitly claiming license to disobey norms without elector-
al consequences.³¹ This is also consistent with Lenz³², who 
found that voters more easily adapt their policy preferences 
than their candidates.

Ethnocultural nationalism and demographic threat:
While explicit personal prejudice in the United States has 

declined in recent years, institutional and policy racism, which 
relates to implicit personal prejudice, has been rising. Between 
1980 and 2019, the White population in the United States 
decreased from a dominant majority of nearly 80% to 60.1%, 
and Whites are projected to comprise a minority of the total 
population by 2045.³³,³⁴ Many Whites perceive this seismic 
demographic shift as a perceived threat to ethnic, social dom-
inance. 28% of White census respondents said that having a 
majority-minority country was very or somewhat bad, com-
pared to only 26% who said it was very or somewhat good.³⁵ 
More strikingly, 55% of white Americans said that they be-
lieve discrimination against white people exists, reflecting a 
sense of victimhood.³⁶

The perceived threat to dominance made white voters more 
hostile toward ethnic minorities. Electorally, this was mani-
fested in increased support for Donald Trump in 2016 among 
voters who feared cultural displacement, who then carried out 
policies furthering discrimination.³⁷ While explicit personal 
prejudice, measured by my methodology, declined signifi-
cantly in America from 2007 to 2016, institutional racism 
has seen an uptick in recent years.³⁸,³⁹ The Trump adminis-
tration defunded the Civil Rights Division and curtailed the 
Department of Justice's oversight of discriminatory police 
departments. Discriminatory immigration policies that tar-
geted Muslims and Hispanics violated human rights norms.²¹ 
Freedom House stated that systemic racial inequality deteri-
orated in recent years, adversely impacting the United States’ 
political equality, a component of democratic quality.²¹

Analysis:
For political polarization, this case study corroborated Svo-

lik⁷, showing that partisan polarization in the United States 
bound voters to Trump and his undemocratic actions. For na-
tionalism, Trump’s rhetoric betrayed democratic norms of civil 
speech by exploiting an appetite for relentless nationalism, 
using national unity and security to legitimize undemocratic 
proposals. For demographic threat, white voters in the Unit

equality is not statistically significant (p = 0.418). In fact, the 
coefficient is positive (beta = 0.106), suggesting that diversi-
fying demographics could even improve interethnic power 
dynamics if positive interethnic interactions outweigh the 
effect of perceived threat. Additionally, the initial level of lib-
eral democracy positively correlates with social group equality, 
with a 1 standard deviation increase in the former associat-
ed with a 0.180 standard deviation increase in the latter even 
after controlling for initial social group equality, suggesting 
that the broader integrity of democratic institutions improves 
protection for the civil liberties of marginalized ethnic groups. 
Surprisingly, political polarization positively correlates with 
social group equality, implying that more politically fractured 
countries have less discrimination given an equivalent starting 
point.

To further elaborate on the mechanisms of democratic 
backsliding, I examine the roots of democratic backsliding in 
the United States.
�   Case Study
I investigate democratic backsliding under President Don-

ald Trump in the United States as a case study to demonstrate 
and exemplify how the independent variables in Study 2 in-
teracted with democratic backsliding. This case study can help 
understand the theoretical mechanisms by which my inde-
pendent variables affect democratic backsliding and why my 
quantitative methodology may have failed to capture these 
mechanisms. 

The United States was chosen as a case study because it 
exemplifies how my independent variables interact with 
democratic quality. Also, the United States has experienced 
democratic backsliding, political polarization, rising nation-
alism, and demographic change, which, in addition to being 
a popular subject of study for scholars due to its geopolitical 
significance, allows for a plethora of data and research to be 
available on each of the phenomena discussed. These three 
variables provided a public opinion setting receptive to Trump, 
who “trampled institutional and normative checks on its au-
thority,”²¹ most notably disrupting the peaceful transfer of 
power after the 2020 elections.²²,²³

Bonikowski²⁴ identified Trump’s threats to prosecute elec-
tion opponent Hillary Clinton, the firing of FBI director 
James Comey, encouragement of violence at his rallies, and 
condemnation of the media, judiciary, and social protest as 
important elements of his subversion of democratic norms 
since they discredited checks to his authority. Levitsky and Zi-
blatt²⁵ proposed that these violations of “mutual tolerance” and 
“procedural forbearance” can, even while remaining within the 
bounds of the law, undermine democratic quality by illegiti-
mating opposition, shutting down civic discourse, and creating 
an opportunity to threaten the peaceful transfer of power. Ol-
iver and Rahn²⁶ found that Trump’s mobilization of the public 
in 2016 was unusual and unique in its appeals to populism and 
ethnocultural nationalism.

Polarization:
Between 2004 and 2014, the Democratic and Republican 

parties adopted more unfavorable views of the opposing par-
ty and became more internally ideologically homogeneous.²⁷ 
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ed States interpreted a majority-minority future as a threat, 
which informed racist and undemocratic policies.
�   Conclusion
I find that democratic quality is inherently unstable instead 

of reinforcing itself, corroborating theories of deconsolida-
tion and a thermostatic model for democratic support. I also 
find that political polarization is associated with backsliding, 
likely because it causes voters to neglect defending democra-
cy. While social group equality is negatively associated with 
backsliding, the relationship between it and demographic 
threat is insignificant. This implies that increasing ethnic di-
versity does not necessarily forbode a decline in democracy. 
My case study on the United States illustrates that subversion 
of democratic norms is enabled and encouraged by political 
polarization and ethnocultural nationalism. Most essentially, 
across these different variables, my results suggest that the 
public can enable democratic backsliding without explicit 
support for an authoritarian alternative simply by refusing to 
defend liberal democracy, instead favoring pursuing other po-
litical priorities.

My paper also provides opportunities for future research 
to confirm these general findings with more empirically rig-
orous measures to capture my variables. While V-Dem is 
effective in describing phenomena in aspects of democratic 
quality, analyzing survey data, if it can be acquired reliably 
across countries and years, would more accurately capture 
public opinion and thereby elucidate some of my hypothe-
sized mechanisms.

This paper also raises broader theoretical questions. For na-
tionalism, to what extent and in what ways liberal nationalism 
can exist before it competes with and potentially overrides 
democracy is a question for further research. For polariza-
tion, researchers of party institutions should aim to identify 
how parties can be structured to capture ideological diver-
sity and polarization while preserving voter choice without 
partisan polarization as a corollary. For demographic threat, 
political psychologists should examine why the perceived 
threat to social dominance increases authoritarian tenden-
cies. Also, research should continue studying connections 
between personal prejudice and systemic discrimination and 
how micro-level racism interacts with meso- or macro-level 
institutions.⁴⁰

Besides introducing avenues for further research, this paper 
contributes to existing scholarship on democratic backsliding 
by introducing the comparative method to test theories pre-
sented by Foa and Mounk⁴ and Claassen⁶ on deconsolidation, 
by Svolik⁷ on polarization and candidate choice, and by several 
psychologists and sociologists regarding demographic change 
and hostility toward minorities. I confirm the statistical sig-
nificance of inherent instability, polarization, and social group 
equality as predictors of backsliding. While the relationship 
between demographic threat and social group equality was 
insignificant, my case study showed that ethnocultural na-
tionalism, as detailed by Yazici¹⁰, undermined civil liberties 
for ethnic minorities in the United States. As anti-democratic 
actors within democratic states worldwide seek to undermine 
democracy, entering pivotal conflicts against institutions and 

pro-democratic actors that will set the trajectory of political 
developments, this study provides a contextual understanding 
of what public environments assist backsliding and how they 
do so. 
�   Acknowledgments
I would like to thank Emma Campbell-Mohn, a Ph.D. can-

didate at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in political 
science, for her help in reviewing this paper which was crucial 
to shaping the final product.
�   References

1. Waldner, D.; Lust, E. Unwelcome Change: Coming To Terms With 
Democratic Backsliding. Annual Review of Political Science 2018, 
21 (1), 93-113.

2. Denemark, D.; Mattes, R.; Niemi, R. Growing up Democratic: 
Does it Make a Difference?; Lynne Rienner, 2016.

3. Linz, J.; Stepan, A. Problems of Democratic Transition and Conso- 
lidation: Southern Europe, South America, and Post- communist 
Europe; Johns Hopkins Univ. Press: Baltimore, 1998.

4. Foa, R.; Mounk, Y. The Danger Of Deconsolidation: The Democra- 
tic Disconnect. Journal of Democracy 2016, 27 (3), 5-17.

5. Wlezien, C. The Public As Thermostat: Dynamics Of Preferences 
For Spending. American Journal of Political Science 1995, 39 (4), 
981.

6. Claassen, C. In The Mood For Democracy? Democratic Support As 
Thermostatic Opinion. American Political Science Review 2019, 
114 (1), 36-53.

7. Svolik, M. When Polarization Trumps Civic Virtue: Partisan Conf- 
lict And The Subversion Of Democracy By Incumbents. Quarterly
Journal of Political Science 2020, 15 (1), 3-31.

8. Graham, M.; Svolik, M. Democracy In America? Partisanship, Po-
larization, And The Robustness Of Support For Democracy In The 
United States. American Political Science Review 2020, 114 (2), 
392-409.

9. Fossati, D.; Muhtadi, B.; Warburton, E. Why Democrats Abandon 
Democracy: Evidence From Four Survey Experiments. Party Polit- 
ics 2021, 28 (3), 554-566.

10. Yazici, E. Nationalism and Human Rights. Political Research Qu- 
arterly 2019, 72 (1), 147-162.

11. Dzur, A. Nationalism, Liberalism, And Democracy. Politica Resea- 
arch Quarterly 2002, 55 (1), 191-211.

12. Craig, M.; Richeson, J. On The Precipice Of A "Majority- Mino-
rity" America: Perceived Status Threat From The Racial Demograp- 
hic Shift Affects White Americans' Political Ideology. Psychologi-
cal Science 2014, 25 (6), 1189-1197.

13. Taylor, M. How White Attitudes Vary With The Racial Compo- 
sition Of Local Populations: Numbers Count. American Sociologi- 
cal Review 1998, 63 (4), 512-535.

14. Hooghe, M.; de Vroome, T. The Perception Of Ethnic Diversity 
And Anti-Immigrant Sentiments: A Multilevel Analysis Of Local 
Communities In Belgium. Ethnic and Racial Studies 2013, 38 (1), 
38-56.

15. Inglehart, R.; Welzel, C. Political Culture and Democracy: Analy- 
zing Cross-Level Linkages. Comparative Politics 2003, 36 (1), 61- 
79.

16. Coppedge, M.; Gerring, J.; Knutsen, C.H.; Lindberg, S.I.; Teorell, 
J.; Alizada, N.; Altman, D.; Bernhard, M.; Cornell, A.; Fish, M. S.; 
Gastaldi, L.; Gjerløw, H.; Glynn, A.; Hicken, A.; Hindle, G.;Ilche- 
nko, N.; Krusell, J.; Luhrmann, A.; Maerz, S.F.; . . . Ziblatt, D. V-D-
em [Country–Year/Country–Date] Dataset v11.1. Varieties of De-
mocracy Project, 2021. https://doi.org/10.23696/vdemds21

17. Coppedge, M.; Gerring, J.; Knutsen, C.H.; Lindberg, S.I.; Teorell, 
J.; Altman, D.; Bernhard, M.; Cornell, A.; Fish, M. S.; Gastaldi, 

ijhighschoolresearch.org



	 65	 DOI: 10.36838/v5i3.12

L.; Gjerløw, H.; Glynn, A.; Grahn, S.; Hicken, A.; Kinzelbach, K.;
Marquardt, K. L.; McMann, K.; Mechkova, V.; Paxton, P.; Pemste-
in, D.; Von Römer, J; Seim, B.; Sigman, R.; Skaaning, S.-E.; Staton,
J.; Tzelgov, E.; Uberti, L.; Wang, Y.; Wig, T.; Ziblatt, D. V-Dem 
Codebook v12. Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project, 2021.

18. Vaccaro, A. Comparing Measures Of Democracy: Statistical Pro- 
perties, Convergence, And Interchangeability. European Political 
Science 2021, 20 (4), 666-684.

19. Boese, V. How (Not) To Measure Democracy. International Area 
Studies Review 2019, 22 (2), 95-127.

20. Nardulli, P. F.; Wong, C. J.; Singh, A.; Peyton, B.; Bajjalieh, J. The 
Composition of Religious and Ethnic Groups (CREG) Project. 
Cline Center for Democracy, University of Illinois at Urbana-Cha-
mpagne, 2012.

21. Repucci, S. From Crisis to Reform: A Call to Strengthen Ameri- 
ca’s Battered Democracy. Freedom House, 2021. https://freedom-
house.org/report/special-report/2021/crisis-reform-call-strength-
en-americas-battered-democracy (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

22. Lieberman, R.; Mettler, S.; Pepinsky, T.; Roberts, K.; Valelly, R. 
The Trump Presidency And American Democracy: A Historical 
And Comparative Analysis. Perspectives on Politics 2018, 17 (02), 
470-479.

23. Kaufman, R.; Haggard, S. Democratic Decline In The United Sta- 
tes: What Can We Learn From Middle-Income Backsliding?. Per-
spectives on Politics 2018, 17 (02), 417-432.

24. Bonikowski, B. In When Democracy Trumps Populism: Lessons 
from Europe & Latin America; Cambridge University Press: New 
York, 2019; pp 110-131.

25. Levitsky, S.; Ziblatt, D. How Democracies Die; Crown: New York, 
2018.

26. Oliver, J.; Rahn, W. Rise Of The Trumpenvolk. The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science 2016, 667 (1), 
189-206.

27. Pew Research Center. Political Polarization in the American Pub- 
lic. 2014. https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2014/06/12/politi-
cal-polarization-in-the-american-public (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

28. Heltzel, G.; Laurin, K. Polarization In America: Two Possible Fu- 
tures. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2020, 34, 179-184.

29. Geiger, A. W. For Many Voters, It's Not Which Presidentia Can-l 
didate They're for but Which They're Against. Pew Research Cen- 
ter, 2016. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/09/02/for-
many-voters-its-not-which-presidential-candidate-theyre-for-but
-which-theyre-against (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

30. Hershey, M. Incumbency And The Minimum Winning Coalition. 
American Journal of Political Science 1973, 17 (3), 631-637.

31. Wise, J. Trump Says 'You Have No Choice but to Vote for Me' at
New Hampshire Rally. The Hill, 2019. https://thehill.com/homen-
ews/administration/457653-trump-says-you-have-no-choice-but-
to-vote-for-me-at-campaign (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

32. Lenz, G. Follow the Leader?: How Voters Respond to Politicians’ 
Policies and Performance; University of Chicago Press, 2012.

33. Frey, W. H. The Nation Is Diversifying Even Faster than Predicted, 
According to New Census Data. Brookings, 2020. https://www.
brookings.edu/research/new-census-data-shows-the-nation-is- di-
versifying-even-faster-than-predicted (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

34. Frey, W. H. The US Will Become 'Minority White' in 2045, Cen-
sus Projects. Brookings, 2018. https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the
-avenue/2018/03/14/the-us-will-become-minority-white-in-2045
-census-projects (Sep 8, 2022).

35. Parker, K.; Morin, R.; Horowitz, J. M. Looking to the Future, Pu-
blic Sees America in Decline on Many Fronts. Pew Research Cen- 
ter,  2019. https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2019/03/21/
views-of-demographic-changes-in-america (Sep 8, 2022).

36. Gonyea, D. Majority of White Americans Say They Believe Whi- 
tes Face Discrimination. NPR, 2017. https://www.npr.org/2017/10/
24/559604836/majority-of-white-americans-think-theyre-discri-
minated-against (accessed Sep 8, 2022).

37. Cox, D.; Lienesch, R.; Jones, R. Beyond Economics: Fears of Cul-
tural Displacement Pushed the White Working Class to Trump. 
Public Religion Research Institute, 2017. https://www.prri.org/res-
earch/white-working-class-attitudes-economy-trade-immigration-
election-donald-trump (Sep 8, 2022).

38. Charlesworth, T. E. S., and Banaji, M. R. Patterns of Implicit and 
Explicit Attitudes: I. Long-term Change and Stability from 2007 
to 2016. Psychological Science 2019, 30 (2), 174-92. https://doi.org
/10.1177/0956797618813087.

39. Solomon, D.; Maxwell, C.; Castro, A. Systematic Inequality and  
American Democracy. American Progress, 2019. https://american-
progress.org/article/systematic-inequality-american-democracy/.

40. Phillips, C. Institutional Racism And Ethnic Inequalities: An Ex- 
panded Multilevel Framework. Journal of Social Policy 2010, 40 (1), 
173-192.

�   Appendix

 

Table 3: Summary statistics for each of my regression variables        

	 ijhighschoolresearch.org




