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T he author regrets the inclusion of errors in the
aggregated survey data underpinning the ana-
lyses in Claassen (2020). In particular:

1. The sample size that was used for the “strong
leader” question in the 2010 Latin American Pub-
lic Opinion Project (LAPOP) survey in Canada is
incorrect; in this particular survey only half the
sample were asked the “strong leader” question.

2. The “suitability of democracy” question in the sec-
ond wave of the Asian barometer survey was aggre-
gated using a different cutpoint compared with the
first wave. The same method of aggregation should
be used for both waves.

The author thanks Hu, Tai, and Solt (2022) for
identifying these errors.
These errors have been corrected, democratic mood

re-estimated, and the analyses employed in Claassen
(2020) rerun. The corrected (Tables 1 and 2) and
Figures (1-6) are provided below. The corrected repli-
cation dataset is available at https://doi.org/10.7910/

DVN/FECIO3, as is a corrected document with sup-
plementary information and analyses.

The corrected results are similar to those reported in
the original article. For example, in model 1.1., Claas-
sen (2020) originally reported a thermostatic effect
(change in liberal democracy) of −0.058 with a standard
error of 0.023. In the corrected results, the correspond-
ing coefficient and standard error are −0.061 and 0.024.
As such, the corrected analyses confirm the conclusions
drawn in Claassen (2020).

Specific long-run effects were reported in the text of
Claassen (2020). The correct long-run effects are as
follows:

• Page 48: the long-run effect of a change in liberal
democracy is an immediate decrease of 0.061 and
0.070, in the left and right figures respectively, not
0.058 and 0.067 as reported. The total decrease is
furthermore 0.088 and 0.110, respectively, not 0.084
and 0.104.

• Page 49: the long-run effect of change in electoral
democracy based onModel 2.2 is an increase of 0.100
after ten years, not an increase of 0.110.
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TABLE 1. Testing the Effects of Democracy on Change in Mood

Error-Correction Models First-Difference Models

(1.1) (1.2) (1.3) (1.4)

Intercept –.037 .016 –.009* –.011*
(.020) (.028) (.004) (.004)

Democratic moodt–1 .464* .423*
(.026) (.028)

Democratic moodt–2 –.479* –.441*
(.026) (.028)

Δ Liberal democracy –.061* –.070* –.078* –.084*
(.024) (.031) (.028) (.035)

Liberal democracyt–1 .007* .001
(.003) (.004)

Δ log GDP per capita .070 .043 .112* .091
(.041) (.045) (.053) (.052)

log GDP per capitat–1 .003 –.002
(.002) (.003)

Δ corruption –.011 –.024
(.016) (.017)

Corruptiont–1 –.013*
(.004)

Adjusted R2 .246 .209 .007 .006
N 2300 1949 2435 2040

* p<.05. Arellano-White robust standard errors, clustered by country, in parentheses. Liberal democracy and mood are unit-normal
standardized.

TABLE 2. Testing the Effects of Electoral and Minoritarian Democracy on Change in Mood

Error-Correction Models First-Difference Models

(2.1) (2.2) (2.3) (2.4)

Intercept –.046* .018 –.008* –.010*
(.019) (.027) (.004) (.003)

Democratic moodt–1 .464* .422*
(.026) (.028)

Democratic moodt–2 –.478* –.441*
(.026) (.028)

Δ electoral democracy .011 .024 .009 .019
(.031) (.039) (.033) (.040)

Electoral democracyt–1 .002 .005
(.006) (.006)

Δ minoritarian democracy –.054* –.065* –.077* –.087*
(.022) (.029) (.025) (.029)

Minoritarian democracyt–1 .004 –.004
(.006) (.007)

Δ log GDP per capita .069 .040 .106* .084
(.041) (.045) (.054) (.052)

log GDP per capitat–1 .004* –.003
(.002) (.003)

Δ corruption –.011 –.023
(.016) (.017)

Corruptiont–1 –.013*
(.004)

Adjusted R2 .244 .208 .007 .007
N 2300 1949 2435 2040

* p<.05. Arellano-White robust standard errors, clustered by country, in parentheses. Mood and democracy and support (electoral and
minoritarian) are unit-normal standardized.
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FIGURE 1. The Dynamics of Democracy and Mood: Established Democracies
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FIGURE 2. The Dynamics of Democracy and Mood: New Democracies
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FIGURE 3. The Dynamics of Democracy and Mood: Autocracies
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FIGURE 4. The Dynamics of Democracy and Mood: Transitioning Regimes
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FIGURE 5. Simulated Effects of Change in Democracy on Mood
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Simulated effects are estimated using coefficients from models 1.1 (without corruption; left) and 1.2 (with corruption; right). The solid lines
indicate the mean simulated effect; the shaded regions indicate the 95% confidence intervals of these effects.
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FIGURE 6. Simulated Effects of Changes in Electoral and Minoritarian Democracy on Mood
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Simulated effects, estimated using coefficients from model 2.1 (without corruption; left) and model 2.2 (with corruption; right). Effects of a
change in electoral democracy are shown in top row; effects of change in minoritarian democracy in the bottom row. The solid lines indicate
the mean predicted effect; the shaded regions indicate the 95% confidence intervals of these predicted effects.
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