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T he authors regret that three operations raise
controversies, and thus make the following
updates:

NONREPRESENTATIVE SURVEYS

In the 2002 and 2005 PewGlobalAttitudes Surveys, the
codebooks identify a total of nineteen national surveys
with samples that are biased toward urban areas. We
included all of these national surveys in our expanded
sample. Data from these nineteen national surveys are
now excluded from our data.

NON-RESPONSES

In the original paper, we treated these non-responses as
“missing at random”—that is, that the distribution of
attitudes among those who did not respond was similar
to that among those who did—and applied listwise
deletion, excluding the non-responses from the sample.
In some cases (for example, theAmericas Barometer

survey of Canada in 2010; see Hu, Tai, and Solt 2022),
non-responses are the result of split samples, where
many respondents were not even presented with the
survey item in question. In such cases, they are missing
at random—respondents were explicitly randomly
assigned to the split samples that excluded the relevant
item—and so listwise deletion is appropriate.We there-
fore continue to exclude from the sample those respon-
dents who were not even asked the relevant question.
These cases are rare, though; most non-responses in
these surveys are the result of refusal, “don’t know,”
and other non-responsive answers.
For these remaining cases, we now incorporate the

measurement uncertainty due to non-response as fol-
lows. The number of democracy-supporting responses
and the total sample size was imputed four times—that
is, using in turn each of these four assumptions about
the distribution of non-responses described above—for
each country-year-item in the source survey data. The
latent variable was then estimated using each of these
imputations, and the resulting draws combined as in
model-based multiple imputation. The result is a

distribution of draws that reflects the measurement
uncertainty in the latent variable, avoiding the strong
assumptions of either single imputation or listwise
deletion.

SURVEY WEIGHTS

In our data collection, we employ each survey’s
weights, but did not appreciate that some surveys’
weights are not standardized; that is, applying them
caused (occasionally dramatic) changes in the sample
size. As the sample size is an important input in the
latent variable model—smaller samples yield larger
uncertainty in the population mean, which then prop-
agates into the estimate of democratic support—this is
undesirable. We now standardize survey weights to
have amean of one before applying them and so ensure
that these weights preserve the sample size.

RESULTS AFTER THE OPERATION
UPDATES

Figure 1 and Figure 2 represent the results of the main
analysis of the article with the corrected data. Applying
these corrections does not yield substantive differences
in the results of our analyses and so does not affect the
conclusions reached.

In particular, Figure 1 presents the reanalyses of the
hypothesis that public support influences the level of
democracy (Claassen 2020b, Table 1). The lighter, left-
hand set of results replicate the analysis of Claassen
(2020b), including its exclusion of measurement uncer-
tainty by using only the point estimates of public dem-
ocratic support and the other variables measured with
quantified error (i.e., democracy and corruption), and
they reproduce that article’s findings. The middle
results introduce a single change: the uncertainty in
the measurement of public support and these other
variables is taken into account. In all four models, the
positive coefficients for democratic support are no
longer statistically significant. The darker, righthand
results also incorporate uncertainty but additionally
replace the estimates of democratic support with those
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FIGURE 1. The Effect of Public Support on Democracy with Uncertainty (Revised Results)

Note: Replications of Claassen (2020a), Table 1, 128.

Yuehong ‘Cassandra’ Tai, Yue Hu, and Frederick Solt
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FIGURE 2. The Effect of Democracy on Change in Public Support with Uncertainty (Revised Results)

Note:Replications ofClaassen (2020b), Table 1, 47, Table 2, 49.Models denoted ‘ECM’ are error-correctionmodels; thosemarked ‘FD’ are
first-difference models.
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based on our expanded dataset; this change works to
increase the number of observations analyzed as well.
Although the confidence intervals shrink considerably,
the coefficient estimates move much closer to zero: the
hypothesis git.
Figure 2 examine the thermostatic model of demo-

cratic support per Claassen (2020a, 47, Table 1,
49, Table 2). The negative coefficient estimates for
change in liberal democracy in the lefthand set of
results, which do not take uncertainty into account,
imply that the immediate effect of a increase in the
level of democracy is a decline in public support for
democracy and of a decrease in democracy an expan-
sion of support—that democratic support indeed does
respond thermostatically to democracy. However, the
middle results demonstrate that this thermostatic
effect, too, does not hold after the measurement uncer-
tainty is accounted for. And again, the righthand results
reveal that the additional data of our extension do not
provide support for the original conclusion.

The associated supplementary materials and replica-
tion data are already updated in the Dataverse (Tai,
Hu, and Solt 2022).
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