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Abstract
By utilizing cross-national public opinion data, we examine public support for
democracy-in-principle and evaluation of regime-in-practice across East and
Southeast Asia, where democratization has been stagnant. The analysis shows that
political values of democracy are not widely upheld and support for democracy as a
legitimate system remains shallow. Liberal norms associated with limited government
are not widely embraced. Nonetheless, support for representative institution of
democracy remains strong despite deep distrust in actual representative institutions.
Evaluation of regime-in-practice differs among different types of regimes, with being
less favorable in liberal democracies while more favorable in autocracies. The
analysis also shows that support for democracy as a legitimate system reflects the
influence of values and norms of democracy more than regime performance whereas
diffuse support for regime-in-practice the opposite.




Regime Performance and Democratic Legitimacy:
East Asia in a Global Perspective
In East and Southeast Asia new democracies began to emerge right after the People
Power Revolution in the Philippines overthrew long-standing dictatorship in 1986. It
was immediately followed by South Korea whose democratic transition started by
adopting a democratic constitution and holding free elections for president in 1987.
Taiwan gradually transitioned to democracy by first lifting martial law in 1987 and
finally holding its first presidential election in 1996. In 1990, Mongolia made a rapid
transition to democracy by abolishing its one-party Communist rule and holding the
first multiparty parliamentary elections in more than sixty years. In 1991 Cambodia
began its transition to democracy from one-party Communist rule but its installed
democratization was halted by a military coup in 1997. After decades of military
intervention in politics, Thailand transitioned to democracy in 1992 by
institutionalizing popular elections for prime minister, but its democratic
consolidation was interrupted by another military coup in 2006. The most recent
democratization in the region occurred in Indonesia whose transition began in 1998
by forcing its long-term autocrat to resign and holding open multiparty parliamentary
elections in 1999. Yet, a large number of countries in the region have remained
immune from the global wave of democratization. Singapore and Malaysia have
preserved electoral autocracies with controlled multiparty competition. China,
Vietnam, Laos and North Korea have maintained one-party Community rule while
Burma a military dictatorship. The transformation of authoritarian regimes into
democracies in the region has halted for more than a decade. The track record of
third-wave democratization in East and Southeast Asia has been mixed as compared
with other regions (Chu et al. 2008; Diamond 2008; Shin 2008).
The annual report of freedom in the world by Freedom House illustrates the changing
characters of political regimes in East and Southeast Asia (see Table 1). In that year
when democratic transition took place in the Philippines, there was only one free
country in the region, Japan. In 2000 six countries were rated as free, indicating five
third-wave democracies emerged in more than a decade. In 2009 five countries were
rated as free, pointing to the stagnation of democratization in the region. During the
last decade Indonesia became free but the Philippines and Thailand slid back to partly
free. Most notable is that the number of not free countries has remained almost the
same since the global wave of democratization came into the region more than two
decades ago.



(Table 1 about here)
In this paper we seek to examine public support for democracy as an idea and their
evaluation of regime-in-practice across East and Southeast Asia. How do Asians
conceive of democracy? Do they subscribe the political values of democracy? How do
Asians orient themselves to democracy as an idea? Do they embrace democracy as a
preferred and capable system? How much do they advocate norms and institutions of
liberal democracy? Apart form support for democracy as an idea, how supportive are
Asians of their regime-in-practice? How do they evaluate the political performance of
their regime-in-practice? To what extent do they consider their regime-in-practice to
reflect the institutions and mechanism of democracy? What shapes commitment to
democracy as an idea and evaluation of regime-in-practice? By addressing these and
other related questions, we seek to understand the nature and sources of citizen
orientations to a political system across East and Southeast Asia.
For the purpose of the study we employ public opinion data drawn from the second
wave of Asian Barometer Survey (ABS II hereafter) conducted in twelve countries for
the period 2005-8 (Hong Kong was excluded). Since types of regimes-in-practice vary
greatly across the sample countries, we classify them into four groups by utilizing
Freedom HouseȽs scores of political rights and civil liberties: liberal democracies
(Japan, South Korea and Taiwan), electoral democracies (Indonesia, Mongolia, the
Philippines, and Thailand), electoral autocracies (Malaysia and Singapore) and
one-party autocracies (Cambodia, China, and Vietnam) (Diamond 2008; Hadenius and
Teorell 2007).
Conceptual Framework
David EastonȽs (1965; 1975) theory of political support serves as our starting point
for analyzing support for democracy as an idea and evaluation of regime-in-practice.
He defines political support as an attitude by which a person orients oneself to a
political system positively or negatively. Political support is treated as an attitudinal
rather than behavioral concept. It includes not only positive also negative orientations.
It is directed to any political system, democratic or autocratic. Hence, higher levels of
political support do not necessarily indicate favorable attitudes toward democracy.
They may reflect approval of autocracy-in-practice.
As an attitude object political system is a complex concept. Easton (1965)
distinguishes between three levels of political system: political community, regime



and authorities. The political community refers to Ⱦa group of persons bound
together by a political division of labor.ȿ The regime refers to the authority structure
and its principles and norms. The authorities refer to the present incumbents of
authority roles. Since we are primarily interested in citizen attitudes toward
democracy as an idea and their regime-in-practice, we confine the following
discussion to political support at the regime level.
Easton (1965) differentiates between three components of regime: values and goals,
norms, and structure of authority. According to him, regime values and goals Ⱦserve
as broad limits with regard to what can be taken for granted in the guidance of
day-to-day policy.ȿ Regime norms refer to Ⱦprocedures that are expected and
acceptable in the processing and implementation of demands.ȿ The structure of
authority refers to Ⱦformal and informal patterns in which power is distributed and
organized with regard to the authoritative making and implementing of decisions.ȿ
Hence, political support at the regime level includes attitudes toward values and goals
of a regime, its operating norms and rules, and its institutional arrangements.
Much of empirical research on political support builds on this conceptual distinction
between different aspects of regime (Norris 1999; Dalton 1999; Klingemann 1999;
Gunther and Montero 2006; Booth and Seligson 2009). For instance, Pippa Norris
(1999) distinguished between three objects of regime support: principles, performance,
and institutions. Support for regime principles refers to attitudes toward the core
values of a political system. Support for regime performance refers to attitudes toward
the functioning of a political system in practice. Support for regime institutions refers
to attitudes toward actual institutions of government such as parliament, courts, the
police, political parties and the military. Russell Dalton (2004) also classified regime
objects: principles, norms and procedures, and institutions. He further differentiated
between two modes of orientations: affective and evaluative. The former represents
Ⱦadherence to a set of valuesȿ and the latter reflects Ⱦjudgments about political
phenomena.ȿ Booth and Seligson (2009) distinguished between three dimensions of
regime legitimacy: support for core regime principles, support for regime institutions,
and evaluation of regime performance.
Despite such conceptual clarification and theoretical distinction, researchers have
difficulties in distinguishing empirically between different types of political support at
the regime level. It is admitted that empirical measurement lags far behind the
multidimensional nature of political support. Nonetheless, a multidimensional
conceptualization of political support is useful for disentangling different modes of



citizen orientations to various aspects of a political system. By specifying the targets
of political support, we should be able to understand better the nature of political
disaffection and its sources and consequences.
Following prior theory and research we distinguish between three aspects of regime:
values and principles, norms and rules, and institutions. Moreover, we distinguish
between support for democracy as an idea and support for regime-in-practice. As
noted earlier, the regime type of our sample countries ranged from liberal democracies
to single-party autocracy. Hence, support for regime-in-practice does not necessarily
indicate support for democracy-in-practice. In any political setting, democratic or
autocratic, support for democracy as an idea reflects idealist support for democracy or
normative support for democracy (Rose et al. 1999; Mishler and Rose 2001; Shin
2007). By contrast, support for regime-in-practice differs among different types of
regime. In the democratic setting support for regime-in-practice reflects realist
support for democracy. However, in the autocratic setting support for
regime-in-practice reflects as realist support for autocracy. In this study we distinguish
between two modes of orientations: support for democracy as an idea and evaluation
of regime-in-practice.
The first aspect of support for democracy as an idea concerns support for values and
principles of democracy. Despite little consensus about what constitutes the values of
democracy, freedom, equality, and popular control are widely considered core values
of democracy (Thomassen 2007; Beetham 1994). In public opinion surveys, however,
this aspect of support for democracy as an idea is often measured by agreement that
democracy is the best form of government or the most preferred political system. In
this study, we use preference for democracy and perceived capacity of democracy to
measure the first aspect of support for democracy as an idea and consider it to reflect
the belief in democratic legitimacy. In addition, we use the conception of democracy
as an indirect indicator of acceptance of the political values of democracy. The second
aspect of support for democracy as an idea pertains to support for the norms and rules
of democracy such as due process of law, universal suffrage, freedom of speech and
association, and political pluralism. In this study, we use endorsement of liberal norms
associated with the idea of limited government for measuring this aspect of support
for democracy as an idea. The last aspect of support for democracy as an idea
concerns support for key representative institutions of democracy such as elections,
parliament and multiparty competition.
As regards evaluation of regime-in-practice, the first aspect pertains to diffuse support



for regime-in-practice. In public opinion surveys in the democratic setting satisfaction
with the working of democracy is often used to measure diffuse support for
democracy-in-practice, although it meaning is contested (Canache et al. 2001). We
also utilize this measure in the autocratic setting with the assumption that it reflects
evaluation of autocracy-in-action in terms of the conceptions of democracy. In
addition, we introduce evaluation of the current form of government to ascertain
diffuse support for regime-in-practice. The second aspect of support for
regime-in-practice refers to evaluation of the institutional practices of norms and rules.
In public opinion surveys, support for democracy-in-practice is often measured by the
extent to which democracy-in-practice reflects the qualities of democracy. For
autocracies, we may also utilize this measure to ascertain the extent to which
autocracy-in-practice reflects the institutions and mechanism of democratic
governance. The last aspect of support for regime-in-practice refers to evaluation of
actual political institutions. In public opinion surveys, support for
democracy-in-practice is often measured by confidence or trust in specific institutions
of government such as the courts, parliament, courts, political parties, the military,
and the police. We may also utilize these indicators to ascertain trust in institutions of
autocracy-in-practice. Table 2 summaries our conceptual framework for analyzing
citizen orientations to democracy as an idea and evaluation of regime-in-practice.
(Table 2 about here)
Support for Democracy-in-Principle
Support for democratic values
Support for democratic values is considered the most basic aspect of support for
democracy-in-principle. Since there is no consensus about the core values of
democracy, however, it is difficult to determine whether and to what extent Asians
subscribe them. Yet, the ABS II included a closed-ended question which asked
respondents to choose the most essential characteristic of democracy among four
response categories: (1) opportunity to change the government through elections, (2)
freedom to criticize those in power, (3) a small income gap between rich and poor,
and (4) basic necessities like food, clothes and shelter for everyone. The first (popular
control) and the second (political freedom) represent political values whereas the third
(social justice) and the fourth (basic welfare) socioeconomic values. Responses to the
question can be utilized to ascertain preference for political values of democracy.



As presented in Table 3, the political values of democracy were not widely upheld
across much of the region. Only in Malaysia and Thailand, which are not liberal
democracies, the political conception of democracy prevailed. Notable is that in
Taiwan and China democracy was far more associated with socioeconomic values
than political values. It is interesting that basic welfare was the most frequent choice
in both countries. In the other countries, democratic or autocratic alike, both political
and socioeconomic values competed for public support. Of political values those
supportive of popular control far outnumbered those supportive of political freedom,
suggesting public emphasis on electoral democracy. Of socioeconomic values those
supportive of basic welfare outnumbered those supportive of social justice, indicating
public emphasis on minimal welfare state.
(Table 3 about here)
Even if there was no single widely supported value of democracy, two values stood
out: popular control and basic welfare. This finding suggests that there existed
contrasting visions of democracy among Asians, electoral democracy vs. minimal
welfare state. By contrast, political freedom was less frequently cited than basic
welfare or popular control across much of the region, suggesting that liberal
democracy is less popular than electoral democracy or minimal welfare state.
This finding suggests that the expansion of political and civil rights may not engender
support for regime-in-practice among those who advocate socioeconomic values. By
contrast, the expansion of socioeconomic security may not increase support for
regime-in-practice among those who advocate political values. The values and goals
of democracy appear to be contested across much of East and Southeast Asia. Perhaps
it is why citizen evaluation of regime-in-practice often differs from expert
assessments.
Support for democracy as a legitimate system
Support for democracy as an idea reflects not only affective but also cognitive aspects
(Dalton 2004). The cognitive aspects pertain to thoughts about democracy while the
affective aspects feelings about democracy. Although they tend to be related, support
for democracy based on cognitive evaluation is more susceptible to experience than
support for democracy based on expressive or affective feelings. Taking this
distinction into account, we introduce two indicators to ascertain support for
democracy as a preferred and capable, namely legitimate system: preference for



democracy and perceived capacity of democracy. The former reflects largely affective
orientations and the latter cognitive evaluation.
The preference for democracy question asked respondents to choose among three
statements: ȾDemocracy is always preferable to any other kind of government,ȿ
ȾUnder some circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable to a
democratic one,ȿ and ȾFor people like me, it does not matter whether we have a
democratic or a nondemocratic regime.ȿ The perceived capacity of democracy
question asked respondents to choose between two statements: ȾDemocracy is
capable of solving problems of our societyȿ and ȾDemocracy cannot solve our
societyȽs problem.ȿ
As shown in Table 4, among the regionȽs democracies Thailand displayed the
highest level of public preference for democracy. It was followed by Indonesia and
Japan. In these countries a large majority (63-73%) considered democracy always
preferable. In contrast, Mongolia displayed the lowest level. It was followed by South
Korea and Taiwan. In the countries less than half (39-48%) considered democracy
always preferable. Surprisingly, ordinary people in the region Ƚ s autocracies
expressed higher levels of preference for democracy than their counterparts in the
democracies. In fact, Vietnam and Malaysia displayed higher levels than any other
democratic countries except for Thailand. Even Singapore, China and Cambodia
exhibited higher levels than South Korea and Taiwan. Perceived capacity of
democracy turned out to be more widespread than preference for democracy. A
majority (54-77%) in every democratic country believed in the capacity of democracy.
Surprisingly, in non-democratic countries the belief in democratic capacity was even
more widely entertained (60-88%). Notable is that Taiwan, South Korea and the
Philippines displayed lower levels of perceived capacity of democracy than any other
countries.
Affirmative responses to both questions indicate the belief in legitimacy of democracy
as an idea. Among the democratic countries Indonesia displayed highest levels of
democratic legitimacy. It was closely followed by Thailand and Japan. In these
countries a majority (52-59%) viewed democracy as a legitimate system. By contrast,
in the Philippines, Mongolia, South Korea and Taiwan only a minority (33-36%)
considered democracy a legitimate system. In the non-democratic countries the belief
in democratic legitimacy was more widely entertained. In fact, Vietnam and Malaysia
displayed higher levels than any other democratic countries surveyed. Even in
Singapore, Cambodia and China nearly half viewed democracy as a legitimate



system.
(Table 4 about here)
The findings from Asian new democracies seem to suggest that the performance of
democracy-in-practice and the performance of the past regime shape support for
democracy as a legitimate system. For instance, lower levels of democratic legitimacy
in South Korea and Taiwan may reflect satisfactory performance of the past
authoritarian regime whereas lower levels in Mongolia and the Philippines, poor
performance of the current democratic regime.
Overall, the findings indicate a mixed picture of support for democracy as a legitimate
system. Those experiencing democracy were less supportive of democracy as a
legitimate system than those not experiencing democracy. Under authoritarian rule
many Asian countries made a remarkable economic growth. This legacy of
authoritarian economic success in conjunction with the economic crisis under
democratic rule renders democracy less attractive. Public reservations about
democracy remained unabated across much of the region.
Support for liberal democratic norms
In the preceding section we examined support for democracy as a legitimate system.
In this section we focus on support for liberal norms underlying democratic structures
of authority. Freedom and equality are often considered the foundational values of
liberal democracy. These basic values are achieved through the institutions and
mechanism of limited government, which include the separation and balance of
government powers, the rule of law, and civic pluralism (Rosenblum 1995; Foweraker
and Krznaric 2000). How supportive are Asians of these liberal democratic norms?
How does their support for these norms and rules compare with support for
democracy as a legitimate system?
First, the norm of checks and balances legitimates the authority structure which
divides government powers into independent branches of government and establishes
mechanisms of horizontal accountability. To measure public support for this norm we
selected two agree-disagree format questions: ȾWhen judges decide important cases,
they should accept the view of the executive branchȿ and ȾIf the government is
constantly checked by the legislature, it cannot possibly accomplish great things.ȿ
Table 5 shows the percentage of those disagreeing with both statements.



Surprisingly, none of the Asian countries examined had a majority support for this
norm. South Korea displayed the highest level of support, which was followed by
Japan and Indonesia. In these countries only a large minority (37-46%) embraced an
independent judiciary and legislative oversight. Only a small minority (18-22%) in
Taiwan, Mongolia, Thailand and the Philippines endorsed checks and balances. In all
non-democratic countries only a small minority (12-28%) embraced the mechanism of
horizontal accountability. The organization of government powers in favor of the
executive over the legislature or the judiciary, one of the hallmarks of authoritarian
political arrangements, remained widely accepted in the regionȽs democracies and
autocracies alike. This finding indicates that AsiansȽ support for checks and
balances are far behind their support for democracy as a legitimate system.
(Table 5 about here)
Second, the rule of law is considered essential for protecting liberty and equality from
the arbitrary use of state power. As Rose and his colleagues (1998) maintain, the
liberal conception of rule of law is more than formal legality used as a means of social
control. Rather it emphasizes constraining the arbitrariness and abuse of state power,
especially executive power. To measure public support for the rule of law, we selected
two agree-disagree format questions: ȾWhen the country is facing a difficult
situation, it is ok for the government to disregard the law in order to deal with the
situationȿ and ȾThe most important thing for political leaders is to accomplish
their goals even if they have to ignore the established procedure.ȿ Table 5 shows the
percentage of those disagreeing with both statements.
Among the democratic countries Indonesia displayed the highest level of public
support. It was closely followed by Taiwan and South Korea. In these countries a
majority (59-62%) was supportive of official law-abidingness. In contrast, only a
minority (16-34%) in Japan, the Philippines, Mongolia and Thailand subscribed the
rule of law. In all non-democratic countries only a minority (20-33%) advocated the
rule of law. Overall, the liberal norm of rule of law was not widely endorsed across
much of the region except for three new democracies. In democracies and autocracies
alike, ordinary people consider law an impediment to solving problems and to be
circumvented.
Third, civic pluralism does not directly pertain to liberal norms underlying democratic
structures of authority. However, since a pluralist civil society serves as a safeguard



for civil liberties and a mechanism for societal accountability, civic pluralism tends to
be considered essentially related to the idea of limited government. To measure
support for civic pluralism, we selected two agree-disagree format questions:
ȾHarmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groupsȿ
and ȾIf people have too many different ways of thinking, society will be chaotic.ȿ
Table 5 shows the percentage of those disagreeing with both statements.
AsiansȽ support for civic pluralism remained low regardless of the regime type.
There was no country that enjoyed a majority support for this norm. The country
which displayed the highest level of support was South Korea where only a large
minority (36%) subscribed the norm of civic pluralism. In the other democratic
countries a small minority (6-28%) was supportive of the norm. In the non-democratic
countries a similarly small minority (9-30%) endorsed the norm. Notable is that less
than one-tenth in Thailand, Mongolia and China advocated civic pluralism.
Overall, support for liberal norms associated with the idea of limited government
proved to be low across the region regardless of regime types or levels of
socioeconomic development. The findings suggest that the cultural foundation of
liberal democracy remained superficial across much of the region. The findings also
indicate that support for democracy as a legitimate system is not rooted in core liberal
democratic norms and reflects just Ⱦ lip-service to democracy ȿ (Welzel and
Inglehart 2008).
Support for democratic institutions
Trust in actual political institutions is often used as an indicator of support for
democracy-in-practice. However, it is not appropriate to use it as an indicator of
idealist support for democratic institutions. In the autocratic setting higher trust in
existing political institutions cannot be taken to indicate support for democratic
institutions. Even in the democratic setting people could remain supportive of
democratic institutions even though they are cynical of actual political institutions.
Hence, we need indicators of support for democratic institutions distinguishable from
support for actual political institutions.
We chose two questions which are widely used to measure attitudes toward
authoritarian alternatives. The first, strongman rule question asked respondents
whether they agree or disagree with the statement ȾWe should get rid of parliament
and elections and have a strong leader decide things.ȿ The second, single-party rule



question asked them whether they agree or disagree with the statement ȾOnly one
political party is allowed to stand for election and hold office.ȿ Negative responses
to the first reflect rejection of getting rid of parliament and elections in favor of
strongman whereas those to the second rejection of restricting political participation
to a single party.
As presented in Table 6, levels of support for parliament and elections were high
regardless of regime types. The only exception was Mongolia where only a third
rejected getting rid of parliament and elections. In the other countries, democratic or
autocratic, a majority (59-84%) defended key representative institutions of democracy.
Levels of support for multiparty system were also high regardless of regime types.
The only exception was Vietnam where only a third rejected restricting political
participation to a single party (This question was not asked for China, another
one-party autocracy). In the other countries including Cambodia a majority (65-88%)
was supportive of multiparty competition.
Combining negative responses to both questions reveals that support for
representative institutions of democracy was high across much of the region. There
were three exceptions, the Philippines, Mongolia, and Vietnam, where only a minority
advocated democratic institutions. Especially, both Mongolia and Vietnam were least
supportive despite their differences in regime types. Specifically, Mongolians were
less supportive of parliament and elections while more supportive of multiparty
competition. By contrast, Vietnamese were more supportive of parliament and
elections while less supportive of multiparty competition. In the other countries,
democratic or autocratic, a majority (55-79%) was supportive of democratic
institutions. South Korea, Indonesia, Japan, Taiwan as well as Singapore topped
support for democratic institution. Notable is that despite political instability a
majority of Thais defended parliament and elections as well as multiparty
competition.
(Table 6 about here)
Despite low levels of endorsement of liberal democratic norms, public support for
democratic institutions turned out to be high across much of the region. Notable is
that there existed cross-national differences in the discrepancy between support for
democracy as a legitimate system and support for democratic institutions. In
Mongolia and the Philippines both support for democracy as a legitimate system and
support for democratic institutions were low. By contrast, in South Korea and Taiwan



support for democratic institutions were far higher than support for democracy as a
preferred regime. This finding suggests that Mongolia and the Philippines are lacking
in public demand for democracy while South Korea and Taiwan mixed.
Overall, core representative institutions of democracy such as parliament, elections
and political parties, the hallmarks of minimalist electoral democracy, are widely
accepted in most of the region. Yet, liberal democratic norms associated with limited
government are not widely embraced in most of the region. This finding suggests that
support for democracy as a legitimate system is not rooted in democratic norms but
accompanied by acceptance of democratic institutions.
Support for Regime-in-Practice
So far we have focused on support for democracy-in-principle, or idealist support for
democracy and ascertained the extent to which Asians were supportive of political
values of democracy, democracy as a legitimate system, liberal norms underlying
limited government, and representative institutions of democracy. We now turn to
their evaluation of regime-in-practice. As discussed earlier, since the sample countries
included not only democracies but also autocracies, evaluation of regime-in-practice
does not necessarily indicate realist support for democracy. However, by utilizing
standards of democracy as criteria for evaluating institutional performance, we seek to
ascertain the extent to which Asians consider their regime-in-practice to reflect the
institutions and mechanism of democratic governance.
Diffuse support for regime-in-practice
The first aspect of support for regime-in-practice pertains to evaluation of the overall
performance of regime-in-practice. To measure it we selected two questions. One
asked respondents ȾHow satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way democracy
works in your countryȿ and the other asked them whether they agreed or disagreed
with the statement ȾWhatever its faults may be, our form of government is still the
best for us.ȿ Responses to the first indicate satisfaction with regime-in-practice
whereas those to the second appropriateness of regime-in-practice. We consider
affirmative responses to both questions to reflect diffuse support for
regime-in-practice.
As reported in Table 7, among the democracies Thailand displayed the highest level of
satisfaction with democracy-in-practice. It was followed by Mongolia, Indonesia and



Taiwan. In these countries a majority (56-80%) considered their
democracy-in-practice satisfying. The Philippines exhibited the lowest levels.
Surprisingly, in two liberal democracies such as Japan and South Korea only less than
half considered their democracy-in-practice satisfying. More surprisingly, in all the
autocracies a large majority (65-85%) expressed satisfaction with regime-in-practice.
A similar pattern was found in responses to appropriateness of regime-in-practice.
Among the democracies Indonesia displayed the most favorable judgment. It was
followed by Mongolia, Taiwan and Thailand. In these countries a majority (62-77%)
considered their current form of government the best. In contrast, only a small
minority (21-28%) in South Korea and Japan viewed their regime-in-practice as the
best. With the bare majority support the Philippines lied between them. Surprisingly,
all the electoral or one-party autocracies in the region enjoyed higher public support.
A majority (57-84%) considered their current form of government the best.
By combining responses to both questions, we ascertained the level of diffuse support
for regime-in-practice. Among the democracies Thailand displayed the highest level
of support. A bare majority (53%) of Thais considered their democracy-in-practice
satisfying and appropriate. It was followed by Indonesia, Mongolia and Taiwan,
where a large minority (41-48%) expressed support for democracy-in-practice. In
contrast, South Korea exhibited the lowest level of support. It was followed by Japan
and the Philippines. In these countries only a small minority (12-22%) saw their
democracy-in-practice as satisfying and appropriate. The levels of support for
regime-in-practice in non-democratic countries turned out to be higher than
democratic ones. Notable is that a majority (61-75%) in Vietnam, Singapore China
considered their regime-in-practice satisfying and appropriate.
(Table 7 about here)
The findings show that an electoral autocracy in Singapore and single-party
autocracies in Vietnam and China enjoyed majority support, indicating apparent
popularity of autocracy-in-practice. In contrast, liberal democracies in Japan and
South Korea failed to enjoy majority support, suggesting public disillusionment with
democracy-in-practice. Overall, most democracies across the region remained
deficient in the eyes of their citizens, indicating higher levels of public discontent with
democracy-in-practice. By contrast, most autocracies remained adequate in the eyes
of their publics, indicating lower levels of public discontent with
autocracy-in-practice.



Evaluation of political performance
Since regime performance is a multidimensional phenomenon, it is appropriate to
distinguish between major dimensions of regime performance and separately ascertain
public evaluation of each performance dimension. Because of data availability we
focus on five political performance dimensions - freedom, political equality, the rule
of law, and vertical and horizontal accountability (Foweraker and Krznaric 2000;
Diamond and Morlino 2004). Our evaluation of regime performance indicates the
extent to which the regime-in-practice reflects the institutions and mechanism of
liberal democracy.
First, freedom or liberty is widely regarded as one of the foundational values of liberal
democracy. To measure public evaluation of regime performance on this dimension,
we asked respondents whether they agree or disagree the statements ȾPeople are
free to speak what they think without fearȿ and ȾPeople can join any organization
they like without fear.ȿ Table 8 shows the percentage of those replying both
questions affirmatively. Among the democracies Indonesia displayed the most
favorable evaluation. A large majority (85%) considered freedom of speech and
association provided. In the other democracies public evaluation was less favorable
but still a majority (51-66%) considered these basic civil liberties provided.
Unexpectedly, however, Japanese were more critical: only less than half replied both
questions affirmatively. More surprisingly, in the non-democracies except for
Singapore a majority (53-62%) expressed favorable evaluation. Singapore displayed
the least favorable evaluation of regime performance on freedom.
Second, equality is widely regarded as another foundational value of liberal
democracy. In this study we focused on political and legal equality such as equal
treatment by government and equality before the law while excluded social and
economic equality. To measure public evaluation of regime performance on this
dimension, we asked respondents whether they agree or disagree the statements
ȾEveryone is treated equally by the governmentȿ and ȾOur current courts always
punish the guilty even if they are high-ranking officials.ȿ Table 8 shows the
percentage of those replying both questions affirmatively. The non-democracies fared
better than the democracies in the eyes of their publics. Among the democracies
Indonesia displayed the most favorable evaluation. In fact, it is the only democratic
country where a majority made a favorable assessment. It was distantly followed by
Thailand where a large minority made a positive appraisal. In Taiwan, the Philippines



and Mongolia only a small minority (25-28%) had a favorable evaluation.
Surprisingly, in Japan and South Korea, old and new liberal democracies, a smaller
minority (9-13%) made a favorable assessment. In contrast, a majority (61-68%) in
Vietnam, China and Singapore and a bare majority (51%) in Cambodia made a
favorable evaluation. Only in Malaysia a minority made a favorable evaluation.
Third, the rule of law is essential for securing not only liberal democracy but also
good governance. While it generally refers to the impartial application of the law, in
this study we restrict our attention to the degree to which public officials abide by
laws. To measure public evaluation of regime performance on this dimension, we
selected two questions: ȾHow widespread do you think corruption and bribe-taking
are in the national governmentȿ and ȾȾHow often do national government
officials abide by the law.ȿ Table 8 shows the percentage of those choosing
pro-democratic responses. Public evaluation of regime performance on this dimension
was found unfavorable regardless of regime types. But there were two exceptions,
Singapore and Vietnam, where a majority made a favorable appraisal. By contrast, in
most democracies only a small minority (8-26%) made a positive estimation. In
non-democracies such as China, Malaysia and Cambodia a similarly small minority
(14-28%) had a favorable assessment.
Fourth, vertical accountability pertains to the relationship between citizens and
government. It reflects the degree to which citizens hold government leaders
accountable for their public decisions. Elections constitute a major mechanism of
vertical accountability, but there are other forms of popular control between elections.
To measure public evaluation of regime performance on this dimension, we asked
respondents whether they agree or disagree the statements ȾPeople have the power
to change a government they donȽt likeȿ (this question was not asked in China)
and Ⱦ Between elections the people have no way of holding the government
responsible for its actions.ȿ Table 8 shows the percentage of those choosing
pro-democratic responses. Public evaluation of regime performance on this dimension
was found largely unfavorable in all the sample countries, democratic or autocratic.
There were no differences between regime types. In the liberal democracies only a
small minority (16-29%) made a favorable assessment. In autocracies, electoral or
single-party, the same small minority (16-29%) made a positive evaluation. In
democracies and autocracies alike, regime performance on vertical accountability fell
short of the ideal of democratic governance in the minds of their publics.
Lastly, horizontal accountability pertains to the relationship between branches of



government. In this study we largely focus on the constraint of executive power by
other institutional actors such as parliament and courts. To measure public evaluation
of regime performance on this dimension, we used two questions. One asked
respondents whether they agree or disagree with the statement Ⱦ When the
government breaks the laws, there is noting the legal system can do.ȿ The other
asked respondents Ⱦ To what extent is the legislature capable of keeping the
government in check. ȿ Table 8 shows the percentage of those choosing
pro-democratic responses. Among the democracies Indonesia enjoyed the most
favorable evaluation with only a large minority (40%) approval. In the other
democracies only a small minority (13-28%) made a favorable evaluation. Japan, the
oldest democracy in the region, was no exception. Unexpectedly, however, regime
performance on horizontal accountability was more favorably evaluated in some
non-democracies. For instance, in Singapore and Vietnam a majority (52-55%) made
a favorable evaluation. Although a small minority (30-32%) in Malaysia and
Cambodia made a favorable evaluation, the level of approval was still higher than in
most democracies.
(Table 8 about here)
These findings illustrate the strengths and weaknesses of regime-in-practice across
Asia in the eyes of their publics. If we consider one-third a minimum threshold, the
liberal democracies (Japan, South Korea and Taiwan) had four dimensions on which
public evaluation was below the minimum threshold. They were equality, the rule of
law, vertical accountability and horizontal accountability. Among the electoral
democracies
Mongolia
and
the
Philippines
also
had
four
below-the-minimum-threshold dimensions. They were also equality, the rule of law,
vertical accountability and horizontal accountability. Thailand had three such
dimensions - the rule of law, vertical accountability and horizontal accountability.
Indonesia had two such dimensions - the rule of law and vertical accountability. Every
Asian democracy examined, liberal and electoral, had common problems in the rule of
law and accountability.
The autocracies fared better than the democracies in the eyes of ordinary people.
Malaysia had three dimensions on which public evaluation was below the minimum
threshold. They were rule of law, vertical accountability and horizontal accountability.
Singapore had only two such dimensions - freedom and vertical accountability.
Cambodia had three such dimensions - the rule of law, vertical accountability and
horizontal accountability. Most surprisingly, Vietnam had only one



below-the-minimum-threshold dimension - vertical accountability. From the
perspective of ordinary Asians, their respective regime-in-practice remained far short
of standards of democratic governance. Japan, South Korea and Taiwan as well as
Mongolia and the Philippines had poor performance profiles, indicating that there
were higher levels of disaffection with democracy-in-practice. By contrast, Vietnam
and Singapore had better performance profiles, suggesting that there are lower levels
of disaffection with autocracy-in-practice.
Overall, the regimes-in-practice in the region had common institutional defects. In
particular, the rule of law and vertical accountability were the most missing element
regardless of regime types. Asian new democracies are viewed as deficient in
controlling official corruption and lawlessness. Moreover, most Asian new
democracies are also viewed as weak in ensuring accountability. Notable is that
electoral autocracies with a façade of controlled multiparty elections were viewed as
deficient in vertical accountability. Noteworthy is that contrary to experts-based
assessments, Asian liberal democracies are hardly a high-quality, flawless democracy
in the eyes of ordinary citizens.
Trust in representative institutions
In the democratic setting it may be appropriate to use trust in political institutions as
an indicator of support for democratic institutions (Listhaug and Wiberg 1995; Miller
and Listhaug 1999; Dalton 2004). Since our study includes not only democracies but
also autocracies, however, we should consider it to reflect simply trust in institutions
of regime-in-practice. Political institutions often selected as targets of trust include the
parliament, courts, political parties, the armed forces, the police, and the civil service.
In order to focus on representative political institutions, we single out two institutions
as objects of trust - parliament and political parties.
As shown in Table 9, among the democracies South Korea displayed the lowest level
of trust in parliament. It was followed by Japan and Taiwan. In these liberal
democracies only a small minority (7-19%) placed trust in their parliament. In three
electoral democracies (Indonesia, Thailand and Mongolia), a majority (57-59%) had
trust in their parliament. In the Philippines, another electoral democracy, only a
minority expressed trust in parliament. Public trust in parliament was higher in the
non-democracies. In the autocracies with a façade of controlled parliament a majority
(60-95%) placed trust in their parliament.



A similar pattern was found for trust in political parties. Liberal democracies
displayed the lowest level of trust. In Japan, South Korea and Taiwan only a small
minority (9-15%) had trust in political parties. Electoral democracies displayed higher
levels of trust. A bare majority (51%) in Thailand and a large minority (31-42%) in
Indonesia, Mongolia and the Philippines placed trust in political parties. The
non-democracies displayed the highest level of trust. A large majority (70-85%) in
China, Vietnam and Singapore, one-party or hegemonic-party autocracies, had trust in
political parties. In the other autocracies, public trust in political parties was higher
than in the democracies examined.
Comparing the percentage of those having trust in both institutions shows that
political cynicism differed among different types of regimes. In all three liberal
democracies only a tiny minority (4-11%) had trust in both institutions. Distrust in
representative institutions of democracy-in-practice runs deep in Japan, South Korea
and Taiwan. Electoral democracies fared better than liberal democracies. A large
minority (36-42%) in Indonesia and Thailand and a small minority (23-26%) in
Mongolia and the Philippines placed trust in both institutions. The region Ƚ s
autocracies fared even better than electoral democracies. A large majority (66-83%) in
Vietnam, China and Singapore and a large minority (42-45%) had trust in their
representative institutions.
(Table 9 about here)
Overall, citizens in Asian liberal democracies were most skeptical of representative
institutions. Yet, as reported earlier, they strongly rejected removing parliament and
elections and restricting political participation to a single party (see Table 6). This
indicates the growth of Ⱦcritical citizensȿ in the liberal democracies who are
committed to democratic institutions but skeptical of actual representative institutions
(Norris 1999; Pharr and Putnam 2000). Hence, high political cynicism in these
countries may indicate a crisis of representative institutions, not democracy itself. By
contrast, low political cynicism in non-democratic countries may indicate the
resilience of autocracy-in-practice with a façade of controlled representation and
competition.
Sources of Political Support
Popular support for a political regime is considered one of the critical conditions for
regime stability because any regime cannot be sustainable for a long period of time



without popular support for its values, norms and institutions. Hence, prior research
has sought to understand what shapes political support. Considering prior research on
support for democracy (Clarke at al. 1993; Evans and Whitefield 1995; Rose at al.
1998; Bratton and Mattes 2001), in this last section, we seek to provide a
performance-based account for political support, especially for democracy as a
legitimate system and diffuse support for regime-in-practice (democracy-in-practice
as well as autocracy-in-practice).
We introduce four clusters of individual-level variables to account for the variance in
support for democracy as a legitimate system (democratic support) and diffuse
support for regime-in-practice (regime support). The first cluster of variables is
related to expectations and standards of democracy and consists of four variables - the
conception of democracy and support for three liberal norms such as checks and
balances, the rule of law and civic pluralism. The second cluster of variables pertains
to the regimeȽs democratic political performance and consists of five variables ȸ
freedom, equality, the rule of law, vertical accountability, and horizontal
accountability. The third cluster of variables concerns the regime Ƚ s policy
performance and consists of four variables ȸ national economy, household economy,
basic welfare, and public safety (Roller 2005) (For question wording for each variable,
see Appendix). The last cluster of variables represents demographic controls ȸ
gender, age and education (income was not included because 86 percent of Chinese
cases had missing data). We employed pooled cross-sectional data from the countries
of each regime type and performed OLS analysis.
Support for democracy as a legitimate system
Table 10 shows the results for support for democracy as a preferred system. For this
dependent variable, we found the most frequent significant effects of checks and
balances regardless of regime types. In view that the predominance of the executive
over the legislature and the judiciary is one of the institutional hallmarks of
authoritarianism, it is little wonder that endorsement of checks and balances
encouraged support for democracy as a legitimate system. We found fewer significant
effects of the conception of democracy, performance on the rule of law and national
economic assessment. Those having the political conception of democracy and
favorable evaluation of official law-abidingness and national economy were more
likely to consider democracy as a legitimate system.
In the liberal democracies four of five dimensions of political performance ȸequality,



the rule of law, vertical accountability and horizontal accountability - had significant
effects. The rule of law mattered most. Freedom had no effect. Only one of four
dimensions of policy performance - national economic assessment - had significant
effects. Neither basic welfare nor public security had significant effects. The
conception of democracy and support for checks and balances and civic pluralism
contributed to support for democracy. Of the demographic variables age and
education had positive effects. In the liberal democracies political performance
mattered more than policy performance in engendering the belief in legitimacy of
democracy.
In the electoral democracies four of five dimensions of political performance ȸ
freedom, equality, the rule of law and horizontal accountability - had significant
effects. The exception was vertical accountability. Three dimensions of policy
performance ȸ national economy, basic welfare and public safety - had significant
effects. Unlike in the liberal democracy political performance and policy performance
were equally relevant for democratic support. As in the liberal democracies the
political conception of democracy and support for checks and balances contributed to
democratic support.
In the electoral autocracies only two of five dimensions of political performance freedom and vertical accountability - had significant effects. By contrast, none of
policy performance dimensions had effects. Only one liberal norm, checks and
balances, had significant effects.
In the one-party autocracies only one of five dimensions of political performance ȸ
the rule of law - had significant effects. Two of four policy performance
dimensions ȸnational economy and public safety - had significant effects. The
political conception of democracy and endorsement of checks and balances
encouraged support for democracy.
(Table 10 about here)
As coefficient of determination (R2) indicated, our model was not successful at
explaining support for democracy at the individual level. Support for democracy as a
legitimate system comes from sources other than political and economic performance.
Yet, it should be noted that the model worked better in the liberal democracies than
the other types of regimes. It is little wonder that regime performance matters more in
the liberal democracies than the non-democracies. In the democratic setting we would



expect that people become more supportive of democracy when they consider
performance of democracy-in-practice satisfactory. However, in the non-democratic
setting satisfactory regime performance would not necessarily lead to support for
democracy. There is little reason why people come to entertain democracy as an
alternative regime when they consider regime performance satisfactory. Perhaps it is
why most dimensions of regime performance played little role in the electoral or
one-party autocracies. By contrast, most of political performance dimensions had
significant effects in the liberal and electoral democracies. It was found that most
policy performance dimensions mattered in the electoral democracies whereas most of
them mattered little in the liberal democracies. This may be because our liberal
democracies are economically more affluent than our electoral democracies, which
bring about differences in public expectations of democracy.
Diffuse support for regime-in-practice
We now turn to the sources of diffuse support for regime-in-practice, democratic or
autocratic. In the liberal democracies four of five political performance dimensions
had significant effects. The more people consider freedom, equality, the rule of law
and horizontal accountability provided, the more supportive they are of their
regime-in-practice. Yet, vertical accountability had no effect. All four policy
performance dimensions had significant effects. Notable is that liberal norms had
negative, not positive, effects, indicating that those supportive of checks and balances
or civic pluralism are less supportive of regime-in-practice, suggesting that their
democracy-in-practice were viewed as short of the liberal standards of limited
government. Of the demographic controls, only education had a significant negative
effect, suggesting that the better educated were critical of democracy-in-practice.
As in the liberal democracies, in the electoral democracies the same four dimensions
of political performance had significant effects. Likewise, all four policy performance
dimensions had significant effects. Of the policy dimensions national economic
assessment was the strongest predictor. As in the liberal democracies, endorsement of
liberal norms had negative not positive effects. Those subscribing the rule of law and
civic pluralism were less supportive of their regime-in-practice, suggesting that their
electoral democracies were viewed as short of the standards of limited government.
Those holding the political conception of democracy were more supportive of their
electoral democracy-in-practice.
As in the democracies, in the electoral autocracies the same four dimensions of



political performance had significant effects. Especially, the effects of horizontal
accountability and the rule of law were most notable. All four policy performance
dimensions had significant effects and national economic assessment had the
strongest effect. Endorsement of liberal norms had little effect. The exception was the
rule of law, indicating that those subscribing procedural legitimacy were less
supportive of their electoral autocracy. Those emphasizing political values of
democracy were also less supportive. Unlike in other regime types, all demographic
variables had significant effects. Men, the younger people and the more educated
were less supportive than women, the older people and the less educated.
As in the other types of regimes, in the single-party autocracies the same four
dimensions of political performance had significant effects. Equality turned out to be
the strongest predictor and it was followed by the rule of law. Three of four
dimensions of policy performance had significant effects. As in the electoral
autocracies, national economic assessment had the largest effects. The role of liberal
norms was mixed. Those subscribing checks and balances or the rule of law were less
supportive of their single-party autocracy.
Unlike support for democracy as a legitimate system, diffuse support for
regime-in-practice was influenced by political and economic performance. As
coefficient of determination (R2) indicated, our model was relatively successful at
explaining diffuse support for regime-in-practice, especially in the autocracies. The
entire set of variables accounted for one-third (33%) of the variance in diffuse support
for regime-in-practice. It is no wonder that regime performance contributed to support
for regime-in-practice more than support for democracy-in-principle. Noteworthy is
that the role of performance dimensions differed among different types of regimes. In
the liberal democracies the rule of law mattered. In the electoral democracies only
national economic assessment was fairly important. In the electoral autocracies
horizontal accountability and equality were strong predictors. In the single-party
autocracies, equality and national economic assessment were strong predictors, which
were followed by the rule of law. Regardless of regime types, vertical accountability,
one of the key procedural dimensions of democracy, played no role. One of the most
notable findings is that liberal norms had consistently negative effects, suggesting that
the current regime, democratic or autocratic, falls short of standards of limited
government in the eyes of their public.
In the liberal democracies regime political performance contributed not much to the
demand for democracy but it increased support for democracy-in-practice. Regime



policy performance hardly encouraged support for democracy as a legitimate system
but increased approval of democracy-in-practice. Endorsement of liberal norms
contributed to the demand for democracy but lowered approval of
democracy-in-practice, suggesting that support for liberal norms may have to do with
the phenomenon of democratic deficit (Norris 2011).
In the electoral democracies regime performance, political or policy, contributed to
both the demand for democracy and approval of regime-in-practice, suggesting that
satisfactory regime performance may help further consolidate these illiberal
democracies.
In the autocracies, electoral or single-party regime performance contributed little to
the demand for democracy but increased support for regime-in-practice, suggesting
that satisfactory regime performance would help strengthen regime stability. Poor
performance would weaken support for regime-in-practice, but may not increase
support for democracy as a legitimate system. What would undermine support for
autocracy-in-practice would be the spread of liberal democratic norms such as checks
and balances and the rule of law and the political conception of democracy.
Summary and Conclusion
In this paper we try to examine how Asians orient themselves to a political regime by
utilizing data drawn from the ABS II. Building on David EastonȽs theory of political
support we distinguished between three levels of citizen regime orientations ȸ
values and principles, norms and rules, and institution. Furthermore, we differentiated
between orientations to democracy-in-principle and orientations to regime-in-practice.
To ascertain the discrepancy between them, we contrasted support for democracy as a
legitimate system with diffuse support for regime-in-practice, endorsement of liberal
democratic norms with evaluation of political institutional performance, and support
for representative institutions with trust in actual representative institutions.
First, the analysis shows that there was no single dominant vision of democracy
across much of Asia. Both the political and the social conceptions of democracy
competed for popular support. The electoral model or the minimal welfare state model
had a largest constituency but the liberal model of democracy was not popular across
much of Asia.
Second, support for democracy as a legitimate system, as measured by both



preference for democracy and perceived capacity of democracy, remained shallow
across much of Asia. Especially noteworthy is that unconditional acceptance of
democracy as a preferred system was low in the regionȽs two newly consolidated
democracies with a legacy of economic development under authoritarian rule.
Third, liberal norms associated with the idea of limited government, especially checks
and balances and civic pluralism were not widely embraced across Asia. Endorsement
of liberal norms was far weaker than support for democracy as a legitimate system,
indicating that support for democracy as an abstract idea was not rooted in liberal
democratic norms. The finding suggests that ordinary Asians may be content with
illiberal or delegative democracy with a façade of controlled parliament and
multiparty competition.
Fourth, core representative institutions of democracy enjoyed strong public support in
much of Asia, although rejection of parliament and elections in favor of strongman
remained substantial in some electoral democracies. Especially, rejection of
single-party rule was strong in most countries examined except for those without
multiparty competition. In some electoral democracies higher support for democracy
as a legitimate system coexisted with lower support for representative institutions of
democracy, indicating public ambivalence toward democracy.
Fifth, AsiansȽ views of democracy in practice were generally pessimistic and
negative. Ordinary people in democracies were more critical of regime-in-practice
than their counterparts in non-democracies. This finding suggests that expectations of
democracy and standards of evaluation differ between different types of regimes and
that public assessment of democratic performance is highly context-dependent.
Sixth, support for regime-in-practice greatly varies across the regime types. Citizen
orientations to regime-in-practice were least favorable in the liberal democracies
while most favorable in autocracies, electoral or single-party. Electoral democracies
lied somewhere between them. The finding suggests that the liberal and electoral
democracies are open to political reforms while the electoral or single-party
autocracies were immune to democratization.
Seventh, the democracy-in-practice in Asia lacked most of the valued properties of
liberal democracy, except for freedom. In particular, the rule of law and vertical
accountability were the political goods least provided. In contrast, the
regime-in-practice in autocracies fared better in the eyes of their publics. Especially,



the new democracies in Asia are being challenged by their autocratic neighbors in
control of corruption and government impartiality.
Eighth, citizens in the liberal democracies were most cynical of their parliament and
political parties. In contrast, the representative institutions of autocracies enjoyed
higher public trust. The electoral democracies lied somewhere between them. Deep
political cynicism in liberal democracies as well as faltering electoral democracies
indicates a strong presence of critical or disaffected citizens who have little trust in
parliament and political parties but still reject removing parliament and elections and
restricting political participation to a single party.
Lastly, the multivariate analysis indicates the different mechanisms for political
support across regime types. In those countries with experience of democracy, regime
performance affects citizen acceptance of democracy as a legitimate system. In those
countries without experience of democracy, regime performance did not matter.
Perhaps what matters would be what people believe and value, not what the
regime-in-practice delivers. Diffuse support for regime-in-practice tells a different
story. Not only political but also policy performance contributed to support for
regime-in-practice. Not only support for democracy-in-practice but support for
autocracy-in-practice is affected by regime performance. Endorsement of liberal
norms proved to lower support for regime-in-practice, suggesting that the diffusion of
political liberalism would weaken the strength of autocracy-in-practice.
The analysis suggests that Asian political regimes face different types of citizens to
deal with. Japan, South Korea and Taiwan face critical liberal citizens who are
skeptical of regime-in-practice but attached to liberal values and firmly opposed to
authoritarian institutions. Mongolia, the Philippines and Thailand face ambivalent
illiberal citizens who are less critical of regime-in-practice and weakly attached to
liberal values and less firmly opposed to authoritarian institutions. Singapore and
China face allegiant illiberal citizens who were weakly attached to liberal values, but
uncritical of regime-in-practice.
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Appendix
The following is the survey questions we used to measure evaluation of policy
performance.
A. Evaluation of economic condition
National economy
1. How would you rate the overall economic condition of our country today? (1) Very
good
(2) Good (3) Not good nor bad (4) Bad (5) Very bad
2. How would you describe the change in the economic condition of our country over
the last few years? (1) Much better, (2) A little better (3) About the same (4) A little
worse (5) Much worse
Household economy
1. As for your own family, how would you rate your economic situation today? (1)
Very good (2) Good (3) Not good nor bad (4) Bad (5) Very bad
2. How would you compare the current economic condition of your family with what
it was a few years ago? (1) Much better now (2) A little better now (3) About the same
(4) A little worse now (5) Much worse now
B. Evaluation of basic welfare condition
1. Please tell me whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or
strongly disagree with the statement Ⱦ People have the power to change a
government they donȽt like.ȿ
2. Does the total income of your household allow you to satisfactorily cover your
needs? Which of the following statement is closest to your situation? (1) Our income
covers the needs well, we can save (2) Our income covers the needs all right, without
much difficulty (3) Our income does not cover the needs, there are difficulties (4) our
income does not cover the needs, there are great difficulties
B. Evaluation of public safety condition
1. Generally, speaking, how safe is living in this city/ town/ village? (1) Very safe (2)
Safe (3) Unsafe (4) Very unsafe
2. Compared to the situation in this city/ town/ village a few years ago, do you now
feel (1) More safe, (2) Less safe or (3) Same as before?




Table 1 Freedom House Ratings of Political Rights and Civil Liberties: Sixteen
East and Southeast Asian countries, 1985/86 and 2000-2009
Year covered

1985/86

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

5.5

6

6

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

Burma(Myanmar)

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

Cambodia

7

6

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.5

China

6

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

5.5

3.5

3.5

3.5

3.5

3.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

Japan

1

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

Laos

7

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

Malaysia

4

5

5

5

4.5

4

4

4

4

4

4

Mongolia

7

2.5

2.5

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

North Korea

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

Philippines

3

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

3

3

3.5

3.5

3.5

Singapore

4.5

5

5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

South Korea

4.5

2

2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

Taiwan

5

1.5

1.5

2

2

1.5

1

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

Thailand

3

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

3

5.5

5

4.5

4.5

Vietnam

7

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

6

6

6

6

6

# of Free

1

6

6

6

6

6

5

5

5

5

5

# of Partly free

8

3

3

3

3

3

4

3

4

4

4

# of Not free

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

8

7

7

7

Brunei

Indonesia

Until 2003, countries whose combined average ratings for Political Rights and for Civil Liberties fell
between 1.0 and 2.5 were designated "Free"; between 3.0 and 5.5 ȾPartly Free," and between 5.5 and
7.0 ȾNot Free.ȿ Beginning with the ratings for 2003, countries whose combined average ratings fall
between 3.0 and 5.0 are "Partly Free," and those between 5.5 and 7.0 are "Not Free."




Table 2 Types of political support

Values and
principles

Norms and rules

Institutions

Support for
democracy-in-principle

Evaluation of
regime-in-practice

Support for democratic values

Evaluation of current form of
government

Preference for democracy
Perceived efficacy of
democracy

Satisfaction with democracy

Acceptance of checks and
balances
Acceptance of rule of law
Acceptance of civic pluralism

Evaluation of accountability

Acceptance of parliament and
elections
Acceptance of multiparty
system




Evaluation of the rule of law
Evaluation of rights
Trust in institutions

27
19
31
38
41
28
37
22
37

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam



Entries are the percent. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

35
35
27

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Opportunity to
change government
through elections
(A)

Table 3 Essential characteristic of democracy

12
4
6

21
20

22
30
19
14

12
15
4

Freedom to
criticize those
in power (B)



4
24
25

15
18

11
21
7
14

17
36
19

A small income
gap between
rich and poor
(C)

42
31
20

17
28

29
26
38
12

27
10
45

Basic
necessities
for everyone
(D)

+3
-29
-2

+30
+2

+9
+2
+5
+26

+2
+4
-33

(A+B) - (C+D)

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

64
39
51
73
71
59
52
54
72

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam



Entries are the percent. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

63
43
48

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Democracy is always preferable
to any other kind of government

Table 4 Support for democracy as a legitimate system



88
60
81

78
66

76
77
56
66

67
55
54

Democracy is capable of
solving the problems of
society

49
46
66

62
46

59
34
36
57

52
33
34

Both

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

37
20
18
19
22
28
15
12
16

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam
27
23

33
20

62
23
33
16

34
59
60

Rule of law

24
9
30

14
23

28
9
21
6

26
36
20

Civic pluralism

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)





Entries are the percent of those giving pro-democratic responses to a pair of questions. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

41
46
22

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Checks and balances

Table 5 Support for liberal democratic norms

84
35
59
69
63
86
73
62
76

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam



Entries are the percent. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

79
83
76

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Should not get rid of parliament
and elections in favor of
strongman

Table 6 Support for representative institutions of democracy



67
35

76
88

87
71
65
73

83
88
83

Should not restrict political
participation to a single
party

57
31

55
83

78
30
46
62

72
79
71

Both

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

59
64
38
80
65
82
77
69
85

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam



Entries are the percent. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

48
48
56

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Satisfied with the way
democracy works in this
country

Table 7 Diffuse support for regime-in-practice



57
74
84

66
83

77
63
51
62

28
21
62

Our form of
government is still the
best

47
61
75

49
73

48
41
22
53

18
12
41

Both

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

85
61
55
62
59
32
62
53
62

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam
51
64
68

43
61

65
25
27
44

13
9
28

Equality

14
28
52

22
68

16
10
10
8

26
13
17

Rule of law

16
29

22
23

29
21
28
24

19
16
22

Vertical
accountability





30
55

32
52

40
13
28
20

15
25
25

Horizontal
accountability

Entries are the percent of those having favorable responses to a pair of questions. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

44
51
66

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Freedom

Table 8 Evaluation of regime political performance

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

59
57
39
59
64
84
60
83
95

Electoral democracy
Indonesia
Mongolia
Philippines
Thailand

Electoral autocracy
Malaysia
Singapore

One-party autocracy
Cambodia
China
Vietnam



Entries are the percent. Missing data not reported.
Source: ABS II

17
7
19

Liberal democracy
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan

Parliament

Table 9 Trust in representative institutions



59
88
85

53
70

42
37
31
51

16
9
15

Political parties

42
81
83

45
66

36
26
23
42

11
4
9

Both

(1,000)
(5,908)
(1,200)

(1,218)
(1,012)

(1,598)
(1,211)
(1,200)
(1,546)

(1,067)
(1,212)
(1,587)

(N)

.023(.007)**
.025(.007)***
.031(.007)***
Ns
.029(.008)***
.026(.007)***
Ns
.023(.007)**
.023(.007)**
.024(.010)*
Ns
.005(.002)*

Ns
.036(.011)**
.090(.010)***
.024(.012)*
.042(.011)***

.031(.008)***
Ns
Ns
Ns

Ns
.017(.005)***
.025(.004)***



.053
(4,355)

.038(.007)***
Ns
Ns

.033(.012)**
Ns
.040(.011)***

.129
(3,191)

.049(.010)***

.039
(1,921)

Ns
Ns
Ns

Ns
Ns
Ns
Ns

.051(.010)***
Ns
Ns
.036(.012)**
Ns

.036(.012)**
Ns
Ns

Ns



.051
(3,759)

Ns
.010(.003)**
Ns

.020(.007)**
Ns
Ns
.030(.005)***

Ns
Ns
.027(.007)***
Ns
Ns

.021(.007)**
Ns
Ns

.058(.009)***

DV: Support for democracy as a preferred system
Electoral
Electoral
One-party
democracy
autocracy
autocracy

.078(.012)***

*p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
Source: ABS II

R-square
(N)

Conception of democracy
Political values
Liberal norms
Checks and balances
Rule of law
Civic pluralism
Political performance
Freedom
Equality
Respect for law
Vertical accountability
Horizontal accountability
Policy performance
National economy
Household economy
Basic welfare
Public safety
Demographic controls
Male
Age (1-5)
Education (1-10)

Liberal
democracy

Table 10 Sources of political support

.222
(3,248)

Ns
Ns
-.023(.005)***

.034(.011)**
.071(.013)***
.100(.018)***
.058(.015)***

.094(.014)***
.095(.016)***
.111(.015)***
Ns
.086(.017)***

-.115(.017)***
Ns
-.039(.017)*

Ns

Liberal
democracy

.143
(4,427)

Ns
.016(.007)*
Ns

.114(.012)***
.033(.013)*
-.026(.013)*
.046(.013)**

.064(.012)***
.090(.012)***
.090(.013)***
Ns
.032(.014)*

Ns
-.062(.012)***
-.082(.012)***

.060(.018)**

.326
(1,945)

-.058(.022)**
.028(.010)**
-.014(.006)*

.108(.016)***
.038(.018)*
.043(.021)*
.050(.018)**

.046(.015)**
.147(.019)***
.132(.017)***
Ns
.159(.020)***

Ns
-.055(.017)**
Ns

.046(.023)*

DV: Diffuse support for regime-in-practice
Electoral
Electoral
democracy
autocracy

.328
(3,892)

Ns
.013(.006)*
Ns

.157(.012)***
.026(.012)*
Ns
.033(.009)***

.075(.012)***
.192(.013)***
133(.012)***
Ns
.076(.012)***

-.079(.012)***
-.056(.010)***
.044(.011)***

Ns

One-party
autocracy

�

