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Are the Young Undemocratic? Evidence from a Conjoint
Experiment
Janette Huttunen and Inga Saikkonen

Social Science Research Institute, Faculty of Social Sciences, Business and Economics, and Law, Åbo Akademi
University, Turku, Finland

ABSTRACT
Are younger generations less supportive of democracy than older
generations? This article adds to ongoing scholarly debates on
young people’s support for democracy. We contribute to the field
by using evidence from a conjoint experiment embedded in a
survey with a representative sample of the Finnish population
(n = 1030) to examine whether support for core democratic
principles is weaker among the younger generations (Generation
Z and Millennials) than the older generations (Generation X and
Baby Boomers). Our results do not support the expectation that
the younger generations in Finland would be systematically less
committed to democratic norms than the older generations.
However, we find some generational differences in responses to
different democratic norm violations. Our findings make a second
contribution to the field of youth and democracy by extending
our analyses to the youngest generations of age, Generation Z,
whose democratic support has not yet been broadly examined.
Our study contributes both to the ongoing debate on democratic
deconsolidation in established democracies as well as to the
literature on young people’s attitudes towards democratic
institutions.

KEYWORDS
Democratic deconsolidation;
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Is democracy essential? Millennials increasingly aren’t sure – and that should concern us all.
– Bremmer, 13.2. 2018, NBC News

Introduction

Are younger generations increasingly losing their support for democracy in developed
democracies? How young people view democracy is important for democracy’s future,
as democratic beliefs and attitudes are developed early in life (Denemark et al., 2016;
Quintelier & van Deth, 2014). For a while now, young people have displayed a declining
interest in the institutions of representative democracy, embodied by elections and pol-
itical parties (e.g. Bennett, 2008; Chou, 2017; Furlong & Cartmel, 2007; Grasso et al.,
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2018). However, several theorists have argued these trends reflect the fact that the young
prefer more direct, elite-challenging and engaging forms of political participation, rather
than a lack of support for democracy as a regime type (Inglehart, 1997; Dalton, 2008,
2016; Pickard, 2019). Other scholars, however, have continued to display a significant
worry over young people’s support for, and their attachment to, democracy (see e.g.
Denemark et al., 2016; Foa & Mounk, 2016, 2017).

In a widely publicised article, Roberto Stefan Foa and Yascha Mounk argued that
support for democracy is declining in established Western democracies, and that the
‘steep’ erosion of democratic support was particularly notable among the younger citi-
zens and especially among the millennial generation (Foa &Mounk, 2016, for media cov-
erage, see, e.g. Breene, 2017; Howe, 2017). Most recent studies have not generally found
support for these arguments, and have concluded that overall, the youngest cohorts in
established European democracies continue to support democracy as a political regime
type, but in some European countries, the youngest cohorts were more receptive to unde-
mocratic ways of governing (Wuttke et al., 2020a, p. 2, see also 2020b, see also the
responses by Alexander & Welzel, 2017; Norris, 2017 to the more general arguments
in Foa & Mounk, 2016). The evidence of young people’s support for democracy in estab-
lished Western democracies is thus not conclusive. Yet, it represents a very important
question for democracy’s future globally. If younger generations are systematically
more open to non-democratic ways of ruling, trends in generational voter replacement
could lead to a serious decline in the share of the population that supports democratic
ways of governing in the future (Wuttke et al., 2020a).

In this article, we explore whether the younger generations are less supportive of
democracy than the older generations using experimental evidence from Finland, an
established Nordic democracy. Our study contributes to the emerging literature on
democratic support in established democracies that has begun to measure citizens’ com-
mitment to democratic norms with experimental methods rather than relying on answers
to direct survey questions that may be subject to ‘social desirability bias’ (Carey et al.,
2020; Graham & Svolik, 2020; Svolik, 2020; Saikkonen & Christensen, 2022, on social
desirability bias, see Wallander, 2009; Hainmueller et al., 2014). Yet, to our knowledge,
no studies have yet used experimental evidence to examine whether we could find
sub-group differences in the support for democracy between various generations. We
examine these questions using data from a conjoint experiment embedded in a nationally
representative survey carried out in Finland in May and June 2020 (Christensen & Saik-
konen, 2020). Conjoint experiments estimate respondents’ evaluations of, for example,
profiles of hypothetical political leaders that vary along a number of attributes, such as
their respect for democratic norms (Bansak et al., 2021). Conjoint experiments are par-
ticularly suited for our analysis for two reasons. First, they are shown to mitigate pro-
blems associated with social desirability bias (Horiuchi et al., 2021). Indeed, several
recent studies have found that distinct sub-groups of citizens in democracies do not
express a commitment to central democratic principles when this is measured indirectly
with survey experiments, even though a majority of the survey respondents state support
for central democratic principles when asked directly (Svolik, 2020; Saikkonen & Chris-
tensen, 2022). Second, conjoint experiments are particularly well suited to measure the
complex choices that respondents make between several dimensions, such as antidemo-
cratic behaviour and other characteristics of politicians (Bansak et al., 2021).
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To our knowledge, our study is therefore the first to examine young generations’ com-
mitment to key democratic principles with experimental evidence. Moreover, to our
knowledge, our article is also the first study to explore the level of democratic support
among the youngest generation of age, Generation Z. Much has been written about
the Millennials, who are often still even in the 2020s referred to as the ‘young’ generation,
despite that the oldest Millennials approach 40 years of age. Exploring the support for
democracy also in the young Generation Z, those born in 1997 or after (Dimock,
2019), is our second contribution to the literature.

In this article, we explore whether the younger generations (Generation Z and Millen-
nials) are less supportive of democracy than older generations (Generation X and Baby
Boomers) in Finland.1 We examine support for (representative) democracy as a political
regime type and focus on the potential lack of commitment to fundamental democratic
norms. To preview our findings, our results do not in general lend support to the sugges-
tion that the younger generations would be systematically less supportive of democracy
in Finland. However, we find some interesting generational differences in responses to
different democratic norm violations. These are particularly pronounced among the
Baby Boomer generation. These results can suggest that the reactions to violations of
specific democratic principles may differ between various generations.

The article is structured as follows: First, we outline the findings of the previous litera-
ture on young people’s support for democracy, followed by our hypotheses and their
theoretical implications. After discussing the research design, we present the results
from our analyses in two sections. We end the article with a concluding discussion.

Young People, Democracy and Democratic Deconsolidation

The current debate on young people and democracy is often related to political partici-
pation and whether the young are politically active or passive. A large set of literature has
examined the age and generational differences in electoral turnout (see e.g. Bhatti et al.,
2012; Blais et al., 2004; Nemčok &Wass, 2021; Wass, 2007). Due to the decreasing trends
of youth engagement in democratic institutions, mostly elections (e.g. Bennett, 2008;
Furlong & Cartmel, 2007; Grasso et al., 2018), the young have been seen as apathetic.
This has led to debates on the normative question of whether the potential passivity of
the young is a threat to democracy (Amnå & Ekman, 2014), even if some suggest that
citizen passivity is not necessarily a negative feature but can even be an asset for democ-
racy (see Amnå and ‘standby citizens’ (Amnå & Ekman, 2014)). The question of young
people’s disengagement with democracy and democratic norms has been, however, pro-
minent in many fields. For example, in citizenship education literature the focus has
often been on the democratic ‘character’ building (see Mills, 2022), or how young
people can ‘become’ (democratic) citizens though (civic) education, as empirical evi-
dence show that formal education can have significant democratic returns (Hoskins
et al., 2008). However, one common point of departure in youth participation literature
in political science is the notion that instead of passivity, which in turn would entail a
negative relationship with democracy, the young merely prefer political engagement in
different ways than older generations do. Perhaps most notably, Inglehart’s (1997)
post-materialism theory argues that due to societal modernisation since WW2 and
growing emphasis on post-materialistic values such as quality of life and individual
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self-expression, the patterns for political engagement for younger generations have
changed into more elite-challenging and active participation. Societal value change,
alongside rising educational levels and easier access to political information (Dalton,
2007; Dalton et al., 2001) have resulted in a shift in youth engagement. Instead of display-
ing support for the democratic system by voting in elections, the young want to engage in
more engaged, autonomic, sporadic, and active forms of non-institutionalised political
participation (Inglehart, 1997; Dalton, 2008; Hustinx & Roose, 2016, p. 95; Norris,
2004). Thus, the decline in young people’s election participation does not necessarily
reflect a declining commitment to democracy among the young. However, while the dis-
cussion on the nature of young people’s political participation is rich and nuanced, the
main focus of our article is on young generations’ support for basic democratic
principles.

A significant worry over young people’s support for basic democratic norms was
raised in two articles published in 2016 and 2017, where Foa and Mounk argue that
there is a widening and alarming generational gap in support for democracy. They
argue that Millennials (defined as those born in the 1980s) see democracy as less essential
than older generations; Millennials are disillusioned with liberal democratic institutions
and are more attracted to authoritarian alternatives than older generations are, which
manifests itself in voting for anti-establishment parties and candidates (Foa & Mounk,
2017). The decline in support for democracy is, according to Foa and Mounk, owed
more to the generational than age effect: it is specific for the young millennial generation,
and not associated with youth independent of time period. If true, the decline of demo-
cratic support among the young is thus not caused by the trend that people would hold
more extreme political preferences at a young age that would mellow as they grow older
(as the life-cycle approach to political preference formation would suggest). Rather, they
argue that the social and societal changes that Millennials have experienced, such as indi-
vidualisation and digitalisation and the rise of economic insecurity (Foa et al., 2020;
Wuttke et al., 2020a), have led to this age cohort to increasingly turn away from democ-
racy as a regime type. Similarly, Denemark et al. (2016) examined generational differ-
ences in the support for democracy in established democracies, and found evidence of
decreasing support for democracy among the young, especially in Anglophone countries.

Foa and Mounk’s claims on the broader trends in the loss of democratic support in
developed democracies faced immediate criticism in the literature (see Alexander &
Welzel, 2017; Norris, 2017; Voeten, 2016). The responses ranged from criticism
towards the reliability of the empirical findings (Norris, 2017) to criticism of whether
democracy is comparable for different generations (see esp. Alexander & Welzel,
2017). However, some studies that have focused more on examining generational differ-
ences have found support for the existence of generational differences in democratic atti-
tudes. Voeten (2016) found that Millennials were somewhat more favourably inclined
towards non-democratic ways of ruling; nevertheless, this seemed to be more of an
age rather than a cohort effect. A recent study that revisited this debate (Wuttke et al.,
2020b) found that, overall, the youngest cohorts in established European democracies
continued to support democracy as a political regime type. However, they did find
that in some European countries the youngest cohorts were more receptive to undemo-
cratic ways of governing (2020a, p. 2). The evidence on young people’s support for
democracy is thus not conclusive.
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Yet, all of these studies have analysed the differences in youth attitudes toward democ-
racy through traditional survey questions. As outlined above, our article is part of an
emerging literature that has begun to measure the support for democracy in established
democracies, focusing especially on the differences between different sub-groups of the
population, with experimental evidence. We contribute to this literature by examining
democratic support among the young with experimental evidence from Finland.
Finland is an established Nordic democracy, with a consensus-driven political culture
and generally high levels of democratic satisfaction (Bäck et al., 2016; Kestilä-Kekkonen,
2015; Rapeli & Koskimaa, 2020) and institutional trust (Kestilä-Kekkonen & Söderlund,
2016). However, previous research has found distinct sub-groups with a weaker commit-
ment to democratic norms even in Finland – suggesting that democratic deconsolidation
may be an issue even in ‘consensus democracies with relatively low levels of political
polarization’ (Saikkonen & Christensen, 2022). Therefore, the commitment to demo-
cratic norms does not appear to be uniform among the Finnish population and this
makes it warranted to investigate whether there are generational differences in Finland
when it comes to commitment to democratic principles.

In comparisons with other Nordic countries, which often provide the most natural
point of comparison due to similar political cultures, Finland appears to differ in two
ways: Finland scores lower in political interest and in internal efficacy than the other
Nordic countries (Rapeli & Koskimaa, 2020). In the latter measures, Finnish citizens
exhibit lower levels even in comparison with Southern European countries (Rapeli &
Koskimaa, 2020). However, in general, the Nordic countries resemble each other, also
in the case of young people and democracy. Similar trends in youth participation with
declining participation rates in elections are visible also in Finland, despite that the
decline is not as deep as in some other countries (see Nemčok & Wass, 2021). Finnish
young people tend to have rather traditional views on politics, they are sceptical of
their abilities to influence political decision-making within representative democracy
and among the least motivated to participate politically in European comparisons
despite displaying high levels of political knowledge (Myllyniemi, 2014). The Nordic
young people are in general relatively passive with regard to political participation, yet
they are knowledgeable and democratically engaged (Lieberkind & Bruun, 2021). Due
to the similarities, the Finnish case is likely to be comparable with the rest of the
Nordic countries regarding the generational support for democracy.

Hypotheses: Young People and the Support for Democracy

The current worries about young people’s declining commitment to democracy in estab-
lished democracies have largely centred on generational analysis (Denemark et al., 2016:
Foa & Mounk, 2016; 2017). We, therefore, focus on testing the expectation that younger
generations would be less committed to democratic norms than older generations. Our
article uses data from a pre-registered conjoint experiment conducted in Finland in
2020.2 In line with recent studies (Carey et al., 2020; Graham & Svolik, 2020) this exper-
iment tested citizens’ commitment to democracy by exploring whether citizens are more
or less likely to choose political leaders who transgress key democratic norms.

Democracy is a multidimensional concept (Dahl, 1971; 1991), but functioning democ-
racies generally share four fundamental dimensions: free and fair elections, respect for
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civil rights, respect for the legitimacy of the political opposition and respect for the
system of separation of powers and the rule of law (Mettler & Lieberman, 2020). The
experiment that we analyse here measured respondents’ reactions to the trampling of
the latter two key democratic norms in Finland, the respect for the legitimacy of the pol-
itical opposition and the system of separation of powers and the rule of law (Christensen
& Saikkonen, 2020). Worryingly, the 2019 Finnish parliamentary election campaign saw
an increase in physical attacks on electoral candidates during campaign events (Wass
et al., 2020). Moreover, there have been concerns over increasing targeted (online) har-
assment of judicial and other government officials (Illman, 2020). In our analysis, we
contrast the effects among the different generational sub-groups, i.e. between the
‘younger citizens’, that is, the members of Generation Z and Millennial generations, to
those among ‘older citizens’, that is, citizens belonging to Generation X and the Baby
Boomer generation.

The first democratic principle that the experiment focused on relates to the fundamen-
tal democratic norm of tolerating the legitimacy of the opposition (Levitsky & Ziblatt,
2018; Mettler & Lieberman, 2020). Representative democracy is based on the competition
between politicians for the support of the voters (Schumpeter, 1942). However, the prin-
ciples of democratic politics entail that competition over these issues should be fought
solely by peaceful means. Indeed, in his seminal book Juan Linz (1978) identified
several warning signs for antidemocratic politicians. Building on this work, Steven
Levitsky and Daniel Ziblatt (2018, pp. 21–24) argued that the denial of the legitimacy
of political opponents as well as tolerance or encouragement for political violence can
be considered central indicators of authoritarian politicians. The experiment, therefore,
tested how willing citizens are to condemn politicians who exhibit these ‘warning signs’
by either inciting political violence against their opponents or failing to condemn this sort
of behaviour. In practice, the experiment measures the effect that committing these
democratic transgressions has on the favourability of the hypothetical politician tram-
pling democratic norms. If younger citizens are less committed to democracy than
older citizens are (Foa & Mounk, 2016), these effects should be weaker among the
younger citizens (Generation Z and the Millennials) than the older citizens (Generation
X and Baby Boomers). Accordingly, we test the following hypothesis3:

H1: The effects of not condemning or inciting physical attacks against opposition candidates
are weaker among younger citizens.

The second fundamental democratic principle that we examine concerns the rule of
law and respecting the system of separation of powers in democracies. Democracy
entails equality between all the citizens and their rulers (Dahl, 1991) and thus the rule
of law can be considered a central democratic prerequisite (O’Donnell, 2004). Trying
to undermine judicial independence is often one of the early warning signs of democratic
backsliding (Carey et al., 2020; Chiopris et al., 2021; Levitsky & Ziblatt, 2018). The second
norm that the experiment tested was therefore politician’s judicial deference to court
decisions, and whether politicians argue that judicial decisions should be respected
even though this may be politically disadvantageous for their party. Again, we are inter-
ested in whether these effects would be weaker among young citizens when compared
with older citizens, as this would signify a weaker commitment to democratic norms
among the younger citizens. Accordingly, we test the following hypothesis:
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H2: The effects of disrespecting judicial officials are weaker among younger citizens.

Previous studies have found that even in Finland some sub-groups of the population
are willing to ignore politicians’ undemocratic actions when there is a congruence in
ideological and policy goals between the politicians and the respondents (Saikkonen &
Christensen, 2022). As this is true also in Finland, there is a reason to explore whether
there are also sub-group differences in democratic support among different generations.

Research Design

How We Operationalize Generations

We divide the respondents into four generations: Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millen-
nials, and Generation Z. Baby boomers, defined as those born between 1946 and 1964 is a
registered generation in the USA, thus definitions of Baby Boomers are typically constant
across studies.4 The oldest respondents in our data are born in 1950, therefore we define
here those born between 1950 and 1964 as Baby Boomers. The children of the Baby
Boomers (born in the late 1960s and 1970s) started to be labelled ‘Generation X’ or
‘Gen X’ during the 1990s (Pickard, 2019, p. 42). In our study, Generation X is defined
as those born between 1965 and 1980.

The Millennials, also known as Generation Y, are born after Gen X, and the Millen-
nials is the generation that has received the most attention in the democratic deconsoli-
dation literature (see Alexander & Welzel, 2017; Foa & Mounk, 2016; Norris, 2017;
Voeten, 2016). In these studies Millennials are typically defined as ‘those born in the
1980s’, however, here we use a more specific definition of the generational lines. We
follow the definition used by the Pew Research Center (Dimock, 2019), which defines
Millennials as those born between 1981 and 1996.

We contribute to the research field by extending our analysis of young people’s support
for democracy to the youngest generation that has reached adulthood as of 2020, that is,
Generation Z, also colloquially referred to as ‘Zoomers’.5 Pew Research Centre defines
Generation Z as those born in 1997 and after (Dimock, 2019). The end birth year of the
generation has not been assigned yet. The data contains only thosemembers of Generation
Z who had the right to vote at the time the data was collected. Therefore, the respondents
born between 1997 and 2002 are categorised as members of Generation Z in our analyses.

Our operationalisation of the different generations is summarised in Table 1.

Data and the Conjoint Experiment

In order to explore our research question ‘Are younger generations (Generation Z/the
Millennials) less supportive of democracy than older generations (Generation X and

Table 1. Classification of generations.
Birth years

Baby boomers 1950–1964
Generation X 1965–1980
Millennials 1981–1996
Generation Z 1997–2002
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Boomers)?’, we make use of a dataset collected by Christensen and Saikkonen (2020).6

The dataset consists of a conjoint experiment embedded in a nationally representative
survey7 of the population in Finland with regards to age, gender and region of living,
with a sample size of 1030 via an online panel recruited by Qualtrics.

The conjoint experiment allows us to examine the respondents’ preferences on
democracy in an indirect way (see e.g. Graham & Svolik, 2020). In a conjoint analysis,
respondents are presented with sets of alternatives that have randomly varied attributes
and the respondents need to evaluate the sets (Hainmueller et al., 2014). The attributes
are different theoretically relevant values, captured by different characteristics that are
assumed to affect the evaluations made by the respondents. In this particular conjoint
experiment, the respondents were presented with two randomised profiles of hypotheti-
cal candidates for prime minister of Finland and asked which profile they would prefer.
The profiles (also referred to as politicians or leaders in this article) were randomised on
seven attributes. The first two attributes pertained to the two essential democratic norms:
respecting the physical integrity of the political opponents and respecting the decisions of
judicial officials. The other attributes that were included in the conjoint experiment were
ideology (leftist-centrist-rightist); position on immigration policy; and two background
characteristics that generally make the profiles more realistic to respondents, that is,
gender and the level of education; as well as whose wishes the decisions made by the ima-
ginary politician will reflect – ordinary citizens, political elites or social groups. All the
attributes and their levels are presented in Table 2.

Hainmueller et al. (2015) found that despite worries of lacking external validity due to,
e.g. response bias, stated preference experiments, in particular paired conjoint design,
can measure real-world behaviour remarkably well. In this ‘forced choice’ design, respon-
dents have to choose which one of the two profiles in each paring they would support,
which allows similar trade-offs as in real-life elections (Hainmueller et al., 2014). We

Table 2. Conjoint attributes and attribute levels.
Attribute Levels (R = Reference category)

Violence against opposition 1. Condemns physical attacks against opposition candidates (R)
2. Does not condemn physical attacks on opposition candidates
3. Incites physical attacks against opposition candidates

Decisions of judicial officials 1. Must be respected even if they may have a negative effect on policies advanced by his/
her party (R)

2. Do not have to be respected if they may have a negative effect on policies advanced by
his/her party

Ideology 1. Leftist (R)
2. Centrist
3. Rightist

Position on immigration
policy

1. Reduce number of immigrants (R)

2. Maintain number of immigrants at current level
3. Increase number of immigrants

Gender 1. Female (R)
2. Male

Education 1. Low (R)
2. Intermediate
3. High

Decisions will reflect 1. Demands of ordinary citizens (R)
2. Compromises between political elites
3. Compromises between relevant social groups
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use the conjoint data to explore whether there are generational sub-group differences in
the effects of politicians committing democratic transgressions on politicians’ favourabil-
ity. Thus, we test whether the commitment to key democratic norms is weaker among the
younger generations than among the older generations.

In our analysis of the conjoint data, the dependent variable is whether a given profile
was chosen or not in a comparison. We estimate the average marginal component effects
(AMCE) using linear regression (Hainmueller et al., 2014). AMCE is the effect of an indi-
vidual treatment component. We obtain the AMCEs for all attributes simultaneously by
running a single regression of the choice outcome on the set of dummy variables for the
attribute values (Hainmueller et al., 2014). In our analysis, the AMCE is interpreted as the
average change in the probability that a profile will win support when the profile includes
the listed attribute instead of the baseline attribute value (see Table 2 for baseline values
(R)) (Hainmueller et al., 2014). Thus, when we measure the effect of a candidate inciting
or accepting a democratic transgression, we measure the effect that such a democratic
transgression has on the probability that the candidate is chosen. The causal effect of
an attribute may interact with respondents’ background characteristics (Hainmueller
et al., 2014), such as age. In this article, we focus on estimating conditional AMCEs
(Bansak et al., 2021) for the generational sub-groups, that is, analysing whether these
effects differ between the generations. We estimate conditional average marginal com-
ponent effects (conditional AMCEs) by conducting an interaction regression analysis
for all attributes simultaneously (Hainmueller et al., 2014) between the attributes in
the conjoint experiment and the four different generations to detect possible interactions
between age and the effects of democratic transgressions on candidate favourability.

Alongside the conditional AMCEs, we focus particularly on examining the marginal
mean estimates, and the differences between the generational sub-groups. Marginal
means tell us the level of favourability toward profiles with a particular feature level
when ignoring all other features (Leeper et al., 2020). It allows us to verify the popularity
of a given attribute level without using a particular reference category, as the conditional
AMCE results can be sensitive to the reference category selected (Leeper et al., 2020).
Marginal mean estimates reflect the percentage of respondents that have chosen said
alternative (of profiles) every time that alternative has been shown.

Our sample matches the general population in Finland well and therefore it is not
necessary to weight the data.8 We report the results in coefficient plots, as is rec-
ommended by Hainmueller et al. (2014).

Empirics: Generations and Support for Democracy

We explore the differences in generations’ democratic attitudes based on the conjoint
experiment data. Based on the two hypotheses we are testing, we expect that the effect
of the two measured democratic transgressions, condemning or inciting violence
against opposition and disrespecting judicial decisions, on leader favourability is
weaker among the younger generations (Generation Z and Millennials) than the older
generations (Generation X and Baby Boomers). The results are presented in Figure 1.
The regression results can be found in the Supplementary Appendix.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 suggest that we should find that the effects of democratic trans-
gressions on leader favourability should be weaker among the younger generations
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(Generation Z and the Millennials) than the older generations (Generation X and the
Baby Boomers). Here we therefore first examine whether the results show substantive
and systematical differences between these generation groups. The conditional AMCE
estimates, presented in the left hand panel of Figure 1, suggest that the effect of commit-
ting democratic transgressions on leader favourability is negative for all of the genera-
tional sub-groups, and there are some differences in the effects between the different
groups (which we discuss further below). However, neither the conditional AMCEs
nor the marginal means estimates, presented in the right hand panel, suggest substantive
and systematic differences when the two younger generational groups (Generation Z and
the Millennials) and the two older generational groups (Generation X and Baby
Boomers) are compared. Indeed, the marginal means estimates among the Millennials
(part of the younger generation group) and Generation X (part of the older generation
group) are mostly of similar magnitude. Therefore, we cannot conclude that the
younger generations (Generation Z and the Millennials) in Finland would be systemati-
cally more lenient towards democratic norm violations by politicians when compared
with the older generations (Generation X and Baby Boomers).

However, there are some interesting differences in effects between the generations.
When examining the marginal means estimates in the right hand panel of Figure 1,
we can see that the negative effects of disrespecting judicial independence on candidate
favourability are most pronounced among the Baby Boomer generation. Moreover, these
effects are less pronounced among Generation Z. However, when we examine genera-
tional differences in reactions to candidates inciting violence against opponents we
find that the effects are least pronounced among the Baby Boomer generation. Thus,

Figure 1. Differences in the effects of democratic transgressions across generations (conditional
AMCEs and marginal mean estimates).
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for Baby Boomers, there is a pronounced negative effect on a candidate’s favourability if
the leader does not respect judicial decisions, but the negative effects of inciting violence
against political opponents are somewhat less pronounced among this generation. These
results suggest that different generational groups may respond differently to the viola-
tions of various democratic principles. These results are in line with previous studies,
which suggest that the reactions to different democratic violations differ between popu-
lation sub-groups (see, e.g. Carey et al., 2020).

To examine these results further we conducted robustness checks with different genera-
tional comparisons and different codings of the age groups. The results from these ana-
lyses are presented in Figures S2–S6 which, together with the regression results, can be
found in the Supplementary Appendix. The robustness tests show similar results as our
main generational analysis. First, we conducted a robustness check where the younger
generational groups (Generation Z and the Millennials) and the older generational
groups (Generation X and Baby Boomers) were combined into two groups. As seen in
Figure S2, there are small differences in the effects between the groups in the judicial inde-
pendence treatment, but no substantive differences when it comes to the violence treat-
ment. We also conducted robustness checks with different codings of young vs. older:
first, ‘young’ was defined in line with the Finnish legislation (Youth Act Law 1285/2016,
3§, which defines people under 29 as ‘young’), and second, ‘young’ was defined along
the custom within youth studies, focusing on the youngest possible respondents (using
age brackets of 18–24; see, e.g. García-Albacete, 2014, p. 80; Huttunen, 2022). These
results do not contradict the overall conclusions of our main analysis. Moreover, as the
discussion of the democratic deconsolidation literature has largely focused on the Millen-
nials and the Baby Boomer generations (see, esp., Foa &Mounk, 2017), we also examined
subgroup differences between the Millennials and the Baby Boomers, as well as compared
Baby Boomerswith all of the younger generations. In all of the robustness comparisons, we
find that there is a negative effect of leader transgressions for all the generations. However,
when comparing the Baby Boomer generations to the rest of the population we find that
the negative effect of inciting violence for candidate favourability is less pronounced
among the Baby Boomers than the younger generations, while the negative effect of dis-
respecting the decisions of judicial officials is more pronounced among this generation.
The results of the robustness tests further suggest that there may be something specific
in the Baby Boomer generation that differs from the three younger generations in
regards to their attitudes toward democratic norms.

The main goal of our paper has been to examine whether there are systematic differ-
ences between the younger generations when compared to the older generations when it
comes to the commitment to democratic norms. Our overall results do not suggest that
the younger generations would systematically support democratic norms to a lesser
degree than the older generations.9 However, the differences between the post-war gen-
eration and the other generations in Finland are very interesting and merit further scho-
larly attention.

Concluding Discussion

There is a widespread worry that young generations in particular are not as supportive of
democracy as older generations are. The democratic deconsolidation literature (Foa &
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Mounk, 2016, 2017) sparked an extensive discussion on ‘undemocratic Millennials’ (see
also Denemark et al., 2016). Newspaper articles both stating that ‘Millennials are rapidly
losing interest in democracy’ (Breene, 2017) as well as asking whether Millennials are
giving up on democracy (see e.g. Howe, 2017), have been a part of political journalism
ever since. The threat of undemocratic young people has led to policy shifts in e.g. edu-
cation, with the aim to encourage the active and ‘good’ citizenship of young citizens
(Hoskins et al., 2008; Mills, 2022). In the field of youth studies within political science,
there has also been a long-lasting worry about young people’s attachment and support
for democracy and especially its key institutions. The young are often held responsible
for an impending democratic deficit (see Pickard, 2019, pp. 60–61), since young
people’s support for elections and political parties, the key institutions of representative
democracy, has been declining (e.g. Bennett, 2008; Chou, 2017; Furlong & Cartmel, 2007;
Grasso et al., 2018; Pickard, 2019). Despite political scientists’ explanations that the
apparent youth disengagement in institutionalised forms of politics is a shift towards
more active and direct participation in non-institutionalised forms of political engage-
ment rather than rejection of democracy (see e.g. Dalton, 2008, 2016; Huttunen & Chris-
tensen, 2020; Pickard, 2019), any potential signs that the young generations are less
supportive of democracy should be explored.

In line with recent studies that have focused on generational differences in democratic
support in established democracies (Denemark et al., 2016; Foa & Mounk, 2016; 2017),
we explored the question of whether the younger generations (Generation Z and Millen-
nials) are less supportive of democracy than the older generations (Generation X and
Baby Boomers). We used data from a conjoint experiment embedded in a nationally
representative survey conducted in Finland in May and June 2020. The results suggest
that the worry over young people’s lack of support for democracy may be overdriven,
at least in the Finnish context. Regarding our hypotheses, the results suggest that the
younger generations in Finland are not systematically less democratic than the older gen-
erations, when support for democracy is measured in an experimental setting mimicking
a real-life situation. We found no systematic patterns that would suggest that the younger
generations (Generation Z and Millennials) are less committed to central democratic
principles than the older generations (Generation X and Baby Boomers).

While our results do not indicate that the younger generations would be especially
anti-democratic, we found some interesting differences in the attitudes towards demo-
cratic norms between the Baby Boomer generation in Finland and the other three gen-
erations. In particular, the negative effect of violating the democratic norm of judicial
independence was more pronounced among this generation. The robustness tests also
revealed a less pronounced negative effect of inciting violence on candidate favourability
when Baby Boomers were compared with the all the other generations. These results
suggest that there may be differences in the commitment to democratic norms
between the post-war and other generations in Finland. These findings are interesting
and merit further scholarly attention.

Our paper contributes to and builds on the emerging literature that has used exper-
imental evidence to examine the extent of democratic support in established democracies
(Carey et al., 2020; Graham & Svolik, 2020; Saikkonen & Christensen, 2022). This
approach is particularly suitable for examining sub-group differences in political atti-
tudes that may be subject to social desirability bias (see esp. Hainmueller et al., 2014).
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However, there are naturally limitations to our study. First, survey experiments measure
respondents’ commitment to democracy at a given point in time, and this type of evi-
dence does not allow for the identification of life-cycle or other time-dependent
effects. Therefore, our findings should be complemented with further studies using
panel data. Second, the conjoint experiment treatments include only two dimensions
of democracy, and further studies should probe sub-group differences in respondent
reactions to different democratic transgressions. Third, our data comes from a sample
of Finnish respondents, which may naturally impact the generalizability of our
findings. However, previous research has found distinct sub-groups with a weaker com-
mitment to democratic norms even in Finland (Saikkonen & Christensen, 2022). Thus,
even ‘least-likely-cases’ may reveal worrying tendencies, which is why examining the
questions of deconsolidation and generations’ support for democracy also in these con-
texts is important. The results are most likely generalisable to the other Nordic countries
due to similar political and social cultures (Rapeli & Koskimaa, 2020) and the similarities
of Nordic young people (e.g. Lieberkind & Bruun, 2021). Since Finland scores lower than
the other Nordic countries in, for example, internal efficacy and political trust, the results
are promising for the Nordic neighbours: the support for democratic core norms is likely
to be even stronger in the other Nordic countries. Our results are also in line with the
previous findings by Norris (2017), and Alexander and Welzel (2017). However, these
results should be further tested with samples from other Nordic countries and as well
as other established democracies.

The implication of our study is that even if other recent experimental studies have
identified distinct sub-groups of the population in established democracies that exhibit
a weaker commitment to central democratic principles (Carey et al., 2020; Graham &
Svolik, 2020; Saikkonen & Christensen, 2022), our results do not lend support for the
notion that support for democratic principles would be systematically lower among
the younger generations in Finland. We should thus be cautious of accounts that put
the blame for democratic deconsolidation solely on the Millennials or other younger
generations.

Notes

1. We use the following ages for the respective generations in our analyses: Generation Z: 18-
23, Millennials: 24-39, Generation X: 40–55, Baby Boomers: 56–69. See section ‘How we
operationalize generations’ for more information on the generational division.

2. A preregistration of the experiment can be accessed at https://osf.io/f6gr4.
3. In this paper, we analyse the hypotheses (H5a and H5b) that were preregistered at https://

osf.io/f6gr4. The other preregistered hypotheses (H1a–H4b) were examined in Saikkonen
and Christensen (2022).

4. The definition of generations varies in different research projects and papers, but due to the
registration of Baby Boomers in the USA, most studies tend to use this definition of Baby
Boomers.

5. See, e.g. Merriam-Webster https://www.merriam-webster.com/words-at-play/words-were-
watching-zoomer-gen-z.

6. Despite that the data was collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, which could affect the
responses, the COVID-19 situation in Finland during the data collection was close to
normal as most restrictions had been lifted and the number of COVID-19 cases was
rather low.
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7. We make use of both the summary statistics of the responses to the direct survey questions
as well as data from the conjoint experiment. The analysis of the responses to the direct
survey questions can be found in the Supplementary Appendix.

8. A survey/population comparison can be found in the Supplementary Appendix.
9. We have also conducted analyses on the direct survey questions on respondents’ democratic

attitudes to further examine potential differences between the generations’ commitment to
democracy. We found that the small difference between the attitudes towards judicial inde-
pendence between the Baby Boomer generation and all the other generations is also visible
in the answers to the direct survey questions. See the Supplementary Appendix for more
discussion on the analyses of the answers to the direct survey questions.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by Academy of Finland [grant number 316897].

Notes on contributors

Janette Huttunen is project researcher at the Social Science Research Institute at Åbo Akademi
University. She holds a PhD in Political Science from Åbo Akademi University. Her research
interest include youth engagement, democratic innovations and equality in political participation.
E-mail: janette.huttunen@abo.fi

Inga Saikkonen is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow in the Social Science Research Institute,
Åbo Akademi University. She holds a D.Phil. in Politics from the University of Oxford. Her
research interests include democratisation, electoral authoritarian regimes and electoral cliente-
lism. E-mail: inga.saikkonen@abo.fi

Data Availability Statement

The data for this study are openly available in OSF at DOI 10.17605/OSF.IO/3F49X.

ORCID

Janette Huttunen http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0683-9344
Inga Saikkonen http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2303-0328

References

Alexander, A., & Welzel, C. (2017). The myth of deconsolidation: Rising liberalism and the popu-
list reaction. Journal of Democracy (Online Exchange).

Amnå, E., & Ekman, J. (2014). Standby citizens: Diverse faces of political passivity. European
Political Science Review, 6(2), 261–281. https://doi.org/10.1017/S175577391300009X

Bäck, M., Kestilä-Kekkonen, E., & Söderlund, P. (2016). Suomalaisten poliittinen luottamus ja
siihen vaikuttavat tekijät. In K. Grönlund & H. Wass (Eds.), Poliittisen osallistumisen eriytymi-
nen – Eduskuntavaalit 2015 (pp. 379–397). Oikeusministeriö.

14 J. HUTTUNEN AND I. SAIKKONEN

mailto:janette.huttunen@abo.fi
mailto:inga.saikkonen@abo.fi
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3F49X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0683-9344
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2303-0328
https://doi.org/10.1017/S175577391300009X


Bansak, K., Hainmueller, J., Hopkins, D. J., & Yamamoto, T. (2021). Conjoint survey experiments.
In J. M. Druckman & D. P. Green (Eds.), Advances in experimental political science (pp. 19–41).
Cambridge University Press.

Bennett, W. L. (2008). Changing citizenship in the digital age. In W. Bennet (Ed.), Civic life online:
Learning How digital media can engage youth (pp. 1–24). MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.1162/
dmal.9780262524827.001

Bhatti, Y., Hansen, K., & Wass, H. (2012). The relationship between age and turnout: A roller-
coaster ride. Electoral Studies, 31(3), 588–593. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2012.05.007

Blais, A., Gidengil, E., Nevitte, N., & Nadeau, R. (2004). Where does turnout decline come from?
European Journal of Political Research, 43(2), 221–236. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.
2004.00152.x

Breene, K. (2017). Millennials are rapidly losing interest in democracy. World Economic Forum.
8.6.2017. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2017/06/millennials-are-rapidly-losing-interest-in-
democracy/

Bremmer, I. (2018). “Is democracy essential? Millennials increasingly aren’t sure – and that should
concern US all.” NBC News. https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/democracy-essential-
millennials-increasingly-aren-t-sure-should-concern-us-ncna847476

Carey, J., Clayton, K., Helmke, G., Nyhan, B., Sanders, M., & Stokes, S. (2020). Who will defend
democracy? Evaluating tradeoffs in candidate support among partisan donors and voters.
Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 32(1), 230–245 . https://doi.org/10.1080/
17457289.2020.1790577

Chiopris, C., Nalepa, M., & Vanberg, G. (2021). A wolf in sheep’s clothing: Citizen uncertainty and
democratic backsliding. Working Paper. https://www.monikanalepa.com/uploads/6/6/3/1/
66318923/chioprisnalepavanberg.pdf

Chou, M. (2017). Disengaged, young people and political disengagement in anglo-American
democracies. In M. Chou, J.-P. Gagnon, C. Hartung, & L. Pruitt (Eds.), Young people, citizenship
and political participation: Combating civic deficit? (pp. 1–30). Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Christensen, H. S., & Saikkonen, I. (2020). Elite transgressions. Conjoint analysis of how political
leaders’ transgressions of democratic norms and populist attitudes affect favorability in Finland.
https://osf.io/f6gr4

Dahl, R. (1971). Polyarchy: Participation and opposition. Yale University Press.
Dahl, R. (1991). Democracy and Its critics. Yale University Press.
Dalton, R. J. (2007). Partisan mobilization, cognitive mobilization and the changing American

electorate. Electoral Studies, 26(2), 274–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2006.04.009
Dalton, R. J. (2008). Citizenship norms and the expansion of political participation. Political

Studies, 56(03), 76–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00718.x
Dalton, R. J. (2016). The good citizen: How a younger generation is reshaping American politics.

SAGE Publications.
Dalton, R. J., Bürklin, W., & Drummond, A. (2001). Public opinion and direct democracy. Journal

of Democracy, 12(4), 141–153. https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2001.0066
Denemark, D., Donovan, T., & Niemi, R. G. (2016). Advanced democracies: The erosion of

traditional democratic citizenship. In D. Denemark, R. Mattes, & R. G. Niemi (Eds.),
Growing up democratic: Does it make a difference? (pp. 181–206). Lynne Rienner.

Dimock, M. (2019). Defining generations: Where Millennials end and Generation Z begins. Pew
Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-
and-generation-z-begins/

Foa, R. S., Klassen, A., Wenger, D., Rand, A., & Slade, M. (2020). Youth and satisfaction with
democracy: Reversing the democratic disconnect? Centre for the Future of Democracy.

Foa, R. S., & Mounk, Y. (2016). The danger of deconsolidation: The democratic disconnect.
Journal of Democracy, 27(3), 5–17. https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0049

Foa, R. S., & Mounk, Y. (2017). The signs of deconsolidation. Journal of Democracy, 28(1), 5–15.
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2017.0000

Furlong, A., & Cartmel, F. (2007). Young people and social change: Individualisation and risk in late
modernity (2nd ed.). University Press.

REPRESENTATION 15

https://doi.org/10.1162/dmal.9780262524827.001
https://doi.org/10.1162/dmal.9780262524827.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2012.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2004.00152.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2004.00152.x
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2017/06/millennials-are-rapidly-losing-interest-in-democracy/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2017/06/millennials-are-rapidly-losing-interest-in-democracy/
https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/democracy-essential-millennials-increasingly-aren-t-sure-should-concern-us-ncna847476
https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/democracy-essential-millennials-increasingly-aren-t-sure-should-concern-us-ncna847476
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2020.1790577
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2020.1790577
https://www.monikanalepa.com/uploads/6/6/3/1/66318923/chioprisnalepavanberg.pdf
https://www.monikanalepa.com/uploads/6/6/3/1/66318923/chioprisnalepavanberg.pdf
https://osf.io/f6gr4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2006.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00718.x
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2001.0066
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0049
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2017.0000


García-Albacete, G. M. (2014). Young people’s political participation inWestern Europe: Continuity
or generational change? Palgrave Macmillan.

Graham, M. H., & Svolik, M. W. (2020). Democracy in America? Partisanship, polarization, and
the robustness of support for democracy in the United States. American Political Science Review,
114(2), 392–409. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420000052

Grasso, M. T., Farrall, S., Gray, E., Hay, C., & Jennings, W. (2018). Socialization and generational
political trajectories: An age, period and cohort analysis of political participation in Britain.
Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 29(2), 199–221. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17457289.2018.1476359

Hainmueller, J., Hangartner, D., & Yamamoto, T. (2015). Validating vignette and conjoint survey
experiments against real-world behavior. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112
(8), 2395–2400. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1416587112

Hainmueller, J., Hopkins, D. J., & Yamamoto, T. (2014). Causal inference in conjoint analysis:
Understanding multidimensional choices via stated preference experiments. Political
Analysis, 22(1), 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024

Horiuchi, Y., Markovich, Z., & Yamamoto, T. (2021). Does conjoint analysis mitigate social desir-
ability bias? Political Analysis, 30(4), 535–549. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2021.30

Hoskins, B., D’Hombres, B., & Campbell, J. (2008). Does formal education have an impact on
active citizenship behaviour? European Educational Journal, 7(3). https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.
2008.7.3.386

Howe, N. (2017). Are millennials giving up on democracy?. Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/sites/
neilhowe/2017/10/31/are-millennials-giving-up-on-democracy/?sh=77c2e0292be1

Hustinx, L., & Roose, H. (2016). Participatory versatility in Flanders: a multiple correspondence
analysis. In P. Thijssen, J. Siongers, J. Van Laer, J. Haers, & S. Mels (Eds.), Political engagement
of the young in Europe: Youth in the crucible (pp. 94–113). Routledge.

Huttunen, J. (2022). Young people, democracy and political participation. Four perspectives on
younger citizens’ democratic engagement. Åbo. Akademi University Press.

Huttunen, J., & Christensen, H. S. (2020). Engaging the millennials: The citizens’ initiative in
Finland. Young, 28(2), 175–198. https://doi.org/10.1177/1103308819853055

Illman, M. (2020). Järjestelmällinen häirintä ja maalittaminen, Lainsäädännön arviointia.
Valtioneuvoston Selvitys 2020:3. https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/
162579/3-2020-VN%20Selvitys.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Inglehart, R. 1997. Modernization and Postmodernization: Cultural, Economic, and Political
Change in 43 Societies. Princeton University Press.

Kestilä-Kekkonen, E. (2015). Suomalaisten poliittinen kiinnittyminen. In S. Borg, E. Kestilä-
Kekkonen, & J. Westinen (Eds.), Demokratiaindikaattorit 2015 (pp. 52–63). Oikeusministeriö.

Kestilä-Kekkonen, E., & Söderlund, P. (2016). Political trust, individual-level characteristics and
institutional performance: Evidence from Finland, 2004-13. Scandinavian Political Studies,
39(2), 138–160. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12052

Leeper, T. J., Hobolt, S. B., & Tilley, J. (2020). Measuring subgroup preferences in conjoint exper-
iments. Political Analysis, 28(2), 207–21. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.30

Levitsky, S., & Ziblatt, D. (2018). How democracies die: What history reveals about Our future.
Penguin UK.

Lieberkind, J., & Bruun, J. (2021). The reserved young citizens of the Nordic countries. In H.
Biseth, B. Hoskins, & L. Huang (Eds.), Northern lights on civic and citizenship education. IEA
research for education (A series of In-depth analyses based on data of the international association
for the evaluation of educational achievement (IEA)), Vol. 11. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-030-66788-7_2

Linz, J. (1978). The breakdown of democratic regimes, crisis, breakdown, & reequilibration. The
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Mettler, S., & Lieberman, R. C. (2020). Four threats: The recurring crises of American democracy.
St. Martin’s Press.

Mills, S. (2022). Mapping the moral geographies of education character, citizenship and values.
Routledge.

16 J. HUTTUNEN AND I. SAIKKONEN

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420000052
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2018.1476359
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2018.1476359
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1416587112
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2021.30
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2008.7.3.386
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2008.7.3.386
https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2017/10/31/are-millennials-giving-up-on-democracy/?sh=77c2e0292be1
https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2017/10/31/are-millennials-giving-up-on-democracy/?sh=77c2e0292be1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1103308819853055
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162579/3-2020-VN%20Selvitys.pdf?sequence=1%26isAllowed=y
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162579/3-2020-VN%20Selvitys.pdf?sequence=1%26isAllowed=y
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12052
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.30
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-66788-7_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-66788-7_2


Myllyniemi, S. (2014). Vaikuttava osa. Nuorisobarometri 2013. Nuorisotutkimusseuran julkaisuja
145 / Nuorisoasian neuvottelukunnan julkaisuja nro 50.

Nemčok, M., & Wass, H. (2021). Generations and political engagement. I W. R. Thompson (Red.),
Oxford research encyclopedia of politics. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
acrefore/9780190228637.013.1756

Norris, P. (2004). Young people & political activism: From the politics of loyalties to the politics of
choice? Paper for the conference ‘Civic engagement in the 21st Century: Toward a Scholarly and
Practical Agenda’ at the University of Southern California, October 1–2, 2004. https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/237832623_Young_People_Political_Activism

Norris, P. (2017). Is western democracy backsliding? Diagnosing the risks. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2933655

O’Donnell, G. (2004). Why the rule of law matters. Journal of Democracy, 15(4), 32–46. https://doi.
org/10.1353/jod.2004.0076

Pickard, S. (2019). Politics, protest and young people. Political participation and dissent in 21st
century Britain. Palgrave MacMillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-57788-7

Quintelier, E., & van Deth, J. W. (2014). Exploring causality using panel data. Political Studies, 62
(1_suppl), 153–171. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12097

Rapeli, L., & Koskimaa, V. (2020). Kansalaisten kiinnittyminen politiikkaan. In S. Borg, E. Kestilä-
Kekkonen, & K. Grönlund (Eds.), Politiikan ilmastonmuutos (pp. 420–438). Oikeusministeriö.

Saikkonen, I., & Christensen, H. S. (2022). Guardians of democracy or passive bystanders? A con-
joint experiment on elite transgressions of democratic norms. Political Research Quarterly, 76
(1), 127–142. https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129211073592

Schumpeter, J. A. (1942). Capitalism, socialism and democracy. Harper & Brothers.
Svolik, M. W. (2020). When Polarization Trumps Civic Virtue: Partisan Conflict and the

Subversion of Democracy by Incumbents. Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 15(1), 3–31.
https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00018132

Voeten, E. (2016). Are people really turning away from democracy? SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2882878

Wallander, L. (2009). 25 years of factorial surveys in sociology: a review. Social Science Research, 38
(3), 505–520. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2009.03.004

Wass, H. (2007). The effects of age, generation and period on turnout in Finland 1975-2003.
Electoral Studies, 26(3), 648–659. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2007.06.002

Wass, H., Isotalo, V., & Limnéll, J. (2020). Ehdokkaiden ja äänestäjien havainnot vaalihäirinnästä.
In E. Kestilä-Kekkonen, & Å. von Schoultz (Eds.), Ehdokkaat vaalikentillä: Eduskuntavaalit
2019 (pp. 16). Oikeusministeriön julkaisuja, Selvityksiä ja ohjeita.

Wuttke, A., Gavras, K., & Schoen, H. (2020a). Have Europeans grown tired of democracy? New
evidence from eighteen consolidated democracies, 1981-2018. British Journal of Political
Science, 52(1), 416–428. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123420000149

Wuttke, A., Gavras, K., & Schoen, H. (2020b). Leader of the free world or pioneer in democracy’s
decline? Examining the democratic deconsolidation hypothesis on the mass level in East and
West Germany. Research & Politics, 7(1), 205316801990082. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2053168019900822

REPRESENTATION 17

https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1756
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1756
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237832623_Young_People_Political_Activism
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237832623_Young_People_Political_Activism
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2933655
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2004.0076
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2004.0076
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-57788-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12097
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129211073592
https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00018132
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2882878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2009.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123420000149
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168019900822
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168019900822

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Young People, Democracy and Democratic Deconsolidation
	Hypotheses: Young People and the Support for Democracy
	Research Design
	How We Operationalize Generations
	Data and the Conjoint Experiment

	Empirics: Generations and Support for Democracy
	Concluding Discussion
	Notes
	Disclosure Statement
	Notes on contributors
	Data Availability Statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


