
Coalitions for Democracy: Electoral Coordination and Satisfaction

with Democracy∗

Ian Delabie† Jeffrey Nonnemacher‡ Jae-Jae Spoon§

Abstract

As the radical right becomes more of a mainstay in European politics, mainstream parties
across the ideological spectrum are increasingly coordinating to prevent the radical right from
gaining more power. These coalitions can result in voters being pushed to vote for a party
that may not be their first choice to prevent the radical right from winning. In this article, we
examine how these pre-electoral coalitions of ideologically distinct mainstream parties in the
name of protecting democracy shapes how voters evaluate democracy itself. We leverage the two
round nature of the French legislative elections and the strategic decisions of the Nouveau Front
Populaire (NFP) and Ensemble made in 2024 by dropping out of the election in some districts
to examine how voters who now had to change their vote to prevent a Rassemblement National
(RN) candidate from winning a three-way race felt towards democracy after the election.

Forthcoming in French Politics

∗We thank participants at the Annual Meeting of the European Political Science Association, Annual Meeting of
the Midwest Political Science Association, Bi-Annual Meeting of the European Union Studies Association and the
University of Aarhus Department of Political Science for helpful comments on earlier drafts. We also thank the two
French Politics anonymous reviewers for their very helpful comments and suggestions.

†Email: imd35@pitt.edu. Wesley W. Posvar Hall, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260.
Phone: (412) 648-7250.

‡Email: jeffrey.nonnemacher@colorado.edu. 333 University Colorado Boulder, Boulder, Colorado 80309. Phone:
(303) 492-7871.

§Email: spoonj@pitt.edu. Wesley W. Posvar Hall, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260.
Phone: (412) 648-7250.



1 Introduction

Following a snap election in June and July 2024, a breaking of tradition in the naming of the

prime minister, and a year that saw four different prime ministers, a recent French public opinion

poll (conducted in January and February 2025) found that only 26% of respondents have confidence

in politics. Furthermore, only 28% responded that French democracy is functioning well and only

20% are satisfied with the actions of President Macron (SciencesPo 2025). These results beg the

question–how much do the actions of elites influence citizens’ satisfaction with democracy?

Once Macron called elections following the first place result of the far right Rassemblement

National (RN) in the European Parliament elections, the parties of the center and left came together

to ensure that the far right did not win. This manifested itself in two ways–first the parties on the

left formed an alliance of left-wing parties to contest the elections as a single block and secondly the

left-wing alliance and Macron’s centrist Ensemble coordinated in the second round to consolidate

support around the most viable alternative to the RN. This strategic coordination pushed many

French voters to vote for the candidate who represented the least bad outcome instead of voting for

the candidate who best represented their policy preferences.

In this article, we leverage the coordination between the parties on the left and center to

understand how party elites’ decisions affect voters’ satisfaction with democracy. In particular, we

are interested in thwarted voters, notably those voters who cannot vote for their preferred candidate

in the second round because of elite coordination around preserving democracy and against the

radical-right party, the National Rally (Rassemblement National). We argue that these thwarted

voters, whose preferred candidates and political parties have joined in a “democratic” coalition,

will either be more satisfied with democracy as they will perceive the election as an opportunity to

safeguard democracy, or less satisfied with democracy as they are less likely to see their preferred

policies enacted in the ensuing government. To adjudicate between these competing hypotheses,

we use post-election survey data from the ELIPSS panel which conducts monthly surveys of a

representative sample of French citizens. We use the July wave, which was conducted following the

second round of the elections.

This article proceeds as follows. In the next section, we review the literature on satisfaction

with democracy. We then introduce the French case and develop our hypotheses. We introduce
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our two competing hypotheses on the democratic satisfaction of thwarted voters. In the following

section, we discuss our data and methods. Next we present and discuss our results. The following

section then concludes.

2 Elections and Satisfaction with Democracy

The key finding from the scholarship on democratic satisfaction stipulates that, all else equal,

“election winners”, tend to be more satisfied with democracy than “election losers”(Anderson and

Guillory 1997; Karp and Bowler 2001; Wells and Krieckhaus 2006; Bernauer and Vatter 2012; Singh,

Karakoç, and Blais 2012; Howell and Justwan 2013). For instance, Blais, Morin-Chassé, and Singh

(2017) find that voters who supported parties that won more votes, seats, and cabinet posts in an

election are more satisfied with democracy after the election. Additionally, these findings seemingly

extend to second-order elections as well. Plescia, Daoust, and Blais (2021) observe that supporters

of political parties that garner the most votes in European elections consistently display greater

satisfaction with the way democracy works in the European Union. At its core, election winners

perceive the regime to be more responsive to their policy preferences and, are thus, more likely to

be satisfied with the state of democracy in comparison to their losing counterparts (Anderson and

Guillory 1997; Singh, Karakoç, and Blais 2012).

Scholars have further shown that the institutional environment and the nature of electoral

competition conditions the democratic satisfaction of election winners and losers. Rooted in

Lijphart (1994) conceptual work on the nature of democratic systems, Anderson and Guillory

(1997) and Wells and Krieckhaus (2006) highlight that the difference in democratic satisfaction

between election losers and winners is smaller in consensual systems, where democratic minorities

are offered more opportunities to participate in the decision-making procedures, than in majoritarian

system, where the democratic majority tends to monopolize political authority. Blais, Morin-Chassé,

and Singh (2017) highlights that greater electoral system disproportionality, conceived as greater

disproportionality between vote shares and seat shares in the legislature, is associated with lower

levels of democratic satisfaction among both election winners and elections losers. Finally, extant

work also demonstrates that government formation in parliamentary systems also influences voters’

satisfaction with democracy. Otjes and Willumsen (2023) suggests that the democratic satisfaction
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for those whose preferred party is no longer in the governing coalition is lower than for those whose

preferred party stayed in government, entered government, or remained in opposition.

Beyond institutional environments, electoral competition plays an important part in conditioning

the democratic satisfaction of election losers and winners. Blais, Morin-Chassé, and Singh (2017)

and Howell and Justwan (2013) find that election winners are more satisfied with democracy when

the margins of victory are smaller, but electoral competitiveness does not seem to influence the

democratic satisfaction of election losers. Gunderson (2024) highlights that party systems where the

parties are perceived to be emphasizing distinct issues from each other results in higher satisfaction

with democracy among citizens than systems where voters perceive no difference. However, the

political party landscapes, and in particular the “party choice set”, does not always seem to sway

individual democratic satisfaction. Dassonneville and McAllister (2019) find that electoral systems

with a greater number of political parties, a greater ideological divergence among political parties

and a greater ideological congruence between voters and political parties do not correlate with higher

levels of individual democratic satisfaction. Yet, the insignificant relationship between voter-party

ideological congruence and democratic satisfaction may not hold across all electoral systems. Indeed,

Henderson (2008) maintains that a greater ideological distance between the individual and the

winning party in a Westminster system reduces democratic satisfaction.

Despite this robust evidence that satisfaction with democracy is linked with favorable outcomes

in elections (Blais, Morin-Chassé, and Singh 2017; Otjes and Willumsen 2023) and where voter

preferences gain meaningful representation (Dassonneville and McAllister 2019; Anderson and

Guillory 1997), there is much less evidence around how voters respond to the strategic decisions

parties make. While institutions can constrain choice with implications for democratic satisfaction,

to the best of our knowledge, no study has examined how choice constraints imposed by the parties

themselves impact satisfaction with democracy. What happens to citizens’ democratic evaluations

when their choices are restricted by political parties’ strategic decisions?

3 The 2024 French Legislative Elections

To answer the question of how elite decision-making and the strategic limiting of choice impacts

satisfaction with democracy, we turn to the 2024 snap legislative elections in France. The 2024
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legislative elections were called following the results of the European Parliament elections held

earlier in June 2024, in which the far right Rassemblement National (RN) won the election with

31.4% of the vote. Macron stated that these elections were called to prevent the far right from

winning the presidency in 2027. Previous legislative elections were held in June 2022 and in the

regular election cycle, the next elections were to be held in June 2027. The elections took place on

June 30 and July 7. As they did in the 2022 legislative elections, the parties on the left formed an

alliance called The Nourveau Front Populaire (NFP or the Front). The NFP comprised La France

Insoumise (LFI), Europe-Ecologie-Les Verts (EELV), and the Parti Socialiste (PS) among others.

The other two major parties contesting the elections were Macron’s Ensemble and the RN.

In the single member district French system, if a candidate wins a majority in the first round,

they win the seat. Any candidate who wins 12.5% of the votes of registered voters in the first

round qualifies for the second round run-off. In the 2024 elections, 72 candidates won outright

in the first round, among them were 31 NFP candidates, one Ensemble candidate, and 36 RN

candidates. With the goal of reducing the total seats won by the RN, the NFP and Ensemble

issued national directives to coordinate in the second round of the election – dubbed the Republican

Front – in districts in which both parties’ candidates qualified and the RN candidate did as well.

The content and tone of these directives, however, differed between the coordinating party groups.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon, speaking for the NFP, stated that “we will withdraw our candidacy under all

circumstances, wherever it may be and whatever the situation”1. Constrastingly, the presidential

party group’s tone was somewhat more restrained, providing some leeway for local candidates

to decide whether to coordinate with the NFP and against the RN. The party group stated, “in

constituencies where our candidates finished in 3rd place, we will withdraw in favor of the candidates

who are able to defeat the National Rally and with whom we share the essentials: the values of

the Republic”. François Bayrou, the leader of MoDem, another party in the centrist presidential

party group, added, “whenever we are in third place and there is no chance of success, we need to

look at the situation constituency by constituency. I do not view in the same light those candidates

who, under the LFI label or within the LFI group, have displayed deeply shocking and profoundly

anti-republican attitudes”. In sum, while there were national directives to cooperate against the RN,

qualified candidates in a given district, particularly from Ensemble, were given some agency whether

to signal a democratic coalition by dropping out for the second round. In fact, in the second round,
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the NFP dropped out of 132 three- or four-way run-offs and Ensemble dropped out of 59 of these

run-off contests. In total, candidates dropped out of 222 districts of 312 where there were at least

three candidates (and of a total of 467 second round run off contests). As the map of Metropolitan

France in Figure 1 shows, the districts in which the parties coordinated are distributed across

France2. It is important to note that while the level of coordination was particularly significant in

the 2024 legislative election, parties coordinating in both the first and second rounds of the French

legislative elections does not constitute a novel strategy (see, for example, Spoon (2011) and Golder

(2006)).

Figure 1: Geographic Distribution of Districts with Second-Round Coordination

In the end, the NFP won the election with 180 seats (31.2%), Ensemble came in second with

159 seats (27.6%), and the RN finished third with 142 seats (24.6%). Notably, the RN finished first

in the popular vote in the second round with 37.06% of the vote, the NFP came in second with

25.8%, and Ensemble received 24.53% of the vote. In a letter to the French people in Le Parisien,

Macron wrote that ”no political force has obtained a sufficient majority on its own, and the blocs

or coalitions that have emerged from these elections are all in the minority” (Le Monde 2024) .

While it is true that no party or block won a majority, the NFP won a clear plurality and as is

the tradition should have been allowed to propose the Prime Minister in France’s semi-presidential

system. As the largest party in the NFP, the likely prime minister would have been from the LFI;

however, Macron refused to name a candidate from the left-wing coalition. Instead, he named
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Michel Barnier of the Les Républicains party, which came in fourth in the elections, relying on votes

from the RN for the government to form.

Through the coordination strategy described above, the parties effectively removed some voters’

choice in the second round, creating a sizeable group of what Pierce (1995, 2003) has termed

“thwarted voters”. These are voters “who cannot vote at the decisive ballot for the candidate they

would prefer because that person is not standing as a candidate” (Pierce 2003, 265). A voter, for

example, who supported an Ensemble candidate may be left with the choice between an NFP and

an RN candidate. Similarly, an NFP candidate may be left with the choice between an Ensemble

and an RN candidate because of strategic coordination from elites instead of from the electoral rules

not qualifying their preferred choice. Thus, for these thwarted voters, their most preferred choice

was not an option and they had to vote for the most favorable of two least preferred options (if

they chose to vote in the second round). What is the outcome of this elite coordination on voters’

satisfaction with the way democracy works in France? It is to this question that we now turn.

4 Thwarted Voters and Party Strategy

There are a number of established reasons why voters’ choices at the ballot may be constrained

or equivalently why certain voters are thwarted. Firstly, electoral institutions of a country constrain

the choices available to voters. As the district magnitude decreases and the electoral threshold

increases, the number of viable parties able to compete for seats decreases (Lachat, Blais, and Lago

2015). Secondly, institutions can constrain voters’ choice. Depending on the rules, the decisive round

may only offer voters with a limited choice set. Typically, this occurs because candidates have not

qualified for the decisive round. In the US, any candidate who does not obtain a plurality of the vote

in the primary cannot subsequently stand in the general election. In the French context, candidates

who do not meet the electoral threshold in the first round are eliminated from contention in the

final round of voting (Pierce 2003, 1995; Henderson, Hillygus, and Tompson 2010). However, in the

2024 French legislative election, some voters were additionally thwarted because some parties chose

to remove their candidate in the second round3. In the analysis that follows, we focus exclusively on

these latter voters–who have been thwarted by elite coordination rather than because of institutional

reasons. These voters are faced with two choices: abstain or cast their vote for a candidate who is
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not necessarily their preferred choice. Importantly, the choice to vote may be motivated by a desire

to prevent another candidate or party from winning4.

The canonical literature argues that democratic satisfaction is a function of the degree to which

voters believe their policy preferences will be reflected in post-electoral governments (Anderson

and Guillory 1997; Singh, Karakoç, and Blais 2012). Dassonneville and McAllister (2019) argue

that when the ‘choice set’ is greater, i.e. when there are more parties competing, satisfaction

with democracy will be higher. Gunderson (2024), moreover, demonstrates that voters are more

satisfied with democracy when they perceive differences in the issues that parties are empha-

sizing. Przeworski (2003) highlights the importance of choice to voters, which allows them to

express their policy preferences, and Harding (2011) empirically confirms this in an analysis of

CSES data from 2001-2006 for 33 countries. Based on this extant literature, we thus expect that

thwarted voters are less likely to be satisfied with how democracy works as they are less likely

to believe their policy preferences will be enacted in the next government. This is our first hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1a:. When voters are thwarted by party behavior, they are less satisfied with democracy.

Conversely, voters are also responsive to political parties in their voting behavior. Their

perception and understanding of the party system, moreover, is a function of party messaging and

behavior (Downs 1957; Spoon and Klüver 2019; Ferland and Dassonneville 2019). For instance,

Fernandez-Vazquez (2014) contends that election campaigns constitute meaningful signals to voters

about political parties’ policy shifts. Importantly, extant work demonstrates that voters are

particularly responsive to the interactions between political parties when evaluating a party’s

political brand. Parties that are associated with one another are often perceived to be ideologically

similar (Williams and Whitten 2015; Nonnemacher 2025; Balogh et al. 2025). Literature on the

consequences of governing coalitions further highlights this dynamic as parties that govern together

are often perceived to be ideologically aligned, often in favor of the party of the prime minister

(Fortunato and Stevenson 2013; Fortunato 2021; Spoon and Klüver 2017; Klüver and Spoon 2020;

Falcó-Gimeno and Fernandez-Vazquez 2020; Junqueira, Silva, and Whitten 2025). As Adams,

Weschle, and Wlezien (2021) observe, forming cooperative relationships with other parties can

shift how voters view the parties and the relationships between them. Increased media coverage of
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cooperation between parties, moreover, pushes voters to view the parties as less distinct from one

another and as champions of similar goals (Adams, Weschle, and Wlezien 2021; Lee, Santoso, and

Stevenson 2018).

As this body of work suggests, a key part of how voters respond to parties is shaped by who the

party chooses to strategically associate itself with. Parties that cooperate can often send signals

to voters that they share common goals or objectives (Adams, Weschle, and Wlezien 2021; Spoon

and Klüver 2017). On the one hand, this can hurt the distinctiveness of the parties, weakening

the perception that the party is a credible champion for the party’s goals and thus depressing

satisfaction with democracy as we discuss in H1a (Gunderson 2024; Dassonneville and McAllister

2019). However, it is feasible that coordinating in the name of democracy may trigger an altogether

different response, encouraging voters to see the election as a necessary opportunity to support

liberal democratic parties versus non-democratic options. Recent work on affective polarization, for

example, highlights that cooperation between parties can lead to less dislike among partisans of

cooperating parties (Wagner and Harteveld 2024; Huddy and Yair 2021). Partisan hostility decreases

when parties govern together (Wagner and Praprotnik 2024) and have a history of cooperating with

one another (Horne, Adams, and Gidron 2023).

Preliminary evidence suggests such coalition signals from mainstream parties around coalescing

to preserve democracy can prove effective. A study from the 2023 Polish parliamentary elections, in

which control of parliament was wrested away from the anti-liberal Law and Justice (PiS), suggests

that voters were successfully mobilized in defense of liberal democracy by a coordinated opposition

(Markowski 2024). Similarly, while defeated, the coordinated opposition of United for Hungary

was able to mobilize and organize opposition to Viktor Orbán primarily motivated by concerns

over democracy in Hungary (Mikola and Santos 2025). In the United States, a significant segment

of Democratic voters in the 2022 midterm elections in the United States were motivated by a

desire to preserve the rule of law and the democratic status-quo (Weinschenk and Panagopoulos

2022; Jacobson 2023). If, indeed, coalition signals of political exclusion of anti-liberal candidates

constitute effective mobilizing strategies, then thwarted voters may place a premium on supporting

“democracy-upholding” candidates and political parties over and above preferred policy outcomes.

Sequentially, if “democracy-upholding” candidates succeed at the polls, thwarted voters may well

be satisfied with the functioning of democracy.
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Moreover, recent research also suggests that voters rely on local party signals to accurately

infer parties’ positions. Spoon and Nonnemacher (2025) find convincing evidence to suggest that

voters have more information about political parties that perform better in regional elections and if

parties were involved in a more competitive election at the regional level. Similarly, Hjermitslev,

Krauss, and Thürk (2025) contend that regional government participation constitutes an important

signal of parties’ ideological positions to voters. Given that the decision to drop out for many

candidates was based on the context of a given constituency, this suggests that voters in these

constituencies may be more responsive to the local democratic coalitions that formed in their

constituencies. Taken together, we might expect thwarted voters to be more satisfied with the

functioning of democracy in districts in which the mainstream candidates successfully coordinate to

prevent “anti-liberal”candidates from achieving electoral success. This is our second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1b: When voters are thwarted by party behavior, they are more satisfied with democracy.

5 Data and Methods

To test these hypotheses, we leverage post-election survey data following the 2024 legislative

elections held on June 30th and July 7th in France. Our data comes from the ELIPSS panel which

conducts monthly surveys of a representative sample of French citizens. We use the July 2024 wave

which was conducted from July 11th to August 8th following the 2024 elections in France and

includes 1,864 respondents. 5

Our dependent variable is the responses to a question asking respondents to report their

satisfaction with the way democracy works in France6. Respondents are given a scale from zero to

ten where zero represents being ”not at all satisfied” and ten represents being ”completely satisfied”.

Our data has a sample mean of 5.06 with minimum of 0 and a maximum of 10. While this is

the standard survey question in studies of individual attitudes towards democracy in consolidated

democracies (Blais, Morin-Chassé, and Singh 2017), scholars have widely debated its measurement

validity. On the one hand, some scholars assert that the standard “satisfaction with democracy”

(SWD) captures the degree to which individuals harbor favorable attitudes towards democratic
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institutions in the abstract (Mishler and Rose 2001), canonically referred to as diffuse democratic

support (Easton 1976). Others, such as Linde and Ekman (2003) and Armingeon and Guthmann

(2014), view SWD as tapping into short-term evaluations of government performance across policy

domains, in what is known as specific democratic support (Easton 1976). Finally, for others still,

individual interpretations of the SWD survey question is highly contingent on the level of democratic

consolidation and varies considerably across national contexts (Canache, Mondak, and Seligson

2001). In line with both Linde and Ekman (2003) and Armingeon and Guthmann (2014), we contend

that the SWD question most likely captures an instrumental assessment of democracy, particularly

in the consolidated context of France, and, thus, constitutes a reasonable operationalization in view

of the nature of the theoretical framework proposed.

Our first independent variable is a dichotomous indicator that identifies whether the respondent

lives in a district where a candidate dropped between rounds one and two of the elections. For

data protection reasons, the dataset does not identify an individual respondent’s legislative district.

However, working with the research staff at the Center for Socio-Political Data at Sciences Po

(Paris), we were able to match the party coordination strategy with each respondent. In other

words, we identify if a respondent lives in a district in which a party dropped out in the second

round and which party dropped. A candidate is coded as ’dropped out’ if they ran in the first round,

qualified for the second, but did not contest the election in the second round. In our dataset, 46%

of the respondents are in a district where one candidate who qualified for the second round dropped

out of the race before the second round. Of these voters, 28% are identified as thwarted by elite

coordination because they could not vote for their preferred party due to party coordination.

Our second independent variable, which we use to identify voters as thwarted voters, is constructed

using responses to a question asking voters to recall their round one vote choice. Using this

information, we code respondents as Republican Front Voters, or voters who identified either the

NFP or Ensemble candidate as their round one vote choice. In our sample, 64.54% of respondents

recalled voting for a Republican Front candidate in the first round.

In addition to the models of the whole electorate, we also restrict our sample to just Republican

Front voters, and particularly the NFP or Ensemble. We were able to code whether a given candidate

who dropped out was running as an NFP or Ensemble candidate. 59.83% of respondents who live

in districts where a candidate dropped are in districts where the candidate who dropped is from the
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NFP. Additionally, we code if our Republican Front voters identified the NFP or the Ensemble as

their first round vote choice. In our sample, 58.09% of our Republican Front voters indicated that

they voted for the NFP in the first round. We use this subsample to explore if the reaction to the

party coordination between rounds had a different impact on NFP voters, who are more accustomed

to being thwarted and who received a clear, universal message from elites about the purpose of the

coordination as discussed above, or Ensemble voters.

We include a series of controls in our models to account for other predictors of an individual’s

satisfaction with democracy. First, we include standard demographic variables including age, gender,

education, income, and employment status. We also control for the ideological distance between the

voter and the party they voted for in the second round. We expect these voters to be less satisfied

as ideological distance between the voter and the party they had to vote for in the second round

increases (Dassonneville and McAllister 2019; Henderson 2008) and for voters to be less likely to

vote for parties that are ideologically distant (Downs 1957). Additionally, we account for feelings

towards President Macron as we expect candidates who dislike Macron to be less satisfied with

democracy and to be less likely to vote for Ensemble. Higher values for this measure represent greater

dissatisfaction for Macron. We also control for how people felt towards the snap elections in 2024,

and, more specifically, if voters reported feeling angry about the elections. This is a dichotomous

measure which codes whether respondents were angry toward the elections or not, and we expect

those angered by the snap elections to be less satisfied with democracy and to be less excited to

vote, particularly for Ensemble. We also include the importance a respondent placed on living in

a democratic state, which we expect to be positively correlated with satisfaction with democracy

and to push voters to be more open to a Republican Front strategy and support either party. Next,

we control for a respondent’s political interest as those most engaged with politics should be more

satisfied with democracy (Anderson and Guillory 1997) and more responsiveness to party behavior

when deciding which party to vote for. Then, we control for the self-placement of voters on the

left-right scale to ensure we are capturing the true effects of the gap between the voter and the

party and because we expect left-leaning voters to be less satisfied with democracy (Christmann

and Torcal 2017) and more likely to vote for left parties. Finally, we control for whether the voter’s

initial round 1 vote choice was the election winner of the seat. We expect those who won to be

more satisfied with democracy (Blais, Morin-Chassé, and Singh 2017). Table A1 in the Appendix
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reports the summary statistics for all variables.

6 Results

The results of our regressions are reported in Table 1. We run standard OLS regressions models

with clustered standard errors by regions identified by ELIPSS. As there are only eight of these

regions, we are unable to run multi-level models. To test H1a and H1b, we interact the indicator for

round 1 vote choice and whether or not the respondent is in a district where a candidate dropped.

Model 1 reports the results for the entire sample, with the vote choice variable indicating whether

a respondent supported a Republican Front party (either the NFP or Ensemble) and the dropped

variable indicating if a candidate dropped in their district. The coefficient for Republican Front

voters who live in a dropped district is not significant, which does not support either H1a or H1b.

However, when we look at the point predictions, RF voters in dropped districts are slightly more

satisfied than RF voters in non-dropped districts–5.44 (confidence interval is 5.18, 5.70) compared to

4.96 (confidence interval is 4.37, 5.55)– holding all other variables at their means. This provides some

limited evidence for H1b and that thwarted voters are more satisfied with democracy. Thwarted RF

voters see some benefit in the elite coordination strategy between the parties.

In Model 2, we restrict the sample to Republican Front voters only to look at the difference

between Ensemble voters and NFP voters. The vote choice variable indicates if they voted for the

NFP (1) or Ensemble (0) and the dropped variable indicates if the candidate who dropped is from

the NFP. The interaction term (NFP voters in NFP dropped districts) is not significant, again

not supporting H1b. However, the coefficient for Candidate Dropped is significant, indicating that

Ensemble voters in NFP dropped districts have increased satisfaction, thus supporting H1b. When

we examine the point predictions (see Table 2) for all four groups, we find further evidence for H1b.

NFP voters in NFP dropped districts are the most satisfied at 6.31. Conversely, Ensemble voters in

districts where Ensemble candidates dropped are the least satisfied at 5.4. Thus, the NFP voters are

nearly one point (or 10%) more satisfied than the Ensemble voters, which is substantively significant

on a 10-point scale7. It is important to note, however, that the confidence intervals of the different

values do overlap, which is likely due to the small sample sizes. Thwarted NFP voters are able to

see the most benefit from an elite coordination strategy in which they cannot support their most

13



preferred candidate. Based on what we know about left-wing coordination, we can speculate on

what explains this outcome. It may be that the NFP voters are more primed to accept this strategy

as many NFP voters were already thwarted in the first round (and left wing voters in France have a

history of being thwarted by party coordination (Spoon 2011; Golder 2006)) and thus are able to

look beyond party and focus on what is most beneficial for French liberal democracy8.

A handful of our control variables are also significant. First, in both models, low thermometer

ratings for Macron predict decreased democratic satisfaction scores. Second, in Model 1, we find

that respondents who were angry by the calling of snap elections to be less satisfied with democracy.

Finally, respondents who felt that living in a democratic state was important were more satisfied

with democracy.
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Table 1: Predicting Satisfaction with Democracy

Model 1 Model 2
Whole Sample Republican Front

Candidate Dropped -0.018 0.614**
(0.178) (0.23)

Republican Front Voter 0.402**
(0.105)

Dropped * RF Voter 0.078
(0.261)

NFP Voter 0.247
(0.586)

Dropped * NFP Voter 0.043
(0.855)

Voter Distance -0.061 -0.052
(0.044) (0.114)

Macron Thermometer -1.748*** -1.323**
(0.112) (0.27)

Anger 0.574** 0.456
(0.131) (0.343)

Importance for Democracy 0.211** 0.434*
(0.085) (0.185)

Age 0.098 0.083
(0.057) (0.099)

Education 0.137 0.115
(0.108) (0.188)

Female -0.145 0.129
(0.1) (0.259)

Income 0.076 0.122
(0.096) (0.164)

Employment Status -0.199 0.068
(0.15) (0.298)

Political Interest -0.161 -0.025
(0.119) (0.216)

Individual Left-Right -0.029 0.14
(0.032) (0.092)

Election Winner 0.172 0.115
(0.185) (0.258

Constant 8.066*** 3.267
(0.909) (1.977)

N 853 256
R2 0.367 0.32

Note:*** p <0.001; ** p <0.05; *p <0.1. Robust standard errors clustered by region.
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Table 2: Comparison of Thwarted NFP and Ensemble Voters

NFP Voter Ensemble Voter

NFP Dropped 6.31 (5.37, 7.24) 6.01 (5.60, 6.43)
N=96 N=97

Ensemble Dropped 5.64 (4.81, 6.48) 5.40 (4.69, 6.11)
N=95 N=52

Note: Values are means with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Sample
sizes (N) are listed below each value.

7 Discussion

In summary, our results suggest thwarted voters, in response to mainstream party coordination

to block anti-democratic options, remain satisfied with democracy despite being unable to vote for

their preferred candidate. These findings demonstrate that when faced with the possibility of a

non-democratic option, like the RN winning, mainstream voters are satisfied when parties coordinate

to minimize the possibility of the extreme candidate or party winning, even if it means reducing

their own representation. As such, our results further emphasize that voter behavior is a function of

political party messaging and behavior, and in particular political party coordination, in line with

extant work (Adams, Weschle, and Wlezien 2021; Spoon and Klüver 2017). Additionally, our results

provide further evidence that party framing can have a meaningful impact on electoral mobilization

and on how voters’ perceive election results. In particular, framing elections as a defense of liberal

democracy might constitute a successful strategy in the face of an increasingly electable radical

right.

Although we do find support for H1b, the effect sizes are small and the differences between

NFP and Ensemble voters are only significant in some instances. This may be a result of small

sample size (there are only 149 thwarted voters in the entire dataset) or it could be demonstrating

that French voters are not that impacted by being thwarted by elite coordination or that they

are comfortable with party directives in the face of less democratic options. This could be due to

experience being thwarted by party coordination, as discussed above, or being primed by parties

and their leaders to vote for, and more generally support, liberal democracy. We can turn to a

couple of historical examples (of many) that highlight this framing. More than 20 years before the

2024 legislative elections, Socialist voters were instructed by their leaders to “hold their nose” or

16



“wear gloves” and vote for Jacques Chirac in the second round of the presidential election in 2002

(France 2 2002)9. And 30 years before that, during the May 1968 unrest, Charles de Gaulle warned

citizens that “France is threatened with dictatorship” in reference to the increasing support of the

left-wing protesters and the Parti Communiste Français(PCF) (De Gaulle 1968). Whatever the

reason, this warrants future research.

Our findings have important implications for voting behavior and how the strategic choices

that parties make influence attitudes towards democracy. For some voters, they do not seem to be

bothered by having to vote for a candidate who is far from them ideologically; however, for others,

this reduces their satisfaction with the democratic system. The strategic behavior of the NFP

and Ensemble demonstrates one way that mainstream (and populist left) parties are responding

to threats from the far right. While this may reduce the vote share of the far right, it may have

lasting consequences for how voters view the parties and how democracy works more generally

(Williams and Whitten 2015). This, in turn, could have long lasting effects on citizen engagement

and could reduce voter turnout. This dissatisfaction could also lead to the formation of new parties,

which could fragment the system further, and require further coordination among the parties, thus

resulting in the same outcomes we are seeing now. Finally, these findings also have implications for

how we understand the reactions to the growing presence of the radical right in European politics

(Harteveld et al. 2021; Bichay 2026). We find that voters may be increasingly willing to vote to

exclude the radical right, with no consequence for their evaluations of democracy, while others will

do so begrudgingly, highlighting a pathway by which the radical right can weaken liberal democracy

without actually entering government.

Importantly, our study leaves several questions unanswered. Most salient of these is perhaps

the robustness of our findings and non-findings. Since respondents are not geo-coded by legislative

district and we are limited in what information we can match at the district level due to data privacy

regulations, it is possible that there are important district specific variables that could be hiding

important trends in democratic satisfaction. Additionally, it will be important to consider how

elite rhetoric around dropping out of the race, such as endorsing the other RF candidate or issuing

a negative endorsement of the RN, shaped the attitudes of voters in a district. Lastly, France is

unique in that voters have two rounds to participate electorally. Our study could easily be picking

up on voters responding to the results of the first round, where the RN won the most districts (36

17



of 76) and received the most votes, and report being more satisfied when they had a second chance

to block the far right from winning further seats, as they would in other electoral systems. Future

work is necessary to uncover if voters in electoral contexts without the second round feel the same

way about democracy when they feel they are being forced to vote strategically for ideologically

distant parties by elite decisions in the name of democracy.

Notes

1. https://www.tf1info.fr/elections/resultats-elections-legislatives-2024-quelles-consignes-de-vote-avant

-le-second-tour-ensemble-nouveau-front-populaire-les-republicains-2306476.html

2. All descriptive statistics are based on Metropolitan France. There were no candidate that dropped out

in any of the legislative districts in the overseas territories.

3. As discussed above, parties coordinating especially in the first round is a strategy that parties have

used for many elections in France (Golder 2006; Spoon 2011)

4. In the analysis that follows, we only focus on respondents who cast a ballot in the first round. We do

not distinguish between those who abstained in the second round or voted again as they are both instances

of thwarted voters.

5. While the ELIPSS panel does provide the opportunity to compare some of the respondents in July

to their responses in a survey conducted before the election, the June panel operationalizes satisfaction

with democracy as a categorical measure as opposed to the continuous measure in the July wave. This,

unfortunately, prevents a like-with-like comparison between the pre-election and post-election samples as the

two questions are measuring different kinds of satisfaction with democracy. We have, however, run some

analyses with the lagged variable. Table A2 includes prior SWD as a control without other controls (Models

1 and 2) and with the full suite of controls (Models 3 and 4). In Model 1, the interaction term between being

a Republican Front voter and the voter’s preferred candidate dropping out is significant, but this does not

hold when the full suite of controls are added in Model 3. The only significant coefficient in the full models is

prior SWD. We also conduct a difference-in-differences analysis and present and discuss the results in the

Appendix. These results lend further support for H1b.

6. “Overall, are you satisfied or not satisfied with the way democracy works in France?”

7. In Table A3, we compare the mean democratic satisfaction among RN voters and abstainers across

districts in which a qualified party dropped out of the second round and in districts in which no qualified

party dropped out of the second round.

8. These results do not change when we interact ideological distance with our main interactions as reported
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in Table A4. In addition, ideological distance from the party a voter voted for in the second round does not

condition our findings. This surprising finding could reflect that in the second round, Ensemble and NFP

candidates that dropped out campaigned on their common democratic interests, which lowered the salience

of other ideological divides.

9. The Socialist candidate, Lionel Jospin, was eliminated after a third place finish in the first round

resulting in a second round contest between Chirac from the center-right Rassemblement pour la République

and Jean-Marie Le Pen of the far-right Front National.
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satisfaction with European Union democracy?” Party Politics 22 (1): 94–113.

Przeworski, Adam. 2003. “Freedom to choose and democracy.” Economics and Philosophy 19:265–

279.
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A Appendix

A.1 Summary Statistics

Table A1: Summary Statistics

Variable Observations Mean Standard Deviation Min Max

Satisfaction with Democracy 1,855 5.058 2.567 0 10

Candidate Dropped 1,516 0.456 0.498 0 1

NFP Candidate Dropped 692 0.598 0.491 0 1

Republican Front Voter 1,379 0.645 0.479 0 1

NFP Voter 890 0.581 0.494 0 1

Ideological Distance 1,122 2.089 1.89 0 10

Macron Thermometer 1,835 3.084 0.799 1 4

Anger Dummy 1,834 0.158 0.365 0 1

Democracy Importance 1,856 8.992 1.528 1 10

Age 1,867 4.115 1.674 1 7

Education 1,867 2.938 0.855 1 4

Gender 1,867 4.115 1.675 1 7

Income 1,765 3.651 1.126 1 5

Employment 1,861 0.57 0.495 0 1

Interest 1,859 2.579 0.902 1 4

Left-Right 1,796 4.999 2.334 0 10

Election Winner 1,265 0.324 0.468 0 1
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A.2 Democratic Satisfaction - Additional Analyses

Table A2: Controlling for Lagged Satisfaction with Democracy

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Whole Sample Republican Front Whole Sample Republican Front

Prior SWD 2.156*** 1.951*** 1.63*** 1.557***
(0.081) (0.211) (0.129) (1.557)

Candidate Dropped -0.008 0.043 0.131 0.415
(0.118) (0.229) (0.384) (0.118)

Republican Front Voter 0.295*** 0.023**
(0.118) (0.146)

Dropped * RF Voter 0.351* 0.071
(0.118) (0.233)

NFP Voter -0.438 0.624
(0.42) (0.672)

Dropped * NFP Voter 0.14 0.039
(0.47) 0.817

Constant -0.274*** 1.07 2.793*** -1.208
(0.134) (0.59) (0.764) (2.486)

N 968 288 742 222
R2 0.448 0.4 0.511 0.449
Controls No No Yes Yes

Note:*** p <0.001; ** p <0.05; *p <0.1. Robust standard errors clustered by region.

Table A3: Democratic Satisfaction among RN voters and Abstainers

RN Voters Abstainers

Dropped Districts 3.51 (3.02, 4.01) 4.19 (3.45, 4.94)
N=105 N=47

Non-Dropped Districts 3.88 (3.33, 4.42) 4.75 (4.17, 5.34)
N=97 N=69

Note: Values are means with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Sample
sizes (N) are listed below each value. Dropped districts are districts in which a
qualified party dropped out of the second round of the legislative elections and
non-dropped districts are districts in which no qualified party dropped out of
second round .
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Table A4: Predicting Satisfaction with Democracy Conditional on Party Distance

Model 1 Model 2
Whole Sample Republican Front

Candidate Dropped -0.002 0.685
(0.28) (0.449)

Voter Distance -0.03 -0.07
(0.083) (0.143)

Dropped * Distance -0.007 -0.056
0.137 0.234

Republican Front Voter 0.585**
(0.169)

Dropped * RF Voter -0.105
(0.319)

RF Voter * Distance -0.086
(0.08)

RF Voter * Distance * Dropped 0.089
(0.114)

NFP Voter 0.178
(0.544)

Dropped * NFP Voter -0.24
(0.638)

NFP Voter * Distance 0.029
(0.144)

NFP Voter * Distance * Dropped 0.097
(0.36)

Constant 7.949*** 3.559
(1.021) (2.228)

N 853 256
R2 0.369 0.321
Controls Yes Yes

Note:*** p <0.001; ** p <0.05; *p <0.1. Robust standard errors clustered by region.
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A.3 Causal Analysis: Difference-in-Differences

To substantiate the causal direction between party coordination and voters’ democratic satisfac-

tion, we conduct a difference-in-differences analysis using a prior wave of the original ELIPSS survey

conducted following the European elections, which were held in France on June 9, 2024. This wave

was in the field until July 11th and we therefore subset the wave to include only responses that were

collected prior to the 1st round of legislative elections on June 30th. The full sample, thus, includes

the subset of individuals who responded to both the European elections ELIPSS panel wave before

June 30th (hereafter the June panel) and the post-legislative elections ELIPSS panel wave used in

the main analysis of the article (hereafter the July panel) for a total of 1,485 respondents.

While both survey waves probed individual democratic satisfaction, the response scales across

both waves differ and thus prevent a one-to-one mapping (or comparing like-with-like) needed for a

true causal framework. The June panel provides a four-point Likert scale ranging from “Not at

all Satisfied” to “Very Satisfied”, while the July panel gives respondents a 10-point scale ranging

from “not at all satisfied” to “completely satisfied”. Consequently, for comparability, we reduce

the 10-point scale of the July panel to reflect the 4-point Likert scale of the June panel (in which

0-2 is coded as “not at all democratically satisfied”, 2-4 is coded “not very satisfied”, 5-7 is “fairly

satisfied” and 8-10 “very satisfied”). As with the main analysis, the variable Candidate Dropped

identifies whether a respondent lives in a district in which a party dropped out in the second round.

We code a candidate has having dropped out only if they qualified for the second round, but chose

not to contest (i.e. withdrew).

Additionally, not all of the covariates used in the main analysis from the July panel have

equivalents in the June panel. Of the original set of covariates, we control for the standard

demographic variables including age, gender, education, income and employment status. Given that

the dissolution of parliament was announced by Emmanuel Macron on June 9th, we also control for

respondents’ sentiments towards the calling of snap legislative elections (Anger). We also control

for individuals’ left-right self-placement as well as their political interest. We do not control for

respondents’ feelings towards Macron, the ideological distance between them and the party they

voted for in the second round of the legislative elections and democratic importance as they do not

have equivalents in the June panel. We also do not control for the winning party of the election in
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Table A5: Difference-in-Differences Analysis of Democratic Satisfaction

Model 3 Model 4
Rep. Front Voters NFP Voters

Cand. Dropped * Post 0.110∗∗∗ 0.235∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.037)
Post 0.284∗∗∗ 0.221∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.029)
Candidate Dropped -0.013 -0.166∗

(0.085) (0.085)
Anger -0.025 -0.085

(0.042) (0.075)
Age 0.039∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.014)
Education -0.045∗ -0.025

(0.026) (0.026)
Female -0.019 0.043

(0.071) (0.071)
Income 0.019 -0.0002

(0.027) (0.027)
Employment Status -0.042 -0.135∗

(0.082) (0.082))
Political Interest -0.007 0.002

(0.046) (0.046)
Individual Left-Right 0.130∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.025)

Constant 2.051∗∗∗ 2.105∗∗∗

(0.236) (0.236)
N 1,125 655
R2 0.177 0.124

Note:*** p <0.001; ** p <0.05; *p <0.1. Robust standard errors clustered by region.

a given district, as this variable would constitute a post-treatment covariate that could bias the

results.

Table A5 contains the regression results for our difference-in-differences analysis for both

Republican Front voters (Model 3) and the specific subset of NFP voters (Model 4). The variable

Post is an indicator variable that takes the value of 1 if the outcome (i.e., democratic satisfaction) was

measured after the intervention (i.e., candidates dropping out of the second round of the legislative

elections). The interaction term Post×Cand. Dropped is the average effect of one’s preferred

candidate dropping out of the second round of the legislative elections on democratic satisfaction

among RF (Model 3) and among NFP voters (Model 4). Consequently, one’s preferred candidates
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dropping out of the second round of the 2024 legislative elections led to an increase of 0.110 units in

democratic satisfaction among RF voters (p < 0.001). Similarly, among NFP voters, one’s preferred

candidate dropping out led to an increase of 0.235 units in democratic satisfaction (p < 0.001).

Using these regression results, Figure A1 shows the predicted democratic satisfaction of Republic

Front Voters (left) and New Popular Front Voters (right) in districts in which candidates dropped

out of the second round and in which they did not. These figures demonstrate that RF voters and

NFP voters are on average more satisfied with democracy in districts in which mainstream party

coordination occurs, lending further support for H1b. Substantively, the difference in democratic

satisfaction among RF voters and NFP voters in dropped and non-dropped districts is quite small

and only statistically significant at conventional levels (p < 0.05) for Republic Front voters.

2.99

2.87

Dropped

Non−Dropped

2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1
Predicted Democratic Satisfaction

Republic Front Voters

2.72

2.66

Dropped

Non−Dropped

2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8
Predicted Democratic Satisfaction

New Popular Front Voters

Figure A1: Predicted Democratic Satisfaction with 95% Confidence Intervals (Model 3 and Model
4): Dropped vs Non-Dropped Districts

The validity of our difference-in-differences causal strategy relies on the assumption that, had no

candidate dropped out of the second round of the legislative elections, the democratic satisfaction

among RF and NFP voters would have been, on average, the same across all districts (which is

the “parallel trends assumption”). Given the short time span between the two waves of the ELIPSS

panel, and to our knowledge, the absence of confounding shocks between panel waves, we can be

fairly confident that the observed differences in democratic satisfaction across districts is the result

of party coordination. Additionally, the average pre-treatment democratic satisfaction between
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treatment groups (i.e., dropped and non-dropped districts) is statistically indistinguishable as shown

in Table A6, further bolstering the plausibility of the parallel trends assumption. While these results

do demonstrate the causal effect of party strategy on democratic satisfaction, we do need to be

cautious with the interpretation given that the measure of democratic satisfaction is not the same

(which is the underlying reason why this analysis is not the main analysis of the article). The effect

size in the difference-in-differences analysis conducted here differs from the main analysis in the

article (Figure 1) given the underlying differences between the two model specifications (in particular

the inclusion of a different set of covariates). Nonetheless, the predicted democratic satisfaction on

the 10-point scale for NFP voters in districts in which the NFP dropped and in which Ensemble

dropped (see Table 2) are roughly equivalent to the predicted democratic satisfaction for these same

voters on a 4-point scale in Figure A.1. Indeed, Table 2 of the main analysis highlights that NFP

voters in districts in which the NFP dropped (thwarted NFP voters) and in which Ensemble dropped

(non-thwarted NFP voters) had an average democratic satisfaction of 6.31 and 5.64 respectively,

which both corresponds to being “fairly satisfied” on a 4-point Likert scale. In Table A.3, the

predicted democratic satisfaction among thwarted and non-thwarted NFP voters is 2.72 and 2.66

respectively or equivalent to being “fairly satisfied”.

Table A6: Average Pre-Treatment Democratic Satisfaction Across Treatment Groups

Dropped Non-Dropped

Rep. Front Voters 2.59 (2.50, 2.68) 2.58 (2.50, 2.66)
N=267 N=320

NFP Voters 2.28 (2.16, 2.39) 2.40 (2.30, 2.50)
N=148 N=191

Note: Values are means with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Sample
sizes (N) are listed below each value.
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