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ABSTRACT

This dissertation aims to answer the following research questions: (1) What are the determinants
of trust in government in post-communist countries? (2) How does trust in government evolve
over time? (3) How does trust in government affect voting behavior? In a cross-sectional study
of 29 post-communist countries, this dissertation finds that trust in political parties was the key
determinant in trust in government. On the aggregate level, when trust in political parties
increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average, ceteris paribus.
On the individual level, respondents who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher
probability to trust government compared to those who do not trust political parties, on average,
ceteris paribus. A longitudinal case study of the Czech Republic finds that trust in government
does not have an increasing or decreasing trend over time; instead, it reverts to some underlying,
or ‘natural’ level. Trust in government was also found to be a stationary process with high
persistence, and a theory of persistence was proposed based on the degree of attention citizens
pay to politics and the degree to which they determine changes in their individual welfare they
receive from government performance. Finally, also using the case study of the Czech Republic,
this dissertation finds that the effect of trust in government on intentions to vote for the
incumbent party is consistently positive and ranges between 0.1 and 0.4: a unit increase in trust
in government is associated with an increase for the incumbent by 0.1 to 0.4 percent.

Key words: Trust in government, post-communist countries, multilevel modeling, time series,
rolling regression, EITM.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The sources and effects of trust have been studied in numerous disciplines; in some for

centuries, even millennia. Trust has particularly deep roots in war and in philosophy. The

importance of trust in war is apparent in Sun Tzu’s treatise, The Art of War, where he writes,

“when the army is restless and distrustful, trouble is sure to come from the other feudal princes.”

Trust in philosophy is reviewed by Bailey (2002), who focuses on the two approaches to trust:

according to the first approach, portrayed in Plato’s The Republic and followed by many

subsequent philosophers (e.g., Machiavelli and Hobbes), people are only motivated by self

interest and abide by the law only from fear of detection and punishment. According to this line

of thought, we should trust others only if we are confident they sufficiently fear detection and

punishment. However, if rule of law is weak and does not produce sufficient expectations of

detection and punishment, we should expect others to harm us if it is in their own self-interest.

This is Hobbes’ grim state of nature in which there is “war… of every man against every man,”

and life is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” However, Hume, Locke, Kant and Marx

offer an alternative to cultivating and maintaining trust, which is based on the idea of the good in

people, a shared sense of morality, and, according to Bailey, also the “capacity to forgive those

we trust for unreliability, and their capacity to respond when we encourage them to be more

reliable.”

Sociology frequently studies the role of trust in social systems: trust has the capacity to

reduce social complexity and plays a crucial role in cooperation. Furthermore, the importance of

trust increases when the trustee is more powerful than the trustor, but is under obligation to

support the trustee (Baier 1986).
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In psychology, researchers look at the sources of trust in the family and are concerned

with the effect of trust on social-emotional development (Erikson 1956), subjective well-being

(DeNeve and Cooper 1998), one’s ability to persuade others (Cialdini 2006), and its effects on

community and cooperation (Misztal 2001).

Economists study trust and its role in exchange relations from ethnic trading networks,

contract law and gift-exchange (Landa 1995), to trade among states (Guiso, Sapienza and

Zingales 2000, 2008). Trust was also found to play an important role in within and between

organizations (Beccerra and Gupta 1999; Lane and Bachman 1998), corporate profits (Whitney

1996), individual participation in the stock market (Georgarakos and Pasini 2009), or changes in

economic activity (Sapienza and Zingales 2012).

On the intersection of economics (more precisely management) and political science lies

Peter Drucker’s 1969 essay, “On the Sickness of Government,” published in his book, The Age of

Discontinuity, where he suggests that trust in an essential component in managing people: “We

are rapidly moving to doubt and distrust of government and, in the case of the young, even to

rebellion against it… We still repeat the slogans of yesteryear. Indeed, we still act on them. But

we no longer believe in them. We no longer expect results from government.” The reason for the

lack of belief, according to Drucker, lies in unreasonably high expectations of government: “We

expected miracles--and that always produces disillusionment.” Drucker concludes that

government that is strong and that holds public trust   “is not a government that ‘does’; it is not a

government that ‘administers’; it is a government that governs.”

However, more recently, Joseph Stieglitz, a 2001 Nobel Prize Economics Laureate, links

declining trust to increasing inequality: “Nowhere is trust more important than in politics and the

public sphere. There, we have to act together. It’s easier to act together when most individuals
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are in similar situations—when most of us are, if not in the same boat, at least in boats within a

range of like sizes. But growing inequality makes it clear that our fleet looks different—it’s a

few mega-yachts surrounded by masses of people in dugout canoes, or clinging to flotsam—

which helps explain our vastly differing views of what the government should do.”

Political science does not suffer from the lack of interest in trust either, particularly in

trust in government. Trust in government has been studied in relation to elections (Keele 2005);

success of leaders (Hetherington 1998); success of government actions (Martinez-Moyano et al.

2007); turnout (Knack 1995); civic involvement (Putnam 1995); good governance (Blind 2007);

and political legitimacy (Easton 1965; Booth and Seligson 2009).

Still, numerous unanswered questions surround trust in government. For example, there

exist two general theories of the sources of trust in government. The first theory, called the

“bottom-up” (or the cultural) approach, links trust in government to the overall level of social

capital (Putnam 1993; Fukuyama 1995; Inglehart 1997). The alternative theory called the “top-

down” (or the institutional) approach focuses on past performance: poor governmental

performance results in declining trust in government while good performance results in the

opposite (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2000; Citrin and Muste 1999). Another fruitful area of

research are the temporal changes in trust in government, which was observed to have declined

in many developed democracies, sparking debates about its effect on democracy (Warren 1999)

and legitimacy (Listhaug 2006). The lack of understanding of the determinants of trust in

government and its effects on other political variables is particularly troubling in transitioning

countries, such as the post-communist counties or, more recently, countries affected by the Arab

Spring.
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This dissertation analyzes some of the questions surrounding trust in government in the

post-communist context. Specifically, it focuses on the following research questions: What are

the determinants of trust in government in post-communist countries? How does trust in

government and political satisfaction evolve over time? How does trust in government affect

voting behavior?

The dissertation proceeds in the following steps. Chapter 2 uses the 2006 Life in

Transition Survey (LITS) collected by the European Bank for Research and Development

(EBRD) to test traditional theories of trust in government (top-down and bottom-up), but it

newly investigates also the effect of trust in other political institutions on trust in government. It

presents a cross-sectional study of country-level, individual-level, as well as multilevel

determinants of trust in government in all post-communist countries. While it shows moderate

support for the bottom-up approach and no support for the top-down approach, the key finding is

that the critical determinant of trust in government is trust in other institutions, particularly trust

in political parties. On the aggregate level, when trust in political parties increases by 1 percent,

trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average. On the individual level, respondents

who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher probability to trust government compared to

those who do not trust political parties, on average, ceteris paribus.

Chapter 3 is a case study of how trust in government evolves over time in one of the post-

communist country, the Czech Republic. It uses aggregate-level time series data extracted from

the Public Opinion Research Center (PORC) in the Czech Republic between the years 1996 and

2008. It finds that trust in government did not monotonically increase or decrease over time;

instead, it fluctuated around an underlying “natural” level of trust. Furthermore, it finds that

citizens tend to strongly rely on the previous level of trust (or distrust); in other words, trust (or
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distrust) persists over time. However, sometimes, citizens forget about their previous level of

trust and reset their trust level; in other words, persistence of trust also fluctuates over time.

Chapter 3 offers a theory of persistence in trust in government based on the degree of attention

people pay to politics and the degree to which they are able to determine changes in their

individual welfare they receive from government performance.

The main focus of chapter four is an examination of the effects trust in government has

on voting behavior, again using the PORC surveys from the Czech Republic. In addition to trust

in government, the chapter also examines the effects of macroeconomic variables on vote

intentions. It finds that the effect of trust in government on intentions to vote for the incumbent

party is consistently positive and ranges between 0.1 and 0.4: a unit increase in trust in

government is associated with an increase for the incumbent by 0.1 to 0.4 percent. However, the

effect of macroeconomic variables is mixed.

Finally, chapter five summarizes the results from the previous chapters and offers

avenues for future research.



6

CHAPTER 2: DETERMINANTS OF TRUST IN GOVERNMENT IN POST-

COMMUNIST COUNTRIES

Abstract

This chapter analyzes the determinants of trust in government in all post-communist countries

using a cross-sectional Life in Transition Survey (LITS)1 from the year 2006. According to the

survey, trust in government varies widely, ranging between 12.6 percent (in Poland) and 79

percent (in Tajikistan). This chapter uses aggregate-level models, individual-level pooled

models, and multi-level models to analyze the determinants of trust in government in post-

communist countries. All models consistently suggest that the key determinant of trust in

government is trust in political parties: on the aggregate level, when trust in political parties

increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average, ceteris paribus.

On the individual level, respondents who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher

probability to trust government compared to those who do not trust political parties, on average,

ceteris paribus.

Introduction

Trust in government, also called political trust, is defined as a citizen’s “confidence that

authorities will observe the rules of the game and serve the general interest” (Citrin and Muste

1999). It has attracted attention of many social scientists concerned with its implications for

democracy, democratization, stability, and legitimacy. For example, Berelson in his 1952 article

titled, Democratic Theory and Public Opinion, lists among the characteristics of a free society a

1 In addition to the post-communist countries, the LITS 2006 survey also includes several non-post-communist
countries, specifically Turkey and the post-Yugoslav republics (Bosnia & Herzegovina, Serbia, Croatia,
Montenegro, and FYROM). Eastern Germany was not included in the 2006 LITS survey, presumably due to the
heavy influence of Western Germany after the 1990 German reunification, which could skew the results.
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healthy and critical attitude toward authority. However, he also points out that, “In a democratic

society, the political sphere must not be widely viewed as unclean or degraded or corrupt.” In

other words, overly skeptical attitudes towards government may pose a threat to democracy.

Echoing this theme, Putnam argues that low levels of trust may paralyze collective

action: “Fabrics of trust enable the civic community more easily to surmount what economists

call ‘opportunism,’ in which shared interests are unrealized because each individual, acting in

wary isolation, has an incentive to defect from collective action” (Putnam 1993, p. 89). In

Putnam's view, social trust, norms, and networks are the three characteristics of social capital,2

which is the key component of an effective and stable democratic government and plays a vital

role in democratic consolidation (Putnam 1993, p. 167).

In developed democracies, trust in government was found to be one of the key

components of legitimacy and sustainability of political systems, because it creates the

environment that political leaders need to succeed (Hetherington 1998). Furthermore, it was

found to be a more important determinant of support for governmental policies than partisanship

or ideology3 (Hetherington 2004). Research in developing countries investigated the effects of

trust on consolidation and stability of democracy (Fukuyama, 1995; Offe, 1999) and on citizens’

political involvement (Letki 2004).

A detailed understanding of the determinants of trust in government in transitioning

democracies can illuminate many social and political phenomena including changes in voting

behavior, the rise and fall of new political parties and movements, political participation, and

progress in democratic consolidation. Some have found that low levels of trust in post-

2 Social capital is defined as “social organizations such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate
coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam 1995).
3 Trust in government (as well as political satisfaction) is an important variable reflecting political attitudes
particularly in post-communist countries where partisanship and ideology are traditionally weak. The LITS survey
fails to include these questions.
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authoritarian regimes hinder the consolidation of liberal democratic regimes (Offe 1999; see also

Fukuyama 1995 for discussion about China). Others argue that before we see evidence of voting

behavior typical for established democracies, such as economic voting, citizens of post-

communist democracies first need to overcome the distrust in government dating to the previous

authoritarian period and learn how democratic institutions function (Duch 2001).

This chapter examines how the current theories of trust in government hold in the post-

communist context. While this topic has been investigated before, the number of cases included

in previous studies was limited; for example, Duch (2001) only includes two cases, Poland and

Hungary; Mishler and Rose (2001), who provide the most comprehensive analysis of trust in

government in post-communist countries to date, only looked at 10 cases.4 Therefore, the key

contribution of this chapter to the current literature is the examination how the theories

constructed with data from the 1990s hold 17 years after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Furthermore,

the analysis includes all post-communist countries (not only the European ones) as well as the

post-Yugoslav countries and Turkey, for a total of 29 cases.5 Finally, it examines the effect of

trust in other institutions previously not included in the analyses (trust in political parties, courts,

armed forces, and police) on trust in government.

The chapter is organized as follows: it first reviews the theory and data. Then,

determinants of trust in government are analyzed on the aggregate (state) level, followed by an

analysis on the individual level. Finally, a multilevel analysis is employed to test whether the

determinants that were found to affect trust in government on the individual level hold when

state-level variables are held constant. All models suggest that the key determinant of trust in

government is trust in political parties: on the aggregate level, when trust in political parties

4 Mishler and Rose (2001) use data collected in 1998 in Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia.
5 For a brief overview of the key facts regarding each of the 29 countries please see the Appendix 1.
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increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average, ceteris paribus.

On the individual level, respondents who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher

probability to trust government compared to those who do not trust political parties, on average,

ceteris paribus.

Data and the dependent variable

This chapter tests the determinants of trust in government in post-communist countries

using the 2006 Life in Transition Survey (LITS) collected and published by the European Bank

for Research and Development jointly with the World Bank. The LITS survey was conducted in

29 transitioning countries and has 1000 respondents per country (Slovakia and Slovenia had

1001 respondents), for a total of 29002 respondents.6

The LITS data are first used to construct the dependent variable – trust in government.

Unfortunately, there exists no uniform measure of trust in government. In the United States,

many studies use five questions included in American National Elections Studies (ANES)7 to

construct a measure of trust in government; however, some scholars use all five questions while

others use only four, three, two, or even only one (see Hetherington 2004, p. 14-16, and

Gershtenson and Plane 2007, for a discussion of the US measures). However, even the one item

inquiring specifically about trust in government is problematic because it is not balanced; it does

not include “just about never” or “little of the time” options, potentially overestimating the

percentage of those with positive attitude towards the government (Gershtenson and Plane 2007).

6 The data are published here: http://www.ebrd.com/pages/research/analysis/publications/transition/data.shtml
7 The five ANES questions are the following (Hetherington 2006): Trust: How much of the time do you think you
can trust the government in Washington to do what is right – just about always, most of the time, or only some of the
time? Waste: Do you think that people in government waste a lot of the money we pay in taxes, waste some of it, or
don’t waste very much of it? Interest: Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests
looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people? Crooked: Do you think that quite a few
of the people running the government are crooked, not very many are, or do you think hardly any of them are
crooked?
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Recently, Keele (2007) constructed a US trust in government measure from nine different survey

questions, but this measure is impossible to replicate in other countries.

In comparative studies, the measure of trust in government differs according to the survey

question used in each individual country. In some countries question wording is similar (and

equally problematic) to the questions asked in the United States, such as in Norway and Sweden

(Miller and Listhaug 1990). Global surveys such as the World Values Surveys are the most

useful in comparing the levels of trust in political institutions, yet their measure differs distinctly

from the wording of the US question.8

In transitioning democracies, the measure of trust is no less ambiguous: for example,

Mishler and Rose (2001) construct their measure from a 7-point scale offered by the New

Democracies Barometer, where 1 represents great distrust and 7 represents great trust, while

Duch (2001) generates his measure of political trust from a factor analysis of four trust items.

In light of the variable construction problem, the LITS survey offers a well balanced and

consistent measure across the 29 countries. The question wording is the following: “To what

extent do you trust the following institutions?” Among the inquired institution was the option,

“The government/cabinet of ministers.” Respondents could choose from “complete distrust;

some distrust; neither trust nor distrust; some trust; complete trust; and, difficult to say.” To

focus specifically on those who trust government, this analysis sums those who have some trust

and complete trust in government. On the aggregate level, the variable is continuous and reflects

a percentage of population of those who responded that they have some trust or complete trust in

government. On the individual level the variable is binary and assumes value 1 for those who

8 One of the frequently used sources of data on trust in political institutions is the World Values Survey. The
question wording there is the following:  “Please look at this card and tell me, for each item, how much confidence
you have in them. Is it a great deal (4), quite a lot (3), not very much (2) or none at all (1)?” (e.g., Newton and
Pippa-Norris 2000).
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have some trust or complete trust in government and 0 for all other responses. Figure 1 reports

the aggregate levels of trust in government in the 29 analyzed countries. The average level of

trust in government in the region was 31.93 percent, with a minimum of 12.6 percent in Poland

and a maximum of 79 percent in Tajikistan.9

Figure 1: Aggregate levels of trust in government in post-communist countries

Determinants of trust in government

The literature focusing on established democracies has produced two competing theories

of the determinants of trust in government. The first theory, called the “bottom-up” (or the

cultural) approach, links trust in government to the overall level of social capital (Putnam 1993;

Fukuyama 1995; Inglehart 1997). For example, according to this approach, the depletion of

9 Compare these numbers to those recorded by Mishler and Rose (2005) from their 1997-1998 data. At that time, the
mean level of trust in their 10 post-communist countries was as follows (note the scale was 0 to 7, and the countries
are ordered from those with highest trust to lowest): Romania: 4.0; Hungary: 3.7; Poland: 3.7; Slovakia: 3.6;
Bulgaria: 3.5; Czech Republic: 3.5; Slovenia: 3.5; Belarus: 3.5; Russia: 3.0; and Ukraine: 2.5. While the measure in
this analysis is not directly comparable to the measure used by Mishler and Rose, the ranking suggests that during
the 8 years (LITS was conducted in 2006), some countries grew more trusting compared to the previous ranking
(Russia) while elsewhere trust receded (Czech Republic, Poland).
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social capital in the United States resulted in the declining levels of trust in government

compared to the 1950s and 1960s (Keele 2007).

However, many argue that trust in other people is different from trust in government:

“The seeming goodness and importance of ordinary interpersonal trust does not clearly transfer

to any nonanalogous notion of trust in government” (Hardin 2008, p. 10). Similarly, Uslaner

(2002) argues that, “trust in people and trust in government have different roots” (p.7) and that

“the relationship between trust in government and trust in people is largely ephemeral” (p.12).

The alternative theory called the “top-down” (or the institutional) approach focuses on

past performance: poor governmental performance results in declining trust in government while

good performance results in the opposite (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2000; Citrin and Muste

1999).

The two theoretical approaches have different implications. If the bottom-up approach is

correct, then political leadership that wants to increase trust in government should focus on

fostering social capital, whether by improving education, focusing on involving young people in

social groups, or encouraging people to turn off their TV sets.10 On the other hand, if the top-

down approach is more valid, governments should focus on improving their own performance,

whether it is in the realm of the economy, corruption, scandals, or any other measure citizens use

to evaluate political leadership.

While current research indicates the top-down approach is more prevalent in post

communist countries (Mishler and Rose 2001, 2005; Letki and Evans 2005) it is important to

10 In a controversial 1995 article titled, Tuning In, Tuning Out: The Strange Disappearance of Social Capital in
America, Robert Putnam argues that in addition to education and age, the main modern factor of declining social
capital in the United States is TV viewing.
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evaluate these early results11 against newer and better evidence. This chapter will test both

theories to investigate whether any shifts occurred in political behavior during transition.

Bottom-up approach

To examine the bottom-up theory, this chapter uses data reflecting social capital,

specifically, trust in other people, trust in church, and the Human Development Index. According

to the theory, higher levels of each should result into higher levels of trust in government.

Furthermore, ethnicity was also found to affect trust in government. For example, Hardin

suggests that governments grounded in ethnic loyalties are unstable because they “cannot be

trusted by those of other ethnic background” (Hardin 2008, p. 15), suggesting that higher ethnic

homogeneity may be associated with higher levels of trust in government. Thus, ethnicity will

also be used to test the bottom-up theory.

Top-down approach

To investigate the effects of political performance (as suggested by the top-down theory),

this chapter looks at objective economic variables (inflation rate, unemployment rate, purchasing

power parity,12 and government expenditures), where better economic performance is expected

to be associated with higher levels of trust in government.

11 Recall that Mishler and Rose (2005) use data from 1998. Survey data used by Letki and Evans (2005) are even
older – they were collected in 11 countries in central and eastern Europe between 1993 and 94.
12 Purchasing power parity (PPP) is calculated per capita and shows GDP on a purchasing power parity basis divided
by population. It compares economic performance by how much money would be needed to purchase the same
goods and services in each country; in other words, it shows a spending power in a particular country. PPP is not
distorted by exchange rates and is therefore a more comparable economic indicator than GDP or GDP per capita. In
this analysis the numbers are recorded in thousands of US dollars. (Source:
http://www.photius.com/rankings/economy/gdp_per_capita_2006_0.html).
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Among the top-down approach included in this chapter are also political rights and civil

liberties as it has been suggested in previous literature that “countries with higher levels of

freedom manifest higher levels of political trust” (Mishler and Rose 2001).

Previous literature also identified corruption as an important predictor of trust in

government (Anderson and Tverdova 2003); trust tends to be lower in countries with higher

perceived corruption. In the LITS survey, respondents were asked whether they believed there

was more corruption at the time of the interview (in the year 2006) compared to 1989, thus this

variable is also included under the bottom-up approach.

Trust in other institutions

In addition to the top-down and bottom-up variables, this chapter also focuses on the

effect of trust in other institutions on trust in government. The idea that trust in other institutions

may affect trust in government is grounded in the ancient Greek notion that the rule of law

enables people to trust (Hardin 1998, p. 9). More recently, allegiance to political parties was

identified as an important determinant of attitudes toward the government (Anderson and

Tverdova 2003). Using trust in courts, police, armed forces, and political parties, this chapter

tests the hypothesis that higher level of trust in other political institutions is associated with

higher levels of trust in government in post-communist countries.

Control variables

In compliance with the voluminous literature on trust in government, this chapter also

controls for a number of additional variables found to have an important effect on trust in

government. Specifically, previous studies highlighted the importance of life satisfaction on trust
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in government; for example, Uslaner13 (1998) found that optimism for the future that makes

people more trusting. He defines optimism for the future as a “world view that reflects

satisfaction with your personal life, your life circumstances (income and education), and more

generally your value system.” This analysis tests how personal satisfaction, economic

satisfaction,14 subjective income and education affect trust in government:

Support for democracy and support for capitalism are additional important determinants

reflecting in political support, not only in post-communist context (Evans and Whitefield 1995),

but also in support for inter-governmental organizations such as the European Union

(Rohrschneider 2002).

Furthermore, since the publication of Linz’s 1990 article, The Perils of Presidentialism,

political scientists have been looking at the effect of presidentialism as opposed to

parliamentarism on a variety of issue, from stability of democracy (e.g., Linz 1990; Cheibub

2006) to their effect on the legislative process (e.g., Tsebelis and Rizova 2007). Of the 29

countries included in the LITS study, 23 had a directly elected president.15 I will test whether

people who elect their presidents directly tend to have a higher level of trust in government.

Finally, in the individual-level portion, this chapter also looks at demographic predictors

of trust in government, specifically at age, education, gender, and religion.

Table 1 reports the summary statistics of the variables included in the analysis of the

national averages. For example, it shows that in terms of social capital, people in post-

13 In a 2002 study, Uslaner also argued that inequality has a detrimental effect on trust. The relation between
inequality (represented by the 2006 Gini coefficient) and trust in government was also investigated. The results do
not offer any statistically nor substantially significant results and are not reported here, but are available upon
request.
14 The question on economic satisfaction enquires about the overall economy and is worded, “On the whole, I am
satisfied with the present state of the economy.”
15 Country descriptions including the form of electing the president are available in Appendix 1.



16

communist countries tend hold much higher confidence in religious organizations (46.05

percent) than in other people (29.37 percent).

In terms of trust in other institutions, trust in armed forces beats all other institutions with

an average of 51.79 percent. On the bottom of trust in political institutions is trust in political

parties with mere 17.80 percent.

The table also shows that while a considerable portion of the population is satisfied with

their lives (44.18 percent), only 25.58 percent are satisfied with their economic situation. Yet, 62

percent consider themselves medium-income earners. The region doesn’t perform highly on

support for democracy and capitalism either, with averages 57.18 percent and 42.55 percent

respectively.

In terms of objective economic indicators, the average inflation of 6.33 percent and

average unemployment of 13.66 percent in 2006 were not particularly bad considering the

relatively recent transition. However, the average purchasing power parity of $8.455,2 for the

whole region was on the lower side, comparable with Libya and Brazil (both had PPP of $8,400

in 2006; compare this to the US PPP of $42,000).

Finally, human development in the region with an average HDI at 80.12 is considered

borderline high (the cutoff point between medium and high human development is 80). For

comparison the United States ranks 15th in the world with its HDI at 95.
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Table 1: LITS summary statistics (state-level averages for 2006)

Variable Obs Mean
Std.
Dev. Min Max

Trust in government 29 31.93 18.86 12.6 79
Bottom-up

Trust in other people 29 29.37 7.61 14.8 42.6

Trust in church 29 46.05 13.46 23.8 83.3
HDI 29 80.12 6.33 67.3 91.7
Ethnic majority 29 79.14 14.60 43 97.9

Top-down
Inflation 29 6.33 4.34 -0.2 15.5

Unemployment 29 13.66 11.44 0.7 45.5

Purchasing power parity 29 8.46 5.56 1.2 21

Government expenditures 26 29.12 8.26 14.6 44.1
Political rights 29 25.55 11.54 0 39

Civil liberties 29 39.69 14.55 3 56

More corruption than ‘89 29 54.70 14.460 21.5 78

Trust in other inst.
Trust in courts 29 29.70 13.84 14 60.8

Trust in police 29 39.83 13.25 18.1 67.4

Trust in armed forces 29 51.79 15.15 28.2 87.6
Trust in political parties 29 17.80 10.98 3.8 48.7

Controls16

Satisf. w/ life 29 44.18 16.17 21.9 71.6
Satisf. w/ economy 29 25.58 14.71 5.5 54.6

Subj. inc. low 29 32.89 10.57 12.1 58.8

Subj. inc. medium 29 62.21 9.28 40.7 78.9
Subj. inc. high 29 3.69 2.29 0.4 8.3
Support for democracy 29 57.18 8.99 36.5 73.8

Support for capitalism 29 42.55 9.56 27.5 71

Presidentialism 29 0.793 0.412 0 1

For illustration, Table 2 reports some of the selected aggregate-level variables broken

down by individual countries.

16 The individual level and multilevel analyses also include age, education, gender, and religion (Muslim, Christian,
and Atheist) as additional control variables.
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Table 2: Selected data from post-communist countries in 200617

Country
Trust in

government

Trust
in pol.
parties

Trust
in other
people

Political
rights

Civil
liberties

Support
for

democracy

Support
for

capit. HDI
Albania 32.3 14.2 27.7 25 38 67.9 66.3 80.1

Armenia 14.6 16.7 20.4 13 28 46.8 31.4 77.5

Azerbaijan 60.2 35.6 23.6 10 23 48.3 39.5 74.6

Belarus 49.5 26.3 41 5 10 53.3 48.2 80.4

Bosnia 17.9 13.5 19.9 23 39 61 33.2 80.3

Bulgaria 14.9 7 22.2 36 51 45.2 36.2 82.4

Croatia 15.2 6.9 24.3 35 49 53.6 34.2 85.0
Czech
Republic 13.6 7.8 26.1 37 55 60.3 47.1 89.1

Estonia 37.6 12 39.2 39 56 60.3 48.9 86.0

FYROM 19.8 12.5 14.8 25 36 49.1 34.6 80.1

Georgia 41.2 22.1 42.2 24 37 58.2 38.2 75.4

Hungary 19.7 13 23.5 37 56 61.9 35 87.4

Kazakhstan 58.2 25.7 42.6 10 22 50.3 33.1 79.4

Kyrgyzstan 42.7 25.4 27.4 16 31 59.4 50.2 69.6

Latvia 17.8 6.4 34.9 36 53 56.3 38 85.5

Lithuania 14.1 3.8 31.4 36 54 51.6 38.8 86.2

Moldova 29.5 18 32.6 24 33 49.6 38.6 70.8

Mongolia 32.6 19.9 21.9 34 49 69.7 71 70.0

Montenegro 35 21.3 24.2 29 47 73.8 49 81.7

Poland 12.6 7.8 28.5 38 54 54.9 40.9 87.0

Romania 21 12.2 24.9 30 45 51.5 46.2 81.3

Russia 26.3 12.6 35 11 24 36.5 27.5 80.2

Serbia 18.2 11.7 29.5 29 47 48.4 44.3 81.7

Slovakia 31.5 13.6 34 37 54 66.4 44.3 86.3

Slovenia 23.1 14.1 27.5 38 54 64.5 48.9 91.7

Tajikistan 79 48.7 35.8 9 21 61.6 49.3 67.3

Turkey 52.6 28.3 19.8 28 37 73.5 35.9 77.5

Ukraine 17.9 14 39.8 27 45 55.9 41.3 78.8

Uzbekistan 77.3 45.1 37.1 0 3 68.4 43.9 70.2

17Trust in government, Trust in parties, Trust in people, Support for democracy, and Support for capitalism are
extracted from the LITS 2006 surveys. Political rights (range 0 to 40) and Civil liberties (range 0 to 60) scores are
collected from Freedom House 2006 analysis (http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-aggregate-and-
subcategory-scores). Human Development Index (HDI) is published by the United Nations Development Program
(http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/HDI_2008_EN_Tables.pdf). It ranges from 0 to 1 and for the purpose of this analysis
it was rescaled to range from 0 to 100. Additional data on post-communist elections and political institutions are
available from the Comparative Political Data Set II (28 Post Communist Countries) collected by the Institut for
Political Science at the University of Bern, Switzerland.
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State-level averages: bivariate analysis

This analysis begins by examining simple correlations of the state-level variables to

measure the degree of association between the variables. The correlation table is reported in

Appendix 2. Specifically in regards to trust in government, the results suggests that the strongest

positive correlation exists between trust in government and trust in political parties with the

correlation coefficient ( ) equaling 0.95, followed by trust in courts ( = 0.82). The strongest

negative correlation is observed between trust in government and political rights and civil

liberties 18 ( = −0.73 and = −0.70 respectively) followed by perception of corruption

( = −0.69) and HDI ( = −0.63).
Next, bivariate linear regressions are performed to further examine the relationships and

estimate the statistical significance of the effects. Bivariate state-level linear regressions are first

fitted due to the relatively small number of states ( = 29). The results are reported in Table 3,

which shows regression coefficients from bivariate regressions, their statistical significance, as

well as the adjusted R-squared from each bivariate regression.

18 Political rights and civil liberties are themselves highly correlated with = 0.98.
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Table 3: Bivariate state-level linear regressions

Determinants of trust in
government

Regression
coefficients

Adj. R2

Trust in other people 0.960 ** 0.119

Trust in church 0.439 * 0.065

Trust in courts 1.116 *** 0.659

Trust in police 0.727 ** 0.234

Trust in armed forces 0.802 *** 0.394

Trust in political parties 1.626 *** 0.892

Satisfaction with life 0.429 ** 0.103

Satisfaction with economic situation 0.868 *** 0.439

Subjective income low -0.173 -0.027
Subjective income medium 0.254 -0.021
Subjective income high -0.840 -0.026

Support for democracy 0.647 * 0.062

Support for capitalism 0.377 0.001

More corruption than in 1989 -0.896 *** 0.453

Political rights -1.144 *** 0.472

Civil liberties -0.946 *** 0.516

Inflation rate 1.584 * 0.101

Unemployment rate -0.583 * 0.093

Purchasing power parity -1.561 ** 0.182

Government expenditures -1.010 *** 0.297

Ethnic majority -0.230 -0.004

HDI -1.919 *** 0.393

Presidentialism 8.630 0.000

The results confirm what the correlation table suggested before – the strongest positive

determinant of the aggregate-level trust in government is the aggregate-level trust in political

parties: a unit increase in trust in political parties is associated with a 1.629 increase in trust in

government. This relation is also the strongest in terms of its explanatory power – its adjusted R2

suggests that political parties explain 89.2 percent of variance in trust in government.

The strongest negative determinant of trust in government is the Human Development

Index (HDI), suggesting that a unit increase in HDI is associated with almost a 2-percent drop in
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trust in government. HDI explains approximately 39.3 percent of variance in trust in government.

According to this comparative measure of life expectancy, literacy, education, and standards of

living of a country, healthier, better educated and better well-off people tend to be more skeptical

of their political leadership. Furthermore, civil liberties and political rights have a weaker

negative effect on trust in government (the regression coefficients are -1.144 and 0.946

respectively), but they explain a larger amount of variance in the dependent variable: 47.2

percent and 51.6 percent respectively. Overall, the negative bivariate associations of HDI as well

as political rights and civil liberties with trust in government show that when no other variables

intervene, human and political progress tends to foment political cynicism; lower levels of trust

in government might thus be signs of a developed society. It may also suggest that in more

developed countries citizens feel freer to express their opinion.19

Interesting are also the non-results: the size of ethnic majority, presidentialism, support

for capitalism, and perception of one’s own income, whether low, medium or high, do not seem

to have a statistically significant effect on trust in government. These variables will be omitted

from the analysis in the remainder of the state-level analysis.

The strongest bivariate effects on trust in government are further illustrated in Figure 2

with a fitted regression line. Trust in parties has the strongest positive effect with slope 1.63 and

HDI has the strongest negative effect with slope -1.92.

19This relationship between trust in government and political rights also suggests that for a better understanding of
post-communist politics, it would be preferable to focus in detail on those countries that have higher levels of
political rights and civil liberties, such as the Czech Republic. This country will be the subjects of analysis in
chapters 3 and 4.
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Figure 2: Strongest positive (trust in parties) and negative (HDI) effects on TiG (bivariate
state-level linear regressions)

A visual inspection of Figure 2 suggests that the slope of the regression line would not

change dramatically if outliers were removed. This is confirmed, particularly in the case of trust

in parties, when the line was fitted in data reduced by two outliers on each side: Poland and the

Czech Republic on the lowest side of the spectrum and Uzbekistan and Tajikistan on the highest.

In terms of the effect of trust in political parties on trust in government, the slope of the

regression line remains almost identical, and actually slightly increases when the four outliers are

removed (1.65), and it remains highly significant. Human development also remains significant

at the 5 percent level but the slope slightly flattens to -1.08. Figure 3 reports the results without

the outliers.
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Figure 3: Strongest positive (trust in parties) and negative (HDI) effects on TiG when
outliers are removed

Further influential analysis20 suggests that in terms of the effect of trust in parties on trust

in government, the most influential countries are Armenia, Estonia, Kazakhstan, and Tajikistan.

Yet, when these four countries are excluded, the effect of trust in political parties on trust in

government remains highly statistically significant with a coefficient 1.65. When the same

procedure is conducted with HDI, the influential countries are Moldova, Mongolia, Slovenia,

Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. When removed, the regression coefficient again becomes statistically

significant at the 1 percent level and returns to its previous strength at -1.83.

State-level averages: multivariate analysis

Having narrowed down the key country-level variables, the next step is a series of

multivariate regressions to estimate whether the bivariate results hold when other explanatory

variables are added. Table 4 reports the multivariate regression results. To preserve maximum

possible degrees of freedom, Model 1 includes only variables that were statistically significant in

20 The influential analysis in Stata is conducted using the command “dfits.” The influential analysis determines
which countries, when included in the analysis as opposed to when they are excluded, increase the value of the
regression coefficient by more than 2/√n standard errors associated with that coefficient.
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the bivariate regressions and that can individually explain more than 10 percent variation in the

dependent variable. To mitigate the problem of multicollinearity, civil liberties were omitted due

to high correlation with political rights ( = 0.95).
Model 1 suggests that trust in parties is the key determinant of trust in government: a unit

increase in trust in political parties is associated with a 1.5 increase in trust in government,

holding all other variables in the model constant. In addition to trust in parties, Model 1 suggests

that trust in other people, trust in police, trust in armed forces, satisfaction with the economy, and

perception of corruption were also statistically as well as substantively significant. These

variables were kept in Model 2, which was run to estimate whether the fit of the model has

improved. In Model 2, all variables except trust in armed forces were statistically as well as

substantially significant; therefore, trust in armed forces was removed in Model 3. However,

residual diagnostics in Model 2 suggest omitted variable bias associated with government

expenditures; therefore, government expenditures were added back in Model 3.21

Overall, Model 3 is the best-fitting model. It explains 96.4 percent in the variance in trust

in government and has well-behaved residuals. Model 3 returns the following results.

Trust in political institutions plays the key role in trust in government. The strongest

effect has trust in political parties: on average, a unit increase in trust in parties is associated with

a 1.6 percent increase in trust in government.

21 This approach to building a model from general to specific follows the London School of Economics (LSE)
approach (Hendry 1995). The LSE approach suggests several iterative steps to building a model: start with a general
model with a large number of predictors; check for statistical and substantive significance; in the next iteration
eliminate regressors that are statistically or substantively insignificant; in each iteration observe the criteria for
model fit; choose a model that is most parsimonious and has the most advantageous criteria; finally, conduct
residual diagnostics. The LSE approach is also used in the subsequent parts of this chapter.
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Social trust, expressed by trust in other people, also matters in post-communist politics.

Other things equal, a unit increase in trust in other people is associated with a 0.6 percent

increase in trust in government. This result provides evidence to the bottom-up approach.

The third strongest effect on trust in government has perception of corruption. However,

contrary to expectations and to the results of the bivariate regression, the sign of the effect has

switched from negative to positive, with a coefficient 0.4: a unit increase in the perception of

corruption is associated with a 0.4 percent increase in trust in government. This confusing result

may be due to a phenomenon called “micronumerosity” 22 or due to collinearity between

regressors and suggests the need to investigate corruption further on the individual level, which

will be a subject of the next analysis.

Finally, government expenditures seem to have a negative effect on trust in government:

each parentage increase of government expenditures on GDP is associated with a 0.3 percent

increase in trust in government, other things equal.

.

22 Micronumerosity occurs when the number of observations is small in regards to the number of regressors, when
we do not observe enough variation in the independent variable (Gujarati and Sangeetha 2007, p. 350 and 356).
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Table 4: Multivariate regression results for trust in government

Determinants of trust in
government Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Trust in other people 0.535 *** 0.494 *** 0.579 ***
0.145 0.143 0.114

Trust in courts -0.039
0.123

Trust in police 0.564 *** 0.273 *** 0.521 ***
0.128 0.080 0.089

Trust in armed forces -0.212 * 0.015 -0.209
0.101 0.069 0.090

Trust in political parties 1.583 *** 1.468 *** 1.624 ***
0.207 0.090 0.099

Satisf. w/ life 0.055
0.083

Satisf. w/ economy 0.328 ** 0.261 *** 0.294 ***
0.116 0.072 0.058

More corruption than '89 0.419 *** 0.302 *** 0.412 ***
0.107 0.103 0.089

Political rights 0.036
0.130

Inflation rate 0.107
0.230

Purchasing power parity -0.338
0.378

Government expenditures -0.337 -0.333 **
0.189 0.136

HDI 0.105
0.345

Constant -52.509 -43.541 *** -43.465 ***
29.660 11.780 11.982

Adj. R-sq. 0.957 0.963 0.964

Factor analysis

While trust in parties and trust in courts maintained their statistical significance in the

multivariate analysis, many variables that were statistically and substantively significant in the

bivariate regressions lost their significance. This may be due to low degrees of freedom ( = 29
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while = 14 in Model 1 and 7 in Model 3). However, some of the predictors are moderately

correlated with each other, inviting a solution for collapsing them into similar categories.

Two approaches are generally used to reduce the number of moderately correlated

predictors. The first, the “naïve” approach, is creating an index of the correlated explanatory

variables simply by generating a variable that averages the correlated variables. For example,

trust in courts, trust in police, trust in armed forces, and trust in political parties are all correlated.

Suppose these values in the Czech Republic assume these values respectively: 23.2 percent; 37.2

percent; 44.3 percent; and 7.8 percent. Then, the index generated from these values for the Czech

Republic would be 28.125 ((23.2 + 37.2 + 44.3 + 7.8)/4).
The alternative and theoretically more grounded approach to collapsing the moderately

correlated variables into one variable is to assume there exists an unobserved, latent variable

called “factor” that generates the observed variables. A factor can be represented as a linear

combination of the correlated variables. For example, trust in courts, trust in police, trust in

armed forces, and trust in political parties can generate a factor called “institutional trust.” To

keep with the example of the Czech Republic, institutional trust there is -0.62. Although on the

low side, the Czechs are not the most skeptical nation in the sample; that would be the Former

Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) with -0.94. On the opposite side of the spectrum are

the citizens of Uzbekistan with a score 2.63.

Similarly, trust in other people, satisfaction with life, satisfaction with the economy, and

perception of more corruption since 1979 are also moderately correlated (the first three variables

are positively correlated with each other while corruption is negatively correlated with all of

them). Therefore, another factor was created from these variables called “satisfaction”.23 Finally,

23 Corruption is highly (and negatively) correlated with the institutional variables as well. I ran factor analysis when
corruption was a part of the “institutional trust” factor but the results were not substantively different.
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purchasing power parity (PPP), government expenditures, human development index (HDI),

inflation and and political rights (PR) are also moderately correlated, creating the third factor

with a working title “long-term performance”.

Running a model with these three factors confirms the effects on trust in government

suggested previously. Trust in institutions affects trust in government the most. On average,

when trust in institutions increases by a unit, trust in government increases by 9.83 percent.

Satisfaction also has a positive effect on trust in government: a unit increase in satisfaction is

associated with a 4.73 percent increase in trust in government. Finally, long-term performance is

negatively associated with trust in government: each unit increase reduces trust in government by

6.93 on average. All three factors are highly significant at the 99 percent level; the model

explains 81.73 percent of variance in trust in government (adjusted R-squared) and the residual

diagnostics of this model are also good.

Individual-level analysis (pooled data): bivariate relationships

This part of the second chapter analyzes trust in government using individual-level data

pooled across all countries included in the 2006 LITS dataset. Here, the dependent variable is

binary, constructed from a question, “To what extent do you trust the following institutions?”

where “the government/cabinet of ministers” was listed as one of those institutions. Responses

“some trust” or “complete trust” were coded 1, all other responses (complete distrust, some

distrust, neither trust nor distrust, and difficult to say) were coded 0.

Among the independent variables are all that were included in the previous country-level

analysis (trust in other people, trust in church, trust in courts, trust in police, trust in army, trust

in political parties, life satisfaction, economic satisfaction, subjective income low/medium/high,
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support for democracy, and support for capitalism, corruption), but also some individual-level

variables that would not be as useful in the state-level analysis due to low variation in the

aggregate (gender, age, Bachelor’s or higher degree, and religion).

Table 5 reports the summary statistics of the individual-level variables and Appendix 2

reports the correlations among them. As in the previous state-level analysis, the individual-level

correlations also show that trust in courts and trust in parties are most strongly correlated with

trust in government (0.47 and 0.45 respectively), although the correlations are lower on the

individual level than on the state (recall that on the aggregate state-level, the same correlation

were 0.82 and 0.95).
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Table 5: Summary statistics (pooled individual-level)

Variable Obs Mean
Std.
Dev. Min Max

Trust in government 28996 0.319 0.466 0 1
Trust in other people 29000 0.294 0.455 0 1
Trust in church 28992 0.461 0.498 0 1
Trust in courts 28994 0.297 0.457 0 1
Trust in police 28993 0.398 0.490 0 1
Trust in armed forces 28988 0.518 0.500 0 1
Trust in political parties 28998 0.178 0.383 0 1
Satisf. w/ life 28991 0.442 0.497 0 1
Satisf. w/ economy 28987 0.256 0.436 0 1
Subj. inc. low 28987 0.329 0.470 0 1
Subj. inc. medium 28987 0.622 0.485 0 1
Subj. inc. high 28987 0.037 0.189 0 1
Support for democracy 28956 0.573 0.495 0 1
Support for capitalism 28936 0.426 0.495 0 1
More corruption than ‘89 28993 0.547 0.498 0 1
Age under 29 29002 0.083 0.276 0 1
Age 30-44 29002 0.259 0.438 0 1
Age 45-59 29002 0.340 0.474 0 1
Age 60 and higher 29002 0.319 0.466 0 1
Bachelor’s and higher 28995 0.189 0.391 0 1
Muslim 28971 0.225 0.417 0 1
Christian 28971 0.637 0.481 0 1
Atheist 28971 0.099 0.298 0 1
Female 29002 0.303 0.459 0 1

Similarly to the previous state-level analysis, this analysis also looks first at the bivariate

relationships between trust in government and its independent variables. Logistical regression is

used due to the binary character of the dependent variable. Table 6 reports the results of the

bivariate logistical regressions. Because coefficients from logistical regression are difficult to

interpret, the second column reports odds ratios (OR) and the last column also reports the

probability change between the minimum and maximum value of the independent variable.
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Table 6: Trust in government: bivariate regressions (individual level, pooled data)

Determinants of trust in
government OR

Pseudo
R2

Pr change
min. to max.

Trust in other people 2.327 *** 0.027 19.1%
Trust in church 2.646 *** 0.040 20.9%
Trust in courts 8.756 *** 0.169 47.7%
Trust in police 4.872 *** 0.101 34.0%
Trust in armed forces 5.011 *** 0.099 32.2%
Trust in political parties 12.059 *** 0.155 55.3%
Satisfaction with life 1.982 *** 0.020 14.9%

Satisfaction with economy 2.837 *** 0.038 23.9%
Subjective income low 0.758 *** 0.003 -5.9%
Subjective income medium 1.273 *** 0.002 5.2%
Subjective income high 1.142 ** 0.000 2.9%
Support for democracy 1.389 *** 0.005 7.1%
Support for capitalism 1.274 *** 0.003 5.3%
More corruption since ‘89 0.469 *** 0.025 -16.4
Age under 29 0.890 ** 0.000 -2.5%
Age 30-44 1.046 0.000 1.0%
Age 45-59 1.034 0.000 0.7%
Age 60 plus 0.967 0.000 0.7%
Bachelor’s and higher 0.990 0.000 -0.2%
Muslim 2.948 *** 0.038 25%
Christian 0.516 *** 0.018 -14.7%
Atheist 0.608 *** 0.003 -9.9%
Female 0.865 *** 0.001 -3%

As in the previous analysis, the bivariate individual-level logistical analysis also suggests

that the largest effect on trust in government has respondents’ trust in political parties: the

probability that a respondent trusts the government increases by 55.3 percent if the respondent

also trusts political parties (the corresponding odds ratio is 12.059). The second strongest effect

has trust in courts, which increases the probability of trust in government by 47.7 percent when

going from no trust to trust in courts (the odds ratio is 8.756).
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The largest negative effect on trust in government has the perception that corruption in

2006 was higher than in 1989: people who believe corruption is higher tend to trust the

government 16.4 percent less than people who responded otherwise (odds ratio is 0.469).

With the exception of age over 29 and a Bachelor’s or higher degree, all other

independent variables are also statistically significant (this is not surprising due to the large

number of observations with = 29.002). With the exception of income, gender, and support

for democracy and capitalism, they are also substantively significant, each individually affecting

the probability of trust in government by 10 or more percent when going from their minimum

value to maximum value. Figure 4 graphically demonstrates the strongest positive and negative

effects.

Figure 4: Strongest positive (trust in parties) and negative (subjective income low) effects
on TiG (pooled individual-level logistical regressions)
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Individual-level analysis (pooled data): multivariate relationships

A multivariate analysis of the individual pooled data shows how the bivariate

relationships hold when other variables are held constant. The multivariate results are reported in

Table 7. Following the LSE approach, variables that were statistically or substantially

insignificant in Model 1 were removed in Model 2.

The results suggest that while the effect of trust in political parties on trust in government

weakens from 55.3% in the bivariate relationship to 34.7 percent in the multivariate relationship,

the effect is still substantial: those, who trust political parties, have a 34.7 percent higher

probability to trust government compared to those who do not trust political parties.

Subjective income low and medium was statistically as well as substantially insignificant

in Model 1, thus these variables were removed in Model 2; the removal of these variables did not

change the effect of other variables in the model.24

24 Residual diagnostics of Model 2, specifically heteroskedasticity test and omitted variable test suggest the model is
correctly specified and has a low multicollinearity (mean VIF is 1.84).
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Table 7: Trust in government: multivariate regressions (individual-level, pooled data)

Model 1 Model 2
OR PrΔ OR PrΔ

Trust in other people 1.633 *** 10.1% 1.635 *** 10.1%
Trust in church 1.388 *** 6.5% 1.390 *** 6.5%
Trust in courts 3.378 *** 26.0% 3.376 *** 26.0%
Trust in police 1.616 *** 9.6% 1.618 *** 9.7%
Trust in army 1.823 *** 11.7% 1.821 *** 11.7%
Trust in political parties 4.647 *** 34.7% 4.651 *** 34.7%
Life satisfaction 1.202 *** 3.6% 1.208 *** 3.7%
Economic satisfaction 1.618 *** 10.0% 1.625 *** 10.1%
Subj. income low 0.857 -3.0%
Subj. income med. 0.871 -2.7%
Subj. income high 0.681 ** -6.9% 0.783 *** -4.6%
Support for democracy 1.115 2.1% 1.141 *** 2.6%
Support for capit. 1.066 * 1.3%
More corruption than in '89 0.695 *** -7.2% 0.694 *** -7.3%
Age less than 29 0.746 *** -5.4% 0.773 *** -4.8%
Age 30-44 0.855 *** -3.0% 0.885 *** -2.4%
Age 45-59 0.940 -1.2%
Bachelor's or higher 1.115 *** 2.2% 1.118 *** 2.2%
Muslim 1.764 *** 11.9% 1.737 *** 11.6%
Christian 0.697 *** -7.3% 0.692 *** -7.4%
Atheist 0.617 *** -8.6% 0.614 *** -8.7%
Female 1.020 0.4%
Constant 0.115 *** 0.099 ***

Pseudo R-sq. 0.309 0.309

Multilevel analysis

The final part of the second chapter employs a multilevel model to analyze individual-

level determinants of trust in government in the majority of post-communist countries, holding

the country-level variables constant. This is important because respondents in each individual

country may be more homogenous than respondents across countries; if they are, this would

violate the assumption of respondents being independent of one another. When ignored (as in the

pooled model), the standard errors of the coefficients could be underestimated and the
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coefficients might be called statistically significant when in fact they are not. In contrast, in a

multilevel (also called hierarchical) model, respondents are nested within their countries; thus,

this model is useful for uncovering not only individual-level differences within individual

countries, but also aggregate-level differences among them.

The dependent variable in this analysis is again binary (those individuals who have either

some trust or complete trust in the government/cabinet of ministers were coded 1; all other

responses were coded 0). In addition to the individual level variables analyzed in the previous

section, the following country-level variables are added: political rights, inflation,

unemployment, PPP, government expenditures, ethnic majority, presidentialism, and HDI. Table

8 reports the multilevel descriptive statistics.
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Table 8: Multilevel descriptive statistics

Variable Mean
Std.
Dev. Min Max Observations

Individual level:
Trust in government overall 0.319 0.466 0.000 1.000 N = 28996

between 0.189 0.126 0.790 n = 29
within 0.428 -0.471 1.193 T-bar = 999.862

Trust in other people overall 0.294 0.455 0.000 1.000 N = 29000
between 0.076 0.148 0.426 n = 29
within 0.449 -0.132 1.146 T-bar = 1000

Trust in church overall 0.461 0.498 0.000 1.000 N = 28992
between 0.135 0.238 0.833 n = 29
within 0.481 -0.372 1.223 T-bar = 999.724

Trust in courts overall 0.297 0.457 0.000 1.000 N = 28994
between 0.138 0.140 0.608 n = 29
within 0.436 -0.311 1.157 T-bar = 999.793

Trust in police overall 0.398 0.490 0.000 1.000 N = 28993
between 0.132 0.181 0.674 n = 29
within 0.472 -0.276 1.217 T-bar = 999.759

Trust in armed forces overall 0.518 0.500 0.000 1.000 N = 28988
between 0.151 0.282 0.876 n = 29
within 0.477 -0.358 1.236 T-bar = 999.586

Trust in political parties overall 0.178 0.383 0.000 1.000 N = 28998
between 0.110 0.038 0.487 n = 29
within 0.367 -0.309 1.140 T-bar = 999.931

Satisf. w/ life overall 0.442 0.497 0.000 1.000 N = 28991
between 0.162 0.219 0.716 n = 29
within 0.471 -0.274 1.223 T-bar = 999.69

Satisf. w/ economy overall 0.256 0.436 0.000 1.000 N = 28987
between 0.147 0.055 0.546 n = 29
within 0.412 -0.290 1.201 T-bar = 999.552

Subj. inc. low overall 0.329 0.470 0.000 1.000 N = 28987
between 0.106 0.121 0.588 n = 29
within 0.458 -0.259 1.208 T-bar = 999.552

Subj. inc. medium overall 0.622 0.485 0.000 1.000 N = 28987
between 0.093 0.407 0.788 n = 29
within 0.476 -0.166 1.215 T-bar = 999.552

Subj. inc. high overall 0.037 0.189 0.000 1.000 N = 28987
between 0.023 0.004 0.083 n = 29
within 0.187 -0.046 1.033 T-bar = 999.552

Support for democracy overall 0.573 0.495 0.000 1.000 N = 28956
between 0.091 0.365 0.743 n = 29
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within 0.487 -0.171 1.208 T-bar = 998.483

Support for capitalism overall 0.426 0.495 0.000 1.000 N = 28936
between 0.096 0.275 0.710 n = 29
within 0.486 -0.284 1.151 T-bar = 997.793

More corruption than ‘89 overall 0.547 0.498 0.000 1.000 N = 28993
between 0.145 0.215 0.780 n = 29
within 0.477 -0.233 1.332 T-bar = 999.759

Age under 29 overall 0.083 0.276 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.029 0.022 0.143 n = 29
within 0.274 -0.060 1.061 T-bar = 1000.07

Age 30-44 overall 0.259 0.438 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.059 0.177 0.431 n = 29
within 0.434 -0.172 1.082 T-bar = 1000.07

Age 45-59 overall 0.340 0.474 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.047 0.248 0.433 n = 29
within 0.471 -0.093 1.092 T-bar = 1000.07

Age 60 and higher overall 0.319 0.466 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.079 0.169 0.484 n = 29
within 0.459 -0.165 1.150 T-bar = 1000.07

Bachelor’s and higher overall 0.189 0.391 0.000 1.000 N = 28995
between 0.063 0.043 0.306 n = 29
within 0.386 -0.117 1.146 T-bar = 999.828

Muslim overall 0.225 0.417 0.000 1.000 N = 28971
between 0.345 0.000 0.989 n = 29
within 0.243 -0.764 1.224 T-bar = 999

Christian overall 0.637 0.481 0.000 1.000 N = 28971
between 0.343 0.005 0.993 n = 29
within 0.342 -0.356 1.632 T-bar = 999

Atheist overall 0.099 0.298 0.000 1.000 N = 28971
between 0.133 0.002 0.595 n = 29
within 0.268 -0.496 1.097 T-bar = 999

Female overall 0.303 0.459 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.099 0.109 0.479 n = 29
within 0.449 -0.176 1.194 T-bar = 1000.07

State level
Political rights overall 25.553 11.340 0.000 39.000 N = 29002

between 11.541 0.000 39.000 n = 29
within 0.000 25.553 25.553 T-bar = 1000.07

Inflation rate overall 6.334 4.269 -0.200 15.500 N = 29002
between 4.345 -0.200 15.500 n = 29
within 0.000 6.334 6.334 T-bar = 1000.07

Unemployment rate overall 13.662 11.237 0.700 45.500 N = 29002
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between 11.436 0.700 45.500 n = 29
within 0.000 13.662 13.662 T-bar = 1000.07

Purchasing power par. overall 8.456 5.460 1.200 21.000 N = 29002
between 5.556 1.200 21.000 n = 29
within 0.000 8.456 8.456 T-bar = 1000.07

Govt. expenditures overall 29.116 8.098 14.600 44.100 N = 26002
between 8.258 14.600 44.100 n = 26
within 0.000 29.116 29.116 T-bar = 1000.08

Ethnic majority overall 79.142 14.347 43.000 97.900 N = 29002
between 14.601 43.000 97.900 n = 29
within 0.000 79.142 79.142 T-bar = 1000.07

Presidentialism overall 0.793 0.405 0.000 1.000 N = 29002
between 0.412 0.000 1.000 n = 29
within 0.000 0.793 0.793 T-bar = 1000.07

HDI overall 80.139 6.182 67.800 91.700 N = 29002
between 6.291 67.800 91.700 n = 29
within 0.000 80.139 80.139 T-bar = 1000.07

Table 8 reports a summary statistics of individual-level variables and state-level variables

broken down by the total population and by clusters. For example, in regards to trust in

government, the table shows that there are a total of 28996 respondents (N) organized in 29

clusters by country (n), and there is an average of 999.862 respondents in each country (T-bar).

Furthermore, the table shows how much variables vary at the individual as well as the between-

state level. It returns three different standard deviations: the overall standard deviation (the

square root of the mean squared deviation of observations from the overall mean), the between

standard deviation (the square root of the mean squared deviation of the cluster means from the

overall mean) and the within standard deviation (the square root of the mean squared deviation

of observations from the cluster means). For example, we see that trust in government varies

substantially within countries (0.428) but also between countries (0.189). All state-level variables

have zero within-country standard deviation.
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Next, we fit a mixed effects logistic regression (also called a random-effects logistic

regression or random-intercept logistic regression), which has a random intercept, where each

country has its own intercept. Because interpretation of logit coefficients is problematic, Table 9

reports the results of the mixed effects logistic regression with odds ratios25 instead of the logit

coefficients. In terms of interpretation, odds ratios can be explained as increasing (if above 1) or

decreasing (if below 1) the odds of trusting the government. For example, if the odds ratio for

political parties is 4, then the odds that a respondent trusts the government are multiplied 4 times

if the respondent also trusts political parties.

Following the previously described LSE approach, the first model includes all

explanatory variables while Model 2 removes variables that were statistically insignificant in the

first model.

25 Odds are ratios of two probabilities – probability of a positive outcome and a probability of a negative outcome
(e.g. probability of trusting the government divided by a probability of not trusting the government). Odds ratios are
exponentiated logistic regression coefficients. They are equal to 1 if there is no effect, smaller than 1 if the effect is
negative and larger than 1 if it is positive.
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Table 9: Multilevel determinants of trust in government

Trust in government Model 1 (OR) Model 2 (OR)
Trust in other people 1.585 *** 1.594 ***
Trust in church 1.495 *** 1.491 ***
Trust in courts 3.432 *** 3.438 ***
Trust in police 1.893 *** 1.931 ***
Trust in army 1.808 *** 1.798 ***
Trust in political parties 4.104 *** 4.042 ***
Life satisfaction 1.191 *** 1.207 ***
Economic satisfaction 1.389 *** 1.396 ***
Subj. income low 1.065
Subj. income med. 1.126
Subj. income high 1.010
Support for democracy 1.165 *** 1.174 ***
Support for capitalism 1.070 * 1.074 *
More corruption than in '89 0.780 *** 0.782 ***
Age less than 29 0.714 *** 0.726 ***
Age 30-44 0.715 *** 0.753 ***
Age 45-59 0.822 *** 0.852 ***
Bachelor's or higher 1.034
Muslim 1.272 * 1.260 ***
Christian 0.934
Atheist 0.891
Female 0.992

Political rights 0.988
Inflation rate 1.065 ** 1.057 **
Unemployment rate 0.992
Purchasing power par. 1.118 ** 1.118 ***
Govt. expenditures 0.998
Ethnic majority 0.983 *** 0.987 **
Presidentialism 1.456 ** 1.232
HDI 0.894 *** 0.857 ***
Constant 689.801 *** 10951.670 ***

Sigma u 0.288 0.461
Ρ 0.025 0.061

Overall, the multilevel model returns almost identical results as the pooled model. The

multilevel model suggests that controlling for all other variables in the model, trust in political
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parties still has the strongest effect on trust in government, increasing the odds of trust in

government fourfold for those who also trust parties. Recall that in the pooled model, trust in

political parties increases the odds of trusting government 4.65 times.

Interestingly, the results of the multilevel model differ from the pooled model in the

statistical as well as substantial significance of the religious variables. While in the pooled model

being a Muslim increased the odds of trusting the government by 2.95, while being a Christian

decreased the odds of trusting the government by 0.52 and being an atheist by 0.61, in the

multilevel model these variables lose significance. The only exception is being a Muslim, which

increases the odds of trusting government by 1.26. This result suggests that being a Christian or

an atheist tends to pick up some state-level effects that were not included in the pooled model.

Of the eight state level variables, four are statistically significant (inflation, PPP, ethnic

majority, and HDI); however, their substantive significance is rather limited as they all hover

only slightly above (in case of inflation PPP) or slightly below (in case of ethnic majority and

HDI) the value of 1, which signifies no change.

Finally, the fact that a multi-level model does not substantially change the results is

further confirmed by rho, which reflects the intra-class latent correlation. It can be interpreted as

a percentage of variance in the propensity to trust the government that can be attributed to

country-level variables. For example, in Model 2, rho of 0.061 suggests that only 6.1 percent of

the variance in trust in government can be attributed to the state-level factors.26

26 Sigma u (0.288 in Model 1 and 0.461 in Model 2) represents the estimated standard deviation of the random
intercept; it is the between-subject standard deviation.
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Correspondence with theory

How do the results of these multiple analyses correspond with the theory? Let me review

the results of the best fitting models – Model 3 from the aggregate-level analysis and Model 2

from the multilevel model (as it was noted earlier, multivariate analysis generally supports the

results from the pooled model).

Bottom-up approach

Overall, social capital, measured by trust in other people, trust in church, HDI, and ethnic

majority, has a moderate effect on trust in government.

With regards to trust in other people, on the aggregate level , when trust in other people

increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 0.58 percent, on average, holding

constant the other variables in the model. In the multilevel model, when an individual trusts other

people, the odds that she will also trust the government increases multiplies by 1.60 on average.

Trust in church was not included in the aggregate analysis due to low degrees of freedom,

but in the multilevel analysis it also plays a moderate role, increasing the odds of trusting the

government by 1.49 among those who trust their church.

Human development index does not have a statistically significant effect in the aggregate

model but slightly lowers the odds of trusting government in the multilevel model, suggesting

that healthier, better educated and better well-off people tend to be more skeptical of their

political leadership.

The size of ethnic majority had no discernible effect on the aggregate level and only a

minimal effect in the multilevel model where it showed that the more homogenous populations

tend to trust their government less.
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Top-down approach

The evidence for the top-down approach appears to be rather weak. In regards to

economic performance, the evidence is mixed. On the aggregate level, only government

expenditures play a small and negative role: an increase in government expenditures is

associated with a decrease in trust in government by 0.33 percent. This suggests that government

cannot “buy trust” through increased spending; when it tries, it achieves the opposite. Inflation

rate, unemployment rate, and PPP do not have a statistically or substantively significant effect on

trust on the aggregate level. In the multilevel model, inflation and PPP are statistically

significant; however, their substantive significance is limited. Note that unemployment does not

play a significant role in either model.

Political rights seemed to have an effect on trust in government in the bivariate aggregate

relationship, but when additional explanatory variables were added, it lost significance in both

the aggregate model as well as the multilevel model.

Perception of more corruption compared to the year 1989 was statistically as well as

substantially significant in all models; however, the direction of the effect is unclear. In the

aggregate level, perception of corruption has a positive effect on trust in government while in the

multilevel model it has an opposite effect – it reduces the odds of trusting the government by

0.78.

Trust in other institutions

Trust in other institutions is by far the most important determinant of trust in government.

Within this group, trust in parties beats all other predictors. On the aggregate level, when trust in

political parties increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average.
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On the individual level, respondents who trust political parties have 4.04 higher odds of trusting

the government. Second is trust in courts: although insignificant on the aggregate level, in the

multilevel model it is highly statistically as well as substantively significant: the odds of trusting

the government are 3.44 times higher when an individual also trusts courts. A distant third and

fourth comes trust in police and in armed forces, which, in the multilevel model, they increase

the odds of trusting the government by 1.93 and 1.80 respectively.

Control variables

Subjective evaluations of various facets of one’s life have mixed effects. Personal

satisfaction was insignificant in the aggregate level model but significant in the multilevel model,

increasing the odds of trusting the government by 1.21. Economic satisfaction was significant in

all models, increasing trust in government by 0.29 for each unit increase in the aggregate model

and increasing the odds of trusting government by 1.40 in the multilevel model.

In terms of evaluation of one’s income, this analysis provides clear evidence that

subjective income, whether high, medium or low, does not affect trust in government, whether

on the aggregate or in the multilevel model.

The evidence that support for democracy and capitalism affects trust in government is

rather weak. Support for capitalism plays a statistically significant role only in the multilevel

model, but the role is small (it increases the odds of trusting the government only by 1.07).

Support for democracy plays a little stronger role and is significant at the 10 percent level in the

aggregate, and at the 1 percent level in the multilevel model, where it shows to increase the odds

of trusting the government by 1.174.
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Presidentialism did not play a statistically significant role in trust in government in either

model.

In regards to individual-level demographic factors, all age categories under 59 had a

negative effect on trust in government. Education did not play a role and neither did Christian

religion, atheism, or gender. However, being a Muslim had a moderate effect on trust in

government, increasing the odds by 1.26.

Endogeneity of institutional trust?

All previous analyses suggest that trust in other institutions such as in courts, armed

forces, police or – most troubling – political parties, is the key determinant of trust in the overall

government. However, it can be argued that there may exist endogeneity between the

independent variables (particularly trust in parties) and the dependent variable. Specifically in

parliamentary democracies, people may perceive the “government” as the “cabinet of ministers,”

which is determined by the winning coalition of political parties; this would mean that trust in

political parties will essentially measure the same idea as “trust in government” and the inclusion

of trust in political parties among the explanatory variables would be equal to placing the

dependent variable on the right hand side. On the other hand, in presidential democracies “trust

in government” may reflect “support for the regime” rather than an evaluation of an incumbent;

in this case it would not make sense to study trust in government jointly in a group of countries

that include both presidential and parliamentary systems. Several steps can be taken to examine

whether this might be an issue.

First, we can examine whether trust in government measures something different in

presidential and parliamentary democracies. Levi and Stoker in their 2000 review titled, Political
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Trust and Trustworthiness, analyze the literature from the United States and the political trust

variables included in the National Election Studies (NES). They specifically look at “whether the

NES items tapped sentiments about current incumbents as opposed to judgments about the

system or regime” and found overwhelming evidence that in the United States, the NES

responses “have strong partisan and incumbent-specific components” (e.g. Citrin 1974); this

finding is similar to findings from Western Europe (e.g. Listhaug 1995). Therefore, a concern

that trust in government may measure something else in parliamentary vs. presidential

democracies does not appear justified. In the present study, this is supported by the fact that

presidentialism does not appear to have a significant effect on trust in government, although 23

of the 29 examined countries have direct presidential elections.

Second, in the present study we can look at correlations between trust in political parties

and trust in government. While the correlation is high when the responses are aggregated within

countries (the state-level correlation between trust in parties and trust in government is 0.95), it is

much less pronounced on the individual level where the correlation is 0.45, suggesting that trust

in parties is just one component of trust in government and its inclusion on the right hand side is

reasonable.

Third, we can replicate the previous models without the inclusion of the institutional trust

variables and observe whether the other variables maintain their effect. Table 10 replicates the

aggregate-level results from Table 4, Table 11 replicates the individual pooled results from Table

7, and Table 12 replicates the multilevel results of Table 9.
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Table 10: Replication (without institutional trust) of Table 4

Determinants of trust in
government Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Trust in other people -0.459 -0.402 -0.202
0.330 0.423 0.349

Satisf. w/ life 0.026
0.239

Satisf. w/ economy 0.424 0.560 ** 0.233
0.322 0.229 0.214

More corruption than '89 -0.378 -0.651 ** -0.457
0.205 0.248 0.219

Political rights -0.207
0.263

Inflation rate 1.067
0.583

Purchasing power parity 0.889
1.008

Government expenditures -0.070 -0.723
0.388 0.286

HDI -142.93
84.073

Constant 160.451 ** 65.035 ** 75.508
62.731 23.663 22.463

Adj. R-sq. 0.618 0.525 0.477

When compared with Table 4, Table 10 suggests that the removal of institutional trust

variables results in the disappearance of statistical significance of trust in other people as well.

Satisfaction with the economy and perception of more corruption compared with the year 1989

maintains significance only in Model 2, where economy is about twice as important compared to

the previous model (0.56 vs. 0.26); however, corruption switched signs (from 0.302 to -0.651).

The new model also has a weaker explanatory power (adjusted R-sq/ dropped from 0.96 to about

half).
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Table 11: Replication (without institutional trust) of Table 7

Trust in government Model 1 Model 2
OR Pr OR Pr

Trust in other people 2.034 *** 15.4% 2.036 *** 15.4%
Trust in church 2.450 *** 18.6% 2.454 *** 18.7%
Life satisfaction 1.336 *** 6.0% 1.356 *** 6.3%
Economic satisfaction 1.927 *** 14.3% 1.935 *** 14.4%
Subj. income low 0.868 -2.9% 0.840 ** -3.5%
Subj. income med. 0.927 -1.6%
Subj. income high 0.767 * -5.2%
Support for democracy 1.152 *** 2.9% 1.167 *** 3.2%
Support for capit. 1.026 0.5%
More corruption than in
'89 0.570 *** -11.7% 0.570 *** -11.7%
Age less than 29 0.789 *** -4.7% 0.817 *** -4.0%
Age 20-44 0.909 ** -2.0% 0.942 * -1.2%
Age 45-59 0.946 ** -1.1%
Bachelor's or higher 1.041 *** 0.8% 1.046 0.9%
Muslim 2.232 *** 17.8% 2.214 *** 17.6%
Christian 0.762 *** -5.7% 0.757 *** -5.8%
Atheist 0.760 *** -5.4% 0.757 *** -5.5%
Female 0.980 -0.4%
Constant 0.245 *** 0.215

Pseudo R-sq. 0.140 0.140

A comparison of results from Table 7 to Table 11 does not show any dramatic changes. It

assigns slightly higher substantive significance to the social trust variables when in the new

model, trust in other people increased from 1.63 to 2.03 and trust in church increased from 1.39

to 2.45. The substantive significance of corruption also became slightly stronger, reducing the

odds of trust in government from 0.7 to 0.57. The odds of trusting the government also slightly

increased for Muslims, from 1.76 to 2.23. However, the substantive significance of all other

variables remained almost identical to the previous model, suggesting that the removal of the

institutional trust variables has a very limited effect on the results.
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Table 12: Replication (without institutional trust) of Table 9

Trust in government Model 1 (OR) Model 2 (OR)
Trust in other people 2.038 *** 2.065 ***
Trust in church 2.633 *** 2.612 ***
Life satisfaction 1.320 *** 1.369 ***
Economic satisfaction 1.620 *** 1.651 ***
Subj. income low 0.967
Subj. income med. 1.114
Subj. income high 1.100
Support for democracy 1.147 *** 1.171 ***
Support for capitalism 1.037 1.060 *
More corruption than in '89 0.673 *** 0.674 ***
Age less than 29 0.739 *** 0.760 ***
Age 30-44 0.739 *** 0.786 ***
Age 45-59 0.812 *** 0.852 ***
Bachelor's or higher 0.979
Muslim 1.445 *** 1.311 ***
Christian 1.028
Atheist 1.083
Female 0.964

Political rights 0.986
Inflation rate 1.066 ** 1.052 *
Unemployment rate 0.997
Purchasing power par. 1.131 ** 1.130 ***
Govt. expenditures 0.995
Ethnic majority 0.987 ** 0.990
Presidentialism 1.325 1.196
HDI 0.894 ** 0.851 ***
Constant 1214.179 ** 37113.930 ***

Sigma u 0.380 0.490
Ρ 0.042 0.068

In the multilevel model, the removal of institutional trust variables does not result in

dramatically different effects of other variables either. As in the previous comparison, the effect

of social trust variables slightly increases (trust in people increases from 1.59 to 2.04 and trust in

church increases from 1.5 to 2.63); however, the effect of the other variables remains almost

identical to the results returned by the model with institutional trust variables.
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Finally, to completely eliminate potential endogeneity with the trust in other institution

variables, we can look for indicators of institutional effectiveness that are not based on the LITS

survey. One group of such external indicators called Worldwide Governance Indicators is

constructed by the World Bank and includes indicators of Voice and Accountability, Political

Stability and Absence of Violence, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law,

and Control of Corruption. For example, the Government Effectiveness (GE) indicator “captures

perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree of its

independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and

the credibility of the government’s commitment to such policies.” In the post-communist

context, GE ranges between -1.17 in Belarus and 1.17 in Estonia. However, correlations between

the institutional trust variables do not suggest that the GE would be a suitable proxy for trust in

other institutions: the correlation between GE and trust in political parties is -0.65, between GE

and trust in courts it is -0.28, between GE and trust in police it is 0.12, and between GE and trust

in the army it is -0.16. Furthermore, the GE indicator seems to be a better reflection of political

rights and civil liberties already included in the previous models (the correlations are 0.83 for

both). Therefore, replacing trust in other institutions with the GE indicator in the previous

models would not provide us with a better measure of institutional trust and instead it would

introduce another problem of endogeneity, this time related to political rights and civil liberties.

Overall, the institutional trust variables do not appear to introduce a severe endogeneity

problem in this analysis. They do not seem to be replaceable with other exogenous variables,

such as the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators, and removal of these variables

from the models results only in a reduced effect of the explanatory power of the model, but not

in substantive changes in the effect of the other explanatory variables.
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Conclusion

Using the 2006 Life in Transition Survey of 29 countries as well as state-level variables,

this chapter tests the existing hypotheses regarding trust in government using aggregate-level

models, individual pooled models, and multilevel models. The results are mixed – while some

hypotheses have been confirmed, others had little support in the LITS data.

In all models, trust in other intuitions, and most importantly in political parties, was

found to be the key determinant of trust in government. This is the key contribution to the current

literature. Specifically, on the aggregate level, when trust in political parties increases by 1

percent, trust in government increases, on average, by 1.6 percent. On the individual level,

respondents who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher probability to trust government

compared to those who do not trust political parties.

Social capital was found to have moderate effect on trust in government, providing clear

support to the bottom-up approach. On the other hand, the effect of the economy, political

rights/civil liberties and corruption seem rather small and inconsistent in the cross-sectional

study, showing little support for the top-down approach.

While this cross-sectional analysis provides support for the bottom-up approach and little

support for the top-down approach in post-communist countries, it is unlikely that political

performance plays no role at all in generating trust in government, particularly given the large

body of literature investigating the top-down approach. It is possible that the nature of the cross-

sectional data cannot properly determine its effects because they only provide us with one data

point in each country, but we do not know whether there may exist a temporal variation in the

effect. Therefore, before we reject the top-down approach, we should investigate it using

longitudinal data. This will be the subject of Chapters 3 and 4 of this dissertation.
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CHAPTER 3: DYNAMICS OF TRUST IN GOVERNMENT27

Abstract

This chapter examines how trust in government evolved over time in one of the new democracies,

the Czech Republic. Using monthly aggregate-level data for the period between October 1996

and December 2008, we find that trust in government does not have an increasing or decreasing

trend over time; instead, it revert to some underlying, or what we call ‘natural’ level. The data

also show strong persistence in trust in government, but this persistence also fluctuates over

time. With these findings in mind, we provide a behavioral explanation of trust in government

persistence. Using a model with heterogeneous information levels – issue and non-issue publics

– we demonstrate that persistence in trust in government depends on the degree to which citizens

are able to determine changes in their individual welfare they receive from government

performance. This behavioral reaction is influenced by citizen information levels and citizen

uncertainty in determining their personal proportion of the public welfare.

Introduction

This chapter focuses on analyzing the fluctuations in trust in government over time. As

the previous chapter has indicated, cross-sectional data such as the LITS data offer only a

snapshot at one specific point in time. They are unable to show whether specific variables of

interest were constant over time or have fluctuated over time, and if they did, what drives the

fluctuations.

To explore these questions in all countries included in the previous analysis we would

need time series data from all of them; such data are unavailable. Fortunately, the Public Opinion

27 I wish to express my deep gratitude to Dr. Jim Granato and Dr. M.C. Sunny Wong for their invaluable support and
help, especially with formulating the mathematical model and running the more advanced statistical analysis.
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Research Center (PORC) in the Czech Republic has been conducting monthly political and

social surveys among the Czech population since the early 1990s. The data provide a suitable

foundation for a longitudinal case study of trust in government in this post-communist country as

trust in government was one of the questions included in each survey and the wording of the

question never changed.

The Czech Republic offers two important conditions to aid our study. First, having

separated from the Soviet bloc in 1989, the Czech Republic can still be considered a new

democracy in the studied period (between 1996 and 2008). Second, it has experienced steady

economic growth throughout the transition from a centrally-planned economy to a market-driven

system.28 During the period of study, average personal income has more than doubled while the

inflation and unemployment rates were relatively mild – with an average of 3.94 percent for the

inflation rate and 7.19 for the unemployment rate.29 Both of these characteristics suggest if trust

in government was a mere function of economic development and understanding how

democratic institutions function, we should expect a gradual increase in trust in government

following the fall of communism (Duch 2001).

This chapter analyzes the time series properties of the aggregate measure of trust in

government in the Czech Republic. The analysis shows that, on average, the level of trust in

government in the Czech Republic is comparable to the levels of trust in government in

established democracies. Furthermore, the data reveal strong persistence in trust in the Czech

government. Trust in government tends to remain near the same level from one observation to

the next. Finally, the analysis uncovers an important property of trust in government dynamics.

28 The Czech Republic joined the European Union in May 2004 and “graduated” from the World Bank borrower
status to a partner and provider of development assistance in April 2005.
29 The worst economic performance occurred during the 1997/1998 economic slowdown when in the second quarter
of 1998 the index of wages reached its minimum at 94.4 and inflation rate briefly rose to 13.4 percent.
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Trust in government was not monotonically increasing or decreasing over time; instead, it tended

to return to an average, or what we call a “natural,” level if it increased above or below this level.

Overall, the data suggest both theoretical approaches to trust in government described in

Chapter 2 – top-down as well as bottom-up – can be united: there exists an underlying, “natural”

level of trust, unique for each individual country, based on cultural factors. The “natural” level of

trust is consistent with the “bottom-up” approach. Around this “natural” level fluctuates the

observed level of trust based on public perceptions and expectations of how the government

handles the issue of the day. The fluctuations around the “natural” level are consistent with the

“top-down” approach. In sum, the bottom-up approach explains the “natural” level of trust while

the top-down approach explains trust persistence.

Explaining and predicting the top-down approach is the main focus of this chapter. It

formulates a behavioral theory of trust in government dynamics by modeling the persistence

parameter itself. While many aggregate-level studies are “ahistorical”30 and estimate regression

models with constant parameters, the model presented in this chapter allows persistence

parameter to vary over time and thus captures changes in citizen behavior. To explain the

dynamics and to avoid an “ahistorical” approach, citizen expectations of governmental

performance are identified and modeled as the underlying behavioral mechanism driving

changes in persistence. The formal model of trust in government, motivated by the idea of

rational retrospective evaluation of governmental performance (e.g., Hetherington 2004; Fiorina

1981), includes three key factors. The first factor involves citizens forming expectations about

the public welfare to assess their individual welfare. This reflects the idea that individual utility

30 An “ahistorical” approach ignores historical context and socio-economic changes and assumes voter's
perspectives and responses to events such as economic downturns, the level of crime, national crises, or political
scandals are constant over time (Lin 1999).
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of governmental performance is relative; it depends not only on an individual welfare of

governmental performance but also on the public welfare.31

The second factor is the signal extraction process by which citizens determine whether

their observed individual welfare is affected more by the variance in their relative welfare (the

signal) or rather by variance in the public welfare (the noise) – they have to sort the relative

importance of these variances to optimally extract whether their welfare has improved relative to

the rest of the society. Our focus on variance in public and relative welfare is motivated by the

idea expressed in Kramer’s seminal 1983 article titled, The Ecological Fallacy Revisited:

Aggregate- versus Individual-level Findings on Economics and Elections, and Sociotropic

Voting. This article suggests voters evaluate candidates in terms of changes in their real incomes.

Therefore, our utility function is not additive; rather than focusing on the actual level of welfare,

our model focuses on volatility in welfare.

The third and final factor is the citizen information level. Motivated by the concept of

issue publics (Converse 1964, Krosnick 1990, Hutchings 2001), the model contains two groups

of citizens, non-issue and issue publics. Non-issue publics are less attentive, update their

information sets less frequently, and form their expectations of the relative welfare

retrospectively (i.e., at time − 1). The issue publics, on the other hand, are more attentive,

update their information sets frequently, and form their expectations of their relative welfare

based on how much perceived welfare they received from the government policy at time t.

These three factors combine to influence persistence in trust in government. In particular,

this chapter shows persistence increases when less people pay attention (when the proportion of

the general population that are non-issue publics increases). It also shows that persistence

31 For example, Easterlin (1995) demonstrates the effect of this mechanism on people's happiness. He shows an
increase in incomes for all does not increase the happiness of everyone because their well-being relative to others
does not change.
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increases with the increasing certainty in citizens' share of the public welfare, but decreases when

citizens face greater uncertainty about their share of the public welfare.

The chapter is organized as follows. The next section reviews the social, behavioral, and

political importance of trust in government with specific focus on the role of trust in transitioning

democracies. Next, a time series diagnostics of trust in government is conducted using data from

the Czech Republic. These time series properties are examined in relation to political shocks or

events such as political scandals or national crises – which all potentially influence citizen

expectations – and influence trust in government dynamics. In the section titled, “Modeling the

behavior of trust”, the EITM framework (Granato, Lo and Wong 2010) is used to develop the

formal model of trust in government, which is tested next. The empirical results, presented in the

subsequent section, are consistent with the model's predictions. The tests show that persistence

does fluctuate over the period of analysis and the relative welfare measures have a positive

relation with trust persistence while public welfare measures affect trust persistence negatively.

Finally, the discussion section outlines the implications of the findings and offers avenues for

future research.

The dependent variable: Trust in government in the Czech Republic

This chapter uses monthly trust in government survey data collected by the Public

Opinion Research Center (PORC) in the Czech Republic.32 The PORC has been using rigorous

and consistent methodology in collecting the data. Each survey sample includes over 1,000

32 To the best of our knowledge, the PORC surveys provide the only suitable data for this analysis in any post-
communist country because they track trust in government on a monthly basis. Other available surveys either do not
ask the specific question about trust in government (e.g., the German Politbarometer) or do not provide a sufficient
time span (e.g., the Life in Transition Surveys have only been conducted twice so far, and the Central and Eastern
Eurobarometer and the Candidate countries Eurobarometer were annual surveys) to capture the movements of
government trust.
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respondents, all interviews are conducted face to face, and particular attention has been paid to

representation including respondents from all regions and ethnic and other socio-economic

groups. Due to the scarcity of data prior to October 1996 (for example, data for the year 1994 are

completely missing), the analysis is restricted to October 1996 to December 2008. Additionally,

the PORC usually does not conduct surveys in the two summer months of July and August. Once

these missing data are accounted for, the time series includes 115 data points for the analyzed

period.

The Trust in government variable is constructed as a percentage of a sum of “definitely

trust” and “rather trust” responses to the question, “Would you say that you [definitely trust,

rather trust, rather distrust, definitely distrust] the government of the Czech Republic?”33 Figure

5 shows the development of trust in government in the Czech Republic over the period from

October 1996 to December 2008.

33 Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn (2000) constructed a similar variable for trust in the U.S. government using quarterly
data between 1980 and 1997. They constructed a variable named “Proportion of Respondents,” measuring the
proportion of the public answering “just about always” or “most of the time” to the question, “How much of the time
do you trust the government in Washington to do what is right – would you say just about always, most of the time,
or only some of the time?”
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Figure 5: Trust in government in the Czech Republic (Oct. 1996 - Dec. 2008)

Figure 5 shows that trust in government in the Czech Republic fluctuated substantially

over time, ranging between 13.34 and 50.96 percent. The red horizontal line marks the average

level of trust over the monitored period, which was 35.45 percent. 34 The median over the

monitored period was similar to the mean – 35.49 percent. Thus, the longitudinal data cast some

doubt at the results from the previous chapter, where the Czech Republic’s trust in government in

2006 was recorded at 13.6, which was at the lower end of the trust range.

34 To the extent that we can compare the different measures of trust in government (see Chapter 2 for the issues
associated with measuring political trust), this level of trust is comparable to the levels in many established
democracies. Chanley, Rudoph and Rahn (2000) find the average level of trust in the U.S. government from 1980 to
1997 was 24 percent, and Putnam in his book Bowling Alone reports the proportion of Americans who reply they
trust the government in Washington only some of the time or almost never has risen steadily from 30 percent in
1966 to 75 percent in 1992. Similarly, according to the Edelman Trust Barometer Survey conducted among college-
educated, top-income quartile respondents, an average of 41 percent of respondents in the United States trusted their
government to do what is right in the period between 2001 and 2010 while only 29 percent of respondents in the
UK, Germany and France trusted their governments.
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The most pronounced highs and lows can be explained by understanding the historical

events. For example, the two big drops that we see around the years 1997 and 2005 were both

associated with large corruption scandals involving the government members. On the other hand,

the increase in the year 2002 happened around devastating floods that struck the CR in August –

they wiped off several villages, caused major damage to the transportation system, and affected

Prague’s historical center at the highest tourist season. However, the government was able to

very quickly deploy resources to mitigate the devastation and only four months after the floods –

in November 2002 – the Czech Republic was in shape to host a large international event, the

NATO summit. Therefore, in the fall of 2002, the Czech government was widely praised by the

foreign representatives and media for handling the disaster and ability to recover.

Overall, the graph shows two key takeaways: there is no clear upward trend, as Duch

(2001) would suggest35; instead, there seemed to exist an underlying level of trust to which trust

reverts if it increases above, or falls below. We call this the “natural” level of trust. It also

suggests that TIG fluctuated according to whether or not the government met expectations,

suggesting that the concept of expectations can cover broader considerations beyond economy,

for example national crises or scandals.

Furthermore, Figure 5 also shows that citizens tended to trust or distrust the government

for a sustained period of time – in other words, it shows a substantial persistence. This chapter

mainly focuses on explaining the fluctuations. It examines the dynamic properties of trust in

government, conduct an intervention analysis relating to one of the substantial drops in trust in

2005, and, most importantly, it offers a formal theory of persistence resting on the theoretical

35 Recall that Duch (2001) suggested that trust in government in new democracies was low because citizens did not
yet know how democratic institutions function and implied a gradual increase in trust in government with
progressing democratization.
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concept of expectations:  trust in government can persist only if citizens can form expectations

about governmental performance.

In relation to the idea of persistence of trust, it is also important to keep in mind there was

a high degree of continuity between institutions during and after communism. The Czech

Republic, like many other post-communist countries, did not have to rebuild all its institutions

from the ground up. Even during communism the country had functioning legislative, executive,

and judiciary branches, as well as regular, although not competitive, elections. These institutions

were largely preserved as the country entered the post-communist era. Therefore, what citizens

had to learn about the new political institutions in the new era was not necessarily how they

function, but whether, compared with the previous 5-year planning system, the new institutions

have become more dynamic in responding to citizen's changing needs and more effective in

delivering societal and individual welfare.36

Theory: Unifying the “top-down” and the “bottom-up” approaches

As the introduction to this chapter indicated, we believe there exists a way of reconciling

the two leading approaching to trust in government, the bottom-up approach, resting on the idea

that trust in government is grounded in social trust, and the top-down approach, suggesting that

trust in government is driven by performance of political institutions. The way to unite the two

approaches is the following: the bottom-up approach, based on cultural factors, explains the

“natural” level of trust. Support for the idea of the “natural” level of trust is provided by the fact

that the trust in government variable is a mean-reverting AR(1) process; the mean – in the case

36 The key institutional change the Czech Republic experienced over the monitored period is its accession to the
European Union in May 2004. An effect on trust in government may have been expected either due to the restricted
government's decision making power or due to a credibility boost, yet Figure 1 does not indicate any substantial
change in trust in government in May 2004.
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of the Czech Republic 35.45 percent – is the stable, or underlying value to which the actual

observed value reverts when it increases above or falls below.

On the other hand, the top-down approach explains fluctuations around this level based

on public perceptions of how the government handles the issue of the day. How long it takes for

trust to revert back to its “natural” level following a shock depends on its persistence. The

concept of persistence is reflected by the AR(1) parameter, which is significant and equals

0.68.37

To demonstrate the importance of persistence in trust in government and to assess

whether and how quickly the effect of a shock dissipates, we conduct an intervention analysis

using a corruption scandal involving the Prime Minister from March 2005 (it is the second large

drop in trust in government in Figure 5; the first drop in 1997 was associated with another

scandal involving the incumbent governing party). The 2005 scandal sent trust in government

from the mid-30s to 26.8 percent in March, and to 13.58 percent in April, after further details of

the scandal were revealed. However, after the Prime Minister resigned at the end of April, the

level of trust returned to 32.45 percent in May and to 36.55 percent in June.

Intuitively, if trust in government is highly persistent, an intervention can have a long-

lasting effect and a return to the “natural” level will take a longer time. On the other hand, if

persistence is low, the effect of intervention will vanish more quickly and the level of trust will

return to the “natural” level more quickly.

37 Many public opinion variables possess mean-reverting properties (e.g., Box-Steffensmeier and Smith 1996;
Byers, Davidson, and Peel 1999; De Boef 2000). One of the best-understood mean-reverting processes is the
approval rating of U.S. presidents. Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson (2002) specifically use the term “natural
level” in explaining the decline in presidential approval following the “honeymoon” period:  “as neutral news
replaces the positive messages at the start of a presidency, the result is a decline in presidential popularity, as it
descends to its more natural level” (Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002, p. 37).
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We first assess whether the effect of the scandal were permanent or temporary. If the

effect were permanent, trust would permanently drop to a lower level rather than returning to the

average. To test for a permanent effect a Permanent dummy variable is coded as 0 for all months

preceding the scandal (before March 2005) and a 1 for all months following the scandal (March

2005 inclusive until December 2008). The effect of this dummy variable is statistically

insignificant. On the other hand, the results for a temporary effect are different. The Pulse

dummy variable is coded 1 in the months in which the corruption scandal broke out and ends

with the resignation of the prime minister.38 The results are statistically significant for both the

pulse variable (–10.9941) and the AR(1) parameter ( = 0.6566).

The statistically significant pulse dummy and statistically insignificant permanent

dummy indicate this intervention did have an effect on trust in government, but only temporarily.

Once the cause of the popular discontent was removed and people saw the government taking an

action aligned with the public's expectations (in this case the Prime Minister's resignation), trust

in government eventually returned back to the “natural” level. These results suggest that at least

a subset of population is not blindly retrospective and does change evaluations of government

when circumstances warrant.39

38 The scandal occurred in March 2005 and the prime minister resigned in April 2005; therefore, the Pulse dummy is
coded 1 in March and April 2005, and 0 in all other months.
39 After the corruption scandal involving the then Prime Minister broke in March of 2005, trust in government fell
from the mid 30s to 26.8 percent in March, and to 13.58 percent in April. However, once the Prime Minister
resigned at the end of April 2005, the trust levels returned back to upper 30s and lower 40s. The corruption scandal
demonstrates how negative events affect the level of trust, but consistent with the mean reverting behavior of this
time series, the changes are not permanent and revert back to the natural level with a speed depending on the
persistence of the trust variable at the time the shock occurs. We can demonstrate the mean-reverting property of the
trust variable also on two positive events. First, in August of 2002 the Czech Republic had experienced the worst
flooding in more than 100 years, leaving 30,000 people homeless and total damage close to $3 billion. While in the
months preceding the floods trust in government had been in the lower 40s, the September 2002 survey shows an
increase to 47.4 percent followed by 47.93 in October and 50.86 percent in November. This is consistent with the
public perceiving the government had managed the crisis effectively. The second example occurred only three
months after the floods, when the Czech Republic hosted the 2002 NATO Summit and many international leaders as
well as the international media praised the country for its ability to quickly recover from the floods and to
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The size of the AR(1) parameter also influences the cumulative effects. The initial effects

during the intervention ( = March 2005) and the months afterward ( + ) are, respectively:= –10.9941; = ℎ 2005, (1)

and = –0.6566 (10.9941) – 0.6566 (10.9941), > 0, (2)

where is the number of months after March 2005. 40 Panel A in Figure 6 represents the

estimated effect over the first 24 months. In the first month after the intervention, the effect

dissipates by –10.9941. The cumulative effect by the second month is –18.2128.41 The marginal

impact on the level of trust in the fifth month after the intervention is –5.1556, which is about

28.3 percent of the impact in the second month (i.e., –5.24/–18.26 = 0.283).

successfully carry out the summit (see http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2002/s021120f.htm). However, as the praise
faded away, trust in government returned back to its mid 30s to lower 40s range.
40 The regression model can be presented as follows:= + − 1 + + , (3)
where is the level of trust, It is the intervention, is the persistence parameter, is the coefficient of the
intervention variable, and is an error term.

Note that = + 1 = 1 in March and April 2005, we can use equation (3) to calculate how the intervention
affects the level of trust in periods and + 1:= + − 1 + + (4)
and + 1 = + + + + 1= + ( + + 1 + + ) + + + 1= + + − 1 + + + + + 1. (5)
Equations (4) and (5) show that the estimated effect of intervention (IE) on the trust level were = and+ 1 = + in March and April 2005, respectively. Since this temporary shock happened in March and April
2005 only, the values of the intervention variable after April 2005 are zero. Using the method of recursive
substitution, we can calculate the intervention effect on the level of trust for the rest of the periods ( + ):=∝ ∑ + + + ∑ (6)
and = + , for > 0. (7)
In sum, the intervention analysis, particularly the calculation of the total effect of a shock, demonstrates the well
known influence persistence has on the total effect of a shock. From (7) we see when persistence is high; the effect
of a shock (in absolute value) is larger than when persistence is low. This result is derived from (7) by taking a

derivative of = | |( + ) > 0, for > 0, ≥ 1, and ≠ 0. The effect of an intervention in absolute

value increases with the size of the persistence parameter.
41 This result follows from: (–0.6566(10.9941) – 10.9941).
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Figure 6: The effects of intervention

Although the effect of the intervention diminishes in the future periods, we can calculate

the total impact of intervention in the long run by summing up the individual effect for each

period. We plot its total effect in Panel B of Figure 6. The effect of the intervention (i.e., the

corruption scandal) is –64.0309 in the long run.42

Using the EITM framework we then endogenize the persistence parameter ( ) to the

behavioral forces noted in the top-down and bottom-up approaches. To build our model of

persistence, we use the tree-step EITM framework (Granato, Lo, and Wong 2010) described in

detail in Appendix 3. The three steps result in the following expression (15) for our empirical

analysis: = + + , (16)

42 For one month, the effect of the scandal would be –32:01, calculated as –10.6566/(1–0.6566). For two months –
March and April – the effect is twice as high.
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where 0 < = ( + )/( + ) < 1 also represents the persistence of trust in

government. From this model we extract the following testable propositions regarding the

persistence parameter ( ):

1. Persistence is increasing with the size of non-issue publics ( ); that is, / > 0. This

proposition reflects the idea that people who do not pay attention to political events will

tend to rely on their previous level of trust more (their persistence will be higher) than

those who pay attention. Thus, when less people pay attention, persistence will increase.

2. Persistence is increasing with the volatility of relative welfare, the signal ( ); that is,/ > 0. This proposition suggests that if volatility (or variance) in our signal

increases – if we are having more trouble determining whether our individual welfare has

increased relative to the rest of the society – we will tend to rely more on the previous

level of trust in government (persistence will increase).

3. Persistence decreasing with the volatility of public welfare, the noise ( ), that is/ > 0. This proposition suggests that if volatility (variance) in public welfare

increases, we will tend to rely less on our previous level of trust (persistence will

decrease).
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Testing the model of persistence in trust in government

Rolling estimation of trust persistence

To test Proposition 1 we perform a rolling regression estimation to capture the

fluctuations of trust persistence by rewriting equation (16) as the following regression model,43

= + + + , (17)

where represents the level of trust at time t, is the estimated coefficient for = ,

is a vector of public welfare determinants,44 is the corresponding vector of coefficients on the

public welfare determinants, and is the error term.

Rolling regression is a widely-used technique to assess the movement of a model's

parameters, where parameter estimates are computed over a moving window of a fixed size

through the sample. To ensure robustness, we estimate and lagged public welfare control

variables (see Table 11) over the 24-month, 36-month, and 48-month rolling windows.

For the sample period, between October 1996 and December 2008, Figure 7 describes the

movement of the estimated coefficients lagged by one period.45

43 The ideal way to test the theoretical model is to conduct a panel survey and track each individual respondent's
attitudes about the level of government trust and other individual characteristics for a period of time. Then construct
the measure of trust persistence for each respondent, but this is beyond the scope of our current study. Due to the
limitation of our data, we can only measure the aggregate level of trust over time. In this case, we acknowledge the
possibility that individual attitudes would have relatively larger short-term fluctuations while such individual
fluctuations might cancel out at the aggregate level. However, we believe that this is not a serious issue since our
point estimates can only become less significant in our empirical study if the offsetting effect exists. With our
aggregate-level data, the test implies that if we see significant changes in persistence on the aggregate level, it
should be even more significant at the individual level.
44 Note, only the public welfare measures can be used as regressors since citizens are trying to estimate their relative
share.
45 For example, the first data point in the top panel of Figure 3, the 24-month rolling window, represents the
estimated lagged persistence level over the first 24 months. Therefore, the first data point does not appear until
October 1998, or 24 months after the first data point in the original time series in the first graph. For the middle and
bottom panels of Figure 3, the first data point starts with October 1999 (or 36 months) and October 2000 (or 48
months later), respectively.
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Figure 7: The estimated persistence of trust in government

As shown in Table 11, the size of the window makes a difference in the mean in the

estimated persistence parameter, : the longer the window the higher the mean. The

corresponding Figure 7 shows the 24 and 36 month windows even have periods where is

either zero or negative and significant. The three windows show the shorter the window, the

smaller the level of . There are also some similarities between the windows. One is that all

three windows show increasing persistence between 2001 and 2003. This result is consistent with

the event (discussed above) where the government successfully managed both a domestic crisis

(floods) and a high-profile international event (NATO Summit) in the year 2002 and suggests

that during this period the variance in the relative welfare (variance in the signal) was reduced -

people perceived that what the government did during this period clearly increased their relative
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welfare.46 There is then a drop in persistence in all three windows from early 2003 to 2005. For

the remainder of the series there is an uptick in persistence in the 24 and 36 month windows, but

the 48 month window remains stable but lower than in 2005. From this analysis it is clear that

persistence is dynamic and that this dynamism provides the basis for some tests of our theory for

these fluctuations.

Determinants of trust persistence

Figure 7 shows trust persistence changes over time. The next step is to investigate the

factors that can influence the persistence level. Recall equation (15) relates the persistence of

trust ( ) to government performance: = ( + )/( + ). Here we estimate the effects

of and on the persistence of trust ( ) based on the following regression model:= + , + , + + , (18)

where , represents the standard deviation of the public welfare at time t, , is the standard

deviation of the relative (individual) welfare, is a vector of other control variables, and

represents the corresponding vector of coefficients on . As stated in Proposition 1, we expect

, to be negatively related with (i.e., < 0), and , to have a positive relation to (i.e.,

> 0).

46 Our theory explains two forces positively related to persistence - the increased proportion of the non-issue public
( ) and the increased certainty the public has on their relative benefit. One may argue that during floods and NATO
summit more people might have paid attention (e.i. was reduced, which would contribute to lower persistence).
However, the available data, which do not allow us to estimate directly, imply that even if ( ) increased, the

reduced dominated it in the overall effect. Furthermore, while cannot be estimated directly, we found indirect
evidence supporting this idea. We used level of education as a proxy for information level and found that persistence
in trust is slightly higher among the least educated respondents (who have less than 8 years of education) than
among the most educated respondents (who have a college degree). For example, in the 24-month rolling window
case, among the least educated respondents persistence is higher than 0.8 in 8 percent of the 24-month rolling
periods while among the highest educated it is above 0.8 only in 2 percent of the periods.
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To estimate equation (18), we construct the trust persistence variable ( , = ) from

(17) based on the technique of rolling regression from the previous section. We estimate from

regression (17) over the 24-month, 36-month, and 48-month rolling windows. For the control

variables in equation (18), we measure the volatility of public welfare ( , ) as their standard

deviations with the corresponding rolling window:

, = ∑ ( , )
(19)

where is the size of the rolling window for = {24, 36, 48}, ∈ { } represents the variables

for public welfare and relative welfare, respectively, and , is the mean of the variable

between period and + .

Before proceeding it is important to point out that our theory is ahead of the available

data. The EITM framework affords a direct link between the parameters suggested by theory and

their empirical test, but there are no data at this time to directly assess the relation. The best data

to test the model here would be a panel survey that would track the individuals over an extended

period of time and have an instrument specific to the theory.

Since the relative welfare ( ) is a latent variable which cannot be directly observed, we

use the volatility of residuals in regression (17) as a measure of relative welfare volatility

(i.e., ) in regression (18). According to equation (17), we argue that the level of trust ( )

depends on its lagged value and other public welfare factors. Consequently, the error term

represents the welfare that cannot be explained by the public welfare. By our model this residual

is the relative welfare in determining the level of trust. We measure the root mean square errors

(RMSE) in regression (17) as a proxy of the volatility of relative welfare in our model.47

47 RMSE is technically the same as the standard deviation presented in (19) where the RMSE also includes the
number of independent variables as the degrees of freedom.
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It is clear that events such as scandals do have an effect on the trust in government

variable. However, we believe discrete shocks change the level of trust in government, not its

persistence. Persistence, on the other hand, is affected only by continuous factors. Because

economic variables are traditionally the most consistently monitored measures of the nation's

overall performance, we use economic measures to assess the effect of public factors ( ) on

trust in government. The business cycle literature uses the state of the labor market and the cost

of living as measures of economic concern. We capture these national conditions using the

unemployment rate and the inflation rate: these two variables have been used to explain

aggregate public responses to political performance for decades (e.g., Kramer 1971; Hibbs 1979;

Hibbs, Rivers, and Vasilatos 1982). In addition, we examine the effect of surveyed business

environment indicators and consumer environment indicators.48

A final set of variables are used in robustness tests. The variables are disposable income,

the government budget balance, and government debt. These variables help determine if their

inclusion will affect the parameters of the variables measuring relative and public volatility.

They are measures used in the economic voting literature and also serve as measures of

government performance.49 However, these variables are annual data, which makes calculation

48 The Czech Statistical Office (CZSO) made the consumer confidence indicator available in January 1998. CZSO
conducts monthly base business cycle and consumer surveys in monitoring socio-economic conditions. After survey
results are collected, CZSO constructs a number of confidence indicators about business environment and consumer
sentiment. The business confidence indicator is a weighted average of seasonally adjusted confidence indicators in
industry, construction, trade and in selected services, and consumer confidence indicator is the average of four
indicators: 1) expected financial situation of consumers; 2) expected total economic situation; 3) expected total
unemployment; and 4) saving expected in 12 months to come. See
http://www.czso.cz/eng/redakce.nsf/i/business_cycle_surveys for details.
49 The data on national conditions are from Czech Statistical Office's Key Macroeconomic Indicators. The inflation
rate is measured as the percentage change in the consumer price index (CPI) for the twelve months of the current
year against the CPI for the twelve months of the previous year. The disposable income is the sum of gross domestic
product and net incomes and transfers receivable. The government budget balance is defined as the state budget
balance to GDP ratio in current prices and the government debt is the fraction of general government debt to the
volume of GDP in current prices.
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of their volatility infeasible. Therefore, we calculate their means over the corresponding rolling

windows. We provide the summary of statistics in Table 13.
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Table 13: Summary statistics (persistence of trust in government)

Variables
No. of
Obs. Mean

Std.
Dev. Min. Max.

Trust 147 35.269 7.463 13.340 50.960
Unemployment Rate 147 7.826 1.939 3.230 10.860
Inflation Rate 144 3.935 3.112 -0.400 13.400
Business Environment 147 96.143 8.887 68.210 107.700
Consumer Environment 132 90.078 11.425 65.970 106.880
Disposable Income 147 7.807 0.202 7.420 8.130
Govt. Deficit to GDP 147 -3.978 1.685 -6.800 -0.700
Govt. Debt to GDP 147 24.353 6.672 12.500 30.400

24-Month Rolling Window
Persistence Level 124 0.284 0.237 -0.452 0.753
Relative Benefit: RMSE 124 4.233 1.422 2.130 7.787
Relative Benefit: Trust (Std. Dev.) 124 6.184 1.628 2.987 9.568
Unemployment Rate (Std. Dev.) 124 0.732 0.322 0.346 1.432
Inflation Rate (Std. Dev.) 124 1.595 1.097 0.549 4.773
Business Environment (Std. Dev.) 124 3.987 2.751 1.148 10.502
Consumer Environment (Std. Dev.) 124 5.198 2.143 2.439 10.536
Disposable Income (Mean) 124 7.807 0.168 7.520 8.111
Govt. Deficit to GDP (Mean) 124 -4.153 1.440 -6.700 -1.650
Govt. Debt to GDP (Mean) 124 24.886 5.962 13.738 30.250

36-Month Rolling Window
Persistence Level 112 0.428 0.145 -0.075 0.802
Relative Benefit: RMSE 112 4.338 1.111 2.311 6.171
Relative Benefit: Trust (Std. Dev.) 112 6.797 0.983 4.959 8.814
Unemployment Rate (Std. Dev.) 112 0.918 0.435 0.401 1.921
Inflation Rate (Std. Dev.) 112 1.830 1.122 0.611 4.294
Business Environment (Std. Dev.) 112 4.538 3.077 1.744 11.041
Consumer Environment (Std. Dev.) 112 6.754 2.487 3.038 12.215
Disposable Income (Mean) 112 7.806 0.151 7.552 8.081
Govt. Deficit to GDP (Mean) 112 -4.273 1.240 -6.367 -2.000
Govt. Debt to GDP (Mean) 112 25.195 5.496 14.508 30.067

48-Month Rolling Window
Persistence Level 100 0.520 0.119 0.004 0.762
Relative Benefit: RMSE 100 4.452 0.955 2.821 5.770
Relative Benefit: Trust (Std. Dev.) 100 6.951 0.577 5.783 8.290
Unemployment Rate (Std. Dev.) 100 4.908 3.149 1.938 10.346
Inflation Rate (Std. Dev.) 100 8.184 2.197 4.420 12.265
Business Environment (Std. Dev.) 100 1.022 0.453 0.463 2.127
Consumer Environment (Std. Dev.) 100 1.902 0.952 0.690 3.888
Disposable Income (Mean) 100 7.804 0.134 7.560 8.048
Govt. Deficit to GDP (Mean) 100 -4.398 1.049 -5.700 -2.400
Govt. Debt to GDP (Mean) 100 25.506 4.901 15.375 29.900



73

Empirical results

Estimation results in Table 14 are divided into six columns. Columns 1 and 2 show the

results based on the 24-month rolling windows, and columns (3)-(4) and (5)-(6) are based on 36-

month and 48-month windows, respectively. 50 We estimate equation (18) with different

specifications. Models 1.1, 2.1, and 3.1 are the regression models which include only the

volatility of public factors ( ) (that is, the standard deviation in unemployment rate, inflation

rate, business environment, and consumer environment). The RMSE is the volatility of the

relative welfare measure ( ).

All three regressions provide qualitatively similar results. The coefficients of volatility of

public factors (unemployment rate, the business environment, the consumer environment) are

negative and significant in the three regressions. Consistent with the theoretical model, we see

that greater volatility in public factors, such as the unemployment rate, significantly reduces trust

persistence. To be more specific, model 2.2 in Table 14 shows a ten-percent increase in the

unemployment rate standard deviation decreases the level of trust persistence ( ) by

approximately 5.5 percent from its mean value.51 Although the coefficients on most of public

welfare variables are significant and have expected signs, we find inflation volatility has a

significantly positive effect on the persistence in trust in the 24-month rolling window (model

1.1) and 36-month rolling window model (models 2.1). When we extend the model with 48-

50 We have conducted residual tests on all six models. We found that in all models the respective residuals are not
white noise. However, running the models using GLS weighting shows no qualitative difference in the standard
errors between the GLS and OLS models. Therefore, we only report the OLS results. The results of the GLS models
are available upon request.
51 For a 10 percent increase in the mean of unemployment rate standard deviation, the change in persistence is
0.09179 x 0.2546 = -0.0234. Given that the mean absolute value of persistence ( ) is 0.4281, then
-0.0234/0.4281 = 0.0545, which is 5.45 percent.
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month rolling window (model 3.1), we find the business environment volatility has a significant

positive coefficient, whereas the coefficient on inflation volatility is negative and significant.

Another variable of interest is the volatility of relative welfare. According to Proposition

1, the persistence in government trust is increasing with the volatility of relative welfare. We

measure the volatility of relative welfare based on the RMSE in regression (17). As mentioned in

the previous section, the error term in equation (17) represents the relative welfare volatility in

regression equation (18). We find that this relative welfare volatility has a significantly positive

effect on trust persistence. This result is robust across different rolling windows and the size is

not trivial. According to model 2.2, if there is a ten percent increase in the relative welfare

volatility (RMSE), the level of trust persistence ( ) increases by about 9.7 percent from its mean

value.52

52 For a 10 percent increase in the mean of relative welfare RMSE, the change in persistence is 0.43383 x 0.09559 =
0.04147. Given that the mean absolute value of persistence ( ) is 0.4281, then 0.04147/0.4281 = 0.09687, which is
9.69 percent.



75

Table 14: Determinants of trust persistence

24-Month Rolling
Window

36-Month Rolling
Window

48-Month Rolling
Window

VARIABLES Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 3.1 Model 3.2

Relative Benefit (Std. Dev.) 0.004 0.047*** -0.013 0.096*** 0.023* 0.097***
[0.015] [0.018] [0.012] [0.022] [0.012] [0.025]

Business Environment (Std. Dev.) -0.039*** -0.009 -0.029*** -0.032*** 0.020*** -0.009
[0.010] [0.013] [0.007] [0.009] [0.006] [0.009]

Consumer Environment (Std. Dev.) -0.033*** -0.005 -0.022*** -0.001 -0.026*** -0.017*
[0.011] [0.010] [0.008] [0.008] [0.006] [0.008]

Unemployment Rate (Std. Dev.) -0.147 0.517*** -0.226*** -0.255*** -0.236*** -0.231*
[0.100] [0.136] [0.047] [0.087] [0.027] [0.133]

Inflation Rate (Std. Dev.) 0.092*** -0.121*** 0.080*** 0.040 -0.050*** -0.157***
[0.028] [0.035] [0.014] [0.038] [0.011] [0.056]

Disposable Income (Mean) 3.969*** 5.951*** 3.497**
[0.914] [1.073] [1.480]

Govt. Deficit to GDP (Mean) -0.363*** -0.352*** -0.216
[0.055] [0.075] [0.132]

Govt. Debt to GDP (Mean) -0.085*** -0.149*** -0.120***
[0.022] [0.028] [0.037]

Constant 0.557*** -30.416*** 0.829*** -43.881*** 0.868*** -24.392**
[0.109] [6.898] [0.082] [8.103] [0.067] [11.354]

Observations 124 124 112 112 100 100
R-squared 0.303 0.575 0.589 0.695 0.736 0.794
Note: Standard errors in brackets *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, Relative Benefit is measured by the root mean square
error (RMSE) in equation (16).

Robustness tests

To ensure the parameter estimates of the relative and public welfare volatility variables

are robust we add disposable income and the government's financial competence. 53 The

coefficients of the relative and public welfare volatility do not change substantially. The

exception is the unemployment rate volatility parameter which becomes positive and significant

in the 24-month rolling window model. Our new regression models also show other findings.

53 As mentioned previously, it would be more appropriate to include the standard deviation of the variables in the
regression models. However, these variables are only reported annually and this makes measuring their mean the
more appropriate way to represent these variables.
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Government deficits and government debt have a significantly negative effect on trust

persistence. This result implies trust in government persistence decreases when the government

is unable to balance the budget during the fiscal year and accumulates more national debt.

However, we find the level of disposable income is positively related to trust persistence. This

relation can be interpreted to mean that citizens with a higher level of income are slower to

change their trust in government and rely more on the previous level of trust.

Summary and discussion

Trust in government, or lack thereof, enjoyed revived scholarly attention after the

collapse of communism. Analysts used it to explain the speed of transition to democracy in new

post-authoritarian new democracies (Offe 1999) or to explain heterogeneity in economic voting

in new democracies (Duch 2001). In this chapter I have presented evidence showing the level of

trust in government, at least in one post-communist country, was not lower compared with the

levels of trust in established democracies. Furthermore, the time series properties of the data

indicate trust in government it gravitates towards a “natural” level. Finally, this chapter offered a

behavioral model of trust in government persistence based on citizens' evaluations of changes in

their individual welfare. The evaluations are weighted by citizens' information levels and

uncertainty in determining their personal proportion of the public welfare.

A related implication of this study is a demonstration that trust in government

dynamically responds to governmental performance, thereby supporting the top-down approach.

However, the results showing that trust in government returns to a “natural” level of trust seem

to support the bottom-up approach as well, because the “natural level” of trust may be based on

culture and values of an individual country. Pessimistic predictions about the perils of low trust
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for democracy based on a cross-section survey at one point in time may be unjustified because

the “natural” level of trust is likely to differ between countries.

Furthermore, this chapter implies the merit of repeated cross-sectional studies. While we

cannot estimate the “natural” level of trust in each individual country due to the lack of

longitudinal data for each country, we can at least retest the results from Chapter 2 at a different

point in time that may mitigate the impact of particular events that may skew the results in cross-

sectional studies, such as elections followed by honeymoons, scandals, or national crises.54

The model of trust in government persistence developed with the EITM method in this

chapter is just a beginning. First, subsequent studies may verify its applicability in other

democracies, new as well as established. 55 Furthermore, the model itself can be refined to

include other important factors people use to form expectations. Updated models may reflect

findings on risk evaluation, showing that citizens are risk-averse when they decide between

probabilities of a gain, but risk-seeking when they make decisions about probabilities of a loss

(Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Similarly, future research in trust in government may take a page

from recent research in economics about adaptive learning (Evans and Honkapohja 2009).

Finally, our model of persistence in trust in government, which explains fluctuations around the

“natural” rate, can be extended by explicitly modeling the “natural” level of trust.

54 For example, in the United States the post-election surge in presidential approval ratings followed by a midterm
decline have been described over a period of a century (Campbell 1991). Similarly, scholars have used statistical
analysis to explain the “rally-round-the-flag effect,” a sudden and substantial increase in public approval in response
to a crisis situation (Baker and Oneal 2001; Hetherington and Nelson 2003). Specifically, Baker and Oneal found
that the size and appearance of a rally depends primarily on how the crisis is presented to the public in terms of
media coverage, bipartisan support, and the White House spin.
55 An ideal case for this analysis would be Germany, which went through reunification in 1990 and could
demonstrate how political attitudes developed separately over time in the post-communist Eastern part and the
Western part. However, a preliminary analysis somewhat surprisingly shows that attitudes in both parts have
evolved identically – the correlation in longitudinal political evaluation between East and West is 0.94. Furthermore,
the measure does not measure political trust, but political satisfaction, which is not perfectly correlated with political
trust (an evidence from the Czech Republic suggests the correlation is 0.78). While the study of German political
satisfaction is beyond the scope of this dissertation, it is certainly a topic worthy of future investigation.
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CHAPTER 4: TRUST IN GOVERNMENT AND ITS EFFECT ON VOTING BEHAVIOR

Abstract

This chapter answers the following research questions: How does support for the incumbent

government in the Czech Republic evolve over time? More importantly, how does trust in

government affect voting for the incumbent? Finally, what effect does the economy have on

support for the incumbent? Using aggregate-level data,56 this chapter finds that intentions to

vote for the incumbent party fluctuated between 10.35 and 36.32 percent and tended to return to

its mean value of 24.2 percent. Furthermore, the chapter relaxes the assumption of parameter

constancy and employs rolling regression57 analysis to track fluctuations in parameters relating

to trust in government and the economy over time. It finds that the effect of trust in government

on intentions to vote for the incumbent party is consistently positive and ranges between 0.1 and

0.4: a unit increase in trust in government is associated with an increase for the incumbent by

0.1 to 0.4 percent. The effect of the economy is much less consistent, suggesting that the economy

matters only when it is particularly bad or good. This chapter offers a new theory about the

effects of economy on voting: voters have a level of “pain tolerance” below which the economy

will not play a role in evaluations of the government; voters will use economic indicators to

56 There exists a long debate in the literature regarding the suitability of aggregate level data. For example, Kramer
(1983) argued that aggregate-level time series often yield reasonably good estimates of the underlying individual-
level effects of interest. This belief was formalized in political science literature by Converse (1990) as the Miracle
of Aggregation and used in many prominent analyses (Page and Shapiro 1993; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson
2002). However, other researchers have pointed out that aggregation of individual preferences does not correctly
represent the collective preference because “error” in individual-level measures of preferences is not random (Duch,
Palmer, and Anderson 2000). This dissertation recognizes this issue and, as its extension, proposes to analyze the
link between individual and aggregate opinion in future studies (see the discussion section).
57 Rolling regression is one of several approaches to studying time varying parameters. Among the alternatives are
recursive regression, Dynamic Conditional Correlation model, Kalman filters, or exponential smoothing. Each
method has its weaknesses; for example, in rolling regression, the researcher arbitrarily sets the size of the moving
window, it can give unstable estimates, and it equally weights all observations (see Lebo and Box-Steffensmeier
2008). Some of these drawbacks are mitigated by using different sizes of the rolling window (here 24 and 48
months) and adding confidence intervals around the parameters; however, future studies may retest the validity of
the present study.
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punish and reward incumbent government only if the economic indicators exceed their pain

tolerance.

Introduction

Behavioral consequences of political trust have been studied for decades. As early as in

1974 they sparked a discussion between Miller and Citrin, following Miller’s 1974 article,

“Political Issues and Trust in government: 1964-1970.” In the article, Miller describes increasing

political discontent in the United States and argues that the primary sources of trust in

government are political events, attitudes, and expectations.

However, Citrin in his 1974 “Comment: The political Relevance of Trust in Government”

notes that Miller makes an “assumption that the Trust in Government scale measures alienation

from the political regime rather than mere disapproval of incumbent political leaders” and

concludes that “many political cynics are probably expressing the conviction that ‘times are bad’

rather than repudiating the political regime on ideological grounds” and that “perhaps, some new

names in the lineup may be sufficient to raise the level of trust in government.” According to

Citrin’s argument, political distrust breeds support for or participation in “oppositionist” political

behavior.

In response, Miller’s Rejoinder to Citrin’s “Comment” argues that Citrin’s conclusions

are inconsistent with data. For example, he notes there does exist a link between trust and voting

when distrusting voters tend to vote for the opposition candidate. As an example, Miller uses the

1972 elections, when the Republican President Richard Nixon was running for reelection:

“whereas only 21 percent of the efficacious and trusting respondents cast a Democratic vote for

president, 49 percent of the inefficacious and distrusting voted Democratic.” He also shows that
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“dividing the total population into ideological subgroups, however, results in a substantial

augmentation of the independent effect of political distrust on the vote.”

Support for Miller’s idea that trust affects voting was found in subsequent studies of

presidential elections in the United States. For example, Hetherington (1999) shows that in two-

candidate races, distrustful voters are more likely to support the opposition party’s candidates

and in three-candidate races they are likely to support third-party candidates.

Canadian elections show a similar tendency (Belanger and Nadeau 2005), and in

countries with compulsory voting, such as Belgium, distrustful voters tend to cast a blank or

invalid vote, or vote for extreme right or populist parties (Hooghe, Marien, and Pauwels 2011).

In a further refinement to this idea, a comparative study of 12 established and new democracies58

found that while political trust generally reduces abstention and extreme right voting in both

types of political regimes, in countries with longer democratic experience the effect of political

trust on abstention is non-linear, and its impact on extreme right support is conditional on

economic evaluations (Rosema and Paskeviciute, 2009).

Finally, the effect of political trust on elections was also studied in the European context.

In the Swiss referendum on the European Economic Space in 1993, among those who trusted

their government, 70 percent voted for the EES while among those who distrusted their

government only 27 percent supported the EES. Party and trust in government were the best

predictors for the EES vote (Franklin et al. 1995).

Although some of the previously mentioned articles are based on longitudinal studies,

these come exclusively from established democracies, and dynamics between trust and voting is

still understudied in the post-communist context. This chapter contributes to this literature by

58 The 12 countries included in the comparative study were Belgium, Germany, Norway, New Zealand, Netherlands,
Switzerland, Israel, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, Slovenia, and Ukraine. The data were collected
between 1996 and 2001.
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examining how trust in government reflects in voting behavior over time using data from the

Czech Republic.

Furthermore, voting behavior over time has traditionally been explained using economic

variables such as inflation, unemployment, wages, or consumer confidence. However, the effects

of these variables were found to vary not only from country to country, but also from election to

election within the same country, suggesting that the effects may vary over time.59 In keeping

with the industry standards, this chapter analyzes the effects of these macroeconomic variables

on voting in addition to the trust in government variable.

This chapter based on an analysis of temporal data from the Czech Republic contributes

to the literature by exploring the dynamic relationships between trust in government and

economics and support for the incumbent and suggests and tests an alternative explanation for

the varying effect of the economy over time called “theory of pain tolerance.” The theory

suggests that voters use economic indicators to punish or reward incumbents only if the

indicators are unexpectedly good or bad; if the economy performs within certain range, the

economy will not play a role in evaluations of the government.

The chapter is organized as follows. The next section presents the dependent variable

Suport for the incumbent in the Czech Republic. The following section tests the established

theories of the effects of trust in government and economy on voting. It finds that while trust in

government has the expected effect in the post-communist context (trust consistently increases

intentions to vote for the incumbent), the economy seems to matter only when it performs

particularly well or poorly. The next section introduces and tests an alternative “theory of pain

59 A review of the rich economic voting literature is provided in Appendix 3. Although economic variables are not at
the center of this chapter, some of the results presented here may provide valuable answers for several research
questions regarding economic voting in post-communist countries.
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tolerance”. The chapter concludes with a discussion and suggestion of avenues for future

research.

Support for the incumbent in the Czech Republic

Support for the incumbent is the typical dependent variable researchers analyze when

assessing the impact of the economy on voting behavior.60 In established democracies with a

long history of elections, time series analyses can use the real electoral outcomes; however, this

is not yet possible in post communist countries, because they have only experienced a limited

number of elections. For example, the Czech Republic only experienced seven rounds of

legislative elections between 1990 and 2012. 61 Therefore, as the alternative measure of

incumbent support, this article investigates vote intentions over time. It uses monthly survey data

collected by the Public Opinion Research Center (PORC)62 in the Czech Republic from January

1995 to December 200863 and includes a total of 168 data points.

The variable Support for the Incumbent reflects intentions to vote for either of the two

major governing parties at the time of taking the survey.64 Specifically, the PORC uses a two-

question format to measure vote intentions. The respondents are first asked the following

60 The key independent variable of interest is trust in government. Please refer to Chapters 2 and 3 for an extensive
review of the measure of trust in government.
61 Since the end of the Cold War, the former Czechoslovakia and later the Czech Republic held seven legislative
elections: in 1990, 1992, 1996, 1998 (early elections), 2002, 2006, and most recently in 2010.
62 Please refer to Chapter 3 for an explanation of the PORC methodology.
63 The PORC usually does not conduct surveys in the two summer months of July and August. These two data points
in each year were imputed as an average of the June and September values.
64 Pooling data across election periods is not ideal, because the subject of the question – the incumbent party – may
change between elections. Unfortunately, as in many post-communist countries, there is no reliable
macropartisanship measure available to control for this potential problem as most voters do not hold any party
allegiance. However, I believe this is not a big problem in the case of the Czech Republic, because a switch between
incumbent parties there occurred only twice during the monitored period, after elections of 1998, when the center-
right ODS handed the government to the center-left CSSD. CSSD then governed for the next 8 years, when it
handed the government back to ODS. If the incumbency measure has any potential effects on the studied
relationships, they would be seen either early on, or late in the timeline. An alternative is to look at the relationships
only during the uninterrupted governing of CSSD between 1998 and 2006.
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question: “Imagine there were elections to the Chamber of Deputies next week. Would you

participate?” Respondents who indicated they had a voting right and definitely did not exclude

their participation in elections were asked the second question: “If you participated in elections,

which party would you vote for?” Between 80 and 90 percent of respondents answered the

second question in each survey. Of these 80 to 90 percent, “don’t know” responses fell between

10 and 20 percent.

Since the first free elections in 1990, three parties have been consistently present in the

Chamber of Deputies (the lower chamber of the Czech Parliament): the center-right Civic

Democratic Party (ODS), the center-left Czech Social Democratic Party (CSSD), and the

Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (KSCM). Of these three parties, only ODS and

CSSD alternated their leadership in the government;65 the Communist party was never invited as

a coalition partner. The center-right ODS headed the government between the years 1990 and

1998 and then again since 2006; the center-left CSSD was at the helm between the years 1998

and 2006.66

Figure 8 shows support for the incumbent between January 1995 and December 2008.

65 Both ODS and CSSD can be considered new regime parties in the context of Tucker’s 2006 argument that an
improving economy should affect new regime parties positively and old regime parties negatively. The Czech
Republic was the only post-communist country that allowed the continuation of the unreformed communist party
(KSCM) and the new center-left CSSD even declared in 1995 a non-acceptance of cooperation with KSCM.
66 It is important to note that although the Czech political system has been remarkably stable in terms of the
existence of the three major parties, it has been experiencing rises and falls of smaller parties on the fringes that do
not lend themselves to a temporal analysis. Therefore, this analysis focuses only on the two major parties, ODS
(center-right) and CSSD (center-left). In the monitored period, the center-right ODS was in power between January
1995 and June 1998, and then again between June 2006 and December 2008. The center-left CSSD held
incumbency in the remaining period, between June 1998 and June 2006. The omission of smaller parties in this
analysis, however, should not distort the results; as Roberts (2008) demonstrated, economic conditions have little
effect on evaluations of smaller parties; instead, voters tend to hold accountable the largest governing party.
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Figure 8: Support for the incumbent (January 1995 - December 2008)

Figure 8 shows that support for the incumbent fluctuated substantially, between 10.35

percent (April 2005) and 36.32 percent (November 2006), with the average of 24.2 marked by

the horizontal red line. The figure also indicates the four elections held during the monitored

period: June 1996, June 1998 (early elections), June 2002, and June 2006; elections are marked

by the vertical red lines. As was mentioned earlier, incumbency has changed only in the elections

in June 1998 (when ODS lost to CSSD) and 2006 elections (when CSSD lost to ODS); between

1998 and 2006, the center-left CSSD held incumbency.

The figure also shows substantial spikes in support for the incumbent after elections,

particularly during the last two election rounds. Interestingly, the election boost is present

regardless of whether the incumbent party won or lost the elections. For example, in the elections
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of 2002 when the center-left coalition headed by CSSD maintained incumbency,67 support for

CSSD increased from 19.77 percent in June to 27.81 percent in July.68 Four years later, when

CSSD handed the government to the center-right ODS, support for the incumbent increased from

21.74 in May to 34.83 in June.69 Furthermore, time series diagnostics70 suggested that Support

for the Incumbent is a difference-stationary series with strong persistence; the persistence

parameter is 0.9.

Established theories

The examination of how trust in government and the economy affect support for the

incumbent political leadership has attracted substantial scholarly attention. However, the effect

of trust as well as the economy seems to differ not only across countries, but also over time

within one country, suggesting that the effects are not constant over time. This instability calls

for an analysis that relaxes the assumption of parameter constancy and allows for time-varying

parameters.

67 In the period between 1998 and 2002, prior to the 2002 elections, CSSD was able to establish an effective
minority government thanks to the “Opposition Agreement,” which granted support to CSSD by the center-right
ODS. Many observers regarded the agreement as a de facto coalition agreement between CSSD and ODS.
68 Although the PORC did not generally conduct surveys in the months of July and August, this election year was an
exception.
69 In 2006, the elections were held on June 2 and 3; therefore, the effect of the change in incumbency was already
recorded in the June survey (the 2002 elections were held on June 14 and 15th and the election effect was thus likely
delayed until July).
70 The following tests were conducted: first, the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test is borderline non-stationary (the test
statistic is -2.564 while the 10% critical value is -2.579). The series becomes stationary after first differencing.
Second, an ARIMA analysis shows Support for the Incumbent is an AR(1) process with high persistence (coefficient
0.9). Third, the autocorrelation function and the Breusch-Godfrey LM test for the AR(1) process indicate no
autocorrelation in the residuals. This result suggests the variable reverts to its mean and is not cyclical (it does not
seem to respond to an election cycle, although this may be caused by the early elections in 1998). Fourth, the White
test for AR(1) process shows no heteroskedasticity; and the Ramsey RESET test suggests that the process is
correctly specified.
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This portion of the chapter analyzes how trust in government and four macroeconomic

variables (inflation rate, unemployment rate, wage index, and consumer confidence71) affected

changes in the support for the incumbent in the Czech Republic and whether – and how – the

effects changed over time.72 It tests the following established hypotheses:

H1: An increase in aggregate trust in government is associated with an increased support for

the incumbent.

H2: A good economic performance is associated with an increased support for the incumbent.

Due to data availability, the sample is restricted to January 1999 to December 2008 and

includes 120 observations. During the monitored period, all explanatory variables fluctuated

substantially. The key explanatory variable of interest – trust in government – ranged from 13

percent (in April 2005) to 51 percent (in November 2002).73 Figure 9 shows the other four

explanatory variables during the monitored period. It shows that inflation spanned -0.4 percent

(in early 2003) and 6.6 percent (in December 2008); unemployment rate fluctuated between 4.2

percent in the first half of 2008 and 9.5 percent in early 2000; wage index was above 100

throughout the whole period, suggesting that wages were constantly increasing; the rate of

increase ranged between 101.1 and 107.6; and finally, consumer confidence floated between 66

(in May 1999) and 107 (in March 2007).74

71 Consumer confidence is the degree of optimism that consumers feel about the overall state of the economy and
their personal financial situation. Values under 100 reflect a negative outlook on the economy, values above 100
reflect positive outlook on the economy.
72 Unemployment and wage index are measured quarterly while inflation, consumer confidence and trust in
government are measured monthly.
73 For figure of Trust in government, please refer to Chapter 3, Figure 5.
74 The red line indicates consumer confidence at the 100 value.
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Figure 9: Raw explanatory variables (January 1999 and December 2008)

All explanatory variables are non-stationary and become stationary after first

differencing.75 In the remainder of this chapter, all variables, including the dependent variable

Support for Incumbent, are first-differenced.

To relax the assumption of parameter constancy and to observe the effects of the

independent variables on support for the incumbent over time, this chapter uses rolling

regression analysis. Rolling regression shows fluctuations in a parameter when the window of

75 Recall from the previous chapter that trust in government is a process characterized by strong persistence. While
between the period analyzed in the previous section an Augmented Dickey Fueller (ADF) test suggested the series
was stationary, here the ADL test is borderline non-stationary; therefore, I use this variable first-differenced as well.
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observations, in which the coefficient is calculated, is restricted from the full sample (here a

sample of 120 observations) to smaller windows. As there is no recommended window size, this

analysis uses windows of 24 and 48 months.

The following figures show the binary relationships between the explanatory variables

and Support for Incumbent.76

76 There are only low correlations between the explanatory variables (the largest was between Wage Index and
Inflation at -0.29; therefore, controlling for the other variables did not substantially change the results. The results
from the multivariate analysis are available in Appendix 5. Additionally, the inclusion of election dummy in the
multivariate analysis did not substantially change the results of the binary relationships.
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Figure 10: Rolling regressions for support for the incumbent (24- and 48-month rolling
windows)
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c. Unemployment Rate

d. Wage Index
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e. Consumer Confidence

Figures 10a to 10e report the results of rolling regressions tracking the fluctuations in the

coefficients between the individual explanatory variables and support for the incumbent.

Trust in government has the clearest and most consistent effect on vote intentions; the

effect is consistently positive and mostly statistically significant. It ranged between 0.1 and 0.4 in

the smaller windows and between 0.19 and 0.29 in the larger windows, suggesting that an

increase in trust in government is associated with an increased support for the incumbent. Thus,

the results clearly support the first hypothesis.

The support for the second hypothesis is, however, mixed. Inflation had a mixed effect on

support for the incumbent and ranged between -0.5 and 2.5 (for the 24-month rolling window) or

between -0.15 and 1.3.77 However, regardless of the size of the rolling window, the coefficient

for inflation never reached statistical significance at the 95 percent level.

Unemployment rate had substantial negative and statistically significant effect on support

for the incumbent in the beginning periods, when the lowest coefficient reached -4 in the smaller

77 Note that all variables are difference-stationary; therefore, the results reflect relationships between the differenced
series.
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windows and -2.8 in the larger windows; this shows traditional economic voting. However, the

coefficient started increasing and eventually became substantially positive, reaching values of

7.5 in the smaller windows (in the larger windows, the positive values fail to reach statistical

significance).

Wages had, for about half of the time, statistically as well as substantially positive effect

on support for the incumbent (the smaller rolling window also indicates negative effect in the

early stages, but this effect was not statistically significant). When statistically significant, the

coefficient for wages ranged between 0.6 and 0.8.

Finally, consumer confidence mostly failed to reach statistical significance, but when it

did, it also had a positive (with the maximum effect of 0.43 in the smaller windows and 0.29 in

the larger windows) effect on support for the incumbent.

In summary, the results suggest that trust in government has a consistently positive effect

on support for the incumbent. As far as the economy, when statistically significant,

macroeconomic variables have the expected direction of effect on support for the incumbent,

providing evidence of economic voting in the Czech Republic.

While the results presented in this part of the chapter correspond with the existing

theories regarding the effect of trust in government on support for the incumbent, the support for

the existing theories of economic voting is weak at best. The evolution of the coefficients does

not indicate that citizens would reward or punish the government more as they learned how

democratic institutions function, as proposed by Duch (2001) and Fidrmuc (2000). Fidrmuc’s

alternative explanation that turbulent economic reforms may not have permitted retrospective

voting does not seem to be supported by this analysis either; for example, inflation fluctuated

substantially during the monitored period yet never returned a statistically significant effect on
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support for the incumbent. Another of Fidrmuc’s proposed explanation that blame for economic

declines during the initial stage of economic transition may be attributable to the general poor

state of the economy of new democracies rather than the competence of the incumbent

government is also problematic because the Czech society was relatively rich; Czechs (and

Slovaks) were not actively unhappy with their life during communism because the Czechoslovak

government was capable of supplying not only basic consumer goods, but also popular

entertainment (Judt 2005, p. 617). Fidrmuc’s last possible explanation suggesting that economic

payoffs at stake in elections during fundamental economic transitions are larger than payoffs in

developed countries doesn’t seem supported by these results because the prospect of larger

payoffs should incentivize voters to use economic performance as a basis for political evaluation

particularly in the earlier periods (thus we should see stronger economic voting early on), but this

was not the case in the Czech Republic.

The results also contradict the clarity of responsibility argument (Powell and Whitten

1993; Whitten and Palmer 1999) because they do not indicate that voters punish strong

governments more severely (for example, according to this theory, when the center-left CSSD

decisively won elections in 2002 and was freed from its previous minority government, the

coefficient for unemployment should have grown more negative; instead, it became positive).

Voters also did not seem to take into consideration where the incumbent party falls on the left-

right political spectrum; along the partisan model, left-wing parties should be punished for

unemployment while right-wing parties should be punished for inflation (Powel and Whitten

1993; Hibbs 1979), yet in the Czech Republic a center-left party (CSSD) was both punished as

well as rewarded for unemployment during their incumbency lasting from 1998 to 2006. Another

possible explanation – the legacy of communism, which suggests that parties identified with the
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“old regime” will be supported by economic losers while parties identified with the “new

regime,” will be supported by economic winners (Pop-Eleches and Tucker, 2009) – cannot be

tested with the aggregate-level data. However, the two parties that are the subjects of the present

study were both newly formed after the fall of communism. The party associated with the “old

regime,” the Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (KSCM), remained mostly unreformed

and was never invited to form a coalition with either of the two centrist parties. Yet, the fact that

we see variations in economic voting not only between the two (both new regime) parties but

also during the reign of the same party (recall that CSSD held incumbency for full 8 years) casts

some doubt at the legacy of communism explanation. Finally, the results do not show that

citizens always punish the incumbent. This findings lends little support to Roberts’s (2008)

hyperaccountability theory, which suggests that incumbents are held accountable for economic

performance, but this accountability distinguishes not between vote losses and gains, but

between large and small losses (in other words, incumbents are always punished).

Theory of pain tolerance

While the established theory of the effect of trust on vote intentions is supported by the

above findings, current theories of economic voting in post-communist countries do not seem to

successfully explain the results presented in the previous part of this chapter. Instead, the results

point at a new possible explanation:  voters use economic indicators to punish or reward

incumbents only if the indicators are unexpectedly good or bad; if the economy performs within

what the voters expect, the economy will not play a role in evaluations of the government.78 This

78 Vaclav Klaus, chairman of the center-right ODS, Finance Minister between 1989 and 1992, Prime Minister
between 1992 and 1998, and the President since 2003 often warned Czech citizens that a successful transformation
will require all citizens to initially tighten their belts.
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explanation would fit the inflation non-results; recall that during the monitored period inflation

ranged from -0.4 percent to 6.6 percent, which are not dramatic figures given the challenges

facing a transitioning economy.  It could also explain the fluctuations in the coefficient for

unemployment: in the beginning of the monitored period, unemployment was high; at slightly

below 10 percent, it was a very unwelcomed figure in a country that had, just 10 years

previously, official unemployment of 0 percent. Not surprisingly, the political leadership was

strongly punished for this result. However, as unemployment started falling, the punishment

became less and less severe; in the end of the monitored period, the effect disappeared altogether.

Along the same lines, when consumer confidence was low (around 70) it did not reflect in

political evaluations, but when it climbed over 100 it started having a positive effect.

To conduct a test of the “theory of pain tolerance” I will test the following hypothesis

using the four macroeconomic variables:

H3 (Bads): The effect of consumer bads (e.g., inflation or unemployment) on the

incumbent (the parameter) becomes more negative as the distance of the actual indicator

increases above its long-term average.

H4 (Goods): The effect of consumer goods (e.g., consumer confidence or wages) on the

incumbent becomes more positive as the distance of the actual indicator increases above its

long-term average value.

The dependent variables are the parameters obtained from the rolling regressions

conducted in the previous section. The independent variables are constructed as the distance of

the actual indicator from its long-term average level averaged across a corresponding size of the

rolling window. Specifically, the rolling regression estimates used in this portion will be based on

the 48-month windows, therefore the distance will be averaged over 48 months. Figure 11, a-d,
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shows the independent variables. For example, the long-term average for inflation (during the

monitored 120-month period) was 2.8; however, the average over the first 48 months was 3.13;

therefore, the first data point in Figure 11a is 0.33. Similarly, the long-term average for

unemployment was 7.37 percent, but in the early periods unemployment was above this average;

the 48-month average for the period between January 1999 and December 2002 was 8.22.

Therefore, the difference between the two numbers in the first 48 months was 0.85, which is the

first data point in Figure 11b. Zero in the figures indicates a situation where the long-term

average was identical with the short 48-month average.

Figure 11, a-d: Distance of actual from average indicators averaged over 48 months
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To test the “theory of pain tolerance” I now regress the appropriate parameters obtained

from the rolling regressions on the newly constructed independent variables. Table 15 reports the

results.

Table 15: Theory of pain tolerance

Support for
incumbent Slope Intercept Threshold

Inflation -0.036 *** 0.383 *** 13.44
Unemployment -2.02 *** 1.83 *** 8.82
Wage index 0.346 *** 0.399 ***

Consumer confidence 0.004 0.115 *** 103.37

The regression slope for inflation is -0.036, suggesting that a unit departure from the

long-term average will reduce the parameter by 0.036. The regression intercept of 0.383 suggests

that if there is no difference between the short-term and long-term averages, the parameter for

inflation will be 0.383 (voters will tend to reward the incumbent for inflation). Both values are

statistically significant at the 99 percent level. From these results we can also calculate that

inflation would have to be higher than 13.44 percent for voters to start punishing the incumbents

(13.44 percent is the cutoff value at which the parameter is 0; below this value the parameter will

be positive, above this value the parameter will be negative). This suggests that the tolerance of

the Czech population to inflation is rather high and explains why most of the time the parameter

was not statistically significant.

The regression slope for unemployment is -2.02 and the constant is 1.83 (both are

statistically significant at the 99 percent level). This suggests that each unit departure from the

long-term trend will result in -2.02 drop in the unemployment parameter. The cutoff point for
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unemployment is 8.82; at this point, voters will neither reward nor punish the incumbent for an

increased unemployment. However, if unemployment rises above 8.82, the parameter becomes

negative (voters will punish the incumbent); for unemployment below 8.82 voters will tend to

reward the incumbent. Overall, Czech voters seem to be less tolerant of unemployment

compared to inflation, yet the value of 8.82 percent unemployment is still rather generous.

The slope for consumer confidence was neither statistically nor substantively significant

but at least it has the expected – positive – direction (it was 0.004, with standard deviation

0.003), but the constant was statistically significant with a value of 0.115. This result suggests

that the effect of consumer confidence on evaluation of the incumbent does not depend on the

departure from average; instead, it is consistently positive.

Finally, the slope for wages was 0.346 and constant was 0.399; both were statistically

significant at the 99 percent level. This result suggests that voters will neither punish nor reward

the incumbent (the parameter for wages will be 0) when wage index is at 103.37.

Overall, the tests confirm the hypotheses of pain tolerance: the farther the actual

indicators are from a long-term average (the more pain they inflict on voters), the stronger voters

will punish the incumbent. Reversely for goods, the more goods voters receive above the long-

term average, the more strongly they will reward the incumbent.

Long-run relationships?

The above analysis was conducted using differenced variables to avoid the potential

problem of spurious regression, which could arise when the same analysis was conducted on

non-stationary variables (recall that the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test suggested that all

variables were non-stationary). However, the shortcoming of differenced models is the sacrifice
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of long-run relationships as differenced models are strictly short-run in nature. An alternative

model that helps investigate long-run relationships on non-stationary variables is the error

correction model (ECM). While ECM does not belong to the group of models allowing for

parameters to vary over time, which is the key focus of this chapter (ECM assumes that

parameters are constant overtime), an understanding of the possible long-run relationships can

still provide useful insight into the nature of the relationships and possible avenues for future

research.

ECMs use “cointegration” to investigate log-run relationships between the independent

variables and support for the incumbent. Two first-difference stationary variables are said to be

cointegrated if there exists a linear combination (in their level form) that is stationary. Thus,

ECM proceeds in two steps: first, using least squares, it identifies whether there exists a

cointegrating relation; the residuals from the least square estimation capture deviations from the

equilibrium between the two variables. In the second step, ECM uses the saved residuals to

estimate the short and long-term effects by including the lagged residuals from the cointegrating

regression as a measure of the error correction mechanism.

Table 16 reports the ECM results conducted on each bivariate relationship.

Table 16: Bivariate ECM

Support for
incumbent Long-term effect Short-term effect

Speed of
correction

Trust in government 0.320 *** -0.077 -0.100 **
Inflation -0.007 -1.043 ** -0.097 **
Unemployment -2.410 *** -1.018 -0.139 ***
Wage index 0.081 0.091 -0.095 **
Consumer confidence 0.269 *** -0.089 -0.178 ***
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In terms of the effect of trust in government on support for the incumbent, the ECM

suggests that there exists a statistically significant long-run effect of 0.32; the model fails to

uncover a statistically significant short-term effect on incumbent. The error correction

mechanism has a statistically significant value of -0.10, suggesting that deviations from

equilibrium are corrected at about 10 percent per month. Recall from the previous analysis

conducted on the differenced variables that the effect of trust in government on support for

incumbent was consistently positive and ranged between 0.1 and 0.4 in the 24-month rolling

window. The ECM results suggest similar size of the effect.

The ECM fails to uncover a long-run effect between inflation and support for the

incumbent; with a value of -0.007 the long-run effect is both statistically as well as substantially

insignificant. However, inflation has a statistically and substantially significant short-term effect

on support for the incumbent (-1.04), and the error correction mechanism is significant at -0.097,

suggesting the deviations from equilibrium are corrected at about 9.7 percent per month.

Unemployment was found to have a long-term effect on support for the incumbent (-

2.41); no significant short-term effect was found. Deviations from equilibrium are corrected at

about 14 percent per month.

Wage index had neither a significant long-run nor a short-run effect on support for the

incumbent, and the value of the error correction mechanism suggested that deviations from

equilibrium were corrected at about 9.5 percent per month.

Finally, consumer confidence was found to have a statistically significant long-term

effect of 0.27 while no short-term effect was found. Deviations from equilibrium were corrected

at about 18 percent per month.
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Additionally, multivariate ECM (Schaffer 2010) was used to estimate whether a

cointegrating relationship exists between all the explanatory variables. The following equation

was estimated:

∆ = + ∆ . + ∆ . . +∆ . . +∆ . + ∆ . +
where L is the lag operator, ∆ is the difference operator, and ECM is the coefficient of the lagged

residual (the error correction mechanism). Table 17 reports the results of the multivariate ECM

procedure.

Table 17: Multivariate ECM: short-term effects∆ Coefficient SEECM -0.192 0.059 ***∆L. Trust -0.073 0.053∆L. -0.926 0.517 *∆L. Unemployment -0.709 1.077∆L.Wages -0.082 0.265∆L. Consumer -0.019 0.082
Constant -0.038 0.236

Adjusted R-sq. 0.083

Table 17 suggests that only inflation had a short-term effect on support for the

incumbent; all other variables did not show a statistically significant short-term effect. The table

also shows that for the whole system, deviations from equilibrium were corrected at about 19

percent per month (the ECM mechanism). Finally, to provide a better comparison with the
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bivariate ECM results, Table 18 juxtaposes the long-term effects79 and short-term effects of each

variable.

Table 18: Multivariate ECM: long-term and short-term effects

Support for incumbent Long-term effect Short-term effect
Trust in government 0.524 *** -0.073
Inflation 0.137 -0.926 *
Unemployment -2.100 ** -0.709
Wage index 0.319 -0.082
Consumer confidence 0.226 ** -0.019

The multivariate ECM results from Table 18 confirm the bivariate results from Table 16:

trust in government and unemployment have long-term effects on support for the incumbent

while only inflation has a short-tem effect on support for the incumbent. These results suggest

that changes in trust and unemployment reflect in support for the incumbent over a longer period

while people are much quicker to react to changes in inflation.

Discussion and implications

This chapter provides a systematic time series analysis of support for the incumbent

government in one new democracy, the Czech Republic. Furthermore, it builds upon the current

theories from developed democracies about the relationships between trust in government and

voting and economy and voting and extends them with relaxing one key, but limiting assumption

of parameter constancy. It provides clear evidence that trust in government has a positive effect

on support for the incumbent; however, in terms of the economy, different economic variables

79 The long-term effects are calculated using the formula . from the following equation:= + + + + + + +
(0.752) (0.130)     (0.034)   (-0.521)     (0.079)      (0.056)

For example, the long-term effect of trust in government is calculated as,
. . = 0.524.
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matter differently across time and sometimes even switch the direction of effect. The results

contradict the existing theories of economic voting in post-communist countries and offer an

alternative theory and tests: voters have a level of pain tolerance below which the economy will

not play a role in evaluations of the government; economic indicators will reflect in political

evaluation only if they exceed certain threshold; moreover, the further the actual indicators are

from the threshold, the stronger voters will reward (in case of goods) or punish (in case of bads)

the incumbent.

This chapter offers several avenues for future exploration. First, it is based solely on

aggregate-level data, but as mentioned previously, the debate surrounding the link between

individual behavior and aggregate results is far from being satisfactorily resolved; an extension

of this research should examine the individual-level data as well. Second, future studies can

mathematically formalize the theory of “pain tolerance.” Third, researchers should conduct

similar studies in other countries to determine whether the theory holds beyond the post-

communist context and what are the pain thresholds elsewhere. Furthermore, future studies may

investigate whether the pain thresholds themselves change; for example, in the United States,

could the fact that President Obama won reelection with the highest unemployment rate since

FDR mean that Americans have increased their tolerance threshold for unemployment? Finally,

future analyses should also investigate in detail the relationship between economic expectations

and economic voting: if people expect bad economic performance and their expectation is met,

does the strength of economic voting change or does it remain the same? Overall, when the

specific context of post-communist countries is taken into account (e.g., the different starting

values and experiences with such phenomena as inflation and unemployment), we may find that

voting in post-communist countries operates in much the same way as in established ones.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

This dissertation set off to answer three key research questions. (1) What are the

determinants of trust in government in post-communist countries? (2) How does trust in

government evolve over time? (3) How does trust in government affect voting behavior?

To answer the first question, Chapter 2 analyzed surveys conducted in 29 post-

communist countries. It looked at trust in government from the aggregate level, individual level,

as well as from the multilevel perspectives and tested a variety of previously proposed

hypotheses while also testing hypotheses regarding the effects of trust in other institutions on

trust in government. The critical finding of this chapter is that the key determinant of trust in

government is trust in political parties: on the aggregate level, when trust in political parties

increases by 1 percent, trust in government increases by 1.6 percent on average. On the

individual level, respondents who trust political parties have a 34.7 percent higher probability to

trust government compared to those who do not trust political parties, on average. This cross-

sectional part of the dissertation also provided a clear, albeit moderate, support for the bottom-up

hypothesis (this hypothesis states that social capital, measured here by interpersonal trust, affects

on trust in government), while it showed small and inconsistent support for the top-down

hypothesis (arguing that trust in government is affected by institutional performance, measured

here by performance of the economy).

However, Chapter 2 also highlighted the shortcomings of one-time cross-sectional

surveys and argued that a longitudinal investigation of trust in government was needed before the

top-down approach is rejected. Therefore, to answer the second question, Chapter 3 presented a

longitudinal case study of trust in government in the Czech Republic. It found that trust in

government is a stationary process with high persistence and that it dynamically responds to
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governmental performance, thereby supporting the top-down approach. However, the results

showing that trust in government returns to a “natural” level of trust seem to support the bottom-

up approach as well, because the “natural level” of trust may be based on culture and values of

each individual country. Chapter 3 also proposed a theory of persistence based on the degree of

attention citizens pay to politics and the degree to which they determine changes in their

individual welfare they receive from government performance.

Finally, to answer the third question, this dissertation again used data from the Czech

Republic. It found that the effect of trust in government on intentions to vote for the incumbent

party is consistently positive and ranges between 0.1 and 0.4: a unit increase in trust in

government is associated with an increase for the incumbent by 0.1 to 0.4 percent.

While the answers to the three questions offered in this dissertation contribute to the

current literature about trust in government, there are still many questions to be investigated in

the future once more appropriate data is available. First, the suggestion from Chapter 3 that there

may exist an underlying “natural” level of trust (based on social capital) around which the

observed trust fluctuates (according to governmental performance) should be investigated in the

future using longitudinal data from multiple countries. While appropriate data is currently

unavailable, particularly in the post-communist countries, this dissertation makes the case for the

commencement of such consistent data collection.

Furthermore, Chapter 2 highlighted the strong effects of several variables, particularly

trust in political parties, on trust in government; yet, these variables were not investigated in the

longitudinal case study of the Czech Republic because the appropriate questions were not

included in the PORC surveys. This dissertation again makes the case for inclusion of these
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variables, at least trust in parties, in the surveys moving forward so that an appropriate analysis

can be conducted that could determine the direction of causality between the variables.80

Finally, this dissertation offers several theoretical explanations that may invite future

refinement. Specifically, the formal model of persistence in trust in government offered in

Chapter 3 can be refined to include other important factors people use to form expectations and

reflect differences in risk evaluation or learning. For example, while the model currently explains

fluctuations around the “natural” rate, it can be extended to explicitly model also the “natural”

level of trust. Similarly, Chapter 4 suggested a theory of “pain tolerance” in regards to voting,

but a formal model is yet to be constructed.

Overall, this dissertation provides evidence that the two key theories of trust in

government, top-down (institutional) as well as bottom-up (cultural), are at play in post-

communist countries, but their emergence seems to depend on the character of the available data.

While cross-sectional studies tend to highlight the importance of the bottom-up (cultural) theory

and downplay the top-down approach, longitudinal studies tend to do the opposite, providing

evidence that people do dynamically respond to governmental performance. If a longitudinal

cross-sectional dataset is collected in the future, it may allow for the formulation and test of a

new unifying theory of trust in government that will bring together both approaches.

80 A simple Granger causality test, or a more advanced Vector Autoregression analysis (VAR), may be used to
investigate the relationship between trust in political parties, trust in government, and potentially support for the
incumbent.
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APPENDIX 1: KEY FACTS ABOUT LITS COUNTRIES81

Albania

 Republic of Albania founded in 1991, after the communist regime collapsed in 1990. The

old communist party was routed in the elections of March 1992, amid economic collapse

and social unrest. An economic crisis spread in the late 1996 following the failure of

several Ponzi schemes operating in the country, peaking in 1997 in an armed rebellion,

that led to another mass emigration of Albanians, mostly to Italy, Greece, Switzerland,

Germany and North America. In 1999 the country was affected by the Kosovo War,

when a great number of Albanians from Kosovo found refuge in Albania. Constitution

was renewed in 1998.

 Parliamentary democracy (president elected by parliament); multi-party system, two to

three strong parties plus several smaller parties electorally successful

 Closed list PR (replaced mixed-member system in November 2008); 3 percent threshold

for individual parties, 5 percent for coalitions. Parliament has 140 seats. Unicameral

legislature (no Senate).

 Latest elections: 28 June 2009; produced political stalemate in the close elections

between the center-right party (46.92 percent of votes) and the center-left party (45.34

percent of votes).

 Population: 3,002,859 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Albanian 95%, Greek 3%, other

2% (Vlach, Roma (Gypsy), Serb, Macedonian, Bulgarian) (1989 est.); religions: Muslim

70%, Albanian Orthodox 20%, Roman Catholic 10% (percentages are estimates);

literacy: 98.7%.

 Capital: Tirana

81 Source: CIA World Fact Book (https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/)
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Armenia (FSR82)

 Armenia declared independence on 23 August 1990, becoming the first non-Baltic

republic to secede from the Soviet Union. It was officially recognized in 1991, after the

Soviet Union was dissolved.

 Semi-presidential democracy (president elected by popular vote, for 5 years, next

elections in 2013); multi-party system; unicameral legislature. Concerns over fairness of

elections; Freedom House’s democracy score in 2008 only 5.21 of 7 (7 is the lowest).

 Conflicts: Long conflict with Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh, a primarily Armenian-

populated region, assigned to Soviet Azerbaijan in the 1920s by Moscow. Armenia and

Azerbaijan began fighting over the area in 1988; the struggle escalated after both

countries attained independence from the Soviet Union in 1991. By May 1994, when a

cease-fire took hold, ethnic Armenian forces held not only Nagorno-Karabakh but also a

significant portion of Azerbaijan proper. An estimated 30.000 people perished in the

conflict with over a million being displaced. Additionally, Armenian genocide of 1915-

1917, in which an estimated 600,000 Armenians died, continues to be a problematic point

in Armenian-Turkish relation (Turkey also supported Azerbaijan against Armenia in the

Nagorno-Karbakh conflict).

 Population: 2,970,495 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Armenian 97.9%, Yezidi (Kurd)

1.3%, Russian 0.5%, other 0.3% (2001 census); religion: Armenian Apostolic 94.7%,

other Christian 4%, Yezidi (monotheist with elements of nature worship) 1.3%; literacy:

99.4%.

82 Former Soviet Republics included 15 countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.
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 Capital: Yerevan

Azerbaijan (FSR)

 Azerbaijan declared independence from the Soviet Union on 30 August 1991.

 Semi-presidential democracy (president elected by popular vote for a five-year term,

unlimited terms. Next elections in 2013. Concerns over fairness of elections. Unicameral

legislature, 5-year terms. Next legislative elections in 2015.

 Conflict with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh (see Armenia for details).

 Population: 9,493,600 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Azeri 90.6%, Dagestani 2.2%,

Russian 1.8%, Armenian 1.5%, other 3.9% (1999 census) note: almost all Armenians live

in the separatist Nagorno-Karabakh region. Religion: Muslim 93.4%, Russian Orthodox

2.5%, Armenian Orthodox 2.3%, other 1.8% (1995 est.) note: religious affiliation is still

nominal in Azerbaijan; percentages for actual practicing adherents are much lower.

Literacy: 98.8 percent.

 Capital: Baku

Belarus (FSR)

 Belarus declared sovereignty on 27 July 1990, and independence from the Soviet Union

on 25 August 1991.

 Republic de iure, dictatorship de facto; LeDuc, Niemi and Norris (2010) call the regime

“electoral autocracy” (constitution from 1994 revised by national referendum in 1996,

which greatly expanded presidential powers; constitution revised again in 2003,

removing presidential term limits). Alexander Lukashenko has been the country's
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president since 1994. Despite objections from Western governments, Lukashenko has

continued Soviet-era policies, such as state ownership of the economy. Concerns over

unfair elections and violent suppression of political opponents. Legislature is bicameral;

pro-Lukashenko candidates won every seat in 2008 elections.

 Population: 9,542,883 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Belarusian 81.2%, Russian 11.4%,

Polish 3.9%, Ukrainian 2.4%, other 1.1% (1999 census); religion: Eastern Orthodox 80%,

other (including Roman Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, and Muslim) 20% (1997 est.);

literacy: 99.6 percent.

 Capital: Minsk

Bosnia (Bosnia and Herzegovina)

 Bosnia declared independence in 1992 after the dissolution of the Socialist Federal

Republic Of Yugoslavia. Country divided between Republika Srpska (49% of territory)

and the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (51% of territory). Also a third entity –

Brcko District.

 Semi-presidentialism (presidents elected directly by the people) with rotating three-

member presidency composed of a member of each major ethnic group (Bosniak, Serb,

Croat); bicameral legislation with 15 members of the House of Peoples (5 Croats, 5

Bosniaks, 4 Serbs), and 42 members of the House of Representatives; next elections in

2014.  However, the highest political authority is the High Representative in Bosnia and

Herzegovina; elections of the High Representative criticized as undemocratic.

 Conflicts: civil war (1992-1995); exacerbated by the fact that during Socialist Yugoslavia

(1945-1992), Bosnia was the base of the military industry and had a large concentration
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of arms and military personnel; the Serbs lead by Slobodan Milosevic aimed at adding all

Bosnian lands with Serbian majority to Serbia (Serb general Ratko Mladic has been

blamed to carry out genocide against Bosnian Muslims); the Croats, lead by Franjo

Tudman, attempted to add  Bosnia’s territory inhabited by Croats to Croatia. Conflict

ended in 1995 with an estimated 110,000 killed and over 1.8 million misplaced.

 Population:  4,622,292 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Bosniak 48%, Serb 37.1%, Croat

14.3%, other 0.6% (2000) note: Bosniak has replaced Muslim as an ethnic term in part to

avoid confusion with the religious term Muslim - an adherent of Islam; religion: Muslim

40%, Orthodox 31%, Roman Catholic 15%, other 14%; literacy: 96.7%.

 Capital: Sarajevo

Bulgaria

 Bulgaria adopted new constitution in 1991.

 Semi-presidential democracy; president and vice president elected on the same ticket by

popular vote for a five-year term (eligible for a second term); next elections in 2016;

unicameral legislature (240 seats, 4-year term), next elections in 2013.

 Population: 7,037,935 (July 2012 est.); approx. 800.000 people emigrated between 1990

and 2004 after the collapse of the economy; ethnic groups: Bulgarian 83.9%, Turk 9.4%,

Roma 4.7%, other 2% (including Macedonian, Armenian, Tatar, Circassian) (2001

census); religions: Bulgarian Orthodox 82.6%, Muslim 12.2%, other Christian 1.2%,

other 4% (2001 census); literacy: 98.2%.

 Capital: Sofia
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Croatia

 Croatia declared independence from Yugoslavia in 1991.

 Semi-presidential republic; president elected by popular vote for a 5-year term (max 2

terms), next elections in 2015; unicameral legislature (151 seats), 4-year term, next

elections in 2015.

 Conflict: Croatian War of Independence (1991-1995) between forces loyal to the

government of Croatia and the Serb-controlled Yugoslav People's Army (JNA) and local

Serb forces.

 Population: 4,480,043 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Croat 89.6%, Serb 4.5%, other

5.9% (including Bosniak, Hungarian, Slovene, Czech, and Roma) (2001 census);

religion: Roman Catholic 87.8%, Orthodox 4.4%, other Christian 0.4%, Muslim 1.3%,

other and unspecified 0.9%, none 5.2% (2001 census); literacy: 98.1%.

 Capital: Zagreb

Czech Republic

 Former Czechoslovakia; separated from Slovakia on January 1, 1993 (nonviolent

separation dubbed the “Velvet Divorce”).

 Parliamentary democracy (president elected by the legislature for 5-year term, max 2

terms; the considered change to the constitution may establish a semi-presidential

democracy with the president elected by popular vote); next elections in 2013; bicameral

legislature (200 members in the lower house elected for 4-year terms; 81 members in the

Senate elected for 6-year terms); next elections in 2014.
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 Population: 10,177,300 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Czech 90.4%, Moravian 3.7%,

Slovak 1.9%, other 4% (2001 census); religion: Roman Catholic 26.8%, Protestant 2.1%,

other 3.3%, unspecified 8.8%, unaffiliated 59% (2001 census)

 Capital: Prague

Estonia (FSR)

 Estonia declared independence from the Soviet Union on 20 August 1991.

 Parliamentary democracy; president elected by Parliament for a 5-year term; next

elections in 2016; unicameral legislature (101 members elected for 4-year term); next

elections in 2015.

 Population: 1,274,709 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Estonian 68.7%, Russian 25.6%,

Ukrainian 2.1%, Belarusian 1.2%, Finn 0.8%, other 1.6% (2008 census); religion:

Evangelical Lutheran 13.6%, Orthodox 12.8%, other Christian (including Methodist,

Seventh-Day Adventist, Roman Catholic, Pentecostal) 1.4%, unaffiliated 34.1%, other

and unspecified 32%, none 6.1% (2000 census); literacy: 99.8%.

 Capital: Tallinn

Macedonia (FYROM)

 Macedonia gained its independence peacefully from Yugoslavia in 1991. Greece's

objection to the new state's use of what it considered a Hellenic name and symbols

delayed international recognition, which occurred under the provisional designation of

"the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia." In 1995, Greece lifted a 20-month trade
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embargo and the two countries agreed to normalize relations, but the issue of the name

remained unresolved and negotiations for a solution are ongoing.

 Semi-presidential democracy; president elected by popular vote for a five-year term

(eligible for a second term); next in 2014; unicameral legislature (123 seats, 4-year

terms); next elections in 2015.

 Population: 2,082,370 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Macedonian 64.2%, Albanian

25.2%, Turkish 3.9%, Roma (Gypsy) 2.7%, Serb 1.8%, other 2.2% (2002 census);

religion: Macedonian Orthodox 64.7%, Muslim 33.3%, other Christian 0.37%, other and

unspecified 1.63% (2002 census); literacy: 96.1%.

 Capital: Skopje

Georgia (FSR)

 Georgia gained independence from the Soviet Union on 9 April 1991.

 Presidential democracy (the president is the chief of state and serves as head of

government for the ministries of internal affairs and defense); 5-year term, max. 2 terms,

next elections in 2013; unicameral legislature (150 seats, 4-year term); next elections in

2012.

 Conflicts: Russia assisted regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia to break away from

Georgia. After a series of Russian and separatist provocations in summer 2008, Georgian

military action in South Ossetia in early August led to a Russian military response that

not only occupied the breakaway areas, but large portions of Georgia proper as well.

Russian troops pulled back from most occupied Georgian territory, but in late August

2008 Russia unilaterally recognized the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
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This action was strongly condemned by most of the world's nations and international

organizations.

 Population: 4,570,934 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Georgian 83.8%, Azeri 6.5%,

Armenian 5.7%, Russian 1.5%, other 2.5% (2002 census); religion: Orthodox Christian

(official) 83.9%, Muslim 9.9%, Armenian-Gregorian 3.9%, Catholic 0.8%, other 0.8%,

none 0.7% (2002 census); literacy: 100%.

 Capital: Tbilisi

Hungary

 Newest constitution effective 1 January 2012 (criticized for limiting freedom of press, the

Central Bank, etc.).

 Parliamentary democracy; president elected by the legislature for 5-year term; max. 2

terms; next elections in 2015; unilateral legislature (368 seats, 4-year term), next

elections in 2014.

 Population: 9,958,453 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Hungarian 92.3%, Roma 1.9%,

other or unknown 5.8% (2001 census); religion: Roman Catholic 51.9%, Calvinist 15.9%,

Lutheran 3%, Greek Catholic 2.6%, other Christian 1%, other or unspecified 11.1%,

unaffiliated 14.5% (2001 census); literacy: 99.4%.

 Capital: Budapest

Kazakhstan (FSR)

 Kazakhstan declared independence from the Soviet Union in 1991.
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 Authoritarian presidential rule, with little power outside the executive branch; president

Nursultan Nazarbayev has been in power since 1991; elected by popular vote for 5-year

term, next elections in 2016. Bicameral legislature (47 members of the Senate, 107

members of the lower house, both partly appointed by the president, partly elected by

popular vote).

 Population: 17,522,010 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Kazakh (Qazaq) 63.1%, Russian

23.7%, Uzbek 2.8%, Ukrainian 2.1%, Uighur 1.4%, Tatar 1.3%, German 1.1%, other

4.5% (2009 census); religion: Muslim 47%, Russian Orthodox 44%, Protestant 2%, other

7%; literacy: 99.5%.

 Capital: Astana

Kyrgyzstan (FSR)

 Kyrgyzstan achieved independence in 1991 when the USSR dissolved.

 Presidential autocracy, president elected by popular vote for a six-year term; election last

held on 30 October 2011 (next scheduled for 2017); Nationwide demonstrations in the

spring of 2005 resulted in the ouster of President Askar Akaev, who had run the country

since 1990. Subsequent presidential elections in July 2005 were won overwhelmingly by

former Prime Minister Kurmanbek Bakiev. Over the next few years, the new president

manipulated the parliament to accrue new powers for himself. In July 2009, after months

of harassment against his opponents and media critics, Bakievwon re-election in a

presidential campaign that the international community deemed flawed. In April 2010,

nationwide protests led to the resignation and expulsion of Bakiev. His successor, Roza

Otunbeva, served as transitional president until Almazbek Atambaev was inaugurated in
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December 2011. Continuing concerns include: the trajectory of democratization, endemic

corruption, poor interethnic relations, and terrorism. Unicameral legislature, 120 seats,

elected by popular vote, 5-year terms, next elections in 2015.

 Population: 5,496,737 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Kyrgyz 64.9%, Uzbek 13.8%,

Russian 12.5%, Dungan 1.1%, Ukrainian 1%, Uighur 1%, other 5.7% (1999 census);

religions: Muslim 75%, Russian Orthodox 20%, other 5%; literacy: 98.7%.

 Capital: Bishkek

Latvia (FSR)

 Latvia declared independence in 1990, following the breakup of the Soviet Union.

 Concerns: the status of the Russian minority (some 30% of the population) remains of

concern to Moscow.

 Parliamentary democracy; president elected by Parliament for a four-year term (max. 2

terms), next presidential elections in 2015; unicameral legislature (100 seats, four-year

terms); next legislative elections in 2015.

 Population: 2,191,580 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Latvian 59.3%, Russian 27.8%,

Belarusian 3.6%, Ukrainian 2.5%, Polish 2.4%, Lithuanian 1.3%, other 3.1% (2009);

religion: Lutheran 19.6%, Orthodox 15.3%, other Christian 1%, other 0.4%, unspecified

63.7% (2006); literacy: 99.7%.

 Capital: Riga

Lithuania (FSR)
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 Lithuania became the first of the Soviet republics to declare its independence in March

1990.

 Semi-presidential democracy; president elected by popular vote for a five-year term

(max. 2 terms); next elections in 2014; unicameral legislature (141 seats, for 4 years),

next elections in 2012.

 Population: 3,525,761 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Lithuanian 84%, Polish 6.1%,

Russian 4.9%, Belarusian 1.1%, other or unspecified 3.9% (2009); religion: Roman

Catholic 79%, Russian Orthodox 4.1%, Protestant (including Lutheran and Evangelical

Christian Baptist) 1.9%, other or unspecified 5.5%, none 9.5% (2001 census); literacy:

99.6%.

 Capital: Vilnius

Moldova (FSR)

 The country declared independence from the USSR in 1991; however, Russian forces

have remained on Moldovan territory east of the Dniester River supporting a

Transdniestrian separatist region with a Slavic majority population of mostly Ukrainians

and Russians.

 Parliamentary democracy; president elected by Parliament for a four-year term (max. 2

terms); last successful election held on 4 April 2005, most recent (invalidated) election

held on 16 December 2011); unicameral legislature (101 seats, 4-year terms)

 Moldova became the first former Soviet state to elect a Communist as its president in

2001, until 2009. Since 2009, Moldova has experienced significant political uncertainty,
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holding three general elections (in April 2009, July 2009, and November 2010) and four

valid presidential ballots in parliament, all of which failed to secure a president.

 Population: 3,656,843 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Moldovan/Romanian 78.2%,

Ukrainian 8.4%, Russian 5.8%, Gagauz 4.4%, Bulgarian 1.9%, other 1.3% (2004 census);

religion: Eastern Orthodox 98%, Jewish 1.5%, Baptist and other 0.5% (2000); literacy:

99.1%.

 Capital: Chisinau (Kishinev)

Mongolia

 A new Mongolian constitution was introduced in 1992, following the break up of the

Soviet Union.

 Semi-presidential democracy: president elected by popular vote for a 4-year term (max. 2

terms); next elections in 2013; unicameral legislature (76 seats, 4-year terms); next

elections in 2012

 Population: 3,179,997 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Mongol (mostly Khalkha) 94.9%,

Turkic (mostly Kazakh) 5%, other (including Chinese and Russian) 0.1% (2000); note:

more ethnic Mongolians live in the Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region in the People's

Republic of China than in Mongolia; religion: Buddhist Lamaist 50%, Shamanist and

Christian 6%, Muslim 4%, none 40% (2004); literacy: 97.8%

 Capital: Ulaanbaatar

Montenegro

 Montenegro declared independence in June 2006 from Serbia and Montenegro.
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 Semi-presidential democracy; president elected by direct vote for 4-year term (max. 2

terms); next elections to be held in 2013; unicameral legislature (81 members, 4-year

term); next elections in 2013.

 Population: 657,394 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Montenegrin 43%, Serbian 32%,

Bosniak 8%, Albanian 5%, other (Muslims, Croats, Roma (Gypsy)) 12% (2003 census);

religion: Orthodox 74.2%, Muslim 17.7%, Catholic 3.5%, other 0.6%, unspecified 3%,

atheist 1% (2003 census); literacy: 96%.

 Capital: Podgorica

Poland

 New post-communist constitution adopted in 1997.

 Semi-presidential democracy; president elected by popular vote for a 5-year term (max. 2

terms); elections in 2015; bicameral legislature (Senate: 100 seats, 4-year terms; lower

house: 460 seats, 4-year terms); next elections; 2015.

 Population: 38,415,284 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Polish 96.7%, German 0.4%,

Belarusian 0.1%, Ukrainian 0.1%, other and unspecified 2.7% (2002 census); religion:

Roman Catholic 89.8% (about 75% practicing), Eastern Orthodox 1.3%, Protestant 0.3%,

other 0.3%, unspecified 8.3% (2002); literacy: 99.8%.

 Capital: Warsaw

Romania

 Post-communist constitution adopted on 1991; revised 29 October 2003.
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 Semi-presidentialism (president elected by popular vote for a five-year term (max 2

terms; next elections in  November-December 2014); bicameral legislature ( (137 seats in

the Senate, 4-year terms;  next elections in November 2012; 334  seats in the Chamber of

Deputies; 334 seats; 4-year terms; next elections in November 2012); former

Communists dominated the government until 1996.

 Population: 21,848,504 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Romanian 89.5%, Hungarian

6.6%, Roma 2.5%, Ukrainian 0.3%, German 0.3%, Russian 0.2%, Turkish 0.2%, other

0.4% (2002 census); religions: Eastern Orthodox (including all sub-denominations)

86.8%, Protestant (various denominations including Reformate and Pentecostal) 7.5%,

Roman Catholic 4.7%, other (mostly Muslim) and unspecified 0.9%, none 0.1% (2002

census); literacy: 97.3%.

 Capital: Bucharest

Russia (FSR)

 In December 1991, former USSR splintered into Russia and 14 other independent

republics.

 Semi-presidential federation; president elected by popular vote for a 6-year term (max 2

terms), most recent elections in March 2012 brought back to power Vladimir Putin;

bicameral legislature (upper house: 166 seats, appointed by the top executive and

legislative officials, 4-year terms; lower house – Duma: 450 seats, 4-year terms, next

elections in 2015).

 Conflicts: Russia has severely disabled a Chechen rebel movement, although violence

still occurs throughout the North Caucasus.
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 Population: 138,082,178 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Russian 79.8%, Tatar 3.8%,

Ukrainian 2%, Bashkir 1.2%, Chuvash 1.1%, other or unspecified 12.1% (2002 census);

religion: Russian Orthodox 15-20%, Muslim 10-15%, other Christian 2% (2006 est.);

note: estimates are of practicing worshipers; Russia has large populations of non-

practicing believers and non-believers, a legacy of over seven decades of Soviet rule;

literacy: 99.4%.

 Capital: Moscow

Serbia

 Serbia and Montenegro declared a new Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) in April

1992 (after Croatia, Slovenia, and Macedonia declared independence in 1991, followed

by Bosnia in 1992).

 Conflicts: Under Slobodan Milosevic’s leadership (Milosevic became president of the

Republic of Serbia in 1989), Serbia led various military campaigns to unite ethnic Serbs

in neighboring republics into a "Greater Serbia." These actions were ultimately

unsuccessful and led to the signing of the Dayton Peace Accords in 1995. Milosevic

retained control over Serbia and eventually became president of the FRY in 1997. In

1998, an ethnic Albanian insurgency in the formerly autonomous Serbian province of

Kosovo provoked a Serbian counterinsurgency campaign that resulted in massacres and

massive expulsions of ethnic Albanians living in Kosovo. The Milosevic government's

rejection of a proposed international settlement led to NATO's bombing of Serbia in the

spring of 1999, to the withdrawal of Serbian military and police forces from Kosovo in

June 1999, and to the stationing of a NATO-led force in Kosovo to provide a safe and
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secure environment for the region's ethnic communities. FRY elections in late 2000 led to

the ouster of Milosevic and the installation of democratic government. In 2003, the FRY

became Serbia and Montenegro, a loose federation of the two republics. Widespread

violence predominantly targeting ethnic Serbs in Kosovo in March 2004 caused the

international community to open negotiations on the future status of Kosovo in January

2006. In June 2006, Montenegro seceded from the federation and declared itself an

independent nation. Serbia subsequently gave notice that it was the successor state to the

union of Serbia and Montenegro. In February 2008, after nearly two years of

inconclusive negotiations, the UN-administered province of Kosovo declared itself

independent of Serbia - an action Serbia refuses to recognize. At Serbia's request, the UN

General Assembly (UNGA) in October 2008 sought an advisory opinion from the

International Court of Justice (ICJ) on whether Kosovo's unilateral declaration of

independence was in accordance with international law. In a ruling considered

unfavorable to Serbia, the ICJ issued an advisory opinion in July 2010 stating that

international law did not prohibit declarations of independence. In late 2010, Serbia

agreed to an EU-drafted UNGA Resolution acknowledging the ICJ's decision and calling

for a new round of talks between Serbia and Kosovo.

 Semi-presidential republic (president elected by direct vote for a 5-year term, max 2

terms; ; next elections in 2013); unicameral legislature (250 seats, for 4-year terms, next

elections in May 2012).

 Population: 7,276,604 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Serb 82.9%, Hungarian 3.9%,

Romany (Gypsy) 1.4%, Yugoslavs 1.1%, Bosniaks 1.8%, Montenegrin 0.9%, other 8%
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(2002 census); religion: Serbian Orthodox 85%, Catholic 5.5%, Protestant 1.1%, Muslim

3.2%, unspecified 2.6%, other, unknown, or atheist 2.6% (2002 census); literacy: 96.4%.

 Capital: Belgrade

Slovakia

 The Slovaks separated from the Czechs peacefully on 1 January 1993 in what is called

the “Velvet Divorce”.

 Population: 5,483,088 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Slovak 85.8%, Hungarian 9.7%,

Roma 1.7%, Ruthenian/Ukrainian 1%, other and unspecified 1.8% (2001 census);

religion: Roman Catholic 68.9%, Protestant 10.8%, Greek Catholic 4.1%, other or

unspecified 3.2%, none 13% (2001 census); literacy: 99.6%.

 Semi-presidential democracy (the amended constitution of 1998 allowed direct election

of the president, for a 5-year term, max. 2 terms; next elections in 2014); unicameral

legislature (150 seats, 4-year terms, next elections in March 2012).

 Capital: Bratislava

Slovenia

 The Slovenes established their independence in 1991 after a short 10-day war with the

Serbs.

 Semi-presidential republic (president elected by popular vote for a 5-year term, max. 2

terms; next elections in October 2012); bicameral legislature (upper house: 40 seats, 5-

year terms, elected by electoral college; lower house: 90 seats, 4-year terms, next

elections in 2015).
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 Population: 1,996,617 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Slovene 83.1%, Serb 2%, Croat

1.8%, Bosniak 1.1%, other or unspecified 12% (2002 census); religion: Catholic 57.8%,

Muslim 2.4%, Orthodox 2.3%, other Christian 0.9%, unaffiliated 3.5%, other or

unspecified 23%, none 10.1% (2002 census); literacy: 99.7%.

 Capital: Ljubljana

Tajikistan (FSR)

 Tajikistan became independent in 1991 following the breakup of the Soviet Union. The

country remains the poorest in the former Soviet sphere. Attention by the international

community since the beginning of the NATO intervention in Afghanistan has brought

increased economic development and security assistance, which could create jobs and

strengthen stability in the long term.

 Conflicts: Tajikistan experienced a civil war between regional factions from 1992-97.

Furthermore, the country went through several security incidents in 2010, including a

mass prison-break from a Dushanbe detention facility, the country's first suicide car

bombing in Khujand, and armed conflict between government forces and opposition

militants in the Rasht Valley.

 Semi-presidential democracy (president elected by popular vote for a 7-year term, max 2-

terms; next elections in November 2013); bicameral legislature (upper chamber: 34 seats,

25 elected by local representatives, 8 appointed by the president, 1 seat for former

president; lower chamber; 63 seats elected by popular vote, 5-year terms, next lections in

February 2015).
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 Population: 7,768,385 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Tajik 79.9%, Uzbek 15.3%,

Russian 1.1%, Kyrgyz 1.1%, other 2.6% (2000 census); religion: Sunni Muslim 85%,

Shia Muslim 5%, other 10% (2003 est.); literacy: 99.5%.

 Capital: Dushanbe

Turkmenistan (FSR)

 Turkmenistan declared independence from the Soviet Union in October 1991.

 Presidential republic (president elected by popular vote for a 5-year term; previous

president elected for lifetime); cabinet appointed by the president; unicameral legislature

(125 seats, elected by popular vote for 5-years, but 100% of elected officials are members

of the Democratic Party of Turkmenistan and are preapproved by the president; next

elections in December 2013).

 Population: 5,054,828 (July 2012 est.);  Ethnic groups: Turkmen 85%, Uzbek 5%,

Russian 4%, other 6% (2003); religions: Muslim 89%, Eastern Orthodox 9%, unknown

2%; literacy: 98.8%.

 Capital: Ashgabat

Turkey

 Modern Turkey was founded in 1923 by national hero Mustafa Kemal, who was later

honored with the title Ataturk or "Father of the Turks."

 Semi-presidential republic (president elected by popular vote for 5-year term, max 2

terms); prime minister and council of ministers appointed by the president; unicameral

legislature (550 seats, 4-year terms, next elections in June 2015)
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 Conflicts:

o Cyprus: Turkey intervened militarily on Cyprus in 1974 to prevent a Greek

takeover of the island and has since acted as patron state to the "Turkish Republic

of Northern Cyprus," which only Turkey recognizes.

o The Kurds: A separatist insurgency begun in 1984 by the Kurdistan Workers'

Party (PKK) - now known as the Kurdistan People's Congress or Kongra-Gel

(KGK) - has dominated the Turkish military's attention and claimed more than

30,000 lives. After the capture of the group's leader in 1999, the insurgents largely

withdrew from Turkey mainly to northern Iraq. In 2004, KGK announced an end

to its ceasefire and attacks attributed to the KGK increased.

 Population: 79,749,461 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Turkish 70-75%, Kurdish 18%,

other minorities 7-12% (2008 est.); religion: Muslim 99.8% (mostly Sunni), other 0.2%

(mostly Christians and Jews); literacy: 87.4%.

 Capital: Ankara

Ukraine (FSR)

 Ukraine achieved independence from USSR in 1991. A peaceful mass protest "Orange

Revolution" in 2004 forced the authorities to overturn a rigged presidential election and

to allow a new internationally monitored vote that swept into power a reformist Viktor

Yushchenko, but due to internal squabbles in the Yushchenko camp an ex-communist

leader Viktor Yanukovych was elected president in a February 2010.  The head of the

“Orange” coalition, Yuliya Tymoshenko, who has been the prime minister since

December 2007, was forced to resign due to a no-confidence vote in March 2010. On 11
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October 2011, a Ukrainian court sentenced Tymoshenko to seven years in prison after she

was found guilty of abuse of office when brokering the 2009 gas deal with Russia. The

conviction is seen as "justice being applied selectively under political motivation" by the

European Union and other international organizations.[23]

 Semi-presidential republic (president elected by popular vote for a 5-year term; max. 2

terms; next elections in October 2015). Unicameral legislature (450 seats, 5-year terms;

next elections – October 2012).

 Population: 44,854,065 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Ukrainian 77.8%, Russian 17.3%,

Belarusian 0.6%, Moldovan 0.5%, Crimean Tatar 0.5%, Bulgarian 0.4%, Hungarian

0.3%, Romanian 0.3%, Polish 0.3%, Jewish 0.2%, other 1.8% (2001 census); religion:

Ukrainian Orthodox - Kyiv Patriarchate 50.4%, Ukrainian Orthodox - Moscow

Patriarchate 26.1%, Ukrainian Greek Catholic 8%, Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox

7.2%, Roman Catholic 2.2%, Protestant 2.2%, Jewish 0.6%, other 3.2% (2006 est.);

literacy: 99.4%.

 Capital: Kiev

Uzbekistan (FSR)

 Uzbekistan achieved independence from USSR in 1991.

 Republic with authoritarian presidential  and little power outside the executive branch;

current president Islom Karimov in power since 1991 (de iure, president is elected by

popular vote for 7-year term; max 2 terms; next elections in 2014); bicameral legislature

(senate: 100 seats, 84 members elected by regional governing councils, 16 appointed by
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the president; 5- year terms; lower house: 150 seats; 135 elected by popular vote for 5-

year terms, 15 seats reserved to the Ecological Movement of Uzbekistan; next elections

in December 2014).

 Population: 28,394,180 (July 2012 est.); ethnic groups: Uzbek 80%, Russian 5.5%, Tajik

5%, Kazakh 3%, Karakalpak 2.5%, Tatar 1.5%, other 2.5% (1996 est.); religion: Muslim

88% (mostly Sunni), Eastern Orthodox 9%, other 3%; literacy: 99.3%.

 Capital: Tashkent
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APPENDIX 2: LITS CORRELATION TABLES

State-level correlations

Trust in
government

Trust
in
others

Trust
in
chur.

Trust
in
courts

Trust in
police

Trust in
armed
forces

Trust in
political
parties

Trust in govt. 1.00
Trust in others 0.39 1.00

Trust in church 0.31 -0.04 1.00

Trust in courts 0.82 0.26 0.28 1.00

Trust in police 0.51 0.09 0.24 0.70 1.00
Trust in arm. 0.64 0.15 0.25 0.59 0.60 1.00

Trust in parties 0.95 0.23 0.39 0.79 0.42 0.58 1.00

Satisf. w/ life 0.37 0.46 -0.31 0.37 0.28 0.28 0.22

Satisf. w/ econ. 0.68 0.55 -0.09 0.62 0.39 0.58 0.51
Subj. inc. low -0.10 -0.11 0.07 -0.09 0.08 0.05 -0.13

Subj. inc. med. 0.12 0.12 -0.02 0.09 -0.06 0.02 0.15

Subj. inc. high -0.10 -0.05 -0.14 0.03 -0.07 -0.22 -0.09

Supp. for dem. 0.31 -0.08 0.08 0.40 0.47 0.13 0.29
Supp. for cap. 0.19 0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.14 0.04 0.16
More corruption -0.69 -0.62 -0.15 -0.74 -0.61 -0.54 -0.63

Political rights -0.70 -0.29 -0.35 -0.50 -0.02 -0.42 -0.76

Civil liberties -0.73 -0.28 -0.39 -0.55 -0.12 -0.47 -0.77

Inflation 0.37 0.29 0.42 0.24 -0.04 -0.01 0.38
Unemp. -0.35 -0.53 0.02 -0.35 -0.27 -0.38 -0.23

PPP -0.46 0.01 -0.60 -0.16 0.07 -0.18 -0.58

Govt. exp. -0.57 -0.13 -0.21 -0.17 0.07 -0.68 -0.53

Ethnic div. -0.18 -0.10 -0.05 -0.08 0.15 0.26 -0.11
HDI -0.64 -0.09 -0.50 -0.32 0.01 -0.36 -0.74
Presidentialism 0.19 -0.09 0.15 -0.01 -0.14 0.13 0.28

Satisf. w/ life

Satisf.
w/
econ.

Subj.
inc.
low

Subj.
inc.
med.

Subj. inc.
high

Support
for dem.

Support
for capit.

Satisf. w/ life 1.00

Satisf. w/ econ. 0.75 1.00
Subj. inc. low -0.57 -0.35 1.00
Subj. inc. med. 0.56 0.36 -0.96 1.00

Subj. inc. high 0.16 0.05 -0.38 0.13 1.00
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Supp. for dem. 0.28 0.15 -0.25 0.32 -0.08 1.00

Supp. for cap. 0.27 0.27 -0.39 0.42 0.06 0.57 1.00
More corruption -0.42 -0.66 0.12 -0.13 0.06 -0.23 -0.10

Political rights -0.08 -0.45 0.12 -0.11 -0.01 0.20 0.13

Civil liberties -0.13 -0.48 0.15 -0.13 -0.04 0.16 0.11
Inflation -0.24 -0.01 0.32 -0.30 -0.18 -0.03 0.11

Unemp. -0.42 -0.50 -0.03 0.04 -0.02 -0.01 -0.19

PPP 0.37 0.08 -0.12 0.09 0.13 -0.03 -0.19

Govt. exp. 0.04 -0.43 -0.21 0.20 0.15 0.30 0.12
Ethnic div. 0.00 -0.03 -0.02 0.00 0.07 -0.15 0.21

HDI 0.14 -0.14 0.01 -0.03 0.12 -0.05 -0.19
Presidentialism -0.06 -0.07 0.11 -0.12 -0.09 -0.13 -0.17

More corr.
than '89 PR CL Infl. Unemp. PPP

Govt.
exp.

More corruption 1.00

Political rights 0.44 1.00

Civil liberties 0.49 0.98 1.00
Inflation -0.24 -0.30 -0.29 1.00
Unemp. 0.41 0.09 0.14 -0.22 1.00

PPP 0.12 0.61 0.60 -0.54 -0.20 1.00

Govt. exp. 0.20 0.61 0.60 -0.08 0.19 0.39 1.00
Ethnic div. -0.05 0.14 0.12 -0.19 -0.38 0.16 0.04
HDI 0.23 0.68 0.68 -0.42 0.07 0.88 0.59
Presidentialism -0.07 -0.34 -0.31 0.16 0.19 -0.31 -0.26

Ethnic
diversity HDI Presidentialism

Ethnic div. 1.00

HDI 0.08 1.00
Presidentialism -0.08 -0.25 1.00
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Individual-level correlations

Trust in
govt.

Trust in
other
people

Trust in
church

Trust in
courts

Trust in
police

Trust in
armed
forces

Trust in
political
parties

Trust in government 1.00
Trust in other people 0.19 1.00
Trust in church 0.22 0.08 1.00
Trust in courts 0.47 0.16 0.22 1.00
Trust in police 0.36 0.15 0.24 0.43 1.00
Trust in armed forces 0.34 0.13 0.25 0.36 0.50 1.00
Trust in pol. parties 0.45 0.14 0.23 0.44 0.31 0.29 1.00
Satisf. w/ life 0.16 0.15 0.03 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.09
Satisf. w/ economy 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.18 0.15 0.16 0.15
Subj. inc. low -0.06 -0.07 0.01 -0.08 -0.03 -0.03 -0.05
Subj. inc. medium 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.04
Subj. inc. high 0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.03 0.01 -0.01 0.02
Support for dem. 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.03
Support for capitalism 0.06 0.05 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03
More corr. than ‘89 -0.18 -0.11 -0.05 -0.16 -0.13 -0.08 -0.14
Age under 29 -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
Age 30-44 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.01
Age 45-59 0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.01
Age 60 and higher -0.01 0.00 0.07 -0.03 0.04 0.03 -0.02
Bachelor’s and higher 0.00 0.05 -0.05 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Muslim 0.22 -0.02 0.08 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.16
Christian -0.15 0.02 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 -0.09 -0.10
Atheist -0.06 0.01 -0.20 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.06
Female -0.03 0.01 0.00 -0.0201 -0.02 -0.03 -0.0291

Satisf. w/
life

Satisf.
w/
economy

Subj.
inc.
low

Subj.
inc.
medium

Subj.
inc.
high

Support
for
democracy

Support
for
capitalism

Satisf. w/ life 1.00
Satisf. w/ economy 0.41 1.00
Subj. inc. low -0.28 -0.17 1.00
Subj. inc. medium 0.23 0.13 -0.90 1.00
Subj. inc. high 0.10 0.09 -0.14 -0.25 1.00
Support for dem. 0.13 0.09 -0.10 0.09 0.05 1.00
Support for capit. 0.13 0.12 -0.11 0.09 0.06 0.46 1.00

More corr. than ‘89 -0.12 -0.19 0.06 -0.04 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03
Age under 29 0.06 0.02 -0.07 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.04
Age 30-44 0.04 0.02 -0.06 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.05



133

Age 45-59 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04
Age 60 and higher -0.06 -0.04 0.13 -0.11 -0.04 -0.10 -0.11
Bachelor’s and higher 0.09 0.05 -0.11 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.09
Muslim 0.03 0.09 0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.07 0.03
Christian -0.06 -0.10 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.09 -0.08
Atheist 0.06 0.03 -0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04
Female -0.06 -0.02 0.09 -0.07 -0.04 -0.08 -0.09

More
corr. than
‘89

Age
under 29

Age
30-44

Age 45-
59

Age 60
and
higher

Bachelor’s
and higher Muslim

More corr. than ‘89 1.00
Age under 29 -0.07 1.00
Age 30-44 0.00 -0.18 1.00
Age 45-59 0.02 -0.22 -0.42 1.00
Age 60 and higher 0.02 -0.21 -0.40 -0.49 1.00
Bachelor’s and higher 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02 -0.07 1.00
Muslim -0.05 -0.02 0.08 0.03 -0.10 -0.07 1.00
Christian 0.03 -0.01 -0.10 -0.02 0.12 0.01 -0.71
Atheist 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.00 -0.04 0.06 -0.18
Female -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -0.08 0.14 -0.02 -0.12

Christian Atheist Female

Christian 1.00
Atheist -0.44 1.00
Female 0.11 -0.01 1.00
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APPENDIX 3: MODELING THE BEHAVIOR OF TRUST: THE EITM FRAMEWORK

Using the EITM framework we endogenized the persistence parameter ( ) to the

behavioral forces noted in the top-down and bottom-up approaches. The EITM framework

(Granato, Lo, and Wong 2010) proceeds in three steps. The first step relates the statistical

concept of persistence with the behavioral concept of expectations. In the second step we

develop formal and applied statistical analogues83 for expectations and persistence respectively.

The third step links the formal and statistical analogues.

We focus on explaining trust in government persistence over time because, as we have

shown in the previous section, persistence is crucial in understanding how long it will take for

trust to revert back to its “natural” level. Furthermore, persistence was found to be a crucial

factor for understanding the dynamics of aggregate measures of many key political phenomena.84

Generally, modeling and testing for persistence in time series is one of the most reliable

tools for uncovering potentially erroneous conclusions in processes that may contain some

degree of memory (Hibbs 1983). Without regard to long-memory processes, scholars may

conclude voters are blindly retrospective and punish governments for exogenous shocks,

including droughts, floods, and shark attacks (Achen and Bartels 2004). We show the formation

and change of political attitudes can be part of a sophisticated behavioral process – as is

suggested by our formal model explaining persistence in trust in government.

83 An analogue is a device in which a concept is represented by continuously variable and measurable quantities
(Granato, Lo, and Wong 2010).
84 Box-Steffensmeier and Smith (1996) found strong persistence in party identification in the United States; 0.804
for the Republican series, 0.698 for the Democratic series, and 0.839 for the macropartisanship series. Similarly,
Byers, Davidson and Peel (1999) analyze time series data on the popularity of 26 political parties in eight different
democracies; their estimate of persistence is also approximately 0.7.
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Step 1: Expectations and Persistence

The formal model is informed by Hetherington's idea that people do not need to trust the

government as much when they benefit from it, but need to trust the government when the pay

the costs but do not receive the benefits (Hetherington 2004). Hetherington's argument implies

the importance of persistence during a negative shock to trust. When persistence is high,

restoring the previous level of trust after a negative shock will take a longer time. If persistence

is low, restoring the previous level of trust will be faster. Normatively, low persistence would be

desirable for a faster change after a negative shock while high persistence would be desirable for

maintaining high level of trust after a positive shock.

While the model explains aggregate-level behavior, we begin building the formal model

at the individual level. Motivated by the idea of the cost-benefit evaluation by each individual

citizen,85 we argue trust in government depends on whether individuals, at least a subset of the

general population, perceive their relative welfare due to governmental performance have

changed. Recall our argument on how citizens process information. Since citizens can only

observe their individual welfare but not the public welfare, they form conditional expectations to

optimally estimate their relative welfare. These conditional expectations are based on their

individual welfare. Yet, in this calculation they also attempt to separate and filter the public

welfare volatility. This signal extraction process influences the persistence level. If there is larger

volatility in public welfare, people have more difficulty measuring their relative welfare. It

implies that people are less likely to rely on their past level of trust; therefore, persistence in trust

in government should decrease with higher volatility in public welfare. On the other hand,

85 For example, Fiorina argues in his 1981 book, Retrospective Voting in American National Elections, that, “In
order to ascertain whether the incumbents have performed poorly or well, citizens need only calculate the changes in
their own welfare” (Fiorina 1981, p. 5).
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persistence should increase when the volatility in the expected relative welfare exceeds the noise

from public welfare variation.

Step 2.a. The Expectations Analogue: Conditional Expectations

To formalize the relation between expectations of governmental performance and

persistence in trust in government, we return to Hetherington's and Fiorina's “relative” cost

benefit evaluation by each individual citizen. We use conditional expectations as the formal

analogue for expectations. 86 Let an individual's utility depend on a relative welfare of

governmental performance (individual's welfare relative to the public welfare):

= ( ) , (8)

where is the level of utility for individual at time t, is the individual welfare of

governmental performance, is the public welfare of governmental performance, and ∈ (0;

1] is a preference parameter. A value of between zero and one indicates the individual welfare

of government performance increases utility, but at a decreasing rate. From equation (8),

we take a log-linear transformation:

= ( − ), (9)

where ≡ , ≡ , and ≡ .

86 For discussion about conditional expectations, see Sargent (1987) and Granato, Lo, and Wong (2010).
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Recall that we assume each individual can only observe her own welfare ( ) from

governmental performance, and she also cares about the relative welfare ( = / ) or( = − ). Citizens then try to form expectations about the size of their relative welfare ( )

based on their observed individual welfare ( ):

= ( | ) (10)

Since the individual obtains higher utility when she expects to receive greater relative

welfare ( ), she is more likely to have a higher trust in government level. For simplicity, the

level of trust in government ( ) is reflected in an individual's utility, such that = . Given

that the relative welfare is linearly associated with for = 1; the trust level ( ) can be

normalized as the level of the relative welfare for an individual ( ), where = .87

The model also accounts for information heterogeneity in the population.88 Based on

prior political communication research, that introduced the concept of issue publics (e.g.,

Converse 1964; Krosnick 1990; Hutchings 2001), the model contains two groups of citizens –

non-issue (N) and issue publics (I). Non-issue publics are less attentive, update their information

sets less frequently, and form their expectations of the relative welfare they receive from

government policy at time ( ) retrospectively (i.e., at time 1). In short, they can observe

their past relative benefit at time :

= . (11)

87 At this point the model is shifting from the individual level to the aggregate level. This representative-agent
modeling for macro-level studies has been extensively used in economics (e.g., Lucas 1973; Ball, Mankiw, and
Romer 1988) and more recently in political science (e.g., Alesina and Rosenthal 2005; Kedar 2005).
88 See Granato, Guse, and Wong (2008) for an example of the consequences of heterogeneous information levels in
situations involving social interaction and learning.
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Issue publics, on the other hand, are more attentive and form their expectations of their

relative welfare based on how much perceived welfare is received from government policy

at time :

= ( | ), (12)

where = represents the perceived welfare relative to the public welfare (government

performance), .

Issue publics are thought to only observe their individual welfare from governmental

performance, and they only care about their relative welfare, . Let them rationally form

their expectations of given the observation of the observed individual welfare, :

( | ) = = ( + ), (13)

where = /( + ). The parameter features the signal-to-noise ratio in which (the

signal) represents the variance of relative welfare and (the noise) is the variance of the

public welfare . 89
The conditional expectation procedure formalized in (13) reveals the signal extraction

problem for the issue publics noted above. The reason is the observable individual welfare

variable equals the sum of the signal of their relative welfare and the noise of the public

welfare . As a result, issue publics can only optimally extract an estimate of their relative

89 We can derive the signal-to-noise ratio using the method of linear projection. According to the orthogonality
condition in equation 13, we have: [( − ( + )] = 0. Therefore, we can show that = /( + ).
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welfare based on the observations of the known individual welfare, . However, they must

also sort the relative importance between and (the signal-to-noise ratio).

To account for the information heterogeneity in these two groups, let there be a

continuum of individuals in the population located on the unit interval [0, 1] of which a

proportion of , where ∈ [0; 1], are non-issue publics. Recall these individuals are less

attentive and perceive their relative welfare at time based on their past relative welfare. The

remaining 1 − is the proportion of individuals who are the issue publics. Using these two

proportions, the average society welfare can be calculated as the weighted average of the two

groups' expectations: = + (1 − ) . (14)

When we insert equations (11) and (13) into equation (14), the result is:= + (1 − ) ( + ).
With information heterogeneity accounted for, the relative welfare can be written as:= ( ) + ( )( ) = + , (15)

where 0 < = ( + )/( + ) < 1, for 0 < < 1, and = (1 − ) /( + ).
Note that from equation (15), ∈ (0,1) if ∈ (0,1). This relation informs us on the role

issue and non-issue publics play in trust persistence.90 We summarize the implications of all

components in equation (15) with the following proposition about the persistence parameter:

Propositions: The persistence parameter ( ) is:

1. increasing with the size of non-issue publics ( ) ; that is, / > 0;

90 In the case of non-issues publics, where there are some citizens who form expectations based on their past relative
welfare, persistence exists in public perceptions of governmental performance. If all citizens are non-issue publics,
that is, = 1, then = 1. The intuition is that if there are no issue publics (if citizens do not pay attention to politics)
the current relative welfare level totally depends on the welfare of the previous period and not on the actual
public welfare from the current period, .
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2. increasing with the volatility of relative welfare ( ); that is, / > 0;

3. decreasing with the volatility of public welfare ( ), that is / > 0.

Step 2.b. The Persistence Analogue: The Autoregressive (AR) Process

Having developed the formal analogue for expectations - conditional expectations - we

now turn to developing the empirical analogue for persistence - the autoregressive (AR) process.

We examine the dynamic properties of the trust in government variable. First, to determine if the

time series data are stationary we conduct an Augmented Dickey-Fuller test. The test indicates

the series does not have a unit root. The trust in government variable is mean reverting,

suggesting there exists an underlying equilibrium or “natural rate” for the entire time period.

Second, recall in Section 3 we find strong autocorrelation (persistence) in this time series:

citizens tend to trust or distrust the government for a sustained period of time. Third, an OLS

regression with varying number of lags shows data are an AR(1) process. The

AR(1) coefficient ( ) is 0.68, which is confirmed by the correlogram results. The coefficient is

statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

Step 3. Linking the Formal and Empirical Analogues

The final step is to link the analogues. If we let the relative welfare in the population be a

latent determinant of government trust, then we obtain the following expression (15) for our

empirical analysis: = + + , (16)

where 0 < = ( + )/( + ) < 1 also represents the persistence of trust in

government.
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APPENDIX 4: ECONOMIC VOTING LITERATURE REVIEW

Rich evidence documents economic voting in developed democracies and addresses the

following questions: How much does the economy reflect in voting? What are the key

explanatory variables (how much do voters know about political and economic issues)? Do they

reward or punish their political leadership retrospectively or prospectively? Do they base their

evaluations on their personal economic circumstances or on state-level performance? Lewis-

Beck and Paldam (2000) attempt to answer some of these questions and summarize the following

results of the economic voting literature from developed democracies: economic changes explain

approximately one-third of the changes in the vote;91 the key explanatory variables that voters

seem to consistently know are unemployment and (less so) inflation; there exists little difference

between retrospective and prospective expectations because voters’ expectations are

predominantly static and generally myopic; sociotropic voting is more pronounced than

pocketbook voting; reaction to negative economic performance is stronger than reaction to

positive performance; and, finally, we still know rather little about the formation of

macroeconomic knowledge among voters.92

Despite the great advances in economic voting literature over the past 30 years, which

have clearly established the existence of a link between economic performance and vote choice

in developed democracies, we still have a rather limited understanding of the strength of the link

not only across countries, but also overtime.

91 More recent cross-national studies suggest a smaller effect. For example, analyzing 163 national surveys from 19
countries, Duch and Stevenson (2006) calculated the median impact of economic evaluations on the vote
probabilities of incumbent parties at approximately 4.4 percent
92 In terms of macroeconomic expectations, recent studies suggest that general public’s expectations are only weakly
linked to expert expectations, although the link strengthens during election campaigns (Roos 2005). On the other
hand, expectations specifically about inflation were found to be closely linked between less-informed and more-
informed citizens, but a unidirectional flow of information from more informed citizens to those less informed is a
sufficient explanation only when the less-informed group properly interprets the information. If it does not, the
inaccurate forecasts of the less-informed group confound a more-informed group’s forecasts (Granato, Lo, and
Wong 2010).
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In terms of cross-country differences, a comparative study of economic voting among

five European democracies suggests that economic voting is strongest in Britain, followed by

Spain, Germany, France and Italy (Lewis-Beck 1990, p. 104). Among the possible remedies for

the unstable coefficients across countries are institutional variables, such as electoral institutions.

Specifically, proportional representation with shifting coalitions may not permit such a blame

attribution as may be observed in majoritarian electoral systems (Lewis-Beck and Paldam 2000).

More problematic is the temporal variation of coefficients within countries, which also

inherently limits our ability to conduct cross-country comparisons. Notably, Lin (1999)

distinguishes between three periods in the US voting in which the economy played a different

role. In the pre-1896 period (the pre-industrialist period), voting was driven predominantly by

the image and character of a party rather than by substantive policy proposals. However, the year

1896 and particularly the Great Depression and the New Deal inspired a new era of impersonal

mass relationships, which manifested in the shrinking of the core electorate and an increased

importance of socioeconomic voting. This industrial-era politics peaked around 1960. Finally,

the post-1960 period has been marked by the move from material to spiritual values,

accompanied by the declined importance of economic voting. Thus, Lin argues, we cannot

assume that the economy affected voting behavior with the same magnitude over time. However,

this unwarranted assumption of parameter constancy is present in many aggregate-level studies;

Lin calls such studies “ahistorical” and proposes a time-varying parameter regression model for

economic voting in historical contexts.

In comparison with the vast literature surrounding economic voting in established

democracies, economic voting in new democracies, particularly in post-communist countries, is

much less understood. We know that the economy does matter; however, it is yet to be
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understood how much. Furthermore, neither the literature from developed (Lin 1999) nor post-

communist countries captures the dynamic relationship between economic events and electoral

behavior; the assumption of parameter constancy may conceal important dynamic relationships

and can, and often does, result in wrong conclusions.

Economic voting in established democracies

The key debates surrounding economic voting in established democracies revolves

around citizen knowledge of political and economic issues, around their retrospection vs.

prospection in voting, and around sociotropic vs. pocketbook voting.

In terms of what do citizens “know” about political and economic issues, scholars on the

one hand suggest that “voters are not fools,” (Key 1966), especially in the aggregate (Page and

Shapiro 1992, Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002). On the other hand, individual voters have

been found to be minimally informed, relying instead on their partisan attachments rather than

seeking information on their own (Campbell et al, 1960).  This “rational ignorance” has been

purposely reinforced by parties (Downs 1957) and explained by the high cost of collecting

information and low repercussions for ignorance (Caplan 2007).  Low immediate repercussions

of ignorance can, however, result in high costs over the long run. For example, voters’ failure to

connect inequality and tax policy has been found to result in an increase in inequality (Bartels

2005).

The debate around retrospection vs. prospection was initiated by Fiorina (1978), who first

offered the idea of retrospective voting, only to be countered by MacKuen, Erikson and Stimson

(1992) who found evidence of prospective evaluations in presidential approval time series and

suggested that the electorate punishes the president for economic events even before they
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happen. However, Clarke and Stewart (1994) challenged the idea that voters form rational

expectations, pointing out that previous researchers conducted their analyses on non-stationary

data. If non-stationarity is accounted for, retrospection also becomes influential. Taking into

account incumbency, Nadeau and Lewis-Beck (2001) suggest retrospection vs. prospection

depends on incumbency: when a popular president is not running, voting becomes almost

exclusively prospective. Finally, economic shocks were found to temporarily induce

retrospective blame attribution to incumbent governments, especially among low sophisticates

and supporters of the opposition (Hellwig and Coffey 2011).

Finally, Kinder and Kiewiet (1979, 1981) initiated the controversy in political science

literature regarding sociotropic vs. pocketbook voting when they found little effect of personal

economic grievances on congressional elections and argued that sociotropic economic judgments

predicted a large portion of variance in presidential as well as congressional voting . However,

other researchers argue that the concept of sociotropic voting is redundant because it is

compatible with self-interested pocketbook voting (Kramer 1983). Finally, in an individual-level

study, Gomez and Wilson (2001, 2006) found that voters’ ability to make retrospective or

prospective evaluations depends on their level of political sophistication, and that pocketbook

voting is more common among high sophisticates while low sophisticates rely more on

sociotropic evaluations. This finding corresponds with that of Achen and Bartels (2004) who

argue that most voters are not capable of making competent retrospective evaluations. Glasgow

and Weber (2005) further refine the relation between vote choice and expectations of personal

well-being along the lines of economic ideology. They argue that “economic individualists” do

not cast a pocketbook vote – they do not expect their vote to improve their personal economic

well-being. Still another explanation of weak pocketbook vote suggests that evidence of



145

pocketbook voting is weak because households are fast in incorporating the anticipated policies

in their consumption plans while sociotropic variables determine the relative value of partisan

policies in the longer term (Grafstein 2009).

Economic voting in post-communist countries

In comparison with the vast literature surrounding economic voting in established

democracies, economic voting in new democracies, particularly in post-communist countries, is

much less understood. However, there exist strong reasons to believe electoral behavior in post-

communist countries differs from that observed in established ones. Fidrmuc (2000) offers four

potential explanations for the differences in electoral behavior: 1) the lack of experience with

democratic political processes and institutions; 2)  turbulent economic reforms may not permit

retrospective voting; 3) the blame for economic declines during the initial stage of economic

transition may be attributable to the general poor state of the economy of post-communist state

rather than the competence of the incumbent government; and 4) economic payoffs at stake in

elections during fundamental economic transitions are arguably much larger than those in

developed countries.

Yet, despite the importance of understanding the link between the economy and voting in

post-communist countries, our knowledge of this issue is still limited. Tucker (2002) analyzed all

existing 101 articles published in the first post-Cold War decade dealing with elections in post-

communist countries and found, not surprisingly, that by far the most studied post-communist

country was Russia; however, Russia is hardly a representative of politics in post-communist

states.
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Among the first non-Russia focused articles analyzing the effects of the economy on

politics is Pacek’s 1994 examination of national elections in Bulgaria, the former Czech and

Slovak Federal Republic, and Poland. Already in this early stage of political and economic

transformation, Pacek found evidence of economic voting when voters punished incumbents for

economic adversities resulting from economic reforms. Building on conventional models of

political and economic reform,93 Fidrmuc in his 2000 study of elections in the Czech Republic,

Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia further breaks down the effects of economic reform along the

line of transitional winners and losers. He finds that the winners – the private entrepreneurs,

white-collar workers, and university educated voters – vote for the right wing pro-reform parties

while the losers – the unemployed, retires, blue collar and agricultural workers – tend to vote for

the left wing parties.

Bell (1997) studies the roots of electoral support for the former communist party in

Poland and finds that rising unemployment was the key predictor of support for the Democratic

Left Alliance across the first four elections.  However, evidence of economic voting was weak

during 1992 elections in Lithuania, 1994 elections in Hungary, and 1994 elections in Bulgaria

(Harper 2000). The evidence of economic voting was also weak in 1997 surveys of voting

behavior in Poland and Hungary and explained by the lack of information and trust in the new

democratic institutions (Duch 2001). Duch projected that economic voting will increase with the

increasing level of information and trust in democratic institution.

Finally, several articles attempt to analyze the effects of economic performance on voting

behavior in post-communist countries over time.  Tucker (2004) tests whether a strong economy

93 The conventional model of transition, known as the J-curve, suggests that in order to successfully carry out an
economic transformation without threatening democracy, political representatives need to isolate themselves from
the short-term economic losers (Przeworski 1991). However, a systematic test of the J-curve found the opposite
effect: it is not the losers, but the winners who pose a threat to economic reforms because the net winners gain more
from only a partial reform. This effect was called the reversed J-curve (Hellman 1998).
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benefits the incumbent parties vs. the opposition parties, as it does in established democracies

(the Referendum Model), or whether the difference runs along new vs. old regime parties (the

Transition Model). Analyzing 20 presidential and parliamentary elections in Russia, Poland,

Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, he finds stronger support for the latter model in

which new-regime parties benefit from stronger economic conditions and old-regime parties

benefit from weaker economic conditions.  Tavits (2005) finds that economic performance

affects the stability of party support, but the effect diminishes over time as democracies mature.

Stegmaier and Lewis-Beck (2011) use a monthly measure of support for the Hungarian Socialist

Party from 2002 and 2009, finding evidence of the traditional reward and punish pattern effect of

the economy on political support.

Overall, the economic voting literature in post-communist parties suggests that the

economy does matter; however, it is yet to be understood how much. Furthermore, neither the

literature from developed (Lin 1999) nor post-communist countries captures the dynamic

relationship between economic events and electoral behavior. Some of the results provided in

Chapter 4 may be able to help answer these questions.
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APPENDIX 5: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCED VARIABLES

Support for
Incumbent

Trust in
government Inflation

Consumer
confidence Unemp.

Wage
index

Support for
Incumbent 1.00
Trust in
government 0.46 1.00
Inflation 0.11 0.10 1.00
Consumer
confidence 0.12 0.15 -0.05 1.00

Unemployment 0.01 0.04 0.17 0.02 1.00

Wage index 0.08 -0.04 -0.29 0.02 0.16 1.00
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APPENDIX 6: MULTIVARIATE ROLLING REGRESSIONS

Multivariate rolling regression (24-month rolling window)
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Multivariate rolling regression (48-month rolling window)
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Multivariate rolling regression with election dummy in June 2002 and June 2006 (24-
month rolling window)
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Multivariate rolling regression with election dummy in June 2002 and June 2006 (48-
month rolling window)
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