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Abstract 
         
 
        My dissertation employs the empirical implications of theoretical models (EITM) 

framework to examine the causes of political trust and the effects of political trust on 

different forms of political participation in four East Asian countries (i.e., China, Japan, 

South Korea and Taiwan). 

        Theoretically, I create a simple formal model to explain political trust and redefine a 

formal model of voting developed by Downs (1957) and Riker and Ordeshook (1968) to 

investigate the relationship between political trust and political participation. Specifically, I 

argue that political trust is a function of evaluation of government performance, perception of 

political corruption and their interaction and that political trust exerts not only a direct effect 

but also an indirect effect via civic duty on political participation. 

        Empirically, with regard to the causes of political trust, as expected, I find that that an 

individual’s assessment of government performance is positively associated with her 

placement of political trust, whereas an individual’s perception of corruption is negatively 

related to her political trust in these four East Asia countries. However, there are opposite 

interaction effects between East Asian democracies (i.e., negative in Japan, South Korea and 

Taiwan) and China (i.e., positive). This might be because people living under democratic and 

authoritarian regimes have different expectation of political corruption. 

        On the other hand, with regard to the effects of political trust on political participation 

(i.e., voter turnout, campaign participation, direct political contact and system-challenging 

behavior), my empirical findings do not always show the same pattern as my theoretical 

expectation and imply that the relationship between political trust and political participation 

depends on the form of political behavior and varies from country to country. 

        To sum up, my dissertation makes some contributions: (1) helps broaden our 

understanding of political trust in East Asia from the perspective of rational choice theory; (2) 
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provides a clear linkage between theoretical model and empirical analysis of political trust; 

(3) confirms the superiority of institutional explanations for political trust over cultural 

explanations; and (4) shows the indirect effect of political trust on political participation via 

civic duty.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

  

        Political trust refers to the confidence people have in their government and institutions 

and can be regarded as an evaluative orientation of citizens toward their political system or 

some part of it, based on their normative expectations (Hetherington 1998; Miller 1974). 

More importantly, political trust is considered to be critical for democratic governance. 

Easton (1965) argues that the democratic legitimacy of political systems depends on how 

much citizens trust their government to do what is right most of the time; Gamson (1968) 

contends that political trust is necessary to build support for democratic government; Dahl 

(1971) argues that democratic society is unlikely to emerge without political trust. As a result, 

low levels of political trust are viewed with alarm and should be a major concern for the 

functioning of democracy.  

        Political trust is vital to not only democratic governments but also authoritarian regimes. 

In democracies, high levels of political trust can facilitate the functioning of democratic 

institutions, while in authoritarian regimes, political trust reflects how strongly such regimes 

are holding on to power (Wang et al. 2006). Although there is an ongoing debate in the 

academic literature about the level of political trust a political system requires in order to 

operate in a satisfactory manner, most scholars agree that the erosion of political trust makes 

the political system unstable (Parry 1976: 134). The result could be that a government finds it 

more difficult to address the basic needs of its citizens or to solve the other pressing problems 

that challenge society (Hetherington 1998). Unfortunately, it seems that the decline in 

political trust has occurred in many democracies. A lot of studies have indicated that the 

levels of political trust are declining in the United States and in Western Europe (Dalton 2004; 

Hetherington 2005; Newton 2008; Norris 1999a; Nye et al. 1997). Similarly, political trust 
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has also declined in the new democracies during the last two decades (Catterberg and Moreno 

2006). The decline in political trust can be linked to a corresponding decline in the overall 

health of a political system and moreover, this decline is part of a unique trend of political 

skepticism and civic disengagement, which ultimately will affect the quality of ‘global 

democracy’ (Putnam 2002). As a result, much scholarly attention has been paid to identify 

the causes and consequences of political trust (Catterberg and Moreno 2006; Chanley 2002; 

Chanley et al. 2000; Hetherington and Rudolph 2008; Wong et al. 2011). Although scholars 

address the problem from different theoretical perspectives and with different methods, they 

have seldom attempted to merge formal and empirical analysis to explain the determinants 

and impacts of political trust. Given an idea that the placement of political trust is a rational 

choice and political trust plays a pivotal role in an individual’s calculation of utility, this 

study is a modest attempt to formalize political trust within a rational choice framework and 

empirically assess the causes and effects of political trust based on such a “rationalist” model. 

More specifically, this study would employ the empirical implications of theoretical models 

(EITM) framework to examine the determinants of political trust and the impact of political 

trust on political participation in four East Asian countries – China, Japan, South Korea and 

Taiwan. 

This study is expected to make some major contributions:  

1. This study can help broaden the understanding of the causes and consequences of 

political trust in East Asia from the perspective of rational choice theory and the findings 

might be generalized to the other countries. 

2. By using the EITM framework, this study can provide a clear linkage between theory 

and empirical tests with regard to the determinants of political trust and the relationship 

between political trust and political participation. 
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3. This study confirms the superiority of institutional explanations for the origins of 

political trust, especially focusing on two factors – evaluation of government performance 

and perception of corruption. More importantly, it is found that these two factors have an 

interaction effect on political trust that has never been explored by previous studies. 

4.  This study provides some evidence that political trust exerts an indirect effect on 

political participation via the sense of civic duty. The impacts of political trust on different 

types of political participation can vary from country to country. 

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. The first section explains why this 

study simply focuses on East Asian countries. Then the second section presents a brief 

introduction to the EITM framework. Finally, the third section provides an overview of the 

remaining chapters of this study. 

 

Why East Asia? 

        Although past studies have sought to explain the causes and consequences of political 

trust, most previous studies on political trust are concentrated on single country or cross-

national analysis of Western democracies (Citrin and Green 1986; Citrin and Muste 1999; 

Craig 1996; Hetherington 2005). By contrast, the study on political trust in other areas has 

been paid less attention. So far there has been little systematic investigation of cross-national 

study on political trust in Asian countries and thus, it is required to conduct such study to 

provide a more complete understanding of political trust in the world. Besides, Asian 

countries are very different from Western democracies in political, social, cultural and 

economic developments and hence, it might be suspected whether the findings on political 

trust in Western democracies can be applied to Asian countries. Furthermore, there is also a 

high degree of diversity within Asian countries in terms of their ethnic, historical, 

socioeconomic and political situations. Although Asian countries have been classified by the 
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World Bank as high-performing economies and their economic growth rates are expected to 

continue at high levels for at least another generation (Wong et al. 2011), their levels of 

economic development still vary widely, with Japan, Singapore, the most advanced, followed 

by South Korea and Taiwan, while China and India have been among the fastest growing 

economies in the world. Asian countries also show the greatest diversity of political systems. 

According to Freedom House, some Asian countries are classified as free democracies (ex. 

India, Indonesia, Japan, Mongolia, Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, etc.), some belong to 

partly free countries (ex. Colombia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand, etc.), and others are rated 

as not-free countries (ex. China, Vietnam, etc.). Consequently, such sociopolitical disparities 

among Asian countries can provide the needed variations to test the relative importance of 

different theoretical explanations of political trust.  

        Nonetheless, due to significant cultural, political and economic differences among Asian 

countries, it might be dangerous to combine all Asian countries together to explain the 

determinants of political trust and its effects on political participation. Given that this study 

focuses on individual-level explanations of political trust, it is required to control for the 

effect of cultural, political and economic context on political trust. Specifically, this study 

would concentrate empirical test on four East Asian countries – China, Japan, South Korea, 

and Taiwan, due to the following reasons: 

1. In culture, these four countries are deeply influenced by Confucian traditions so that 

their cultural backgrounds are analogous to each other to some extent. Moreover, based on 

evidence from the World Values Surveys, Inglehart and Welzel (2005) assert that there are 

two major dimensions of cross cultural variation in the world: (1) traditional 

values versus secular-rational values and (2) survival values versus self-expression values. 

On the one hand, traditional values emphasize the importance of religion, parent-child ties, 

deference to authority and traditional family values, whereas secular-rational values place 
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less emphasis on religion, traditional family values and authority. On the other hand, survival 

values place emphasis on economic and physical security, whereas self-expression values 

give high priority to tolerance of outgroups, freedom of expression, equality of opportunities 

and right to participate in decision-making in economic and political life. Inglehart and 

Welzel (2005) use these two dimensions to draw a global cultural map and as Figure 1 shows, 

Asian countries are mainly classified into two clusters: the Confucian-influenced societies of 

East Asia and South Asia. As a result, it is confidently assumed that China, Japan, South 

Korea, and Taiwan are culturally homogeneous so that the influence of cultural context can 

be controlled. 

 
 

 

   Figure 1. Locations of 53 Societies on Global Cultural Map in 2005-2007 
            Source: Inglehart and Welzel (2010: 554).  
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2. In economics, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan constitute Asia’s most advanced 

market economies. Although GDP per capita in China is relatively low due to its large 

population (i.e., 1.35 billion people), China’s economic power has never been overlooked. 

China is the world’s second-largest economy after the United States and has had the fastest-

growing major economy with growth rates averaging 10 percent over the past decades. In 

short, these four East Asian countries have a remarkable record of high and sustained 

economic growth compared to most Asian countries and therefore, the economic difference 

among these four countries can be controlled to some degree.  

3. In politics, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan are stable democracies and have the same 

levels of political rights and civil liberties according to Freedom House’s evaluations. The 

main difference among them might be relatively short experiences in democratic practices in 

South Korea and Taiwan in comparison with Japan. China is an authoritarian country and its 

political system is totally different from the other three East Asian countries. However, due to 

the fact that China shares similar cultural values with Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan but 

differs dramatically in its political institutions, China can provide a good benchmark to 

compare whether institutional differences make a difference to my findings. 

As a result, these similarities in cultural and economic context enable the inclusion of 

these four East Asian countries in the analysis possible. Furthermore, since China and the 

other three East Asian countries (i.e., Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan) can respectively 

represent two main types of political regimes in the world: the liberal-democratic and the 

one-party authoritarian, it is possible to generalize my findings on the causes and 

consequences of political trust in these four East Asian countries to the other states. 
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The EITM Framework  

        Both formal and empirical analyses are important for the study of political science. As 

Aldrich (1980: 4) argues, “Empirical observation, in the absence of a theoretical base, is at 

best descriptive. It tells one what happened, but not why it has the pattern one perceives. 

Theoretical analysis, in the absence of empirical testing, has a framework more noteworthy 

for its logical or mathematical elegance than for its utility in generating insights into the real 

world. The first exercise has been described as ‘data dredging,’ the second as building 

‘elegant’ models of irrelevant universes.” In view of the importance of methodological 

unification between formal modeling and applied statistical analysis, the Political Science 

Program of the National Science Foundation (NSF) convened a workshop to seek ways to 

improve technical-analytical proficiency in political science by bridging the divide between 

formal and empirical analysis in 2001. This workshop, termed the Empirical Implications of 

Theoretical Models (EITM) Workshop, suggested constructive approaches the Political 

Science Program at the NSF could employ to foster linkages between formal and empirical 

modeling. Since then, the EITM framework for methodological unification has 

gradually begun to attract the attention from political scientists.1  

        The idea of EITM is to bring deduction and induction, hypothesis generation and 

hypothesis testing, closer together (Aldrich et al. 2008) and provide a framework that 

demonstrates how to unify formal modeling and empirical analysis. More importantly, the 

EITM framework takes advantage of the mutually reinforcing properties of formal modeling 

and empirical analysis. That is, formal models can provide predictions about the relationship 

between variables for empirical testing, whereas empirical analysis can validate whether the 

predictions made by formal models are correct. If formalized predictions are inconsistent 

with empirical tests, then the theory – as represented in the formal model – needs adjustment 

1 For a comprehensive introduction to the origins and development of the EITM approach, please see Aldrich et 
al. (2008).  
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(Granato et al. forthcoming). While application of EITM does not guarantee that a model is 

correct, it promotes a dialogue between theory and empirical test and provides analytical 

transparency to support cumulative scientific practice. In short, the EITM framework can be 

used to attain valid inference and prediction when we specify the relationship between 

variables (Granato et al. 2011). 

        According to Granato et al. (2010; 2011), the EITM framework contains three steps. The 

first step is to identify a theoretical concept of human behavior of interest and relate it to a 

statistical concept. Given that human beings are the agents of action, theoretical concept 

should reflect overarching social and behavioral processes. Moreover, it is also important to 

relate your theoretical concept to a statistical concept that can allow you to test your theory 

empirically. The second step is to develop behavioral (formal) and applied statistical 

analogues. To link concepts with tests, we need analogues. An analogue is a device 

representing a concept via a continuous and measurable variable or set of variables. The third 

step is to unite the theoretical and statistical analogues in testable theory. That is, we relate 

the formal and applied statistical analogues for purposes of creating linkages between formal 

model and empirical test. Because the EITM approach plays a pivotal role in this study, I 

follow these three steps and develop the EITM framework for this research in a later chapter. 

 

Overview of Chapters 

        This study employs the EITM framework to investigate the causes and consequences of 

political trust in East Asian countries. To address such research questions, chapter 2 firstly 

provides a brief overview of past studies about the determinants of political trust as well as 

the relationship between political trust and political participation. I provide a simple formal 

model to explain when an individual places political trust and I integrate political trust into 

the formal model of voting developed by Downs (1957) and Riker and Ordeshook (1968) to 
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examine the relationship between political trust and political participation. Moreover, each 

discussion of formal model concludes with a set of theoretically derived predictions or 

hypotheses that would guide much of my empirical analysis to follow. In general, by using 

the EITM framework, I expect to provide a better understanding of the determinants of 

political trust and the impact of political trust on political participation. 

        Before turning to my empirical analyses on the causes and consequences of political 

trust, I focus in chapter 3 on the fundamental issues of data, measurement, and methodology. 

I begin this chapter with an overview of the data sources used in the analysis throughout this 

study, and then illustrate the operationalization of variables for my later empirical analysis. 

At the end of chapter 3, I provide the statistical model specification for the causes and 

consequences of political trust. The following four chapters provide empirical test of my 

theoretical arguments. However, due to the differences in measurement of some variables 

between China and the other three East Asian countries, I examine the causes of political trust 

and the effect of political trust on political participation in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan in 

chapters 4 through 6, and I present the empirical results for China separately in chapter 7.  

        Chapter 4 takes a look at the determinants of political trust in Japan, South Korea, and 

Taiwan. Consistent with previous study, I find that an individual’s evaluation toward 

government performance and perception of corruption have significant effects on her 

placement of political trust. More importantly, they exert a negative interaction effect on 

political trust, which suggests that perceived corruption can exacerbate the positive effect of 

government performance on political trust. Besides, the further analysis provides the 

evidence of the not-so-significant relationship between two key elements of social capital (i.e., 

social trust and civic engagement) and political trust in Japan and Taiwan, whereas social 

trust is found to be positively associated with political trust in South Korea. On the other 

hand, this study lends some support to the argument that party identification can contaminate 
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an individual’s evaluation toward government performance, which in turn affects an 

individual’s placement of political trust, although such relationship is confirmed only in 

South Korea.  

        In the next two chapters, I shift my focus to the relationship between political trust and 

political participation. Chapter 5 offers a detailed examination of the relationship between 

political trust and voter turnout in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. I challenge the argument 

that political trust has either no direct effect or a direct effect on voter turnout (Citrin 1974; 

Cox 2003; Grӧnlund and Setӓlӓ 2007; Hetherington 1999; Hooghe et al. 2011; Shaffer 1981). 

My empirical analyses show that political trust does exert an indirect effect on voter turnout 

via the sense of civic responsibility among the three East Asian countries, but there also 

exists a direct link between them in Taiwan. Therefore, the relationship between political 

trust and voter turnout can vary across countries. Chapter 6 then examines the relationships 

between political trust and the other forms of political participation. More specifically, I 

focus on an individual’s engagement in campaign activities, direct contact forms of activities 

and system-challenging activities. My empirical analyses lend some support to my theoretical 

argument that political trust can indirectly affect these forms of political participation through 

the sense of civic duty. In particular, political trust is indirectly positively associated with 

individual participation in campaign activities in South Korea, direct political contact in 

South Korea and Taiwan, and system-challenging acts in Taiwan. Furthermore, I also find the 

direct relationship between political trust and political participation. In particular, political 

trust is negatively associated with campaign participation in South Korea, and with direct 

contact forms of activities and system-challenging behavior in Taiwan. In general, this study 

provides some new insights into the relationship between political trust and political 

participation. 

- 10 - 
 



        In chapter 7, I transfer attention to China using the same theoretical framework to 

examine the causes of political trust and the relationship between political trust and political 

participation. The purpose is to compare China with the other three East Asian democracies – 

Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan and see whether there is any difference in terms of political 

trust among these four countries. Empirical evidence shows that a higher level of evaluation 

of government performance is associated with a higher level of political trust, whereas a 

higher level of perceived political corruption is correlated with a lower level of political trust. 

Nevertheless, contrary to my theoretical expectation, the interaction term between evaluation 

of government performance and perception of corruption has a positive, rather than negative, 

impact on political trust, which indicates that perceived corruption does not exacerbate the 

positive relationship between good government performance and political trust. In terms of 

the relationship between political trust and political participation, political trust is directly 

related to voter turnout and system-challenging behavior in China and does not affect either 

of them indirectly via the sense of civic responsibility. Political trust does have an indirect 

effect on campaign participation and direct political contact through the sense of civic 

responsibility in China. To compare the findings in China with those of the other three East 

Asian countries, I conclude that the interaction term between evaluation of government 

performance and perception of corruption exerts opposite effects on political trust in 

democracies like Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, and authoritarian countries like China; 

moreover, the relationships between political trust and different forms of political 

participation can vary from country to country.      

        In the final chapter, I summarize the key findings of this study and elucidate the 

potential implications of my findings for policy recommendations. Lastly, I discuss the 

limitations of my investigation and try to sketch out a research agenda for the future. 
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Chapter 2 

Theory and EITM Framework 

 

Political trust is usually defined as citizens’ belief or confidence that the government or 

political system will work to produce outcomes that are consistent with their expectations 

(e.g., Easton 1965; Miller 1974; Citrin 1974; Hetherington 1998). However, the concept of 

political trust is complicated. Political trust could concerns citizens’ attitudes toward the 

overall political community, namely the nation of which the citizen is a member, toward the 

regime, toward government institutions such as the parliament and the government agencies, 

or toward political actors, that is, individual politicians (Norris 1999b). In other words, 

political trust can be regime based, system based, or incumbent based (Craig, Niemi, and 

Silver 1990; Craig 1993). Such differentiation of political trust is important and required both 

normatively and analytically. Normatively, such differentiation signifies the hierarchical 

structure of political trust. The top level is trust in the political community and the lowest 

level is trust in political actors. Although political trust at the level of institutions is indeed 

declining in almost all democracies, support for democratic principles has remained firm. 

Analytically, such differentiation is required for the definition of research questions. In this 

study, I would focus on trust in political institutions and political actors and my measure of 

political trust would be discussed in the next chapter.      
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This chapter proceeds as follows. The first section reviews previous research on the 

determinants of political trust. Then based on rational choice theory, the second section 

provides the EITM framework for explaining the origins of political trust and lays out the key 

hypotheses which would be tested in a later chapter. The third section reviews the literature 

on the relationship between political trust and political participation. Lastly, built on the 

rational-choice model of voter turnout developed by Downs (1957) and Riker and Ordeshook 

(1968), the final section demonstrates the EITM framework for the relationship between 

political trust and political participation and proposes a set of hypotheses that I would study 

in later chapters. 

 

Theoretical Explanations of Political Trust 

There are two broad theoretical explanations that compete as explanations for the origins 

of political trust: institutional and the cultural theories. Institutional theories differ principally 

from cultural theories with regard to the extent to which political trust is conceived as 

endogenous or exogenous to political institutions. Institutional theories view political trust as 

endogenous, that is, a consequence of institutional performance, whereas cultural theories 

regard political trust as exogenous, namely, a basic character trait learned early in life 

(Mishler and Rose 2001). Specifically, the institutional approach is based upon the rational 

choice perspective and assumes that political trust arises from rational responses by 
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individuals to the performance of political institutions (March 1988; North 1990). Adherents 

to this approach therefore typically emphasize the importance of government performance 

and policy outcomes: to increase political trust, the government must show its ability to 

deliver good policies in the eyes of the people. Political institutions that perform well will 

generate higher levels of political trust, while impotent political institutions will generate 

skepticism and distrust.  

The scholarly conventional wisdom suggests that government performance drives 

political trust, and studies have revealed that policy performance, especially economic 

performance, is the single major determinant of political trust. The main argument is that 

citizens would trust their governmental institutions as long as the economy runs well and a 

number of studies have confirmed such argument. Citrin and Green (1986) examine the 

resurgence of political trust in the United States in the early 1980s, and their analysis shows 

that economic outcomes influence approval of the president’s job performance, which in turn 

affects more generalized feelings of confidence in government. Hetherington (1998) also 

confirms the importance of economy in understanding fluctuations in political trust in the 

United States. Lee (1994) investigates the relationship between economic and/or value 

determinants and political trust in South Korea, and her results indicate that trust in the 

political institutions depends on both personal financial security and national economic 

conditions. Kim (2010) uses the Asia Barometer survey to compare political trust in Japan 
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and South Korea for the years 2003, 2004, and 2006, finding that the government’s economic 

performance is significantly associated with public trust in government in both countries. 

Lastly, time-series analyses have also generally found more consistent evidence for the 

importance of the economy in affecting the levels of political trust (Chanley 2002; Chanley, 

Rudolph, and Rahn 2000; Keele 2007). Consequently, it is known that there is a strong link 

between political trust and the economy. To put it another way, if the economy is not doing 

well, people will blame the government and then withdraw their trust in government. 

In addition to economic performance, citizen views on the political performance of 

governments on issues such as security and policy responsiveness should also be associated 

with political trust (Mishler and Rose 1997, 2001; Turner and Martz 1997). Research shows 

evidence that political performance does play a critical role in influencing the levels of 

political trust. For instance, Miller and Listhaug (1999) find that evaluations of political 

performance are as important as those of economic performance. Similarly, Espinal et al. 

(2006) explain low levels of trust in government institutions in the Dominican Republic and 

their analysis shows that trust in government institutions is shaped primarily by perceptions 

of economic and political performance by government. Furthermore, Wong et al. (2011) 

examine the determinants of political trust in six Asian societies (China, Hong Kong, 

Singapore, Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan) and find that political performance has a 

significant impact on political trust in five of the six countries – the exception being China. 
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They also conclude that economic performance and political performance are almost equally 

important in shaping political trust in these six Asian societies. To sum up, it can be 

concluded that political trust is a function of individual evaluations of government 

performance, including economic and political performance. 

While performance evaluations do explain significant variations in political trust, we 

should not ignore the role of probity in affecting political trust. Voluminous studies have 

attributed the continuing decline of political trust to political corruption.2 This is because 

political corruption weakens the proper functioning and maintenance of political institutions 

(Rose-Ackerman 1999; Treisman 2000). Besides, political scientists contend that political 

corruption involves politicians’ abuse of entrusted power in the interest of self-enrichment 

and thus reduces citizens’ trust toward political institutions (Doig and Theobald 2000; 

Theobald 1990). With regard to the relationship between political corruption and public 

opinion, empirical studies have indicated a negative effect of political corruption on people’s 

attitudes toward the government. For instance, Moreno (2002) shows evidence that 

corruption permissiveness — understood as the willingness to justify acts of corruption in 

society — is negatively related to democratic attitudes and to political trust. Similarly, 

Catterberg and Moreno (2006) demonstrate that political trust is hindered by corruption 

permissiveness in new and established democracies. On the other hand, some scholars focus 

2 While some scholars argue that corruption is a dimension of political performance (Anderson and Tverdova 

2003; Chang and Chu 2006), this study assumes that corruption is more related to the dimension of probity.   

- 16 - 

                                                           



on how perceived and experienced corruption affects citizens’ trust in political institutions 

and an increasing number of empirical studies indicate the adverse impact of corruption on 

political trust. Anderson and Tverdova (2003), for instance, discover that the higher the 

perception of corruption among individuals, the lower their support for democratic political 

institutions. Seligson (2002) tests the effect of corruption experience on belief in the 

legitimacy of political system in four Latin American countries and also confirms the 

corrosive impact of corruption on political trust and regime legitimacy. Chang and Chu (2006) 

demonstrate that the levels of citizens’ perceptions of corruption have strong trust-eroding 

effects regardless of contextual factors in Japan, Philippines, Thailand, and Taiwan. Lavallée 

et al. (2008) examine the link between corruption (perceived and experienced) and trust in 

political institutions in 18 sub-Saharan African countries and find that both experienced 

corruption and the perception that corruption is widespread have negative impacts on citizens’ 

trust in political institutions. In general, it is reasonable to conclude that political corruption is 

a significant predictor of political trust.  

Based on the above discussion, I argue that political trust is a function of government 

performance and political corruption. This provides the theoretical underpinning to examine 

the causes of political trust within a rational choice framework. Although this study would 

put more focus on the institutional approach to explain the origins of political trust, it is also 

required to take the cultural approach into consideration. Proponents of the cultural approach 
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maintain that political trust originates outside the political sphere and is affected by the 

cultural values and beliefs of the people, which have been learned through socialization in 

early life (Mishler and Rose 2001; Wong et al. 2011). More specifically, they contend that 

people’s evaluations of institutional performance are not independent, but conditioned by 

their cultural norms and values (Almond and Verba 1963; Inglehart 1997). That is, 

evaluations of policy outcomes are not based on rational calculations, but are shaped by 

different cultural orientations which assign meanings and values to events (Mishler and Rose 

2001). The cultural approach has received a lot of empirical support. Christensen and 

Lægreid (2005) find that political culture and demographic factors, such as age, education 

and occupation play an important role in shaping political trust. Lee (1994) shows that the 

perception of how people think that they have been treated is related to political trust. If 

people perceive that they are being treated unfairly, then they are likely to form negative 

attitudes toward politics. Shi (2001) examines cultural impacts on political trust by 

comparing China and Taiwan, and discovers that at the individual level, the responses of 

political actors towards outside stimuli are conditioned by the meanings and values assigned 

to events; moreover, at the aggregate level, the differences in value orientation between 

China and Taiwan account for substantial differences of political trust in both countries.  

On the other hand, many scholars further observe that political trust has been declining 

in almost all established democracies in recent decades, and they attribute this phenomenon 
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to the materialist-postmaterialist value shift or the rising importance of self-expressive values 

(Inglehart 1997; Norris 1999b). Besides, Catterberg and Moreno (2006) find that political 

radicalism and postmaterialism exert adverse effects on political trust and Wong et al. (2009) 

indicate that cultural factors such as postmaterialism and traditionalism have varying degrees 

of impact on the different domains of political trust in Hong Kong and Taiwan. Similarly, in a 

comparative study of eight Asian societies (i.e., China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, South 

Korea, Philippines, Thailand, and Mongolia), Ma (2007) observes that there are high levels of 

political trust in the societies where authoritarianism is strong and thus concludes that in a 

traditional culture, political leaders and governments occupy an important symbolic 

authoritative status in society so that the worship, sensitivity, and dependence of the people 

toward authority could easily have a profound effect on their political trust. Accordingly, it is 

inferred that three cultural factors, namely postmaterialism, traditionalism and 

authoritarianism, exert significant effects on political trust. I would attempt to control for 

their impacts on political trust to test the robustness of my theoretical model, but due to data 

limitations, this study can only concentrate on traditionalism and authoritarianism (whose 

measurement would be described in the next chapter). Besides, it is noted that although both 

approaches have received different degrees of empirical support, research has shown the 

superiority of the institutional approach over the cultural approach (Mishler and Rose 2001; 

Wong et al. 2011). After a brief literature review on theoretical explanations of political trust, 
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I would develop the EITM framework for the origins of political trust in the next section. 

 

The EITM Framework for the Causes of Political Trust 

The EITM framework places an emphasis on developing behavioral and applied 

statistical analogues and linking these analogues.3 The EITM framework contains three steps: 

the first step is to find an appropriate statistical concept to match the theoretical concept; the 

second step is to find an analogue to link theoretical and statistical concepts with empirical 

tests; and the third step is to unify the mutually reinforcing properties of the formal and 

empirical analogues (see Granato et al. 2010). Therefore, I follow these three steps to 

elucidate the EITM framework for the origins of political trust. 

 

Step 1: Relating Decision Making and Discrete Choice  

In his classical model of social trust, Coleman (1990: 99) argues that the decision of an 

actor to trust or not is a function of the expected gain and loss involved,4 which implies that 

the placement of trust can be a rational decision after calculating gains and losses. Therefore, 

it is possible to incorporate the idea of trust into the rational choice theory. In this study, it 

3 With regard to the definition of analogue, Granato et al. (2010: 786) argue that “An analogue is a device 

representing a concept via a continuous and measurable variable or set of variables.” 
4 Coleman’s trust model can be expressed as R = PG – (1 – P)L, where R is the utility of trust; P is the 

probability that the trustee is trustworthy, so (1 – P) is the probability that the trustee is not trustworthy; G is the 

potential gain if trustee is trustworthy; L is potential loss if trustee is untrustworthy. Therefore, if R > 0, an 

individual will place trust; by contrast, if R ≤ 0, an individual will show distrust. 
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means that whether the citizen chooses to trust the government depends on her calculation of 

gains and losses. More specifically, I contend that gains and losses are conditional on the 

citizen’s evaluation of government performance and perception of political corruption 

suggested by institutional theories. On the one hand, better government performance implies 

better policy outcomes which are expected to bring benefits to people. On the other hand, 

political corruption could lead to dysfunction of government and unfair treatment by the 

government that then might cause damage to people’s benefits. As a result, I create a utility 

function for political trust as follows:          

U = P − C                                                        (1) 

where U is the utility of political trust, P is an individual’s evaluation of government 

performance, and C is an individual’s perception of political corruption. Let P and C be any 

real numbers that are greater than or equal to zero; moreover, the higher values denote that an 

individual thinks that the government does a much better job and is more corrupt. 

Accordingly, if U > 0, the citizen will display political trust; by contrast, if U ≤ 0, she will 

show distrust of government. Since I assume that an individual’s decision to place political 

trust is a function of her evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption, 

the theoretical concept is decision making. Besides, the placement of political trust is 

assumed as a dichotomous action, so the applied statistical concept is discrete choice. Simply 

put, decision making and discrete choice serve as the EITM relation. 
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Step 2: Developing the Analogues for Decision Making and Discrete Choice 

As mentioned previously, the behavioral analogue I use is decision theory (e.g., utility 

maximization) and thus, when the utility of political trust is positive (i.e., U = P − C > 0), 

an individual will choose to trust the government. By contrast, when the utility of political 

trust is equal to zero (i.e., U = P − C ≤ 0), she will show distrust in government. 

Because this study assumes that the citizen, labeled i, faces a choice between two 

alternatives (i.e., trust or distrust in government), and the citizen i obtains a certain level of 

utility from each alternative. As a result, based on the idea of random utility model, the utility 

that the citizen i acquires from each alternative can respectively be presented as: 

Uit = Vit + εit                                                                                   (2) 

Uid = Vid + εid                                                                                  (3) 

where equation (2) denotes the utility of political trust for the citizen i, equation (3) denotes 

the utility of political distrust for the citizen i, and both are composed of a deterministic 

component (i.e., Vit and Vid) which can be calculated based on observed characteristics and a 

stochastic error component (i.e., εit and εid) which is unobserved. Moreover, from equation 

(1), it is inferred that Vit = Pit – Cit and Vid = Pid – Cid. Therefore, according to the 

principle of utility maximization, it is known that the citizen must choose the alternative with 

the highest utility. In this study, it means that the citizen chooses to trust the government if 

and only if Uit > Uid. Furthermore, the probability that the citizen i chooses to trust the 

- 22 - 



government is simply: 

    Pr(Trusti) = Pr(Uit > Uid) = Pr(Vit + εit > Vid + εid) = Pr(Vit − Vid > εid − εit)     (4) 

Since Vit = Pit – Cit and Vid = Pid – Cid, equation (4) can be rewritten as: 

Pr(Trusti) = Pr(Vit − Vid > εid − εit)  

        = Pr[(Pit – Cit) – (Pid – Cid) > εid − εit]  

        = Pr(P* – C* > ε*)                                           (5) 

where P* = Pit – Pid, C* = Cit – Cid, and ε* = εid − εit. More importantly, it is known that 

the probability that an individual places political trust is conditional on P* and C*, that is, 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption. Thus, the probability of 

expressing political trust can be presented as: 

    Pr(Trust) = Pr(P*) + Pr(C*c) + Pr(P* ∩ P C*c)                               (6) 

where Pr(C*c) = 1 − Pr(C*), meaning the probability that an individual does not perceive 

corruption. In other words, this equation simply presents that an individual places political 

trust if (1) either P* or C*c occurs, or (2) both P* and C*c occur. Moreover, P* and C*c are 

assumed to be not mutually exclusive because an individual is able to have evaluation of 

government performance and perception of corruption at the same time. In addition, I 

suppose that the true values of an individual’s evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption (i.e., 𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖∗ and 𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖∗𝑐𝑐) are conditioned on her observed values via 

survey (i.e., 𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤∗� and 𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤∗𝑐𝑐� ), and set yi = 1 if an individual chooses to trust the government and 
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0 otherwise. Therefore, equation (6) can be rewritten as:  

Pr(yi = 1 | 𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤∗� , 𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤∗𝑐𝑐� ) = Pr(𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤∗� 42T) + Pr(𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤∗𝑐𝑐� ) + Pr(𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤∗� 42T)Pr(𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤∗𝑐𝑐� )                    (7) 

Then, I take two probabilities in the above equation to be probit specifications with 

linear arguments. That is, I use the notation, Φ, that is, the standard normal cumulative 

distribution function to denote the probabilities and suppose that the probability for 

evaluation of government performance is Pr(𝑃𝑃∗�) = Φ(𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃∗� 42T) and the probability for 

perception of corruption is Pr(𝐶𝐶∗�) = Φ(𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗� ).5 Moreover, 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃  and 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶  should be 

positive and 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 and 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 are assumed to be between 0 and 1 inclusive. Accordingly, by 

using the familiar property of the standard normal cumulative distribution function that    

1 – Φ(z) = Φ(–z), equation (7) can further be rewritten as: 

Pr(yi  = 1 | 𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤∗� , 𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤∗𝑐𝑐� ) = Φ(𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃∗� 42T) + [1 – Φ(𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗�)] + Φ(𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃∗� 42T)[1 – 

Φ(𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗�)] 

     = Φ(𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃∗� 42T) – Φ(𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗�) + Φ(−𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃∗� − 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗� − 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃∗�𝐶𝐶∗�) 

     = Φ[(𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 − 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶) + (𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃)𝑃𝑃∗� − (𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶 + 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶)𝐶𝐶∗� − (𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶)𝑃𝑃∗�𝐶𝐶∗]�        

     = Φ(𝛾𝛾0 + 𝛾𝛾1𝑃𝑃∗� − 𝛾𝛾2𝐶𝐶∗� − 𝛾𝛾3𝑃𝑃∗�𝐶𝐶∗�)                                 (8) 

where 𝛾𝛾0 = 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 − 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶, 𝛾𝛾1 = 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃, 𝛾𝛾2 = 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶 + 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶, and 𝛾𝛾3 = 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶. Because 

𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 is between 0 and 1 inclusive, 𝛾𝛾1 is expected to be either zero (i.e., when 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 = 1) or 

5 This simply means that an individual’s reported evaluation of government performance and reported 

perception of corruption are positively related to her actual probabilities of having evaluation of government 

performance and perception of corruption. Therefore, it is known that 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃 and 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶  are greater than zero.   
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positive (i.e., when 0 ≤ 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 < 1). Furthermore, given that 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃, 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃, and 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶 are positive real 

numbers, 𝛾𝛾2 and 𝛾𝛾3 are expected to be positive. In general, the equation (8) is just a binary 

probit specification with an interaction term that has never used in previous studies on 

political trust. As a result, I would estimate statistical models with government performance, 

corruption as well as their interaction term. Simply speaking, the applied statistical analogue I 

use is discrete choice modeling, and in this study, it means binary probit model that contains 

an interaction term between evaluation of government performance and perception of 

corruption. 

 

Step 3: Unifying and Evaluating the Analogues 

The empirical test follows directly from equation (8) and methodological unification 

occurs when an empirical analogue for discrete choice is used. Specifically, the binary probit 

model for the causes of political trust can be expressed as follows:  

Probit(Political trust) = δ0 + δ1(Performance) + δ2(Corruption) + δ3(Performance × 

Corruption)                                                            (9) 

where δ0 is a constant; δ1, δ2 and δ3 are the coefficients for the variables of interest in this 

study. Moreover, it is expected to find that δ1 is positive, whereas δ2 and δ3 are negative. In 

contrast with equation (8), it is known that δ1 = 𝜸𝜸𝟏𝟏, δ2 = −𝜸𝜸𝟐𝟐, and δ3 = −𝜸𝜸𝟑𝟑. Since 𝜸𝜸𝟏𝟏, 𝜸𝜸𝟐𝟐, 
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and 𝜸𝜸𝟑𝟑 are positive, we should observe δ1 to be positive, and δ2 and δ3 to be negative.6 To 

sum up, with regard to the causes of political trust, this study would test the following 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Government performance is positively associated with political trust (i.e., 

δ1 > 0). That is, the citizens who evaluate government performance as better are more likely 

to place political trust. 

Hypothesis 2: Political corruption is negatively associated with political trust (i.e., δ2 < 

0). That is, the citizens who perceive that the government is more corrupt are less likely to 

place political trust. 

Hypothesis 3: The interaction term between government performance and political 

corruption is negatively associated with political trust (i.e., δ3 < 0). That is, the citizens’ 

evaluations of government performance and perceptions of corruption have a negative 

interaction effect on political trust.7 

The empirical analysis to test the above hypotheses would be presented in the fourth 

chapter of this study. In the next two sections, I would turn my attention to the literature on 

the relationship between political trust and political participation and develop the EITM 

6 Although it is possible for 𝛾𝛾1 to be zero, I do not expect it to happen in this study. If 𝛾𝛾1is equal to zero, it 

implies that evaluation of government performance has no effect on political trust, which contradicts my 

theoretical argument. 
7 Based on empirical results I show in chapter 4, perceptions of corruption moderates positive effects of 

evaluations of government performance and not the other way around (i.e., evaluations of government 

performance do not moderate negative effects of perceptions of corruption). 
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framework to examine the effect of political trust on political participation. 

 

Relationship between Political Trust and Political Participation 

    Scholars from diverse disciplines have long emphasized the importance of engagement 

in public life – voting, volunteerism, involvement in community projects, and other such 

civic affiliations – for the health of democratic societies (Kwak et al. 2004). Accordingly, 

efforts have been made to identify factors that increase political participation and otherwise 

enhance civic engagement. In this study, I would focuses on the effect of political trust on 

political participation.  

The literature contains two different and incompatible claims about the relationship 

between political trust and political participation. One claim is that the trusting should be 

expected to participate to a greater extent than the distrusting, at least in conventional 

activities such as voting and campaign involvement. This claim is based on the idea that 

distrust might discourage political engagement because of disaffection and alienation (Stokes 

1962; Almond and Verba 1963), and the fact that the over-time decline in voter turnout 

coincides with the over-time decline in political trust in the United States. Although some 

studies indicate no relationship between political trust and voter turnout (Miller 1974; Miller 

1980; Muller et al. 1982; Rosenstone and Hanson 1993), Grӧnlund and Setӓlӓ (2007) and 

Martin (2010) find that political trust do have a positive impact on voter turnout; that is, 

- 27 - 



political trust can increase the likelihood of voting. The second claim regarding the 

relationship between political trust and political participation is that distrust, not trust, should 

stimulate political engagement, or at least, distrust stimulates political engagement among 

those who feel politically efficacious. Gamson (1968: 48) is the first scholar to develop a 

specific hypothesis about the roles of both political trust and efficacy in predicting political 

participation, suggesting that a high sense of political efficacy and a low degree of political 

trust is the optimum combination for mobilization. However, this general claim has not 

received any empirical support (Fraser 1970; Hawkins et al. 1971). 

Besides, thanks to the idea about the link between discontent and elite- or 

system-challenging behavior (Easton 1965; Gamson 1968), scholars turn their attention to the 

relationship between distrust and unconventional participation. In general, most scholars find 

that political trust is negatively related to elite challenging forms of political participation 

(Kaase 1999; Miller 1974; Martin 2010; Miller 1974; Muller 1977; Pierce and Converse 

1989). That is, those with higher levels of political trust are less likely to participate in 

unconventional political activity. On the other hand, some scholars have suggested that 

distrust may have come to inspire campaign-related participation in the United States in 

recent years. For instance, Luke finds that in no election were the distrusting more likely than 

the trusting to vote, but they were more likely to engage in other forms of electoral 

participation in the late 1980s and 1990s (see Levi and Stoker 2000); Atkeson et al. (1996) 
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suggest that the citizens who became involved in Perot’s 1992 presidential campaign were 

much more distrusting than the national norm. 

To sum up, previous studies on the consequence of political trust for political 

participation have generated a profusion of complex hypotheses. Although it has been 

debated about the positive or negative effects of political trust on political participation, 

scholars have come to the conclusion that political trust is associated with political 

participation. Contrary to previous studies, given the close link between political trust and 

civic duty (Mishler and Rose 2005; Pammett and LeDuc 2003) that citizens who are more 

trusting of government are more likely to feel a sense of civic responsibility, I argue that 

political trust influences political participation by increasing an individual’s level of civic 

duty. In other words, political trust is not only directly linked to political participation, but 

also exerts an indirect effect on political participation through the sense of civic responsibility. 

Past studies hardly take civic duty into the consideration when it comes to the determinants of 

political participation, so in this study I would employ the model of voting (i.e., R = PB – C + 

D) developed by Downs (1957) and Riker and Ordeshook (1968) to show the relationship 

among political trust, the sense of civic responsibility and political participation. In the next 

section, I would discuss the EITM framework to explain the effect of political trust on 

political participation. 
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The EITM Framework for Political Trust and Political Participation 

Rational choice theory takes it as fundamental that an individual prefers outcomes with 

higher utility to those with lower utility and chooses actions to receive more highly valued 

outcome (Aldrich 1993). Plainly put, a citizen chooses to vote only if the benefits of voting 

outweigh the costs of voting: voters employ the calculus of voting to decide whether to vote 

or not. Downs (1957) first proposes the model and Riker and Ordeshook (1968) further 

develop on it. In its full form, the calculus of voting expresses the voter’s decision making 

process of voting as: 

R = PB – C + D                                                     (10)  

where R is the reward gained by the voter from voting in a given election; P is the probability 

that her marginal contribution to the election is decisive; B is the voter’s benefits if her 

preferred candidate actually wins; C is the costs of voting (informational, physical, 

opportunity, etc.); D is the sense of citizen duty, goodwill feeling, psychological and civic 

benefit of voting. Accordingly, the voter turns out if R > 0 and abstains if R ≤ 0. This model 

provides a rational choice framework for our understanding of voter turnout. Nonetheless, 

because this study would examine the effect of political trust on not only voter turnout but 

also other forms of political participation, I redefine the components of this model to apply to 

all types of political participation as follows:  

R: the expected utility of political participation. 
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P: the probability of affecting the success of political action. 

B: the benefits associated with political participation. 

C: the costs associated with political participation. 

D: the benefit from being a citizen in a democracy (i.e., civic duty). 

Likewise, if R > 0, an individual will choose to take political action; by contrast, if R ≤ 0, 

an individual will opt for non-participation. Then I follow these three steps mentioned 

previously to develop the EITM framework for the relationship between political trust and 

political participation. 

 

Step 1: Relating Decision Making and Continuous Choice  

I first begin with the formal model shown in equation (10) that has the behavioral 

concept of decision making. In other words, it is assumed that an individual’s decision on 

political participation depends on her calculation of expected utility. When the utility is 

greater than zero, she will participate in political activities. By contrast, when the utility is 

equal to or less than zero, she will not engage in any form of political activity. As a result, the 

model of political participation can be assumed as a liner function of equation (11): 

Y = f(R) = PB – C + D                                               (11) 

where Y represents the level of political participation and P, B, C, and D have the same 

definitions as above. In addition, since political participation is assumed as a continuous 
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action, the statistical concept is continuous choice. To sum up, decision making and 

continuous choice serve as the EITM relation. 

 

Step 2: Developing the Analogues for Decision Making and Continuous Choice 

It is assumed that an individual’s decision on political participation depends on her 

expected utility, so the behavioral analogue I use is decision theory (e.g., utility 

maximization). That is, when the utility of political participation is positive (i.e., R = PB − 

C + D > 0), an individual will take part in politics; nonetheless, when the utility of political 

participation is equal to or less than zero (i.e., R = PB – C + D ≤ 0), she will abstain from 

political participation. Furthermore, given equation (11) and the assumptions that political 

trust influences political participation and that political trust affects the sense of civic duty, 

the relationship between political trust and political participation can be presented as the 

following two linear functions: 

Y = f(R) = PB – C + D + T + 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌                                        (12) 

D = T + 𝜀𝜀𝐷𝐷                                                         

where T denotes political trust, 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌 and 𝜀𝜀𝐷𝐷 are error terms, and Y, P, B, C, and D have same 

definitions as above. I enter political trust into the equation for political participation because 

previous studies have demonstrated that political trust has a direct influence on political 

participation and thus it is required to confirm whether there exists a direct connection 
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between them. In short, the relationship between political trust and political participation can 

be presented as Figure 2: 

 
 

  
 

Figure 2. Relationship between Political Trust and Political Participation 
 
 

    Then I suppose that the true values of an individual’s, i, probability of affecting the 

success of political action, benefits and costs of political participation, the sense of civic duty 

and political trust (i.e., Pi, Bi, Ci, Di, and Ti) are conditioned on her observed values via 

survey, (i.e., 𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�, 𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� , 𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤� , 𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤� , and 𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤� ) and they can be respectively presented as:8  

Pi = 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�                                                      (13) 

Bi = 𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵 + 𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤�  

8 It simply shows that the true value of each factor is a linear function of its observed value.  
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Ci = 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤�  

Di = 𝛼𝛼𝐷𝐷 + 𝛽𝛽𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤�  

Ti = 𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤�  

Then I substitute equation (13) into equation (12) and get equation (14): 

Yi = (𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃 + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�)( 𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵 + 𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� ) – (𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶 + 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤� ) + (𝛼𝛼𝐷𝐷 + 𝛽𝛽𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤� ) +�𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤�� + 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌    (14) 

  = (𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵 + 𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤� + 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� ) + (𝛼𝛼𝐷𝐷 + 𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶) + (𝛽𝛽𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤� + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤� − 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤� ) + 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌  

  = (𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵 + 𝛼𝛼𝐷𝐷 + 𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶) + 𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤� + 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� + 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� + 𝛽𝛽𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤� + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤� − 𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤� + 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌   

  = 𝜃𝜃0 + 𝜃𝜃1𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤� + 𝜃𝜃2𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� + 𝜃𝜃3𝑃𝑃𝚤𝚤�𝐵𝐵𝚤𝚤� + 𝜃𝜃4𝐷𝐷𝚤𝚤� + 𝜃𝜃5𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤� + 𝜃𝜃6𝐶𝐶𝚤𝚤� + 𝜀𝜀𝑌𝑌 

Ti = 𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝚤𝚤� + 𝜀𝜀𝐷𝐷 

where 𝜃𝜃0 = (𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵 + 𝛼𝛼𝐷𝐷 + 𝛼𝛼𝑇𝑇 − 𝛼𝛼𝐶𝐶) , 𝜃𝜃1 = 𝛼𝛼𝐵𝐵𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃 , 𝜃𝜃2 = 𝛼𝛼𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵 , 𝜃𝜃3 = 𝛽𝛽𝑃𝑃𝛽𝛽𝐵𝐵 , 𝜃𝜃4 = 𝛽𝛽𝐷𝐷 , 

𝜃𝜃5 = 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇, and 𝜃𝜃6 = −𝛽𝛽𝐶𝐶. As a result, the effect of political trust on political participation can 

be estimated by mediation analysis. In other words, the applied statistical analogue I use 

is mediation analysis. 

 

Step 3: Unifying and Evaluating the Analogues 

The empirical test follows directly from equation (14) and methodological unification 

occurs when an empirical analogue for mediation analysis is used. Specifically, the mediation 

analysis for the effect of political trust on political participation can be shown as the 

following two equations:  
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Political participation = λ0 + λ1(Probability of success) + λ2(Benefits of political 

participation) + λ3(Probability of success × Benefits of political participation) + λ4(Civic 

duty) + λ5(Political trust) + λ6(Costs of political participation)                                  

Civic duty = 𝜇𝜇0 + 𝜇𝜇1(Political trust)                                  (15) 

    Specifically, this study would test the following mediation hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 4: Political trust is positively associated with the sense of civic duty (i.e., 

𝜇𝜇1 > 0). That is, the citizens with higher levels of political trust have a stronger sense of civic 

duty. 

Hypothesis 5: Political trust is indirectly positively associated with political participation 

(i.e., 𝜇𝜇1 > 0 and λ4 > 0). That is, political trust has an indirect positive effect on political 

participation. 

 

Summary 

This chapter provides a brief overview of determinants of political trust and its effect on 

political participation. More importantly, I employ the EITM framework to explain the 

origins of political trust and the relationship between political trust and political participation 

within a rational choice framework. There are two major theories, institutional and cultural 

approaches, which are used to account for the causes of political trust and based on the 

institutional theory, I develop a formal model to argue that political trust is a function of 
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evaluation of government performance, perception of political corruption and their 

interaction term. On the other hand, I extend the famous model of voting (i.e., R = PB – C + 

D) to elucidate the relationship between political trust and political participation, contending 

that political trust is not only directly associated with political participation, but also has an 

indirect effect on political participation through the sense of civic responsibility. Lastly, 

based on the EITM framework, I come up with a set of hypotheses which would be tested in 

later chapters. Before jumping into empirical analysis, I would discuss data, measurement of 

variables and model specification in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 

Research Design 

 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the causes and consequences of political trust 

in East Asia, and the previous chapter has outlined the theoretical framework for this study. 

In this chapter, I would describe the sources of the data, measurement of variables, and model 

specification for empirical analysis in later chapters. 

 

Data  

This study mainly utilizes two cross-national data sets to examine the causes and 

consequences of political trust in East Asia. The first data set is obtained from the second 

wave of Asian Barometer Survey that is the largest, most careful and systematic comparative 

survey of attitudes and values toward politics, power, reform, democracy and citizens’ 

political actions in the Asian region.9 The Asian Barometer Survey is headquartered in Taipei, 

Taiwan and co-hosted by the Institute of Political Science, Academia Sinica and the Institute 

for the Advanced Studies of Humanities and Social Sciences at National Taiwan University. 

9 Data analyzed in this dissertation were collected by the Asian Barometer Project (2005-2008), which was 

co-directed by Professors Fu Hu and Yun-han Chu and received major funding support from Taiwan’s Ministry 

of Education, Academia Sinica and National Taiwan University. The Asian Barometer Project Office 

(www.asianbarometer.org) is solely responsible for the data distribution. The author appreciates the assistance 

in providing data by the institutes and individuals aforementioned. The views expressed herein are the author’s 

own.  
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The second wave of Asian Barometer Survey covers thirteen Asian countries and regions, 

including Japan, Hong Kong, South Korea, China, Mongolia, Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand, 

Indonesia, Singapore, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Malaysia. Nevertheless, in this study, I 

simply focus on four East Asian countries: China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan and this 

data set is used to investigate the causes of political trust and the relationship between 

political trust and some forms of political participation except for voter turnout in East Asia.  

The second data set is taken from the AsiaBarometer 2006 project. AsiaBarometer 

represents the largest comparative survey in Asia that focuses on daily lives of ordinary people 

and their relationships to family, neighborhood, workplace, social and political institutions and 

market place. The AsiaBarometer 2006 project is carried out on the Grant-in-Aid for 

Scientific Research of the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Science and Technology 

and fieldwork is conducted by Nippon Research Center, a Gallup International member in 

Japan and its partners in each country/area. Moreover, this project covers seven societies in 

East and Southeast Asia: China, Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, and 

Vietnam. Likewise, in this study I only use data on China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan to 

conduct empirical analysis.10 More specifically, this data set is used to explore the effect of 

political trust on voter turnout in East Asia due to the fact that the survey items can better 

10 Inoguchi, Takashi, et al. AsiaBarometer Survey Data 2006. AsiaBarometer is a registered trademark of 

Professor Takashi Inoguchi, President of University of Niigata Prefecture, Japan, and Director of the 

AsiaBarometer Project. For more information about the AsiaBarometer Project, please refer to its website: 

www.asiabarometer.org.    
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measure the components in the model of voting proposed by Downs (1957) and Ricker and 

Ordeshook (1968). Table 3.1 provides the information about when the survey data for each 

country are collected. Basically, the surveys are conducted in the same year expect for China 

and Japan in the Asian Barometer Survey, so I am confident that the contexts of both research 

projects are similar. 

 

Table 3.1. Survey Timetable of Target Countries 
 Asian Barometer AsiaBarometer 

Country Period Period 
China November, 2007 – December, 2008 July, 2006 
Japan February-March, 2007 July-August, 2006 

South Korea September, 2006 July, 2006 
Taiwan January-February, 2006 July-August, 2006 

 
 

Except for using survey data from Asian Barometer and AsiaBarometer, I would also 

employ the survey data from “Taiwan’s Election and Democratization Study, 2012 

(TEDS2012): Presidential and Legislative Election” to provide a supplementary analysis for 

the effect of political trust on voter turnout.11 Taiwan’s Election and Democratization Study 

(TEDS) is a continual large-scale survey research project on political attitudes and behavior 

in Taiwan since 2001 and TEDS2012 is a yearly project on the presidential and legislative 

11 TEDS2012 is the only data set I can find that includes all the variables used in this study. Therefore, I simply 

conduct supplementary analyses to assess the relationship between political trust and voter turnout in Taiwan.   
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elections in 2012, which are conducted between January and March 2012.12 This data set 

would offer another empirical test of my theory about the relationship between political trust 

and political participation. After briefly introducing the data sets for empirical testing in this 

study, I would explain how to measure the dependent and independent variables in next 

section.13 

 

Measurement of Variables 

Political Trust 

Political trust plays the most important role in this study. Since different data sets are 

used to conduct empirical analysis, I measure political trust in different ways. When it comes 

to the determinants of political trust, my measure of political trust is based on the following 

two items in the Asian Barometer survey: 

12 Data analyzed in this dissertation were from ‘Taiwan's Election and Democratization Study, 2009-2012(III): 

The Survey of the Presidential and Legislative Elections, 2012 (TEDS 2012). The coordinator of multi-year 

project TEDS is Professor Chi Huang (National Chengchi University). TEDS2012 is a yearly project on the 

election of in year 2012. The principal investigator is Professor Yun-han Chu. The Election Study Center of 

National Chengchi University is responsible for the data distribution. The author appreciates the assistance in 

providing data by the institute and individuals aforementioned. The author is alone responsible for views 

expressed herein. More information can be found on the website of TEDS: www.tedsnet.org.  
13 Due to some survey items are not available, some variables are measured in different ways in China. In this 

chapter I mainly describe the measurement of variables in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan because the 

measurements among these three countries are basically the same. I would discuss the measurement of variables 

in China in chapter 7.    
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I am going to name a number of institutions. For each one, please tell me how much 

trust do you have in them? Is it a great deal of trust, quite a lot of trust, not very much trust 

not very much trust, or none at all? 

1. The Presidency (for presidential system) or Prime Minister (for parliamentary 

system).   

2. The national government [in capital city].  

I first take the average of these two items and then code 1 if the average is greater than 

the mean of the average and 0 otherwise because the placement of political trust is assumed 

as a dichotomous action. Therefore, it is known that when I examine the origins of political 

trust, I focus on public trust in central government, including the incumbent and political 

institution. 

When I investigate the relationship between political trust and political participation, 

political trust is treated as a continuous variable and its measure depends on the data set I use. 

First of all, when Asian Barometer is used to probe the effect of political trust on political 

participation, I use the same questions mentioned above to measure political trust by 

averaging individual responses to them. Accordingly, political trust is coded to range from 0 

to 3 and higher values denote higher levels of political trust. 

Second, when AsiaBarometer is used to conduct empirical analysis of the relationship 

between political trust and voter turnout, I measure political trust in two different ways, 
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because I would examine voter participation in national and local elections respectively. The 

following two questions are respectively used to measure political trust: 

Please indicate to what extent you trust the following institutions to operate in the best 

interests of society (trust a lot/ trust to a degree/ do not really trust/ do not trust at all). If you 

do not know what to reply or have no particular opinion, please say so. 

1. The central government. 

2. Your local government. 

Public trust in the central government is used to examine the relationship between 

political trust and voter turnout in national elections, whereas trust in the local government is 

utilized to investigate the impact of political trust on voter turnout in local elections. 

Individual responses to these two questions are respectively coded to range between 0 and 3. 

In the same way, higher values mean that the citizens have higher levels of political trust. 

Lastly, when TEDS2012 is used to provide a supplementary analysis for the effect of 

political trust on voter turnout, political trust is measured by a battery of four questions:14 

In our society, different people have different opinions about politics. I am going to read 

several statements. Please tell me what your opinion about these statements. 

1. Some people say: “Most decisions made by the government are correct.” (strongly 

agree/ agree/ disagree/ strongly disagree). 

14 Cronbach’s alpha for these four items is 0.73. 
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2. Some people say: “Government officials often waste a lot of money we pay in taxes.” 

(strongly agree/ agree/ disagree/ strongly disagree). 

3. When the government decides important policies, do you think “public welfare” is 

its first priority? (often/ sometimes/ seldom/ never). 

4. Do you believe what government officials say on TV or in newspapers? (strongly 

believe/ believe/ do not believe/ not believe at all). 

I take the average of individual responses to these questions to create an index of 

political trust that ranges from 0 to 3. Also, higher values indicate higher levels of political 

trust. 

 

Political Participation 

    When it comes to the consequences of political trust, this study concentrates on the 

effect of political trust on political participation. In general, two different dimensions of 

political participation would be examined in this study. The first dimension focuses on voting 

behavior, that is, how political trust affects individual decision on voter turnout; the other one 

includes all other types of political participation. With regard to the measurement of political 

participation, I use the following questions to gauge voter turnout:  
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[AsiaBarometer] 

How often do you vote in each of the following elections? Please answer for each type of 

election (every time/ most of the time/ sometimes/ rarely/ never voted). 

1. National elections. 

2. Local elections. 

[TEDS2012] 

In this presidential election on January 14th many people went to vote, while others, for 

various reasons, did not go to vote. Did you vote? 

For AsiaBarometer, these two questions about voter turnout are treated as continuous 

variables and respectively coded to range from 0 to 4. Higher values mean that the citizens 

vote more frequently. By contrast, individual responses to turnout in TEDS2012 are coded as 

1 if people vote and 0 otherwise. 

In addition to voter turnout, this study would focus on three other types of political 

participation: campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and 

system-challenging behavior. First, campaign participation is measured by summing 

individual responses to the following two questions in the Asian Barometer Survey: 

[Asian Barometer] 

Thinking about the national election in [year], did you … 

1. Attend a campaign meeting or rally? 
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2. Try to persuade others to vote for a certain candidate or party? 

Accordingly, campaign participation is coded to range from 0 to 2 and high values 

indicate that the citizens are more likely to engage in campaign activities.15  

Second, direct contact forms of activities are measured by aggregating individual 

responses to the following questions in the Asian Barometer Survey and thus the index of 

direct contact forms of activities is coded to range from 0 to 8. Higher values mean that the 

citizens are more likely to be involved in direct contact forms of activities.16 

[Asian Barometer]  

In the past three years, have you never, once, or more than once done the following 

because of personal, family, or neighborhood problems, or problems with government 

officials and policies? 

1. Contacted government (administrative) official. 

2. Contacted elected officials or legislative representatives at any level. 

3. Contacted officials of political parties or other political organizations. 

4. Contacted representative of non-government/civil society organizations (farmers’ 

associations, trade unions, religious groups, human rights groups, interests groups). 

Finally, system-challenging behavior is gauged by summing individual responses to the 

following questions in the Asian Barometer Survey and similarly, the index of 

15 Cronbach’s alpha for these two items is 0.47. 
16 Cronbach’s alpha for these four items is 0.73. 
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system-challenging behavior is coded to range from 0 to 8. Higher values signify that the 

citizens are more likely to take action against the government.17 

[Asian Barometer] 

Here is a list of actions that people sometimes take as citizens. For each of these, please 

tell me whether you, personally, have never, once, or more than once done any of these things 

during the past three years. 

1. Refused to pay taxes or fees to the government. 

2. Got together with others to raise an issue or sign a petition. 

3. Attended a demonstration or protest march. 

4. Used force or violence for a political cause 

 

Determinants of Political Trust  

To explain the origins of political trust, the previous chapter suggests that political trust 

is shaped by two key factors – performance and corruption that could lend support to 

institutional explanations of the causes of political trust. Individual evaluation of government 

performance is measured by the degree to which the respondent is satisfied with the 

government, and the response categories are recoded to range from 0 to 3. The higher the 

score is, the more favorable the evaluation. Besides, in terms of corruption, Asian Barometer 

17 Cronbach’s alpha for these four items is 0.28. 
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asked the respondent how widespread she thinks that corruption and bribe-taking are in the 

local government and in the national government. Since this study focuses on public trust in 

the central government, I would measure corruption by simply using the item that gauges the 

respondent’s perception of corruption about the national government. This variable is coded 

to range from 0 to 3 and the higher the score the more perceived corruption. Furthermore, 

based on my theoretical model, performance and corruption is expected to have an interaction 

effect on political trust and thus the interaction between performance and corruption needs to 

be included in the analysis. Moreover, I center performance and corruption to eliminate 

multicollinearity effects among evaluation of government performance, perception of 

corruption, and their interaction term. 

Besides, based on the cultural theory, two cultural factors, namely traditionalism and 

authoritarianism, are used to account for the origins of political trust. First, I generate a 

traditionalism index by taking the average score of the respondent’s answers to three 

questions about traditionalism.18 Because the response categories for each question are 

originally coded on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly 

disagree), the traditionalism index is recoded to range from 0 to 3. The higher the score is, the 

stronger the orientation toward traditionalism. Second, authoritarianism is also measured by 

18  In Asian Barometer, there are nine questions to assess individual orientation toward traditionalism. 

Nonetheless, given the results of factor analysis, I only employ three questions to generate the traditionalism 

index. Cronbach’s alpha for these three items is 0.42. 
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an index, namely the authoritarianism index, which takes the average score of the 

respondent’s answers to five questions about authoritarianism.19 The response categories for 

each question are also coded on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 

(strongly disagree), so the authoritarianism index is recoded to range from 0 to 3. The higher 

the score is, the stronger the orientation toward authoritarianism. 

Except for the above variables, I also include as control variables partisanship and four 

demographic attributes (that is, income, education, age and gender) that are thought to have 

impacts on political trust in previous studies (Abramson 1983; Christensen and Lægreid 2005; 

Paterson 2008; Wang et al. 2006). It is expected that people who identify with the ruling 

party are more likely to trust the government than their counterparts. Therefore, partisanship 

is coded as 1 for those who support the ruling party and 0 otherwise. In addition, education is 

coded as 1 if people have some university education or above and 0 otherwise; income is 

treated as a continuous variable and the higher values indicate higher levels of income; age is 

measured by the number of years since birth; lastly, gender is a dummy variable coded as 1 if 

respondents are female and 0 otherwise. 

 

  

19 Similarly, in Asian Barometer, there are nine questions to gauge an individual’s authoritarian values but 

based on the results of factor analysis, I simply use five questions to generate the authoritarianism index. 

Cronbach’s alpha for these five items is 0.65. 
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Explanations of Voter Turnout 

Scholars have paid a lot of attention to the determinants of voter participation and found 

that some key factors play a critical role in affecting individual decision on voter turnout. 

Basically, this study is built on the model of voting proposed by Downs (1957) and Riker and 

Ordeshook (1968) to explain voter turnout. In other words, my explanatory variables are 

connected to the components in their model, that is, P, B, C, and D.20 Since this study would 

use two different data sets to examine the effect of political trust on voter turnout, I describe 

the measurement of variables respectively as follows: 

[AsiaBarometer] 

First of all, political efficacy indicates a citizen’s own beliefs that she can understand 

and influence political affairs and to some degree it reflects a person’s sense of being able to 

affecting political outcomes. Hence, I use the level of political efficacy to gauge the P term. 

Specifically, political efficacy is measured by averaging individual responses to three 

questions and coded to range from 0 to 4. Higher values signify higher levels of political 

efficacy. Second, to gauge the B term, I use individual response to the survey item, 

“Generally speaking, the people who are elected to the [NATIONAL PARLIAMENT] stop 

thinking about the public once they are elected,” as a proxy for benefits of voting based on 

20 P is the probability that the voter’s marginal contribution to the election is decisive; B is the voter’s benefits 

if her preferred candidate actually wins; C is the cost of voting (informational, physical, opportunity, etc.); D is 

the sense of citizen duty. 
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the assumption that if the citizens think that politicians do not care about people’s interest 

once elected, then they will not expect to receive benefits from the government. Some might 

argue that such question is not a good measure for the benefits of voting, but due to data 

limitations, I have to make a compromise about my measurement. Consequently, benefits of 

voting are coded to range from 0 to 4 and higher values indicate higher levels of expected 

benefits. Third, in terms of the C term, although Lacy and Burden (1999) use the inverse of 

education level as a proxy for the costs of voting and Ordeshook and Zeng (1997) suggest the 

use of partisanship as a surrogate measure of the costs of voting, both these cost 

measurements are unsatisfactory and likely to introduce specification error. Furthermore, I 

am unable to find an appropriate measurement for the costs of voting in AsiaBarometer. 

Consequently, I decide to leave the cost term aside.21 Lastly, in terms of the D term, 

AsiaBarometer asked respondents whether they agree that the citizens have a duty to vote in 

elections, so I use this survey item to gauge the sense of civic duty that is coded to range from 

0 to 4 and the higher value denotes a stronger sense of civic duty. Besides, my theoretical 

model suggests an interaction term between P and B in the model of voter turnout. Hence, in 

order to avoid the multicollinearity problem, I center political efficacy and benefits of voting 

to create an interaction term between them. 

 

21 Several other strategic voting models have also dropped the cost term. See Abramson et al. (1992) and Blais 

and Nadeau (1996). 
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[TEDS2012]  

Similarly, I use political efficacy as a proxy for the P term and in TEDS2012, there are 

three questions about political efficacy which are similar to AsiaBarometer. Thus, I take the 

average of individual responses to these three questions to measure political efficacy that is 

coded to range from 0 to 3. Likewise, higher values indicate higher levels of political efficacy. 

Nonetheless, I use a different approach to gauge the B term because more appropriate 

questions can be found in TEDS2012 where respondents are asked to compare the expected 

performance of Kuomintang (KMT) and Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) in handling ten 

important problems in Taiwan such as cross-Straits relations, economic development, social 

welfare and so on.22 The responses to each question are coded to range from 0 to 2, 0 being 

no difference in performance between KMT and DPP, 1 indicating that one of them performs 

a little better, and 2 indicating that one of them performs much better. Then I take the average 

of individual responses to these ten questions and thus B is expected to range between 0 and 2. 

In other words, if B is equal to zero, it denotes that both parties make no difference to the 

respondent in terms of expected benefits. As B increases, it implies that either party can bring 

more benefits to the respondent. Besides, with regard to the costs of voting, given the same 

concern mentioned previously, I set aside the cost term. Finally, I combine two questions in 

22 Although Taiwan has developed into a multi-party system since the late 1980s, there are in fact simply two 

major parties, KMT and DPP, which have influences on Taiwan politics. In particular, the 2008 electoral reform 

consolidates the two-party system in Taiwan. 
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TEDS2012 to gauge the sense of civic duty that is coded to range from 0 to 3 and similarly 

the higher value indicates a stronger sense of civic duty. On the other hand, I also create an 

interaction term between political efficacy and benefits of voting by centering them because 

of the concern about multicollinearity. 

 

Explanations of Other Forms of Political Participation 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, this study argues that the redefined model of 

voting can be used to account for various types of political participation. That is, four factors 

(i.e., P, B, C, and D) determine individual level of political participation. The data used to 

examine the effect of political trust on other forms of political participation are taken from 

Asian Barometer, and thus I discuss how to measure related variables as follows.  

First, I use the same way to gauge the P term, that is, political efficacy used as a proxy 

for an individual’s feeling of being able to affect the outcome of political action. Specifically, 

political efficacy is measured by averaging individual responses to two questions and coded 

to range from 0 to 3. Also, higher values indicate higher levels of political efficacy. Second, 

due to data limitations, I can only use a question to gauge the benefits of political 

participation, that is, respondents’ evaluation of the present political situation in their country 

and code it to range from 0 (very bad) to 4 (very good). I assume that if the citizens think of 

the political situation in their country as good, they will expect the government to respond 
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effectively and efficiently to their needs, which then can lead to an increase in their benefits. 

Third, given the fact that an appropriate measurement for the costs of political participation 

cannot be found in Asian Barometer, I have to exclude this factor from my empirical analysis. 

Lastly, the sense of civic duty is measured by the degree to which the respondents regard 

participation in the affairs of their local and national communities as their duties and coded to 

range from 0 to 3. The higher value indicates a stronger sense of civic duty. Also, an 

interaction term between political efficacy and benefits of political participation is created by 

centering them.  

It is noted that some potential variables can affect political participation. Therefore, 

when I examine the relationship between political trust and political participation, I would 

control for some potential variables related to political participation. The control variables 

include political interest, strength of party identification and demographic variables (i.e., 

income, education, age and gender). Both political interest and strength of party identification 

are treated as continuous variables. Political interest is coded to range from 0 to 3 and the 

higher value indicates higher levels of interest in politics. Strength of party identification is 

coded to range from 0 to 3 in Asian Barometer and from 0 to 4 in TEDS2012 respectively. 

The higher value denotes stronger partisan attachment. Nonetheless, it is noted that 

AsiaBarometer did not ask respondents about their interest in politics and partisan attitudes. 

Therefore, when I conduct empirical analysis for the effect of political trust on voter turnout 
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using data from AsiaBarometer, I cannot control for political interest and strength of 

partisanship. Besides, demographic variables are measured in the same way (details on 

question wording for all variables are presented in Appendix A). 

 

Model Specification  

The EITM framework discussed in the previous chapter provides guidelines for model 

specification to examine the determinants of political trust and the effect of political trust on 

political participation. The following specifies the statistical model for each research question 

in this study. 

First, to explain the origins of political trust, my theoretical model argues that an 

individual’s evaluation of government performance, perception of political corruption and 

their interaction term are key determinants of political trust. Besides, the EITM framework 

for the causes of political trust suggests that the binary probit model is employed to examine 

the effects of government performance, political corruption and their interaction term on 

political trust. As a result, the binary probit model for the causes of political trust can be 

estimated by the following equation: 

Political trust = β0 + β1(Performance) + β2(Corruption) + β3(Performance × 

Corruption)                                                           (16) 
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Besides, in order to examine the robustness of the above model, I would estimate an 

alternative model with control variables related to political trust. These variables include 

traditionalism, authoritarianism, partisanship, and demographic factors (i.e., income, 

education, age and gender). Therefore, the alternative model can be presented as following 

equation: 

Political trust = β0 + β1(Performance) + β2(Corruption) + β3(Performance × 

Corruption) + β4(Traditionalism) + β5(Authoritarianism) + β6(Partisanship) + β7(Income) 

+ β8(Education) + β9(Age) + β10(Gender)                                     (17) 

Table 3.2 presents the expected signs of coefficients for key independent variables to 

account for the causes of political trust and the results of empirical analyses would be 

reported respectively in the fourth chapter about Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, and in the 

seventh chapter about China. 

 

Table 3.2. Signs of Coefficients for Key Independent Variables – Political Trust 
Hypotheses Sign of Coefficient 

Hypothesis 1 𝛽𝛽1 > 0 
Hypothesis 2 𝛽𝛽2 < 0 

Hypothesis 3 𝛽𝛽3 < 0 

 
 

Second, with regard to the relationship between political trust and political participation, 

this study focuses on the effects of political trust on four types of political participation: voter 

turnout, campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging 
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behavior. In particular, I argue that political trust exerts an indirect influence on political 

participation via the sense of civic responsibility and thus the impact of political trust on 

political participation can be estimated using mediation analysis. Specifically, the statistical 

model for the relationship between political trust and political participation can be presented 

as following two equations: 

Political participation = β0 + β1(Political efficacy) + β2(Benefits of political 

participation) + β3(Political efficacy × Benefits of political participation) + β4(Civic duty) 

+ β5(Political trust) + β6(Political interest) + β7(Strength of Party ID) + β8(Income) + 

β9(Education) + β10(Marital status) + β11(Age) + β12(Gender) 

Civic duty = γ0 + γ1(Political trust) + γ2(Income) + γ3(Education) + γ4(Marital status) 

+ γ5(Age) + γ6(Gender)                                                    (18) 

The model specification is based on equation (15) in the previous chapter, and the only 

differences are that I exclude the cost term from my empirical analysis given the fact that I 

cannot identify an appropriate measure for the costs of political participation; moreover, I 

control for some variables related to political participation in the model, including political 

interest, strength of party identification, and demographic variables (i.e., income, education, 

marital status, age, and gender) if data are available.23 Besides, it is noted that political trust is 

23 Because of having no question asking political interest and strength of party identification in AsiaBarometer, 

I am simply able to control for demographic variables when using data from AsiaBarometer to examine the 

effect of political trust on voter turnout. 
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included in the model for explaining political participation to examine whether political trust 

has a direct influence on political participation (i.e., for the sake of testing the conventional 

wisdom). Table 3.3 shows the expected signs of coefficients for key independent variables to 

explain political participation and the results of empirical analyses would be reported 

respectively in the fifth and sixth chapters about Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan and in the 

seventh chapter about China. 

 

Table 3.3. Signs of Coefficients for Key Independent Variables – Political Participation 
Hypotheses Sign of Coefficient 

Hypothesis 4 γ1 > 0 
Hypothesis 5  γ1 > 0 and β4 > 0 

 
 

Since voter turnout, campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and 

system-challenging behavior) are treated as continuous variables, I would estimate the impact 

of political trust on these four forms of political participation using mediation analysis with 

an continuous outcome variable. On the other hand, I would conduct the mediation analysis 

with binary outcome of voter turnout using data from TEDS2012. In particular, I use the 

statistical package called medeff created by Hicks and Tingley (2011) to estimate the 

mediation effect of political trust on political participation, because medeff can estimate 

mediation effects for a variety of data types. More detailed information about medeff would 

be discussed in chapter 5. 

- 57 - 



Summary 

This chapter presents the data used to conduct empirical tests of hypotheses in this study. 

Specifically, I obtain the data respectively from the research projects of Asian Barometer, 

AsiaBarometer and TEDS. Furthermore, this chapter describes how to operationalize the key 

concepts of this study and what variables would be controlled in performing statistical 

analysis. Lastly, this chapter illustrates statistical model specification for the determinants of 

political trust and the effect of political trust on political participation. In particular, I employ 

the binary probit model to estimate the effects of evaluation of government performance, 

perception of corruption and their interaction term on political trust, whereas I test the 

mediation hypothesis about the relationship between political trust and political participation 

using different statistical approaches according to the properties of political participation (i.e., 

continuous or binary measure). 
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Chapter 4 

Empirical Tests for the Causes of Political Trust 

 

        I theorize that the placement of political trust is a function of an individual’s evaluation 

of government performance and perception of corruption. In this chapter, I carry out 

empirical tests of this theoretical model and present empirical evidence that the placement of 

political trust depends on an individual’s evaluation of government performance (positively), 

perception of corruption (negatively), and the interplay between these two factors. More 

specifically, in this chapter, I focus on three East Asian democracies, that is, Japan, South 

Korea, and Taiwan. The first step of my analysis is to examine the correlations between 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption in East Asia and in each 

East Asian country, since some might suspect that they are significantly correlated with each 

other and thus it is inappropriate to enter both of them into the model at a time. The second 

step of my analysis is to look at the effects of evaluation of government performance, 

perception of corruption and their interaction term on political trust by estimating two 

different binary probit models: one performs a direct test of my theoretical model, and the 

other includes some control variables to check the robustness of my theoretical model.         

        On the other hand, many scholars argue that there is a close relationship between social 

capital and political trust and high levels of social capital are correlated with high levels of 

political trust (Bӓck and Kestilӓ 2009; Joon 2004; Keele 2007; Kim 2005; Mangum 2011). 

To check whether social capital theory could undermine my theoretical model, I would 

estimate a model that includes some key components of social capital for the sake of 

robustness. Furthermore, some might contend that partisanship could contaminate an 

individual’s evaluation of government performance. If people who identify with the 
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incumbent tend to have better evaluation of government performance, then we should take 

into consideration the interplay of an individual’s evaluation of government performance and 

partisanship when examining the causes of political trust. To respond to this argument, I 

would estimate another model to see whether the interaction term between evaluation of 

government performance and partisanship exerts a significant positive effect on political trust. 

Table 4.1 provides summary statistics for variables used in this chapter, which gives the 

readers some idea about the distribution of variables. 

 

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables 

 
East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Variable Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. 
  (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) 
Political trust 0.33 0 0.30 0 0.64 0 0.23 0 

 
(0.47) (1) (0.46) (1) (0.48) (1) (0.42) (1) 

Performance 0.93 0 1.06 0 0.90 0 0.91 0 

 
(0.72) (3) (0.71) (3) (0.70) (3) (0.73) (3) 

Corruption 1.63 0 1.48 0 1.59 0 1.78 0 

 
(0.69) (3) (0.61) (3) (0.72) (3) (0.68) (3) 

Traditionalism 1.08 0 1.12 0 1.08 0 1.05 0 

 
(0.46) (3) (0.45) (3) (0.51) (3) (0.43) (3) 

Authoritarianism 1.27 0 1.10 0 1.35 0 1.30 0 

 
(0.44) (3) (0.49) (3) (0.44) (3) (0.37) (3) 

Partisanship 0.26 0 0.50 0 0.14 0 0.22 0 

 
(0.44) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.34) (1) (0.42) (1) 

Income 1.93 0 2.32 0 2.14 0 1.55 0 

 
(1.29) (4) (1.31) (4) (1.19) (4) (1.25) (4) 

Some university 
and above 

0.36 0 0.50 0 0.39 0 0.29 0 
(0.48) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.49) (1) (0.45) (1) 

Age 44.13 19 48.06 20 41.52 19 40.45 21 

 
(14.96) (94) (15.52) (90) (13.67) (80) (14.57) (94) 

Female 0.46 0 0.46 0 0.47 0 0.46 0 
  (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) 
N 2365 560 787 1018 

Note: For dummy variables, mean reports the percentage of category. 
 
 
 
Relationship between Government Performance and Corruption 

        Table 4.2 reports the results of correlation analysis for the pooled sample of East Asia 

and each East Asian country. An individual’s evaluation of government performance is 
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negatively correlated with her perception of corruption across East Asia and the correlation 

coefficients range from -0.124 in Japan, -0.195 in South Korea, to -0.327 in Taiwan. Overall, 

the correlations between evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption 

are small, which implies that when entering both of them into the model, we do not worry 

about the problem of multicollinearity.   

 

Table 4.2. Correlations between Performance and Corruption 

 
East Asia   Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

  Performance   Performance   Performance   Performance   

Corruption -0.248 *** -0.124 *** -0.195 *** -0.327 *** 

N 2365   560   787   1018   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01. 

 
 

        Another important issue is whether there is a causal relationship between an individual’s 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption. Anderson and Tverdova 

(2003) examine the effect of corruption on people’s attitudes toward government in sixteen 

democracies, finding that people in countries with higher levels of corruption evaluate the 

performance of the political system more negatively. In other words, corruption breeds 

discontent with the performance of the political system. Although Anderson and Tverdova’s 

study (2003) indicates a causal relationship between evaluation of government performance 

and perception of corruption, I contend that their finding might not be generalized to this 

study due to the following reasons: 

1. Anderson and Tverdova’s measure of performance evaluations focuses on people’s 

responses to the actual process of democratic governance and their attitudes toward a 

country’s “constitutional reality.” To some extent their measure simply reflects people’s 

satisfaction with the functioning of democracy in their country and conceptually it is more 
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related to political support (Norris 1999a). Given the fact that corruption indicates a deficit of 

democracy (Warren 2004), it is not hard to imagine that corruption has a deteriorating effect 

on people’s evaluation of democratic governance. However, this study gauges people’s 

evaluation of government performance by asking whether they are satisfied with the 

government led by a particular president or prime minister. Therefore, such a measure is not 

related to evaluation of democratic governance and should be more related to policy-based 

assessment of government performance. 

2. Anderson and Tverdova’s measure of corruption is based on the Corruption 

Perception Index (CPI) developed by Transparency International. The CPI is a composite 

measure based on the assessments of country experts as well as the views of many different 

individuals in each country who encounter corruption in different ways and in a variety of 

contexts. Although the CPI is the most frequently used and most comprehensive measure of 

corruption around the world, it is a country-level measure of corruption and does not gauge 

individual-level perception of corruption that is the focus of this study. Since the placement 

of political trust is a personal decision, an individual’s subjective assessment of corruption is 

more important than the objective evaluation of context of corruption in a country. 

3. In Asian Barometer, the question about perception of corruption comes after the 

question about satisfaction with government. As a result, the question about perception of 

corruption should have no priming effect on individual assessment of government 

performance. Furthermore, some researchers have suggested that it is better to present general 

questions before specific ones in order to avoid response contamination. It is obvious that 

Asian Barometer satisfies this criterion. Although an individual’s perception of corruption is 

still possible to affect her evaluation of government performance, I argue that the causal 

relationship between them might be weak. When I regress evaluation of government 

performance on assessments of national and personal economic conditions, social order, 
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democratic governance, government hiding information, law-abiding, response to public 

needs and perception of corruption for each East Asian country, I find that perception of 

corruption is not statistically associated with evaluation of government performance in all 

three East Asian countries. On the contrary, assessments of national economic condition, 

social order, democratic governance, government hiding information, law-abiding and 

response to public needs account for more variation in evaluation of government performance.  

Based on the above reasons, I argue that perception of corruption is not causally 

connected to evaluation of government performance in this study. As a result, it is feasible to 

enter evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption into the model for 

explanations of political trust.  

 

The Effects of Government Performance and Corruption on Political Trust 

        The first model in Table 4.3 presents empirical evidence for my theoretical argument. 

The result from theoretical model shows the effects of evaluation of government performance 

and perception of corruption on political trust among three East Asian countries and two 

country dummy variables are included in the model (i.e., Taiwan is chosen as the reference 

group). As expected, an individual’s evaluation of government performance has a 

significantly positive effect on her placement of political trust. Specifically, a one unit 

increase in evaluation of government performance increases the probability of placing 

political trust by 24.6 percent.24 By contrast, an individual’s perception of corruption is found 

to have a significantly negative effect on political trust. In particular, a one unit increase in 

24 I report the marginal effect and the average marginal effect for each explanatory variable. The marginal effect 
shows the impact of change in an explanatory variable on the expected change in the dependent variable, 
whereas the average marginal effect is an estimate of a population-averaged marginal effect. In the literature, 
there is not much discussion of which of these two methods should be used, and the discussion does not seem to 
be conclusive. The main argument in favor of average marginal effect is based on a demand for realism: the 
sample means used during the calculation of marginal effect might refer to either nonexistent or inherently 
nonsensical observations, a problem typically encountered when there are dummies among the regressors (see 
Bartus 2005). Therefore, I choose to interpret the estimation results based on average marginal effects but 
provide the information about marginal effects for reference. 
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perception of corruption decreases the probability of placing political trust by 8.6 percent. 

More importantly, it is found that an individual’s evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption have a negative interaction effect on political trust, which implies 

that evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption moderate each 

other’s effect on political trust. In other words, the impacts of evaluation of government 

performance and perception of corruption on political trust depend on the level of each other. 

Consequently, when it comes to the effects of evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption on political trust, we need to take into consideration the interaction 

term between them. As Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show, the average marginal effects of evaluation 

of government performance on political trust decrease with the increase of perception of 

corruption, whereas there is still a negative relationship between perception of corruption and 

political trust with the increase of evaluation of government performance. This clearly 

indicates that corruption can exacerbate the positive effect of government performance on 

political trust, but government performance cannot ameliorate the negative association 

between corruption and political trust. Lastly, as shown in the first model of Table 4.3, people 

in Japan and South Korea are more trustful of the government compared to people in Taiwan. 
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Table 4.3. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in East Asia 

 
Theoretical Model Full Model 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. A.M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. A.M.E. 

  (S.E.)       (S.E.)       
Performance 0.900 *** 0.334 0.246 0.825 *** 0.305 0.222 

 
(0.047) 

   
(0.050) 

   Corruption -0.316 *** -0.117 -0.086 -0.311 *** -0.115 -0.083 

 
(0.045) 

   
(0.046) 

   Performance × Corruption -0.253 *** -0.094 -0.069 -0.236 *** -0.087 -0.063 

 
(0.065) 

   
(0.065) 

   Traditionalism 
    

0.058 
 

0.022 0.016 

     
(0.070) 

   Authoritarianism 
    

-0.013 
 

-0.005 -0.003 

     
(0.077) 

   Partisanship 
    

0.406 *** 0.154 0.109 

     
(0.077) 

   Income 
    

-0.018 
 

-0.007 -0.005 

     
(0.026) 

   Some university and above 
    

0.093 
 

0.035 0.025 

     
(0.071) 

   Age 
    

0.006 ** 0.002 0.002 

     
(0.002) 

   Female 
    

0.055 
 

0.020 0.015 

     
(0.062) 

   Japan 0.309 *** 0.118 0.085 0.119 
 

0.044 0.032 

 
0.078 

   
(0.090) 

   South Korea 1.221 *** 0.452 0.334 1.278 *** 0.471 0.343 

 
0.071 

   
(0.074) 

   Constant -0.843 *** 
  

-1.261 *** 
    0.050       (0.165)       

N 2365 
 

  2365 
   Likelihood ratio test 862.51 ***   899.84 *** 

  Pseudo R2 0.27 
 

  0.29 
   -2 × Log likelihood 2291.22       2253.88       

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10.  
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Figure 4.1. Average Marginal Effects of Evaluation of Government Performance  

on Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals – East Asia 
 
 

 
Figure 4.2. Average Marginal Effects of Perception of Corruption on  

Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals – East Asia 
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        To be clear about the effects of evaluation of government performance and perception of 

corruption on political trust, I calculate the predicted probabilities of political trust for 

different types of respondents respectively in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan as shown in 

Table 4.4.25 It is obvious among these three East Asian countries that when the level of 

perception of corruption is fixed, the probability of placing political trust increases with 

increasing level of evaluation of government performance; by contrast, when the level of 

evaluation of government performance is fixed, the probability of placing political trust 

decrease with increasing level of perception of corruption. More specifically, for people with 

low levels of perception of corruption, their probabilities of political trust increase from 9 

percent to 41 percent in Japan, from 32 percent to 76 percent in South Korea, and from 5 

percent to 30 percent in Taiwan when they have average levels of evaluation of government 

performance. Moreover, when people are very satisfied with government performance, their 

probabilities of political trust will increase to 83 percent in Japan, 97 percent in South Korea, 

and 73 percent in Taiwan. Similarly, in terms of people with average levels of perception of 

corruption, their probabilities of political trust increase from 8 percent to 64 percent in Japan, 

from 30 percent to 90 percent in South Korea, and from 4 percent to 52 percent in Taiwan 

with the increase of evaluation of government performance. Lastly, the probabilities of 

political trust for people with high levels of perception of corruption are also associated with 

the increase of evaluation of government performance, that is, from 7 percent to 42 percent in 

Japan, from 28 percent to 76 percent in South Korea, and from 4 percent to 30 percent in 

Taiwan. 

        More importantly, as Figures 4.3 to 4.5 show, political corruption can do serious damage 

to political trust. Although perceived corruption makes no significant difference in political 

25 “L” denotes people whose levels of evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption are 
lower than the average levels by one unit; “M” signifies people with the average levels of evaluation of 
government performance and perception of corruption; lastly, “H” stands for people whose levels of evaluation 
of government performance and perception of corruption are higher than the average levels by one unit. 
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trust among people with low levels of evaluation of government performance, it significantly 

decreases the probabilities of political trust for people with average and high levels of 

evaluation of government performance in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. In particular, for 

people with average levels of evaluation of government performance, the differences of 

probabilities of political trust between low and high levels of corruption perception are 21 

percent in Japan, 24 percent in South Korea, and 18 percent in Taiwan. Besides, in terms of 

people with high levels of evaluation of government performance, the differences of 

probabilities of political trust between low and high levels of corruption perception become 

larger in Japan (i.e., 41 percent) and Taiwan (i.e., 43 percent) except for South Korea (i.e., 21 

percent). 

        In light of these results, I conclude that although better government performance can 

increase people’s trust in government, its positive effect on political trust is significantly 

reduced once an individual perceives political corruption. As a result, although the 

government can build political trust among people by improving its performance, the 

contribution government performance makes to building political trust can be seriously 

damaged once the government gets involved in corruption and thus we should not overlook 

the devastating impact of corruption on political trust. To sum up, the findings lend strong 

support to my theoretical argument and the next step is to check the robustness of my 

theoretical model by including some control variables that are related to political trust.26 

 

  

26 I also conducted empirical analysis for each East Asian country (the results can be found in Appendix 4.1 and 
Appendices 4.2 and 4.3 respectively show the average marginal effects of evaluation of government 
performance and perception of corruption on political trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan). Overall, the 
empirical evidence from each East Asian country is also consistent with the expectations of my theoretical 
argument that evaluation of government performance is significantly positively associated with political trust, 
whereas perception of corruption is significantly negatively related to political trust in Japan, South Korea and 
Taiwan. Furthermore, the interaction term between evaluation of government performance and perception of 
corruption exerts a significant negative effect on political trust in these three East Asian countries.   
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Table 4.4. Predicted Probabilities of Political Trust 

 
Japan South Korea Taiwan 

  Corruption Corruption Corruption 
Performance L M H L M H L M H 

L 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.32 0.30 0.28 0.05 0.04 0.04 
M 0.41 0.30 0.20 0.76 0.65 0.52 0.30 0.20 0.12 
H 0.83 0.64 0.42 0.97 0.90 0.76 0.73 0.52 0.30 

Note: The number in the cell denotes the probability of placing political trust. 
 

 

 
Figure.4.3. Predicted Probabilities of Political Trust in Japan 

 

 

 
Figure.4.4. Predicted Probabilities of Political Trust in South Korea 
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Figure.4.5. Predicted Probabilities of Political Trust in Taiwan 
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evaluation of government performance still has a significantly positive effect on political trust, 
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performance, perception of corruption and political trust. 

27 I also take a look at the impacts of evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption on 
political trust in individual East Asian countries and find consistent results (the results can be found in Appendix 
4.4), though the interaction term between evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption is 
only marginally statistically significant in Japan (i.e., p = 0.084). 
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        With regard to control variables, partisanship is the only one factor that has a 

consistently positive impact on political trust in the pooled sample of East Asia and 

individual East Asian countries. In other words, people who identify with the party in 

government are more likely to place political trust than their counterparts. On the other hand, 

cultural factors do not offer any explanatory power for political trust in East Asia. The 

findings reveal that there is no significant relationship between traditionalism, 

authoritarianism, and political trust in East Asia.28 As a result, in light of my findings on the 

effects of evaluations of government performance and perception of corruption on political 

trust, I conclude that the institutional approach is much more powerful than the cultural 

approach in explaining political trust, which is in line with the studies of Mishler and Rose 

(2001) and Wong et al. (2011). Also, demographic factors play a trivial role in individual 

placement of political trust in East Asia. Age is the only one factor that has a significant 

positive influence on political trust. To take a deep look into each East Asian country, I find 

that the effects of demographic factors on political trust are inconsistent across East Asian 

countries (see Appendix 4.4). Income only exerts a significant negative influence on political 

trust in South Korea, whereas education is significantly positively associated with political 

trust only in Japan. In other words, people with higher income are less likely to trust the 

government in South Korea and those who have some college education and above are more 

likely to display political trust than their counterparts in Japan. Furthermore, there is a 

significant positive relationship between age and political trust only in Japan and Taiwan. 

That is, as age increases, people tend to be more likely to place trust in government in both 

countries. Lastly, women are found to be more likely to trust the government than men in 

South Korea (very close to the conventional level of statistical significance, i.e., p = 0.050), 

which is consistent with the finding of Wong et al. (2011). To sum up, the empirical tests 

28 Only authoritarianism is found to be positively associated with political trust in Japan, but it simply achieves 
the marginally statistical significance (i.e., p = 0.081). 
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lend strong support to my theoretical argument that individual placement of political trust is a 

function of evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption and their 

interaction.   

 

A Deep Look into the Interaction Effect 

        The above analyses document the existence of a significant interaction between 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption. As Ai and Norton (2003) 

observe, the significance of the interaction varies according to the values of the entire set of 

predictor variables in one’s nonlinear model. The point might be illustrated by plotting the z-

scores for the interaction between evaluation of government performance and perception of 

corruption on a case-by-case (individual-by-individual) basis against the predicted probability 

of displaying political trust.29 The results show that the likelihood of a significant negative 

interaction is greatest among people who have only a relatively small probability of placing 

political trust (i.e., between 0.05 and 0.40 in Japan, less than 0.50 in South Korean, and 

between 0.05 and 0.50 in Taiwan). Nevertheless, it is also observed that there is a significant 

positive interaction between evaluation of government performance and perception of 

corruption among people whose probabilities of displaying political trust roughly exceed 0.80 

in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (see Figures 4.6 through 4.8). Currently, I have no 

theoretical reason to explain why the interaction effect for these people is positive. However, 

overall, the mean interaction effect in these three East Asian countries is negative (i.e., -0.083 

in Japan, -0.039 in South Korea, and -0.074 in Taiwan). 

 

29 I use the Stata command, inteff, written by Norton et al. (2004) to plot the z-scores for the interaction effect. 
The inteff command can compute the correct marginal effect of a change in two interacted variables and the 
correct standard errors for a logit or probit model. Moreover, the inteff command can work if the interacted 
variables are both continuous variables, if both are dummy variables, or if there is one of each (Norton et al. 
2004). 
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Figure 4.6. Interaction Effects Involving Evaluation of Government Performance 

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust in Japan 
 
 

 
Figure 4.7. Interaction Effects Involving Evaluation of Government Performance 

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust in South Korea 
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Figure 4.8. Interaction Effects Involving Evaluation of Government Performance 

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust in Taiwan 
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interaction between evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption 

reinforces the tendency to place distrust in government. 

 

Social Capital Theory, Partisanship, and Political Trust 

        In this section, I would conduct further analyses to examine two arguments about 

political trust. First, social capital has received considerable attention since the publication of 

Putnam’s seminal work (1993) and it is thought to affect many aspects of society, especially 

the functioning of democracy (Newton 1997; Paxton 2002; Putnam 1995). Social capital 

refers to connections among individuals – social networks and the norms of reciprocity and 

trustworthiness that arise from them (Putnam 1993, 1995, 2002). Generally speaking, social 

trust and civic engagement are regarded as two key attributes of social capital (Gibson 2001; 

Keele 2007). In recent years numerous studies have investigated the effect of social capital on 

political trust (Bӓck and Kestilӓ 2009; Joon 2004; Keele 2007; Kim 2005; Mangum 2011) 

using social trust and civic engagement as the indicators of social capital. With regard to the 

relationship between social trust and political trust, Putnam (1995) contends that the more 

people connect and interact with each other, the more trust is developed. Trust in other people, 

and subsequently trust in government, is developed through interaction with trustworthy 

people. Therefore, if people trust each other, then they tend to be trustful of the government. 

As Misztal (1996: 248) demonstrates, “The feeling of trust is seen as shaping citizen’s 

expectation of other people and their own sense of personal competence in dealing with 

political forces; consequently trust also influences people’s opinion about the performance of 

governmental institutions.” A number of studies have offered evidence that people with high 

levels of social trust have high levels of political trust (Bӓck and Kestilӓ 2009; Brehm and 

Rahn 1997; Joon 2004; Keele 2007; Mangum 2011).  
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        On the other hand, citizens who take part in civic activities have more chance to meet 

people and learn social trust from interacting with them. Besides, citizens who are not 

engaged in civic activity are likely to feel a lack of political influence, which then causes 

feelings of powerlessness that fuel cynicism and distrust toward political leaders and 

institutions (Putnam 2000). In short, people foster social trust through civic engagement, 

which then leads to greater political trust. Some studies have confirmed a positive 

relationship between civic engagement and political trust (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Keele 

2007).  

        As a result, to see whether social capital theory would decrease the explanatory power of 

my theoretical model, I operationalize social capital with a measure of social trust and a 

measure of civic engagement and examine their effects on political trust. Social trust is 

measured by a dichotomous variable representing whether the respondent agrees with the 

statement, “Most people can be trusted.” Civic engagement is measured by the number of 

membership of voluntary associations ranged from zero to three, with higher values for 

higher levels of civic engagement (question wording can be found in the appendix A). As the 

first model in Table 4.5 shows, social trust exerts a significant positive effect on political trust 

in East Asia. That is, people who trust others are more likely to trust the government than 

their counterparts. However, I do not find any significant relationship between civic 

engagement and political trust in East Asia. More importantly, while the two indicators of 

social capital are included in the model, I still get consistent results for the impacts of 

evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption and their interaction term on 

political trust. Then I look at the results for individual East Asian countries to see whether the 

results are driven by any particular country and whether the results are consistent across these 

three countries. The results show that civic engagement is not related to political trust in all 

three East Asian countries, whereas social trust is positively associated with political trust 
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only in South Korea, but not in the other two countries (see Appendix 4.5).30 Hence, it is 

known that the result for the relationship between social trust and political trust in the pooled 

analysis is driven by a particular country, that is, South Korea. In short, social capital is not a 

universal and strong predictor of political trust in East Asia and can only account for political 

trust to some extent in a particular country. 

        In addition, the three key explanatory variables – evaluation of government performance, 

perception of corruption and their interaction term – in my theoretical model are still found to 

have significant effects on political trust in the expected direction among three East Asian 

countries, although the interaction term between evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption simply reaches the marginal level of statistical significance in Japan 

(i.e., p = 0.067). Furthermore, the average marginal effects of them are not severely 

influenced by social trust and civic engagement. Last but not least, I find the same results for 

the relationships between control variables and political trust as the findings in Table 4.3. To 

sum up, this analysis shows that although the close linkage between social capital and 

political trust is found in other countries (Bӓck and Kestilӓ 2009; Brehm and Rahn 1997; 

Keele 2007), social capital theory does not offer much explanatory power for political trust in 

East Asia, confirming the superiority of my theoretical model over social capital theory in 

explaining political trust. 

 

  

30 The result for the relationship between social trust and political trust in South Korea is consistent with the 
finding of Joon’s study (2004). 

- 77 - 
 

                                                           



Table 4.5. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in East Asia –  
Social Capital and Partisan Interaction 

 
Social Capital Partisan Interaction 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. A.M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. A.M.E. 

  (S.E.)       (S.E.)       
Performance 0.832 *** 0.308 0.221 0.766 *** 0.284 0.205 

 
(0.051) 

   
(0.059) 

   Corruption -0.285 *** -0.106 -0.076 -0.313 *** -0.116 -0.084 

 
(0.047) 

   
(0.046) 

   Performance × Corruption -0.238 *** -0.088 -0.063 -0.236 *** -0.087 -0.063 

 (0.067) 
   

(0.065) 
   Traditionalism 0.063 

 
0.023 0.017 0.057 

 
0.021 0.015 

 
(0.072) 

   
(0.070) 

   Authoritarianism 0.009 
 

0.003 0.002 -0.009 
 

-0.004 -0.003 

 
(0.079) 

   
(0.077) 

   Social trust 0.218 *** 0.082 0.058 
    

 
(0.066) 

       Civic engagement 0.022 
 

0.008 0.006 
    

 
(0.035) 

       Partisanship 0.419 *** 0.159 0.112 0.358 *** 0.136 0.096 

 
(0.079) 

   
(0.082) 

   Performance × Partisanship 
    

0.204 * 0.076 0.055 

     
(0.110) 

   Income -0.021 
 

-0.008 -0.006 -0.018 
 

-0.007 -0.005 

 
(0.026) 

   
(0.026) 

   Some university and above 0.067 
 

0.025 0.018 0.096 
 

0.036 0.026 

 (0.073) 
   

(0.071) 
   Age 0.006 ** 0.002 0.002 0.006 ** 0.002 0.001 

 
(0.002) 

   
(0.002) 

   Female 0.076 
 

0.028 0.020 0.056 
 

0.021 0.015 

 
(0.063) 

   
(0.062) 

   Japan 0.105 
 

0.039 0.028 0.143 
 

0.054 0.038 

 
(0.097) 

   
(0.091) 

   South Korea 1.302 *** 0.480 0.347 1.279 *** 0.472 0.342 

 
(0.076) 

   
(0.074) 

   Constant -1.387 *** 
  

-1.261 *** 
    (0.172)       (0.165)       

N 2292 
   

2365 
   Likelihood ratio test 891.83 *** 

  
903.37 *** 

  Pseudo R2 0.29 
   

0.29 
   -2 × Log likelihood 2166.54       2250.35       

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10.  
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 

           

 

        Second, some might argue that an individual’s identification with the ruling party can 

lead to her biased evaluation of government performance (i.e., more favorable to the 

government), which then increases her probability of displaying political trust. In other words, 
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an individual’s partisanship and evaluation of government performance might have a positive 

interaction effect on political trust. Therefore, I generate an interaction term between 

evaluation of government performance and partisanship to test whether this argument holds. 

As the second model in Table 4.5 shows, the interaction term between evaluation of 

government performance and partisanship is found to exert a positive effect on political trust 

in East Asia, although it is only statistically significant at the 0.100 level (i.e., p = 0.062). 

However, when I look further into the partisan interaction effect in individual East Asian 

countries (see Appendix 4.6), I find that evaluation of government performance and 

partisanship exert a positive interaction effect on political trust only in South Korea, although 

it is marginally statistically significant (i.e., p = 0.078), and a similar result is not found in 

Japan and Taiwan. As a consequence, it is known that the result for the positive interaction 

effect between evaluation of government performance and partisanship in the pooled analysis 

of East Asia is driven by South Korea. On the other hand, I also get consistent results for the 

effects of evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption and their 

interaction term on political trust in both the pooled sample of East Asia and individual East 

Asian countries. In light of the above findings, this study lends some support to the argument 

that party identification can contaminate an individual’s evaluation of government 

performance, which then affects an individual’s placement of political trust, although such 

relationship can only be found in a specific country – South Korea. 

        In conclusion, the inclusion of variables related to social capital theory does not affect 

my results for the relationships between evaluation of government performance, perception of 

corruption, and political trust. Furthermore, it seems that social capital theory offers much 

less explanatory power to account for political trust in East Asia mainly because East Asia 

has markedly less social capital than Western Europe or North America (Lee et al. 2011). In 

addition, although the above analysis shows some evidence that an individual’s partisanship 
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could interact with her assessment of government performance to affect her political trust, 

this relationship does not exist in all East Asian countries and is a country-specific 

phenomenon. What factors contribute to such a difference among countries is beyond the 

scope of this study and thus further research is needed. 

 

Summary 

        This chapter provides empirical tests of my theoretical model that whether an individual 

places political trust depends on her evaluation of government performance, perception of 

corruption and their interaction. The empirical evidence presents that evaluation of 

government performance is positively associated with political trust, whereas perception of 

corruption is negatively associated with political trust. More importantly, evaluation of 

government performance and perception of corruption have a negative interaction effect on 

political trust that has never been examined. This finding indicates that the effects of 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption on political trust depend 

on the level of each other. Besides, the two cultural factors – traditionalism and 

authoritarianism – are not correlated with political trust in East Asia except that a positive, 

but weak relationship is found between authoritarianism and political trust in Japan. As a 

consequence, this study concludes that the institutional theory offers much more explanatory 

power than the cultural theory to account for political trust among the East Asian countries, 

and confirms that the placement of political trust is a rational decision based on an 

individual’s evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption.  

        On the other hand, although some scholars have linked social capital to political trust 

(Bӓck and Kestilӓ 2009; Brehm and Rahn 1997; Joon 2004; Keele 2007; Mangum 2011), my 

analysis shows that the two key elements of social capital – social trust and civic engagement 

– are not associated with political trust in Japan and Taiwan, whereas social trust simply 
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exerts a positive influence on political trust in South Korea. Therefore, this study concludes 

that social capital is not a universal and strong predictor of political trust in East Asia. Lastly, 

I examine the argument that an individual’s identification with the ruling party can lead to her 

biased evaluation of government performance, which then influences her placement of 

political trust. Accordingly, an individual’s evaluation of government performance and 

partisanship might have a positive interaction effect on political trust. The empirical finding 

shows that the interaction term between evaluation of government performance and 

partisanship is positively associated with political trust only in South Korea, but not in Japan 

and Taiwan. Consequently, although partisanship could contaminate an individual’s 

evaluation of government performance and then influences her placement of political trust, 

such relationship might only exist in a specific country context.  

  

- 81 - 
 



Appendix 4.1. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in Japan, South Korea, and 
Taiwan 

 
Japan South Korea Taiwan 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) 

Performance 0.871  *** 0.286 0.754 *** 0.275 1.091 *** 0.279 

 
(0.095) 

 
(0.241) (0.078) 

 
(0.244) (0.082) 

 
(0.238) 

Corruption -0.431  *** -0.142 -0.267 *** -0.097 -0.285 *** -0.073 

 
(0.107) 

 
(-0.119) (0.070) 

 
(-0.086) (0.082) 

 
(-0.062) 

Performance × Corruption -0.355  ** -0.117 -0.207 ** -0.075 -0.299 *** -0.077 

 (0.150) 
 

(-0.098) (0.103) 
 

(-0.067) (0.115) 
 

(-0.065) 
Constant -0.573  *** 

 
0.388 *** 

 
-0.898 *** 

   0.062     0.050     0.053     
N 560 

  
787 

  
1018 

  Likelihood ratio test 138.48 *** 
 

133.21 *** 
 

311.38 *** 
 Pseudo R2 0.20 

  
0.13 

  
0.28 

  -2 × Log likelihood 552.01     878.74     803.06     
Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
 
 
 
Appendix 4.2. Average Marginal Effects of Evaluations of Government Performance on 
Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals – Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 4.3. Average Marginal Effects of Perception of Corruption on  
Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals – Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 
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Appendix 4.4. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust  
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan with Control Variables 

 
Japan South Korea Taiwan 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) 
Performance 0.814 *** 0.262 0.692 *** 0.250 0.973  *** 0.247 

 
(0.101) 

 
(0.213) (0.082) 

 
(0.219) (0.092) 

 
(0.206) 

Corruption -0.392 *** -0.126 -0.298 *** -0.108 -0.253  *** -0.064 

 
(0.111) 

 
(-0.103) (0.071) 

 
(-0.094) (0.084) 

 
(-0.054) 

Performance × Corruption -0.271 * -0.087 -0.215 ** -0.078 -0.293  ** -0.075 

 (0.157) 
 

(-0.071) (0.105) 
 

(-0.068) (0.116) 
 

(-0.062) 
Traditionalism -0.102 

 
-0.033 0.074 

 
0.027 0.109 

 
0.028 

 
(0.163) 

 
(-0.027) (0.102) 

 
(0.023) (0.135) 

 
(0.023) 

Authoritarianism 0.272 * 0.087 -0.152 
 

-0.055 0.170 
 

0.043 

 
(0.156) 

 
(0.071) (0.122) 

 
(-0.048) (0.157) 

 
(0.036) 

Partisanship 0.456 *** 0.146 0.510 *** 0.166 0.353  *** 0.098 

 
(0.131) 

 
(0.120) (0.184) 

 
(0.161) (0.121) 

 
(0.075) 

Income -0.043 
 

-0.014 -0.119 *** -0.043 0.049 
 

0.012 

 
(0.050) 

 
(-0.011) (0.044) 

 
(-0.038) (0.043) 

 
(0.010) 

Some university and above 0.330 ** 0.106 0.050 
 

0.018 0.101 
 

0.026 

 (0.142) 
 

(0.086) (0.115) 
 

(0.016) (0.130) 
 

(0.021) 
Age 0.012 *** 0.004 -0.001 

 
-0.001 0.010  ** 0.002 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.003) (0.004) 

 
(-0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.002) 

Female -0.145 
 

-0.046 0.201 * 0.072 0.021 
 

0.005 

 
(0.128) 

 
(-0.038) (0.103) 

 
(0.064) (0.105) 

 
(0.005) 

Constant -1.591 *** 
 

0.642 ** 
 

-1.837  *** 
   (0.345)     (0.289)     (0.294)     

N 560 
  

787 
  

1018 
  Likelihood ratio test 167.74 *** 

 
152.42 *** 

 
331.93  *** 

 Pseudo R2 0.24 
  

0.15 
  

0.30 
  -2 × Log likelihood 522.75     859.52     782.51     

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Appendix 4.5. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust  
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan – Social Capital 

 
Japan South Korea Taiwan 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) 
Performance 0.801 *** 0.258 0.699 *** 0.251 0.982 *** 0.250 

 
(0.101) 

 
(0.209) (0.085) 

 
(0.218) (0.093) 

 
(0.208) 

Corruption -0.390 *** -0.126 -0.279 *** -0.100 -0.223 ** -0.057 

 
(0.111) 

 
(-0.102) (0.073) 

 
(-0.087) (0.086) 

 
(-0.047) 

Performance × 
Corruption 

-0.289 * -0.093 -0.256 ** -0.092 -0.263 ** -0.067 
(0.158) 

 
(-0.076) (0.108) 

 
(-0.080) (0.120) 

 
(-0.056) 

Traditionalism -0.073 
 

-0.023 0.064 
 

0.023 0.108 
 

0.027 

 
(0.164) 

 
(-0.019) (0.105) 

 
(0.020) (0.138) 

 
(0.023) 

Authoritarianism 0.283 * 0.091 -0.101 
 

-0.036 0.170 
 

0.043 

 
(0.157) 

 
(0.074) (0.125) 

 
(-0.031) (0.163) 

 
(0.036) 

Social trust 0.209 
 

0.069 0.292 ** 0.102 0.160 
 

0.042 

 
(0.134) 

 
(0.055) (0.114) 

 
(0.091) (0.108) 

 
(0.034) 

Civic engagement 0.055 
 

0.018 -0.031 
 

-0.011 0.082 
 

0.021 

 
(0.059) 

 
(0.014) (0.063) 

 
(-0.010) (0.072) 

 
(0.017) 

Partisanship 0.467 *** 0.150 0.510 *** 0.164 0.379 *** 0.106 

 
(0.133) 

 
(0.122) (0.191) 

 
(0.159) (0.122) 

 
(0.080) 

Income -0.053 
 

-0.017 -0.115 ** -0.041 0.039 
 

0.010 

 
(0.051) 

 
(-0.014) (0.046) 

 
(-0.036) (0.044) 

 
(0.008) 

Some university and 
above 

0.316 ** 0.102 0.027 
 

0.010 0.075 
 

0.019 
(0.143) 

 
(0.082) (0.118) 

 
(0.008) (0.134) 

 
(0.016) 

Age 0.011 ** 0.004 0.001 
 

0.001 0.008 ** 0.002 

 
(0.005) 

 
(0.003) (0.004) 

 
(0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.002) 

Female -0.163 
 

-0.052 0.235 ** 0.084 0.028 
 

0.007 

 
(0.130) 

 
(-0.043) (0.107) 

 
(0.073) (0.107) 

 
(0.006) 

Constant -1.725 *** 
 

0.437 
  

-1.832 *** 
   (0.354)     (0.300)     (0.306)     

N 557 
  

753 
  

982 
  Likelihood ratio test 170.39 *** 

 
155.65 *** 

 
325.65 *** 

 Pseudo R2 0.25 
  

0.16 
  

0.30 
  -2 × Log likelihood 518.19     809.84     754.54     

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Appendix 4.6. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust  
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan – Partisan Interaction 

 
Japan South Korea Taiwan 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) (S.E.)   (A.M.E.) 
Performance 0.672 *** 0.218 0.651 *** 0.232 0.976 *** 0.248 

 
(0.146) 

 
(0.175) (0.085) 

 
(0.206) (0.110) 

 
(0.207) 

Corruption -0.376 *** -0.122 -0.295 *** -0.105 -0.252 *** -0.064 

 
(0.112) 

 
(-0.098) (0.071) 

 
(-0.093) (0.085) 

 
(-0.053) 

Performance × 
Corruption 

-0.283 * -0.092 -0.220 ** -0.079 -0.294 ** -0.075 
(0.157) 

 
(-0.074) (0.107) 

 
(-0.069) (0.116) 

 
(-0.062) 

Traditionalism -0.102 
 

-0.033 0.079 
 

0.028 0.109 
 

0.028 

 
(0.163) 

 
(-0.026) (0.102) 

 
(0.025) (0.135) 

 
(0.023) 

Authoritarianism 0.283 * 0.092 -0.160 
 

-0.057 0.170 
 

0.043 

 
(0.156) 

 
(0.074) (0.122) 

 
(-0.050) (0.157) 

 
(0.036) 

Partisanship 0.448 *** 0.145 0.373 * 0.123 0.357 ** 0.099 

 
(0.131) 

 
(0.116) (0.204) 

 
(0.118) (0.140) 

 
(0.076) 

Performance × 
Partisanship 

0.263 
 

0.086 0.667 * 0.238 -0.010 
 

-0.002 
(0.201) 

 
(0.068) (0.379) 

 
(0.211) (0.192) 

 
(-0.002) 

Income -0.038 
 

-0.012 -0.118 *** -0.042 0.049 
 

0.013 

 
(0.050) 

 
(-0.010) (0.045) 

 
(-0.037) (0.043) 

 
(0.010) 

Some university and 
above 

0.323 ** 0.105 0.054 
 

0.019 0.101 
 

0.026 
(0.142) 

 
(0.084) (0.116) 

 
(0.017) (0.131) 

 
(0.021) 

Age 0.012 *** 0.004 -0.001 
 

-0.001 0.010 ** 0.002 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.003) (0.004) 

 
(-0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.002) 

Female -0.159 
 

-0.051 0.198 * 0.070 0.021 
 

0.005 

 
(0.128) 

 
(-0.041) (0.103) 

 
(0.063) (0.105) 

 
(0.005) 

Constant -1.596 *** 
 

0.646 ** 
 

-1.838 *** 
   (0.344)     (0.289)     (0.295)     

N 560 
  

787 
  

1018 
  Likelihood ratio test 169.46 *** 

 
156.12 *** 

 
331.93 *** 

 Pseudo R2 0.25 
  

0.15 
  

0.30 
  -2 × Log likelihood 521.03     855.82     782.51     

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Chapter 5 

Political Trust and Voter Turnout 

 

        Some studies have provided evidence that there is a positive relationship between 

political trust and voter turnout (Grӧnlund and Setӓlӓ 2007; Hooghe et al. 2011; Shaffer 

1981). That is, people with higher levels of political trust are more likely to vote. On the other 

hand, others show that political trust has no significant effect on voter participation (Citrin 

1974; Hetherington 1999; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). Contrary to previous research, I 

argue that civic duty can mediate the effect of political trust on voter turnout. In other words, 

political trust exerts an indirect effect on voter turnout through civic duty that has been seen 

as a powerful predictor of turnout (Blais 2000; Campbell et al. 1960; Downs 1957). Scholars 

have hardly taken into account civic duty while examining the effect of political trust on 

voter turnout. Consequently, they might misestimate the relationship between political trust 

and voter turnout. Given the close link between political trust and civic duty (Bowler and 

Donovan 2013; Mishler and Rose 2001), I argue that civic duty is a function of political trust 

and more importantly, political trust affects voter turnout through civic duty, and it is possible 

to estimate this mechanism using mediation analysis. By definition, mediation analysis means 

that an initial causal variable X1 may influence an outcome variable Y through a mediating 

variable X2 and thus mediation occurs if the effect of X1 on Y is partly or entirely “transmitted” 

by X2. A mediated causal model involves a causal sequence: first, X1 causes or influences X2; 

then, X2 causes or influences Y. X1 may have additional direct effects on Y that are not 

transmitted by X2 (Warner 2008: 645). 

        In this chapter, I conduct empirical tests of this theoretical model in three East Asian 

democracies (i.e., Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan) using data from AsiaBarometer and 
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provide a supplementary analysis that focuses on the case of Taiwan using data from 

TEDS2012. The first step of my analysis is to examine whether it is required to conduct 

mediation analysis for the relationship among political trust, civic duty, and voter turnout. 

Then I conduct mediation analysis to confirm if political trust has an indirect effect on voter 

turnout through civic duty. More specifically, I divide political trust into trust in central and 

local government, namely central political trust and local political trust, and respectively 

examine their effects on voter turnout in national and local elections. Lastly, I provide 

additional empirical evidence for the effect of political trust on voter participation in the 

presidential election in Taiwan. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 provide descriptive statistics for variables 

used in this chapter respectively in AsiaBarometer and TEDS2012. 

 

Table 5.1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables in AsiaBarometer 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 
Variable Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. 

(S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) 
Turnout in national elections 3.31 0 3.26 0 3.42 0 3.22 0 

 (1.07) (4) (1.11) (4) (1.04) (4) (1.06) (4) 
Turnout in local elections 3.19 0 3.27 0 3.21 0 3.10 0 

(1.11) (4) (1.08) (4) (1.14) (4) (1.11) (4) 
Central political trust 1.13 0 1.33 0 0.96 0 1.14 0 

 
(0.76) (3) (0.71) (3) (0.70) (3) (0.82) (3) 

Local political trust 1.27 0 1.51 0 1.00 0 1.35 0 

 
(0.74) (3) (0.63) (3) (0.68) (3) (0.78) (3) 

Political efficacy 1.24 0 1.57 0 1.06 0 1.18 0 

 
(0.68) (3) (0.64) (3) (0.61) (3) (0.69) (3) 

Benefits of voting 1.20 0 1.40 0 0.94 0 1.30 0 

 
(0.95) (4) (0.94) (4) (0.84) (4) (1.00) (4) 

Civic duty 3.29 0 3.22 0 3.44 0 3.18 0 

 
(0.71) (4) (0.72) (4) (0.60) (4) (0.78) (4) 

Income 5.40 1 5.45 1 3.00 1 7.78 1 

 
(4.14) (20) (3.59) (20) (2.11) (20) (4.67) (19) 

Some university and above 0.33 0 0.33 0 0.38 0 0.28 0 
(0.47) (1) (0.47) (1) (0.49) (1) (0.45) (1) 

Marital status 0.75 0 0.77 0 0.76 0 0.72 0 

 
(0.43) (1) (0.42) (1) (0.43) (1) (0.45) (1) 

Age 42.78 20 45.71 20 42.59 20 40.77 20 

 
(12.86) (69) (13.53) (69) (13.00) (69) (11.76) (69) 

Female 0.49 0 0.46 0 0.49 0 0.49 0 
  (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) 
N 2470 672 904 894 
Note: For dummy variables, mean reports the percentage of category. 
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Table 5.2. Descriptive Statistics of Variables in TEDS2012 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
Turnout 0.88 0.33 0 1 
Political trust 1.29 0.52 0 3 
Political efficacy 1.48 0.49 0 3 
Benefits of voting 0.87 0.44 0 2 
Civic duty 1.79 1.16 0 3 
Income 5.64 3.04 1 10 
Some university and above 0.53 0.50 0 1 
Marital status 0.61 0.49 0 1 
Age 42.98 14.10 20 87 
Female 0.46 0.50 0 1 
N 919 
Note: For dummy variables, mean reports the percentage of category. 

 
 
 
Mediation Test 

        The most popular approach to testing mediation is the procedure offered by Baron and 

Kenny (1986). Using their approach, the research must fit three regression models: 

(1) 𝑀𝑀 = 𝛼𝛼1 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑋𝑋 + 𝜀𝜀1  

(2) 𝑌𝑌 = 𝛼𝛼2 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑋𝑋 + 𝜀𝜀2 

(3) 𝑌𝑌 = 𝛼𝛼3 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑋𝑋 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑀𝑀 + 𝜀𝜀3 

where 𝛼𝛼1, 𝛼𝛼2, and 𝛼𝛼3 are the constants; 𝜀𝜀1, 𝜀𝜀2, and 𝜀𝜀3 are the error terms; and 𝛽𝛽1, 𝛽𝛽2, 𝛽𝛽3, 

and 𝛽𝛽4  are the regression coefficients used to capture the relationships between the three 

variables of interest. Evidence for mediation is said to be likely if: 

(1) 𝛽𝛽1 is statistically significant, which provides evidence that there is a relationship 

between the independent variable (X) and the mediator (M);  

(2) 𝛽𝛽2 is statistically significant, which provides evidence that there is a relationship 

between the independent variable (X) and the dependent variable (Y); 

(3) 𝛽𝛽4  is statistically significant, indicating that the mediator (M) helps predict the 

dependent variable (Y),  and also 𝛽𝛽3 (i.e., the direct effect of the independent variable 
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(X) on the dependent variable (Y)) becomes significantly smaller in size relative to 

𝛽𝛽2.31 

        If either 𝛽𝛽1 or 𝛽𝛽4  is not significant, it is said to be no mediation. If the above three 

conditions are satisfied, the researcher could conclude that there is “partial mediation.” If the 

above three conditions are satisfied but 𝛽𝛽3 is not significantly different from zero, the effect is 

said to be perfect or complete mediation (see Iacobucci et al. 2007). As a result, I follow the 

above mentioned approach to detect whether there exists a mediating relationship between 

political trust, civic duty, and voter turnout. The following table provides a summary of 

results (see Appendix 5.1 for detailed results).32  

 

Table 5.3. Summary Results of Mediation Test 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Relationship between central 
political trust, civic duty, and 
turnout in national elections 

Partial 
mediation 

Perfect 
mediation 

No  
mediation 

No  
mediation 

Relationship between local 
political trust, civic duty, and 
turnout in local elections 

Partial 
mediation 

Perfect 
mediation 

Perfect 
mediation 

Partial 
mediation 

Note: The results of the Sobel test show that the mediation effects are statistically significant except for the   
relationship between central political trust, civic duty, and turnout in national elections in South Korea 
and Taiwan (see Appendix 5.1 for further information). 

 
 

        Overall, the tests provide evidence that civic duty can mediate the effect of political trust 

on turnout in East Asia. However, when I take a deep look into each East Asian country, I 

find that there is no mediating relationship between central political trust, civic duty, and 

31 The comparison of size between 𝛽𝛽2 and 𝛽𝛽3 is conducted by the Sobel test (Sobel 1982): 𝑧𝑧 = 𝛽𝛽1×𝛽𝛽4

�𝛽𝛽4
2𝑠𝑠𝛽𝛽1
2 +𝛽𝛽1

2𝑠𝑠𝛽𝛽4
2

. 

32 In this study, I assume that political trust influences civic duty. As Marien and Hooghe (2011) argue, citizens 
with low levels of trust in political institutions will find it more acceptable to break the law and hence, low 
levels of political trust might undermine the effectiveness and legitimacy of government action and its ability to 
implement legislation. Their empirical results confirm that low levels of political trust are associated with less 
law compliance. Moreover, a number of scholars also demonstrate that the loss of political trust will lead to a 
loss of trust in basic democratic institutions and procedures (Pharr and Putnam 2000; Dalton 2004; Stolle and 
Hooghe 2005) and accordingly, people will become more critical of the way democracy works (Norris 1999a). 
As a consequence, it is logically reasonable to state that people who have lower levels of political trust will be 
less likely to be satisfied with the functioning of democracy and then do not think of voting as their civic 
responsibility. 
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turnout in national elections in South Korea and Taiwan, while civic duty can mediate the 

relationship between local political trust and turnout in local elections in all three East Asian 

countries. Given the evidence that there exists a mediating relationship between political trust, 

civic duty, and turnout, I would conduct mediation analysis to further investigate whether 

political trust exerts an indirect effect on voter turnout via civic duty – that is the main 

purpose of this chapter – in the following sections. 

 

Trust in Central Government and Turnout in National Elections 

        Most students of political behavior assume that political trust has a direct effect on voter 

turnout and thus they simply treat political trust as another explanatory variable in the model 

of turnout (Grӧnlund and Setӓlӓ 2007; Martin 2010; Miller 1974; Sabucedo and Cramer 

1991). Nonetheless, I suspect that past studies might overestimate or underestimate the 

relationship between political trust and voter turnout due to the fact that they do not take into 

account the sense of civic duty that has been seen as a pivotal component of our 

understanding of voter turnout (Bowler and Donovan 2013; Downs 1957; Fiornia 1976; Blais 

2006; Clarke et al. 2004). The evidence presented in the previous section indicates the 

existence of the mechanism that political trust influences voter turnout through civic duty. 

Therefore, to show the misestimation of the relationship between political trust and voter 

turnout in previous research, I would compare the effect of political trust on voter turnout by 

estimating two different models: one simply controls for civic duty (i.e., conventional 

approach) and the other treats civic duty as a mediator of the relationship between political 

trust and voter turnout. Traditionally in the social sciences, mediation analysis has been 

formulated, understood, and implemented within the framework of linear structural equation 

models. Unfortunately, these earlier methods were not derived from a formal framework for 

causal inference and did not permit sensitivity analyses with respect to the key identification 
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assumption of sequential ignorability. 33  According to Imai et al. (2010), sequential 

ignorability consists of two assumptions: (a) conditional on the observed pretreatment 

covariates, the treatment is independent of all potential values of the outcome and mediating 

variables, and (b) the observed mediator is independent of all potential outcomes given the 

observed treatment and pretreatment covariates. Imai et al. (2010a) show that the sequential 

ignorability assumption must be satisfied in order to identify the average causal mediation 

effects. Furthermore, earlier methods were difficult to correctly extend to nonlinear models 

such as those with binary outcome variables (Hicks and Tingley 2011). 

        Because sequential ignorability cannot be directly tested, sensitivity analysis provides an 

effective method for probing the plausibility of a nonrefutable assumption (i.e., sequential 

ignorability). The goal of sensitivity analysis is to quantify the degree to which the key 

assumption of no unmeasured confounders (sequential ignorability) must be violated for a 

researcher’s original conclusion to be reversed. If an inference is sensitive, a slight violation 

of the assumption may lead to substantively different conclusions. Given the importance of 

sequential ignorability, it has been argued that when observational data are employed, some 

kind of sensitivity analysis should always be carried out (Imai et al. 2010a; Imai et al. 2010b). 

As a result, sensitivity analysis is essential in order to examine the robustness of empirical 

findings to the possible existence of an unmeasured confounder. In short, a mediation 

analysis is not complete without a sensitivity analysis (Imai et al. 2010a; Imai et al. 2010b; 

Hicks and Tingley 2011). 

33 This key assumption implies that the treatment assignment is essentially random after adjusting for observed 
pretreatment covariates and that the assignment of mediator values is also essentially random once both 
observed treatment and the same set of observed pretreatment covariates are adjusted for. Although this 
assumption may appear to be similar to the usual exogeneity or no-omitted-variable assumption, in contrast to 
commonly held belief, the randomization of both treatment and mediator in general does not satisfy this 
sequential ignorability assumption. This means that even when the treatment and mediator are randomized, we 
cannot identify mediation effects unless an additional assumption (e.g., no interaction effect between treatment 
and mediator) is imposed (Imai et al. 2011). 
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        Hicks and Tingley (2011) create a Stata package called mediation that provides 

functions for the correct calculation of causal mediation effects using several different types 

of parametric models, as well as the calculation of sensitivity analyses for violations to the 

key identifying assumption required for interpreting mediation results causally. The 

mediation package contains the medeff and medsens commands: the former is used to 

estimate mediation effects for a variety of data types, whereas the latter is used to conduct 

sensitivity analysis for mediation effects. In the medsens command, the sensitivity analysis 

proceeds by quantifying the degree of sequential ignorability violation as the correlation 

between the error terms of the mediator and outcome models, and then calculating the true 

values of the average causal mediation effect for given values of this sensitivity parameter,  𝜌𝜌 

(rho). The original findings are deemed sensitive if the true effects are found to vary widely 

as function of  𝜌𝜌. As a result, in this study, I employ the mediation package developed by 

Hicks and Tingley (2011) to estimate the mediation effect and conduct sensitivity analysis for 

the relationship among political trust, civic duty and voter turnout. In this section, I would 

focus on the relationship between trust in central government and turnout in national 

elections, and would transfer my attention to the relationship between trust in local 

government and turnout in local elections in next section. 

        With regard to model specification, I follow the classical model of voting developed by 

Downs (1957) and Riker and Ordeshook (1968) to set up the key explanatory variables and 

control for some variables related to turnout as explained in the third chapter. Table 5.4 

reports the results of conventional and mediation analyses in terms of the relationship 

between central political trust and turnout in national elections in East Asia. The only 

difference between these two analyses is that there is another model to estimate the effect of 

political trust on civic duty in the mediation model. It is obvious that the rational choice 

model of voting receives strong support in East Asia. To put it another way, political efficacy, 
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benefits of voting and civic duty respectively denoting P, B, and D in the Downsian model 

are positively associated with turnout, whereas the interaction term between political efficacy 

and benefits of voting is negatively related to turnout, which implies that the impacts of 

political efficacy and benefits of voting on turnout depend on the level of each other.  

        More importantly, central political trust exerts not only a direct positive effect but also 

an indirect positive effect via civic duty on turnout in national elections in East Asia. In 

particular, if we examine the relationship between central political trust and turnout in 

national elections using the conventional approach, we would conclude that on average, a one 

unit increase in the level of trust in central government is associated with a 0.043 unit 

increase in the level of turnout in national elections. Nevertheless, the result of mediation 

analysis shows that in fact, a one unit increase in the level of trust in central government is 

associated with a 0.073 unit increase in the level of turnout in national elections. The direct 

effect is 0.042, whereas the indirect effect is 0.031. The proportion of the total effect that is 

mediated by civic duty is about 42 percent which is a respectable amount (see Table 5.5). As 

a result, it is known that the conventional approach would underestimate the effect of central 

political trust on turnout in national elections. In addition, education, marital status and age 

are also significant predictors of turnout in East Asia. More specifically, people with a strong 

sense of civic duty are more likely to vote; married people are far more likely to vote 

than those who are not married; and as age increases, so too does the likelihood of voter 

participation. 
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Table 5.4. Analysis of Turnout in National Elections in East Asia 
  Conventional model  Mediation model   

Turnout in national elections 
Coef.  Coef. 

 (S.E.)  (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.078 ** 0.078 ** 

 
(0.032)  (0.032) 

 Benefits of voting 0.099 *** 0.099 *** 

 
(0.022)  (0.022) 

 Political efficacy × Benefits of voting -0.102 *** -0.102 *** 

 (0.027)  (0.027) 
 Civic duty 0.595 *** 0.595 *** 

 
(0.026)  (0.026) 

 Central political trust 0.043 * 0.043 * 

 
(0.025)  (0.025) 

 Income -0.001  -0.001 
 

 
(0.005)  (0.005) 

 Some university and above 0.181 *** 0.181 *** 

 (0.043)  (0.043) 
 Marital status 0.270 *** 0.270 *** 

 
(0.047)  (0.047) 

 Age 0.021 *** 0.021 *** 

 
(0.002)  (0.002) 

 Female -0.039  -0.039 
 

 
(0.037)  (0.037) 

 Japan -0.129 *** -0.129 *** 

 
(0.049)  (0.049) 

 South Korea -0.017  -0.017 
 

 
(0.051)  (0.051) 

 Constant 0.245 ** 0.245 ** 
  (0.117)  (0.117)   
N 2470  2470  
F-statistic 81.24 *** 81.24 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.28  0.28  

 
  Coef. 

 Civic duty   (S.E.)   
Central political trust   0.052 *** 

 
  (0.019) 

 Income   0.002  
   (0.004)  
Some university and above   0.063 * 
   (0.033)  
Marital status   0.041  
   (0.036)  
Age   0.007 *** 
   (0.001)  
Female   -0.028  
   (0.028)  
Japan   -0.001  
   (0.037)  
South Korea   0.257 *** 
   (0.039)  
Constant   2.780 *** 
    (0.069)   
F-statistic   15.48 *** 
Adjusted R2   0.04   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 5.5. The Effect of Central Political Trust on Turnout in National Elections 
in East Asia 

  Conventional model Mediation model 

Direct effect 0.043 
[-0.006, 0.092] 

0.042 
[-0.005, 0.089] 

Average mediation effect  0.031 
[0.009, 0.052] 

Total effect  0.073 
[0.022, 0.123] 

Percentage of total effect mediated  0.421 
          Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        Then, as mentioned previously, for mediation analysis, it is required to conduct 

sensitivity analysis that allows researchers to formally quantify the robustness of their 

empirical conclusions to the potential violation of sequential ignorability, which is the key 

and yet untestable assumption needed for identification. The fundamental difficulty in the 

causal mediation analysis is that there may exist unobserved confounders that causally affect 

both the mediator and the outcome even after conditioning on the observed treatment and 

pretreatment covariates. Therefore, assessing the sensitivity of one’s empirical findings to the 

possible existence of such confounders is required in order to evaluate the validity of any 

mediation study (Imai et al. 2010b). 

        The exact form of the sensitivity analysis depends on the types of parametric models 

used for the mediator and outcome models. When linear models are used for the mediator and 

outcome variables, sensitivity analysis is based on the linear structural equation models for 

both variables. Here a violation of the sequential ignorability assumption leads to a 

correlation between the error for the mediation model and the error for the outcome model, 

which is denoted by 𝜌𝜌 that equals zero if sequential ignorability holds (Hicks and Tingley 

2011). As shown in Imai et al. (2010a), the average causal mediation effect can be expressed 

as a function of 𝜌𝜌 using identifiable parameters. However, researchers may find it difficult to 

interpret the magnitude of this correlation coefficient, and thus Imai et al. (2010a) develop an 
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alternative approach of the sensitivity analysis based on how much the omitted variable 

would alter the R2’s of the mediator and outcome models. If a confounder is important, then 

the models excluding the confounder will have a much smaller value of R2 compared to a 

model including the confounder; by contrast, if the confounder is unimportant, R2 will not be 

very different whether including or excluding the variable. Therefore, this relative change in 

R2 can be used as a sensitivity parameter. Last but not least, the degree of sensitivity can be 

calibrated either in comparison to other studies (Rosenbaum 2002) or in conjunction with 

expert opinion (White et al. 2007) and there is no absolute threshold (Imai et al. 2010b). Due 

to lack of a base for comparison, I would simply report the sensitivity analysis results from 

the parameter 𝜌𝜌 and R2 values and be unable to assess whether the degree of sensitivity is 

acceptable.  

        The result shows that for the point estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be 

zero, 𝜌𝜌 must be approximately 0.429. Figure 5.1 plots the average causal mediation effect 

against the sensitivity parameter 𝜌𝜌 and the shaded areas represent the 95 percent confidence 

interval for the mediation effects at each value of 𝜌𝜌 . Alternatively, the product of R2’s 

measures of sensitivity for the mediator and outcome models can be examined. When the 

product of the total variance explained by the unobserved confounder is 0.116, the point 

estimate for the average causal mediation effect would be zero. 
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Figure 5.1. Sensitivity Analysis for Turnout in National Elections  

in East Asia 
 

        To sum up, the above findings lend strong support to my theoretical argument that 

political trust exerts an indirect effect on voter turnout by means of civic duty. However, it 

must be noted that when I take a further look at the mediating role of civic duty in the 

relationship between central political trust and turnout in national elections in each East 

Asian country, I find that central political trust exerts an indirect influence on turnout in 

national elections through civic duty only in Japan, whereas central political trust is directly 

associated with turnout in national elections in Taiwan and has nothing to do with voter 

participation in South Korea (see Appendix 5.2 for detailed results). As a result, I will not 

exaggerate the mediating role of civic duty in the relationship between central political trust 

and turnout in national elections because the three East Asian countries display three different 

images for the effect of trust in central government on turnout in national elections. In 

particular, the empirical findings in Japan provide singular evidence to confirm my 

hypotheses. Next I switch my attention to the relationship between trust in local government 

and turnout in local elections in East Asia. 
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Trust in Local Government and Turnout in Local Elections 

        Table 5.6 reports the results of conventional and mediation analyses for the effect of 

local political trust on turnout in local elections in East Asia. Similarly, the Downsian model 

accounts for turnout in local elections very well as it does for voter participation in national 

elections in East Asia. That is, both political efficacy and benefits of voting are positively 

associated with turnout in local elections, whereas their interaction is negatively related to 

voter participation in local elections. Furthermore, civic duty has a significant positive effect 

on turnout in local elections. In terms of the variables of interest, if we employ the 

conventional approach to conducting analysis, we would conclude that there is a positive 

relationship between trust in local government and turnout in local elections. However, the 

result of mediation analysis gives strong evidence that local political trust is not only directly 

associated with but also is indirectly (via civic duty) related to turnout in local elections. 

From Table 5.7, it is clear that we would misestimate the effect of local political trust on 

turnout in local election using the conventional approach. More specifically, the result from 

the conventional approach indicates that on average, a one unit increase in local political trust 

is associated with a 0.049 unit increase in the level of turnout in local elections. Nevertheless, 

the result from the mediation analysis reports that a one unit increase in local political trust 

can raise voter participation in local elections by a 0.111 unit. The direct effect is 0.049, 

whereas the indirect effect is 0.062. The proportion of the total effect that is mediated by 

civic duty is about 56 percent which cannot be overlooked. As a result, the conventional 

approach would generate a biased estimate of the relationship between trust in local 

government and turnout in local elections and the above analysis validates my theoretical 

argument again that political trust has an indirect positive effect on voter turnout through the 

sense of civic responsibility. In addition, education, marital status, age and gender are also 

significant predictors of turnout in local election in East Asia. That is, people with education 
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levels of some university and above are more likely to vote in local elections than their 

counterparts; married people are more likely to vote in local elections than unmarried ones; 

with the increase of age, people become more likely to vote in local election; lastly, women 

are less likely than men to vote in local elections. 

        Likewise, I conduct sensitivity analysis and the result presents that the average causal 

mediation effect equals zero when 𝜌𝜌 is equal to 0.415. The 95 percent confidence interval for 

the average causal mediation effect at each value of 𝜌𝜌 is shown in Figures 5.2. On the other 

hand, the result for R2’s measures of sensitivity shows that for the point estimate of the 

average causal mediation effect to be zero, the product of the total variance explained by the 

unobserved confounder has to be equal to 0.116. 

        To sum up, my theoretical argument receives strong support from the analysis of the 

relationship between local political trust and turnout in local elections in East Asia. That is, 

political trust exerts an indirect effect on electoral engagement via civic duty. Besides, I also 

find that there exists a direct relationship between political trust and voter turnout, although it 

only achieves the marginal statistical significance. When I take a deeper into the relationship 

between local political trust, civic duty, and turnout in local elections in each East Asian 

country, I also find that trust in local government is indirectly associated with turnout in local 

elections via the sense of civic responsibility in all three countries, while there is a direct 

relationship between local political trust and turnout in local elections only in Taiwan (see 

Appendix 5.3 for detailed results).  
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Table 5.6. Analysis of Turnout in Local Elections in East Asia 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   

 Turnout in local elections 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.072 ** 0.072 ** 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.033) 

 Benefits of voting 0.103 *** 0.103 *** 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.023) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of voting -0.081 *** -0.081 *** 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.028) 

 Civic duty 0.624 *** 0.624 *** 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.028) 

 Local political trust 0.049 * 0.049 * 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 Income -0.005 
 

-0.005 
 

 
(0.005) 

 
(0.005) 

 Some university and above 0.131 *** 0.131 *** 

 
(0.045) 

 
(0.045) 

 Marital status 0.249 *** 0.249 *** 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.048) 

 Age 0.023 *** 0.023 *** 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 Female -0.079 ** -0.079 ** 

 
(0.039) 

 
(0.039) 

 Japan -0.010 
 

-0.010 
 

 
(0.051) 

 
(0.051) 

 South Korea -0.115 ** -0.115 ** 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.054) 

 Constant 0.007 
 

0.007 
   (0.122)   (0.122)   

N 2470 
 

2470 
 F-statistic 83.16 *** 83.16 *** 

Adjusted R2 0.29   0.29   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust     0.100 *** 

   
(0.020) 

 Income 
  

0.003 
 

   
(0.004) 

 Some university and above 
  

0.065 ** 

   
(0.033) 

 Marital status 
  

0.044 
 

   
(0.035) 

 Age 
  

0.007 *** 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

-0.035 
 

   
(0.028) 

 Japan 
  

-0.006 
 

   
(0.037) 

 South Korea 
  

0.285 *** 

   
(0.039) 

 Constant 
  

2.717 *** 
      (0.070)   
F-statistic 

  
17.81 *** 

Adjusted R2     0.05   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 5.7. The Effect of Local Political Trust on Turnout in Local Elections 
in East Asia 

  Conventional model Mediation model 

Direct effect 0.049 
[-0.004, 0.103] 

0.049 
[-0.003, 0.100] 

Average mediation effect  0.062 
[0.038, 0.087] 

Total effect  0.111 
[0.055, 0.165] 

Percentage of total effect mediated  0.560 
          Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.2. Sensitivity Analysis for Turnout in Local Elections  

in East Asia 
 
 

 
        Overall, my empirical analyses offer clear evidence that political trust can indirectly 

affect voter turnout via civic duty, which has been overlooked in past studies. However, 

whether there exists a direct relationship between political trust and voter turnout varies from 

country to country. In this study, I only find that political trust has a direct positive impact on 

voter turnout in Taiwan, and it is not the case in Japan and South Korea. I have no solid 

theoretical explanation of such difference between Taiwan and the other two East Asian 

countries, but the findings in Taiwan suggest that we should be more careful about dealing 
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with the relationship between political trust and voter turnout. In particular, we might give 

biased estimates if we simply assume that there only exists an indirect or a direct relationship 

between political trust and voter turnout. Due to this inconsistent result in Taiwan, the next 

section would provide a supplementary analysis in Taiwan by employing similar model 

specification but a different dataset (i.e., TEDS2012) to see if the same relationship between 

political trust and voter turnout can be found and ensure that my results are not sensitive to a 

particular dataset.    

 

Supplementary Analysis in Taiwan 

        I first follow the approach offered Baron and Kenny (1986) to examine whether civic 

duty plays a mediating role in the relationship between political trust and voter turnout. Based 

on the results from Table 5.8, I conclude that there is partial mediation in terms of the 

relationship between political trust, civic duty, and voter turnout in Taiwan, which is the 

same as the finding of my previous analysis. Furthermore, the result of the Sobel test reports 

that the there is a significant mediation effect (i.e., z = 4.465). Given the evidence that there is 

a mediation mechanism between political trust, civic duty, and voter turnout, I next carry out 

mediation analysis to look at whether political trust exerts an indirect influence on voter 

turnout through civic duty. Likewise, I estimate two different models: the first model does not 

take into consideration the mediation mechanism and the second one does.  
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Table 5.8. Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and Turnout in Taiwan 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.362 *** 0.419 *** 0.242 ** 

 
(0.073) 

 
(0.105) 

 
(0.120) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.544 *** 

     
(0.053) 

 Constant 1.322 *** 0.647 *** 0.132 
   (0.102)   (0.136)   (0.159)   

N 919 
 

919 
 

919 
 F-statistic 24.38 ***     

Adjusted R2 0.02      
Likelihood ratio test    16.35 *** 138.71 *** 
Pseduo R2   0.02  0.20  
-2 × Log likelihood   668.82  546.46  
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 
        As Table 5.9 shows, the result from the conventional approach indicates that political 

trust has a direct effect on voter participation in Taiwan. In particular, a one unit increase in 

political trust can increase voter turnout by 3.4 percent. However, it is wrong to jump into the 

conclusion that political trust is directly associated with voter turnout in Taiwan, because the 

result from the mediation analysis demonstrates that political trust has an indirect positive 

effect on turnout via the sense of civic responsibility. Specifically, on average, a one unit 

increase in political trust is associated with an increase in voter turnout by 8.2 percent. The 

direct effect is 0.058, whereas the indirect effect is 0.024. We should not overlook the 

indirect effect of political trust on turnout because the percentage of the total effect that is 

mediated through civic duty is about 30 percent (see Table 5.10). As a result, I confirm that 

political trust has not only a direct effect but also an indirect influence via civic duty on voter 

participation in Taiwan. 
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Table 5.9. Analysis of Turnout in Taiwan 
 Conventional model   Mediation model   

 Turnout 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy -0.354 ** -0.354 ** 

 
(0.162) 

 
(0.162) 

 Benefits of voting 0.392 ** 0.392 ** 

 
(0.168) 

 
(0.168) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of voting -0.718 ** -0.718 ** 

 
(0.323) 

 
(0.323) 

 Civic duty 0.456 *** 0.456 *** 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.060) 

 Political trust 0.288 * 0.288 * 

 
(0.148) 

 
(0.148) 

 Political interest 0.008 
 

0.008 
 

 
(0.083) 

 
(0.083) 

 Strength of Party ID 0.106 ** 0.106 ** 

 
(0.052) 

 
(0.052) 

 Income -0.003 
 

-0.003 
 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.022) 

 Some university and above 0.104 
 

0.104 
 

 
(0.151) 

 
(0.151) 

 Marital status 0.248 * 0.248 * 

 
(0.149) 

 
(0.149) 

 Age 0.017 *** 0.017 *** 

 
(0.006) 

 
(0.006) 

 Female 0.241 * 0.241 * 

 
(0.132) 

 
(0.132) 

 Constant -0.900 ** -0.900 ** 
  (0.360)   (0.360)   
N 919 

 
919 

 Likelihood ratio test 188.20 *** 188.20 *** 
Pseudo R2 0.27 

 
0.27 

 -2×Log likelihood 496.97   496.97   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust     0.265 *** 

   
(0.073) 

 Income 
  

0.016 
 

   
(0.013) 

 Some university and above 
  

0.146 * 

   
(0.086) 

 Marital status 
  

0.065 
 

   
(0.088) 

 Age 
  

0.021 *** 

   
(0.003) 

 Female 
  

0.045 
 

   
(0.074) 

 Constant 
  

0.303 * 
      (0.179)   
F-statistic 

  
14.84 *** 

Adjusted R2     0.08   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 5.10. The Effects of Political Trust on Turnout in Taiwan 
  Conventional model Mediation model 

Direct effect 0.034 
[-0.001, 0.070] 

0.058 
[0.010, 0.130] 

Average mediation effect  
0.024 

[0.010, 0.041] 

Total effect  
0.082 

[0.022, 0.159] 
Percentage of total effect mediated  0.300 

               Note: Brackets show 95percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 

        Similarly, I conduct sensitivity analysis and the result shows that when the average 

causal mediation effect is equal to zero, 𝜌𝜌 must equal 0.300. Furthermore, I also plot the 95 

percent confidence interval for the average causal mediation effect at each value of 𝜌𝜌 (see 

Figures 5.3). In addition, the result for R2’s measures of sensitivity demonstrates that for the 

point estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero, the product of the total 

variance explained by the unobserved confounder must equal 0.047. 

 
 

 
Figure 5.3. Sensitivity Analysis for Turnout in Taiwan 
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        On the other hand, the empirical findings also lend strong support to the Downsian 

model. While benefits of voting are significantly positively associated with turnout, political 

efficacy is found to have a significant negative impact on voter participation, which 

contradicts theoretical expectations by students of political behavior and I have no 

explanation for this result. Likewise, political efficacy is found to interact with benefits of 

voting to negatively influence individual turnout decisions. Furthermore, marital status and 

age are again identified to be significant determinants of voter turnout in Taiwan and as 

expected, individuals who hold strong party attachments are more likely to vote. To sum up, 

this supplementary analysis, once again, confirms the direct and indirect effects of political 

trust on voter turnout in Taiwan and thus, I am confident that the finding on the relationship 

between political trust and voter participation in Taiwan is not driven by any particular 

dataset. 

 

Summary 

        This chapter investigates the effect of political trust on voter turnout in East Asia. 

Contrary to previous research, I argue that political trust exerts an indirect influence on voter 

turnout through the sense of civic responsibility. The empirical evidence from East Asia lends 

strong support to my theoretical argument. Nevertheless, when I take a deeper look at each 

East Asian country, I find that trust in central government is indirectly associated with 

turnout in national elections via civic duty only in Japan, whereas civic duty can mediate the 

effect of local political trust on turnout in local elections in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. 

Furthermore, political trust is found to be directly associated with voter turnout only in 

Taiwan and this finding is not driven by any particular dataset. As a result, there might exist a 

direct relationship between political trust and voter turnout, but such a direct relationship 

varies by country. To sum up, the findings presented in this chapter imply that it is wrong to 
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simply assume a direct relationship between political trust and voter turnout. It is evident that 

political trust does exert an indirect impact on voter turnout through civic duty, which has 

hardly been addressed by previous studies. As a result, we should treat the relationship 

between political trust and voter turnout more cautiously. 

  

- 107 - 
 



Appendix 5.1. Results of Mediation Test 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Central Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Turnout in National Elections in East Asia  

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Central political trust 0.056 *** 0.115 *** 0.079 *** 

 
(0.019) 

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.026) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.639 *** 

     
(0.028) 

 Japan 0.034 
 

0.012 
 

-0.010 
 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.050) 

 South Korea 0.268 *** 0.222 *** 0.050 
 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.051) 

 
(0.046) 

 Constant 3.116 *** 3.092 *** 1.100 *** 
  (0.032)   (0.048)   (0.097)   
N 2470 

 
2470 

 
2470 

 F-statistic 25.76 *** 11.32 *** 142.18 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.03   0.01   0.19   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

  
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Local Political Trust, Civic Duty, and  
Turnout in Local Elections in East Asia 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust 0.107 *** 0.167 *** 0.096 *** 

 
(0.020) 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.029) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.670 *** 

     
(0.029) 

 Japan 0.027 
 

0.140 ** 0.122 ** 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.051) 

 South Korea 0.296 *** 0.173 *** -0.025 
 

 
(0.034) 

 
(0.053) 

 
(0.049) 

 Constant 3.036 *** 2.875 *** 0.841 *** 
  (0.036)   (0.056)   (0.102)   
N 2470 

 
2470 

 
2470 

 F-statistic 32.63 *** 12.57 *** 144.77 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.04   0.01   0.19   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Central Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Turnout in National Elections in Japan 

  Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Central political trust 0.127 *** 0.157 *** 0.056   

 
(0.039) 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.052) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.795 *** 

     
(0.051) 

 Constant 3.055 *** 3.047 *** 0.618 *** 
  (0.058)   (0.090)   (0.175)   
N 672 

 
672 

 
672 

 F-statistic 10.83 *** 6.86 *** 124.27 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.27   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 

 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Local Political Trust, Civic Duty, and  
Turnout in Local Elections in Japan 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust 0.164 *** 0.190 *** 0.063   

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.057) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.777 *** 

     
(0.050) 

 Constant 2.976 *** 2.980 *** 0.666 *** 
  (0.071)   (0.107)   (0.175)   
N 672 

 
672 

 
672 

 F-statistic 14.31 *** 8.45 *** 126.50 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.02   0.01   0.27   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Central Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Turnout in National Elections in South Korea 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Central political trust 0.029 

 
0.051 

 
0.035   

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.050) 

 
(0.047) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.526 *** 

     
(0.055) 

 Constant 3.410 *** 3.375 *** 1.581 *** 
  (0.034)   (0.059)   (0.196)   
N 904 

 
904 

 
904 

 F-statistic 1.03 
 

1.04 
 

46.40 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.00   0.00   0.09   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Local Political Trust, Civic Duty, and  
Turnout in Local Elections in South Korea 

 
Civic duty  Turnout  Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust 0.072 ** 0.114 ** 0.070   

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.056) 

 
(0.053) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.609 *** 

     
(0.060) 

 Constant 3.366 *** 3.101 *** 1.050 *** 
  (0.035)   (0.067)   (0.211)   
N 904 

 
904 

 
904 

 F-statistic 5.97 ** 4.19 ** 54.35 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.11   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Central Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Turnout in National Elections in Taiwan 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Central political trust 0.036 

 
0.138 *** 0.116 *** 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.039) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.609 *** 

     
(0.041) 

 Constant 3.139 *** 3.065 *** 1.154 *** 
  (0.045)   (0.061)   (0.139)   
N 894 

 
894 

 
894 

 F-statistic 1.29 
 

10.12 *** 117.27 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.00   0.01   0.21   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Local Political Trust, Civic Duty, and  
Turnout in Local Elections in Taiwan 

 
Civic duty   Turnout   Turnout   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust 0.105 *** 0.196 *** 0.129 *** 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.047) 

 
(0.042) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.638 *** 

     
(0.043) 

 Constant 3.038 *** 2.836 *** 0.897 *** 
  (0.052)   (0.074)   (0.146)   
N 894 

 
894 

 
894 

 F-statistic 10.17 *** 17.37 *** 122.14 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.02   0.21   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 

Results of the Sobel Test 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Relationship between central 
political trust, civic duty, and 
turnout in national elections 

2.923*** 3.188***     0.995     1.122 

Relationship between local 
political trust, civic duty, and 
turnout in local elections 

5.212*** 3.704***     2.412**     3.111*** 

Note: 1. The number in each cell is z-statistic. 
          2. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05. 
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Appendix 5.2. Mediation Analysis of Turnout in National Elections in Japan, South 
Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

Turnout in national elections 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.099 * 0.004 

 
0.111 ** 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.048) 

 Benefits of voting 0.090 ** 0.027 
 

0.160 *** 

 
(0.042) 

 
(0.045) 

 
(0.033) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of voting -0.110 ** -0.069 
 

-0.118 *** 

 (0.046) 
 

(0.056) 
 

(0.041) 
 Civic duty 0.682 *** 0.443 *** 0.610 *** 

 
(0.049) 

 
(0.053) 

 
(0.039) 

 Central political trust -0.025 
 

0.053 
 

0.068 * 

 
(0.049) 

 
(0.045) 

 
(0.038) 

 Income 0.018 * -0.017 
 

-0.009 
 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.016) 

 
(0.007) 

 Some university and above 0.150 ** 0.271 *** 0.106 
 

 
(0.076) 

 
(0.076) 

 
(0.075) 

 Marital status 0.238 *** 0.323 *** 0.254 *** 

 
(0.084) 

 
(0.083) 

 
(0.080) 

 Age 0.024 *** 0.024 *** 0.012 *** 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.070 
 

0.040 
 

-0.094 
 

 
(0.068) 

 
(0.064) 

 
(0.061) 

 Constant -0.277 
 

0.549 ** 0.639 *** 
  (0.191)   (0.231)   (0.190)   
F-statistic 43.78 *** 23.04 *** 36.42 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.39   0.20   0.28   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Central political trust 0.104 *** 0.035 

 
0.039   

 
(0.038) 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.032) 

 Income 0.009 
 

-0.016 
 

0.001 
 

 
(0.008) 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.006) 

 Some university and above 0.004 
 

0.107 ** 0.046 
 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.065) 

 Marital status 0.075 
 

0.003 
 

0.095 
 

 
(0.067) 

 
(0.053) 

 
(0.068) 

 Age 0.010 *** 0.008 *** 0.001 
 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female 0.023 
 

-0.020 
 

-0.072 
 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.052) 

 Constant 2.496 *** 3.079 *** 3.025 *** 
  (0.117)   (0.104)   (0.126)   
F-statistic 7.44 *** 4.80 *** 1.05 

 Adjusted R2 0.05   0.02   0.00   
N 672 

 
904 

 
894 

 Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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The Effect of Central Political Trust on Turnout in National Elections 

in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 
  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Direct effect -0.024 
[-0.122, 0.074] 

0.054 
[-0.035, 0.144] 

0.068 
[-0.007, 0.144] 

Average mediation effect 0.072 
[0.022, 0.124] 

0.016 
[-0.008, 0.041] 

0.025 
[-0.013, 0.062] 

Total effect 0.048 
[-0.062, 0.157] 

0.070 
[-0.021, 0.162] 

0.093 
[0.008, 0.178] 

Percentage of total effect mediated 0.973 0.200 0.261 
   Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        Since the mediation effect of political trust on turnout in national elections is statistically 

significant only in Japan, I simply report the result of sensitivity analysis for Japan. 

Specifically, 𝜌𝜌 must approximately equal 0.478 for the point estimate of the average causal 

mediation effect to be zero. The following figure shows the mediation effects with the 95 

percent confidence interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌. In addition, the result for R2’s measures of 

sensitivity shows that for the point estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero, 

the product of the total variance explained by the unobserved confounder must be 0.129. 

 

 
Sensitivity Analysis for Turnout in National Elections in Japan 
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Appendix 5.3. Mediation Analysis of Turnout in Local Elections in Japan, South Korea, 
and Taiwan 

  Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

Turnout in local elections 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.121 ** 0.079   0.042   

 
(0.059) 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.049) 

 Benefits of voting 0.071 * 0.031 
 

0.171 *** 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.034) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of voting -0.122 *** -0.028 
 

-0.078 * 

 (0.046) 
 

(0.060) 
 

(0.042) 
 Civic duty 0.672 *** 0.524 *** 0.635 *** 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.041) 

 Local political trust -0.001 
 

0.050 
 

0.077 * 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.050) 

 
(0.041) 

 Income 0.015 
 

0.005 
 

-0.015 ** 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.017) 

 
(0.007) 

 Some university and above 0.080 
 

0.272 *** 0.015 
 

 
(0.074) 

 
(0.081) 

 
(0.078) 

 Marital status 0.283 *** 0.193 ** 0.229 *** 

 
(0.082) 

 
(0.090) 

 
(0.082) 

 Age 0.020 *** 0.031 *** 0.016 *** 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.018 
 

-0.012 
 

-0.152 ** 

 
(0.067) 

 
(0.070) 

 
(0.063) 

 Constant -0.111 
 

-0.218 
 

0.368 * 
  (0.192)   (0.247)   (0.197)   
F-statistic 41.31 *** 26.52 *** 39.03 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.38   0.22   0.30   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Local political trust 0.143 *** 0.066 ** 0.107 *** 

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.033) 

 Income 0.012 
 

-0.016 
 

0.001 
 

 
(0.008) 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.006) 

 Some university and above 0.014 
 

0.104 ** 0.049 
 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.065) 

 Marital status 0.067 
 

0.006 
 

0.104 
 

 
(0.067) 

 
(0.053) 

 
(0.068) 

 Age 0.010 *** 0.008 *** 0.001 
 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female 0.009 
 

-0.029 
 

-0.073 
 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.052) 

 Constant 2.419 *** 3.062 *** 2.947 *** 
  (0.123)   (0.102)   (0.127)   
F-statistic 8.08 *** 5.43 *** 2.54 ** 
Adjusted R2 0.06   0.03   0.01   
N 672 

 
904 

 
894 

 Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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The Effect of Local Political Trust on Turnout in Local Elections 
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Direct effect -0.001 
[-0.109, 0.108] 

0.050 
[-0.049, 0.150] 

0.077 
[-0.004, 0.159] 

Average mediation effect 0.097 
[0.040, 0.155] 

0.035 
[0.006, 0.066] 

0.069 
[0.028, 0.111] 

Total effect 0.096 
[-0.025, 0.217] 

0.085 
[-0.015, 0.190] 

0.146 
[0.055, 0.237] 

Percentage of total effect mediated 0.928 0.383 0.471 
   Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        The results of sensitivity analysis present that for the point estimate of the average 

causal mediation effect to be zero, 𝜌𝜌 must respectively equal 0.481 in Japan, 0.298 in South 

Korea, and 0.459 in Taiwan. The following figures show the mediation effects with the 95 

percent confidence interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌 in each East Asian country. Besides, the results 

for R2’s measures of sensitivity show that for the point estimate of the average causal 

mediation effect to be zero, the product of the total variance explained by the unobserved 

confounder must be equal to 0.133 in Japan, 0.066 in South Korea, and 0.144 in Taiwan, 

respectively. 

 

 
Sensitivity Analysis for Turnout in Local Elections in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 
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Chapter 6 

Political Trust and Political Participation 

 

        In the previous chapter, I have examined the relationship between political trust and 

voter turnout and found that political trust has an indirect effect on voter turnout through the 

sense of civic responsibility. One research question inevitably comes to mind: Does political 

trust also exert an indirect influence on other types of political participation via civic 

duty? Therefore, in this chapter, I turn my attention to the relationships between political 

trust and other forms of political participation, especially focusing on campaign 

participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging behavior. Similarly, I 

argue that political trust has an indirect effect on these three types of political participation 

through civic duty and perform empirical analysis using data from the Asian Barometer 

Survey. First, I follow the approach proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) to examine 

whether there exists a mediating relationship between political trust, civic duty, and these 

three types of political participation.34 Then to further validate my theoretical argument, I 

conduct mediation analysis to respectively examine if political trust has an indirect effect on 

campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging behavior 

through civic duty. More specifically, I estimate two different models for each type of 

political participation: the first model simply investigates the direct effect of political trust 

on political participation following the conventional approach and the second model takes 

into account the mediation mechanism, which provides an empirical test of my theoretical 

argument. Table 6.1 provides descriptive statistics for variables used in this chapter. 

 

34 Regarding Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to mediation test, please see Chapter 5 for the section of 
mediation test. 

- 116 - 
 

                                                           



Table 6.1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 
Variable Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. Mean Min. 
  (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) (S.D.) (Max.) 
Campaign participation 0.34 0 0.29 0 0.41 0 0.33 0 

 
(0.61) (2) (0.56) (2) (0.66) (2) (0.61) (2) 

Direct contact forms of 
activities 

0.90 0 1.34 0 1.02 0 0.58 0 
(1.69) (8) (2.09) (8) (1.76) (8) (1.27) (8) 

System-challenging 
behavior 

0.35 0 0.56 0 0.29 0 0.27 0 
(0.78) (6) (0.91) (6) (0.71) (4) (0.72) (6) 

Political efficacy 1.25 0 1.12 0 1.32 0 1.27 0 

 
(0.58) (3) (0.65) (3) (0.58) (3) (0.52) (3) 

Benefits of political 
participation 

1.18 0 1.58 0 1.04 0 1.06 0 
(0.81) (4) (0.72) (4) (0.68) (4) (0.86) (4) 

Civic duty 1.55 0 1.70 0 1.56 0 1.45 0 

 
(0.67) (3) (0.72) (3) (0.69) (3) (0.61) (3) 

Political trust 1.12 0 1.19 0 0.90 0 1.23 0 

 
(0.64) (3) (0.53) (3) (0.63) (3) (0.67) (3) 

Political interest 1.47 0 1.89 0 1.49 0 1.21 0 

 
(0.84) (3) (0.68) (3) (0.81) (3) (0.84) (3) 

Strength of partisanship 1.07 0 1.25 0 1.07 0 0.98 0 

 
(0.91) (3) (0.83) (3) (0.96) (3) (0.90) (3) 

Income 1.86 0 2.19 0 2.10 0 1.51 0 

 
(1.31) (4) (1.37) (4) (1.22) (4) (1.25) (4) 

Some university and 
above 

0.34 0 0.42 0 0.36 0 0.27 0 
(0.47) (1) (0.49) (1) (0.48) (1) (0.45) (1) 

Marital status 0.73 0 0.81 0 0.74 0 0.67 0 

 
(0.45) (1) (0.39) (1) (0.44) (1) (0.47) (1) 

Age 45.39 19 53.24 22 43.21 19 42.54 21 

 
(15.27) (94) (14.74) (91) (13.63) (80) (15.14) (94) 

Female 0.47 0 0.46 0 0.48 0 0.47 0 
  (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) (0.50) (1) 
N 2527 626 764 1137 
Note: For dummy variables, mean reports the percentage of category. 

 
 
 
Mediation Test 

        Table 6.2 provides a summary of results of mediation test (see Appendix 6.1 for 

detailed results). Although the tests provide evidence that civic duty can mediate the effect 

of political trust on campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-

challenging behavior in East Asia, it seems that such findings are particularly driven by a 

specific country – Taiwan where there is partial mediation for the relationships between 

political trust, civic duty, and these three types of political participation. When I take a deep 

look into each East Asian country, I find that there is no mediating relationship between 
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political trust, civic duty, and these three types of political participation in Japan, whereas 

civic duty can only mediate the relationship between political trust and campaign 

participation in South Korea.  

 

Table 6.2. Summary Results of Mediation Test 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and campaign 
participation 

Partial 
mediation$ 

No 
mediation 

Partial 
mediation$ 

Partial 
mediation$ 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and direct 
contact forms of activities  

Partial 
mediation$ 

No 
mediation 

No 
mediation 

Partial 
mediation$ 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and system-
challenging behavior 

Partial 
mediation 

No 
mediation 

No 
mediation 

Partial 
mediation$ 

    Note: $ means that the mediation effect is statistically significant according to the result of the Sobel test 
(see Appendix 6.1 for further information). 

 
 
 
        To sum up, the results from the mediation test indicate that although a mediation model 

can identify and explicate the mechanism that underlies the relationship between political 

trust and these three types of political participation via the inclusion of civic duty in East 

Asia, such a mediation mechanism might only exist in a specific country. In the following 

three sections, I would conduct mediation analysis to investigate whether civic duty plays a 

mediating role in the effect of political trust on campaign participation, direct contact forms 

of activities and system-challenging behavior, respectively. 

 

Political Trust and Campaign Participation 

        Table 6.3 reports the results of two different models (i.e., conventional and mediation 

approaches) for the relationship between political trust and campaign participation in East 

Asia. The result from the conventional approach shows that political trust has a significant 
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negative influence on campaign participation. In other words, people with higher levels of 

political trust are less likely to participate in campaign activities. More specifically, on 

average, a one unit increase in political trust is associated with a 0.071 decrease in the level 

of campaign participation. Although scholars (Stokes 1962; Almond and Verba 1963) 

suggest that higher levels of political trust should prompt higher levels of participation in 

conventional activities such as voting and campaign involvement, my finding shows 

opposite direction with respect to the effect of political trust on campaign participation in 

East Asia. One possible explanation is that distrust in government might inspire individual 

participation in campaign activities of non-incumbent candidates rather than the incumbents. 

Accordingly, when people trust the government, they will reduce their willingness to engage 

in campaign participation. 

        On the other hand, the result from the mediation approach presents that political trust 

has not only a negative direct effect but also a positive indirect effect via civic duty on 

campaign participation in East Asia. As shown in Table 6.4, a one unit increase in political 

trust totally leads to a 0.067 decrease in the level of campaign participation, on average. 

More specifically, political trust can directly contribute to a 0.072 unit decrease but 

indirectly result in a 0.005 unit increase via civic duty in the level of campaign participation. 

Although it seems that political trust simply has a small indirect effect on individual 

engagement in campaign activities through the sense of civic responsibility, we cannot 

reject the existence of such a mediation mechanism. However, this finding is not 

universally considered to be true in all three East Asian countries. The results from 

individual East Asian countries show a slightly different picture. In particular, political trust 

is neither directly nor indirectly associated with individual involvement in campaign 

activities in Japan and Taiwan, whereas political trust is indirectly positively related to 

campaign participation in South Korea (i.e., the average mediation effect is 0.007) (see 
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Appendix 6.2). Besides, South Korea is also the only country where political trust is found 

to have a direct negative effect on individual participation in campaign activities. As a result, 

the findings on the relationship between civic duty, political trust, and campaign 

participation in East Asia might be particularly driven by South Korea.  

        With regard to the other explanatory variables, it seems that the Downsian model has 

less explanatory power for campaign participation in East Asia. That is, political efficacy 

has a significant positive effect on campaign participation, while benefits of political 

participation and its interaction with political efficacy have nothing to do with campaign 

participation in East Asia. Moreover, civic duty is found to be a strong predictor of 

campaign participation in East Asia, although they are statistically significant only in Japan 

and South Korea. Besides, political interest and strength of partisanship are the most 

consistent determinants of individual participation in campaign activities across these three 

East Asian countries. Similar to previous studies (Brady et al. 1995; Campbell et al. 1960; 

Verba and Nie 1972), I find that people who demonstrate a strong interest in politics and 

report strong identification with a political party tend to be correlated with higher levels of 

campaign participation. Furthermore, education is negatively associated with campaign 

participation, whereas age is positively related with campaign involvement in East Asia.35 

By contrast, income, marital status and gender are not associated with individuals’ 

willingness to take part in campaign activities in East Asia. 

 

 

       

  

35 More specifically, education is negatively associated with campaign participation only in Taiwan, whereas 
age is positively related with campaign involvement only in Japan and South Korea (see Appendix 6.2) 
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Table 6.3. Analysis of Campaign Participation in East Asia 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   
  Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Campaign participation (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.091 *** 0.091 *** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.021) 

 Benefits of political participation -0.005 
 

-0.005 
 

 
(0.016) 

 
(0.016) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

0.011 
 

0.011 
 (0.026) 

 
(0.026) 

 Civic duty 0.056 *** 0.056 *** 

 
(0.017) 

 
(0.017) 

 Political trust -0.071 *** -0.071 *** 

 
(0.020) 

 
(0.020) 

 Political interest 0.113 *** 0.113 *** 

 
(0.016) 

 
(0.016) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.178 *** 0.178 *** 

 
(0.013) 

 
(0.013) 

 Income 0.005 
 

0.005 
 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.010) 

 Some university and above -0.060 ** -0.060 ** 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 Marital status 0.015 
 

0.015 
 

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.029) 

 Age 0.004 *** 0.004 *** 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.006 
 

0.006 
 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.023) 

 Japan -0.223 *** -0.223 *** 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.032) 

 South Korea -0.002 
 

-0.002 
 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.028) 

 Constant -0.157 *** -0.157 *** 
  (0.058)   (0.058)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 35.22 *** 35.22 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.16   0.16   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust     0.089 *** 

   
(0.021) 

 Income 
  

0.015 
 

   
(0.011) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.009 
 

   
(0.031) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.065 * 

   
(0.034) 

 Age 
  

0.004 *** 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.009 
 

   
(0.026) 

 Japan 
  

0.208 *** 

   
(0.036) 

 South Korea 
  

0.132 *** 

   
(0.032) 

 Constant 
  

1.195 *** 
      (0.061)   
F-statistic 

  
11.50 *** 

Adjusted R2     0.03   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 6.4. The Effect of Political Trust on Campaign Participation in East Asia 
  Conventional model Mediation model 

Direct effect -0.071 
[-0.110, -0.033] 

-0.072 
[-0.110, -0.034] 

Average mediation effect  0.005 
[0.002, 0.009] 

Total effect  -0.067 
[-0.107, -0.029] 

Percentage of total effect mediated  -0.074 
        Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        As shown in the previous chapter, a sensitivity analysis must be conducted after a 

mediation analysis. Therefore, I conduct sensitivity analysis for the results of mediation 

analysis in Table 6.3. The result from sensitivity analysis shows that for the point estimate 

of the average causal mediation effect to be zero, 𝜌𝜌  must equal 0.065 and Figures 6.1 

displays the mediation effects with the 95 percent confidence interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌. 

Besides, the result for R2’s measures of sensitivity indicates that the total variance explained 

by the unobserved confounder must be equal to 0.003 for the point estimate of the average 

causal mediation effect to be zero. 

 

 
Figure 6.1. Sensitivity Analysis for Campaign Participation  

in East Asia 
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        To sum up, with respect to the relationship between political trust and campaign 

participation, the empirical results from East Asia confirm my theoretical argument that 

political trust can exert an indirect effect on political participation by means of civic duty, 

but it is noted that such relationship might be mainly driven by South Korea and Taiwan. By 

contrast, political trust is neither directly nor indirectly associated with campaign 

participation in Japan. Furthermore, there might exist a direct link between political trust 

and campaign participation. Nonetheless, contrary to the expectation of previous studies, my 

empirical analysis shows that political trust has a direct negative effect on individual 

participation in campaign activities, although it is a not universal finding across these three 

East Asian countries. 

 

Political Trust and Direct Contact Forms of Activities 

        In this section, I turn my attention to the relationship between political trust and direct 

contact forms of activities to see whether there exists a mediating relationship between them 

via the sense of civic responsibility. Similarly, I estimate two different models using the 

conventional and mediation approaches. As shown in the first model of Table 6.5, political 

trust has a direct negative effect on direct contact forms of activities in East Asia. In 

particular, a one unit increase in political trust leads to a 0.135 unit decrease in the level of 

direct political contact, on average. It makes sense to find a negative relationship between 

political trust and direct contact forms of activities, because people usually express their 

dissatisfaction and dissent mainly due to distrust in government by means of direct contact 

forms of activities such as contacting government officials, legislators or civic organizations. 

        On the other hand, the result from the mediation approach indicates that political trust 

is not only directly but also indirectly associated with direct contact forms of activities in 

East Asia. To put it differently, in addition to the direct negative impact, political trust also 
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exerts an indirect positive effect on direct political contact through civic duty. On average, a 

one unit increase in political trust can totally lead to a 0.118 unit decrease in the level of 

direct political contact. More specifically, political trust can directly contribute to a 0.136 

unit decrease but indirectly result in a 0.018 unit increase via civic duty in the level of direct 

political contact (see Table 6.6). As a consequence, it is evident that civic duty can mediate 

the relationship between political trust and direct contact forms of activities. 

        However, it must be noted that when I take a deeper look at each East Asian country, 

such a mediation mechanism is not observed in all three East Asian countries. In particular, 

I find that political trust exerts an indirect positive effect on direct political contact through 

the sense of civic responsibility only in South Korea and Taiwan (i.e., the average mediation 

effect is 0.019 in South Korea and 0.016 in Taiwan) and it is not the case in Japan (see 

Appendix 6.3 for detailed results). Furthermore, there is a directly negative relationship 

between political trust and direct political contact in Taiwan. In short, I observe different 

relationships between political trust and direct contact forms of activities among these three 

East Asian countries: (1) no relationship in Japan; (2) indirect relationship in South Korea; 

and (3) both direct and indirect relationships in Taiwan.  

        With respect to the other explanatory variables, political efficacy, civic duty, political 

interest and strength of partisanship are positively associated with direct contact forms of 

activities. In other words, people with higher levels of political efficacy, civic responsibility, 

interest in politics and party identification are prone to use direct contact types of actions to 

express their opinion.36 Similar to the findings on campaign participation, I find that benefits 

of political participation and its interaction with political efficacy are not correlated with 

direct political contact in East Asia. Lastly, as age increases, people are more likely 

36 It is noted that civic duty and strength of partisanship consistently determine individual participation in 
direct contact forms of activities across East Asia. Besides, political efficacy is positively associated with 
direct political contact only in Japan and South Korea, whereas political interest is positively related to direct 
political contact only in Japan and Taiwan. 
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to engage in direct political contact and women are less likely than men to have direct 

contact with governmental officials, elected representatives, and political or non-

governmental organizations in East Asia.37 

  

37 The significant relationship between gender and direct political contact is mainly found in Japan and South 
Korea, which is consistent with the finding of Coffé and Bolzendahl (2010) that men are more likely to be 
involved in direct contact forms of activities. 
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Table 6.5. Analysis of Direct Contact Forms of Activities in East Asia 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   

Direct Contact Forms of Activities  
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.284 *** 0.284 *** 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.060) 

 Benefits of political participation -0.056 
 

-0.056 
 

 
(0.045) 

 
(0.045) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

0.051 
 

0.051 
 (0.072) 

 
(0.072) 

 Civic duty 0.207 *** 0.207 *** 

 
(0.049) 

 
(0.049) 

 Political trust -0.135 ** -0.135 ** 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.055) 

 Political interest 0.214 *** 0.214 *** 

 
(0.044) 

 
(0.044) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.240 *** 0.240 *** 

 
(0.037) 

 
(0.037) 

 Income 0.032 
 

0.032 
 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 Some university and above 0.042 
 

0.042 
 

 
(0.077) 

 
(0.077) 

 Marital status 0.016 
 

0.016 
 

 
(0.081) 

 
(0.081) 

 Age 0.005 ** 0.005 ** 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.158 ** -0.158 ** 

 
(0.066) 

 
(0.066) 

 Japan 0.399 *** 0.399 *** 

 
(0.091) 

 
(0.091) 

 South Korea 0.270 *** 0.270 *** 

 
(0.080) 

 
(0.080) 

 Constant -0.295 * -0.295 * 
  (0.165)   (0.165)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 21.92 *** 21.92 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.10   0.10   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust     0.089 *** 

   
(0.021) 

 Income 
  

0.015 
 

   
(0.011) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.009 
 

   
(0.031) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.065 * 

   
(0.034) 

 Age 
  

0.004 *** 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.009 
 

   
(0.026) 

 Japan 
  

0.208 *** 

   
(0.036) 

 South Korea 
  

0.132 *** 

   
(0.032) 

 Constant 
  

1.195 *** 
      (0.061)   
F-statistic 

  
11.50 *** 

Adjusted R2     0.03   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 6.6. The Effect of Political Trust on Direct Contact Forms of Activities  
in East Asia 

  Conventional model Mediation model 

Direct effect -0.135 
[-0.243, -0.027] 

-0.136 
[-0.246, -0.031] 

Average mediation effect  0.018 
[0.007, 0.030] 

Total effect  -0.118 
[-0.230, -0.011] 

Percentage of total effect mediated  -0.151 
        Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        Likewise, I conduct sensitivity analysis for the result of mediation analysis of direct 

political contact in East Asia. The result from sensitivity analysis shows that 𝜌𝜌 must be 

equal to 0.084 for the point estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero. 

Moreover, Figures 6.2 presents the mediation effects with the 95 percent confidence interval 

at each value of 𝜌𝜌. Alternatively, the result for R2’s measures of sensitivity indicates that the 

total variance explained by the unobserved confounder must be equal to 0.006 for the point 

estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero. 

 

 
Figure 6.2. Sensitivity Analysis for Direct Contact Forms 

of Activities in East Asia 
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        Overall, the above analysis lends some support to the indirect relationship between 

political trust and direct contact forms of activities, although it is not the case in Japan. 

Specifically, the empirical evidence shows that political trust has an indirect positive effect 

on direct political contact through the sense of civic responsibility. Nevertheless, it is also 

noted that there might exist a direct relationship between political trust and direct contact 

forms of activities. To put it another way, political trust might have a direct negative 

influence on direct political contact. When people distrust the government, they will seek 

the channels to express their dissatisfaction and direct contact with government officials, 

elected representatives or political parties is such a widely accepted form of political 

participation to achieve this end. Consequently, it is anticipated that higher levels of 

political trust will be associated with lower levels of individual engagement in direct 

political contact.        

 

Political Trust and System-Challenging Behavior 

        Lastly, I look into the relationship between political trust and system-challenging 

behavior to see whether there is a mediation mechanism between them via civic duty in East 

Asia. Likewise, I report the results from the conventional and mediation approaches as 

shown in Table 6.7. First of all, the result from the conventional approach indicates that 

political trust exerts a direct negative influence on system-challenging behavior except for 

South Korea. In other words, people with higher levels of political trust are less likely to 

take action against the government, which is consistent with findings of previous studies 

(Kaase 1999; Miller 1974; Martin 2010; Miller 1974). More specifically, a one unit increase 

in political trust is associated with a 0.112 unit decrease in the level of system-challenging 

behavior in East Asia. As Citrin (1974) argues, political distrust is associated with a 

rejection of conventional or “conformist” modes of political participation such as voting, 
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lobbying, writing letters to congressmen, and campaigning for political candidates. Hence, 

the politically distrusting should be more likely than those who trust the government either 

to withdraw from political activity altogether or to engage in noncustomary, sometimes 

illegal, activities such as participating in demonstrations, riots, or organizing for revolution. 

        On the other hand, unlike my previous findings on campaign participation and direct 

contact forms of activities, the result from the mediation analysis shows that civic duty does 

not mediate the relationship between political trust and system-challenging behavior in East 

Asia, mainly because the sense of civic responsibility has no influence on individual 

participation in system-challenging activities. The weak relationship between civic duty and 

system-challenging behavior might be due to the fact that the Confucian cultural heritage in 

East Asia discourages people from taking action against the government and thus East Asian 

people do not regard engagement in system-challenging behavior as part of their civic 

responsibilities.  

        Then I take a further look at each East Asian country, and find that political trust is 

directly negatively associated with system-challenging behavior in Japan and Taiwan (see 

Appendix 6.4). In other words, increased political distrust will spur people to engage in 

unconventional political action such as protests, demonstrations and revolts against the 

government. More importantly, political trust is also found to have an indirect positive 

influence on system-challenging behavior through civic duty in Taiwan where there exists a 

positive relationship between civic duty and system-challenging behavior. This might be 

due to the fact that Taiwanese people are used to expressing their political opinions and 

social discontent by taking to the streets and accordingly, political demonstrations are 

common in Taiwan, especially around election time. As a result, Taiwanese people tend to 

think of participation in demonstrations as their civic responsibility and political trust might 

strengthen such a belief. Nevertheless, the indirect effect of political trust on system-
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challenging behavior should not be exaggerated. On average, a one unit increase in political 

trust directly leads to a 0.136 unit decrease in the level of participation in system-

challenging activities; by contrast, a one unit increase in political trust is indirectly 

associated with a 0.007 unit increase in the level of system-challenging behavior. Therefore, 

compared to the direct effect, the indirect effect of political trust on system-challenging 

behavior is much smaller. In addition, political trust is neither directly nor indirectly 

correlated with system-challenging behavior in South Korea. 

        With regard to the other explanatory variables, political efficacy has a positive impact 

on system-challenging behavior, while benefits of political participation are negatively 

associated with system-challenging behavior in East Asia.38 My measure of benefits of 

political participation essentially reflects an individual’s evaluation of the present political 

situation in her country and thus it makes sense to observe a negative relationship between 

benefits of political participation and system-challenging behavior. Plainly speaking, if 

people are satisfied with the present political situation in their country, then they will not 

have any motivation to take radical action against the government. Besides, strength of 

partisanship is a consistent predictor of system-challenging behavior across East Asia. That 

is, higher levels of partisan attachment are associated with higher levels of system-

challenging behavior. To some degree, this finding validates the “resource mobilization” 

theory of political protest (Jenkins 1983; McCarthy and Zald 1977) which posits that 

individuals who are strongly attached to particular parties are more likely to protest than 

nonpartisans because integration into particular groups can enhance the individuals’ 

opportunities and resources for engaging in protest behavior. Moreover, it is also found that 

those who exhibit higher levels of political interest are more likely to engage in system-

38 It is noted that political efficacy is statistically significant only in South Korea, whereas benefits of political 
participation are statistically significant only in Taiwan. 
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challenging action. 39 Finally, income, education, marital status, age and gender are not 

associated with individual participation in system-challenging acts in East Asia.40 

        Overall, the above analysis shows that we cannot overemphasize the mediating role of 

civic duty in the relationship between political trust and system-challenging behavior in East 

Asia, because civic duty can only mediate the effect of political trust on system-challenging 

behavior in Taiwan. Moreover, the mediation mechanism between political trust and 

system-challenging behavior via civic duty cannot be built mainly because civic duty does 

not affect individual participation in system-challenging activities in East Asia. One 

potential explanation is that people in East Asia hardly think of participation in system-

challenging acts as their civic responsibilities and the Confucian culture might play some 

part in strengthening such a belief.    

 

 

  

39 The significant relationship between political interest and individual engagement in system-challenging 
behavior is found only in South Korea and Taiwan. 
40  In fact, age is significantly associated with system-challenging behavior in South Korea and Taiwan. 
Nevertheless, age has opposite effects on system-challenging behavior in both countries. That is, younger 
people are more likely to engage in system-challenging behavior in South Korea, whereas older people are 
more likely to take action against the government in Taiwan.  
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Table 6.7. Analysis of System-Challenging Behavior in East Asia 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   

System-challenging behavior 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.068 ** 0.068 ** 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.028) 

 Benefits of political participation -0.057 *** -0.057 *** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.021) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

-0.006 
 

-0.006 
 (0.034) 

 
(0.034) 

 Civic duty 0.022 
 

0.022 
 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.023) 

 Political trust -0.112 *** -0.112 *** 

 
(0.026) 

 
(0.026) 

 Political interest 0.105 *** 0.105 *** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.021) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.071 *** 0.071 *** 

 
(0.018) 

 
(0.018) 

 Income -0.009 
 

-0.009 
 

 
(0.013) 

 
(0.013) 

 Some university and above 0.009 
 

0.009 
 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.036) 

 Marital status -0.004 
 

-0.004 
 

 
(0.038) 

 
(0.038) 

 Age -0.002 
 

-0.002 
 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.003 
 

0.003 
 

 
(0.031) 

 
(0.031) 

 Japan 0.215 *** 0.215 *** 

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.043) 

 South Korea -0.047 
 

-0.047 
 

 
(0.038) 

 
(0.038) 

 Constant 0.251 *** 0.251 *** 
  (0.078)   (0.078)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 12.97 *** 12.97 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.06   0.06   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust     0.089 *** 

   
(0.021) 

 Income 
  

0.015 
 

   
(0.011) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.009 
 

   
(0.031) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.065 * 

   
(0.034) 

 Age 
  

0.004 *** 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.009 
 

   
(0.026) 

 Japan 
  

0.208 *** 

   
(0.036) 

 South Korea 
  

0.132 *** 

   
(0.032) 

 Constant 
  

1.195 *** 
      (0.061)   
F-statistic 

  
11.50 *** 

Adjusted R2     0.03   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

- 132 - 
 



        In light of the findings from the above analysis, it is difficult to draw a conclusion on 

the effects of political trust on campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and 

system-challenging behavior. Even though I have chosen to target countries which are 

similar with respect to the social, political, economic, and cultural dimensions, I am still 

unable to find consistent relationships between political trust and these three forms of 

political participation. Therefore, it might be required to take into account country-specific 

factors. On the other hand, although my theoretical argument that political trust indirectly 

influences these three forms of political participation via civic duty fails to receive full 

support from my empirical tests, I provide some evidence that there might exist an indirect 

relationship between political trust and political participation and the sense of civic 

responsibility plays a mediating role in this relationship. Also, it is noted that the direct 

connection between political trust and political participation cannot be completely rejected 

and when the direct connection exists, political trust is always found to be negatively 

associated with campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-

challenging behavior. As a result, although political scientists often assume that higher 

levels of political trust are associated with higher levels of political participation, my 

findings demonstrate that the relationship between political trust and political participation 

might move in the negative direction depending on the types of political participation.  

 

Summary 

        This chapter examines whether there is a mediation mechanism between political trust 

and three types of political participation (i.e., campaign participation, direct contact forms of 

activities and system-challenging behavior) through the sense of civic responsibility in East 

Asia. In general, the empirical findings show that civic duty mediates the effects of political 

trust on campaign participation and direct contact forms of activities in East Asia. In other 

- 133 - 
 



words, political trust has an indirect effect on campaign participation and direct contact 

forms of activities via civic duty. Also, political trust is found to have a direct negative 

impact on these two types of political participation. However, such a mediation mechanism 

does not exist for the relationship between political trust and system-challenging behavior in 

East Asia where political trust is directly and negatively associated with system-challenging 

behavior. 

        When I take a further look at each East Asian country, I find that the relationship 

between political trust, civic duty, and political participation varies from country to country 

and from one type of political participation to another. In particular, by means of civic duty, 

political trust is indirectly positively associated with individual participation in campaign 

activities in South Korea, direct political contact in South Korea and Taiwan, and system-

challenging acts in Taiwan. In addition, it is found that political trust exerts a direct negative 

influence on campaign participation in South Korea, and direct contact forms of activities 

and system-challenging behavior in Taiwan. Although the previous chapter presents 

evidence that political trust has an indirect positive effect on voter turnout via civic duty in 

Japan, I could not find any significant relationship between political trust and the types of 

political participation targeted in this chapter.  

        To sum up, it is difficult to draw a conclusion on the relationship between political trust 

and political participation, even though I focus on countries which are similar in terms of the 

political, social, economic, and cultural context. As a result, this study suggests that the 

relationship between political trust and political participation might vary from country to 

country and from one type of political participation to another. Further research is needed to 

investigate what country-specific factors lead to such a difference among countries and why 

political trust has different effects on different types of political participation. Furthermore, 

the conventional approach to explaining political participation (i.e., simply treat political 
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trust as another predictor) might produce a biased estimate of the relationship between 

political trust and political participation. This study presents evidence that political trust 

might have not only a direct effect but also an indirect effect via civic duty on political 

participation. Consequently, we have to treat the relationship between political trust and 

political participation more seriously and take the mediating role of civic duty into 

consideration when it comes to the effect of political trust on political participation. 
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Appendix 6.1. Results of Mediation Test 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Campaign Participation in East Asia 

 

Civic 
duty   Campaign 

participation   Campaign 
participation   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.094 *** -0.040 ** -0.050 ** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.020) 

 
(0.020) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.099 *** 

     
(0.018) 

 Japan 0.250 *** -0.040 
 

-0.065 ** 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.031) 

 
(0.031) 

 South Korea 0.139 *** 0.063 ** 0.050 * 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.029) 

 Constant 1.336 *** 0.379 *** 0.246 *** 
  (0.032)   (0.030)   (0.039)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 25.53 *** 5.81 *** 11.67 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.03   0.01   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 

 OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Direct Contact Forms of Activities in East Asia 

 

Civic 
duty   Direct contact 

forms of activities   Direct contact 
forms of activities   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.094 *** -0.108 ** -0.133 ** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.053) 

 
(0.053) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.275 *** 

     
(0.050) 

 Japan 0.250 *** 0.757 *** 0.688 *** 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.082) 

 
(0.083) 

 South Korea 0.139 *** 0.407 *** 0.368 *** 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.079) 

 
(0.079) 

 Constant 1.336 *** 0.711 *** 0.344 *** 
  (0.032)   (0.081)   (0.105)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 25.53 *** 31.79 *** 31.78 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.03   0.04   0.05   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
System-Challenging Behavior in East Asia 

 

Civic 
duty   System-challenging 

behavior   System-challenging 
behavior   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.094 *** -0.129 *** -0.133 *** 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.024) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.040 * 

     
(0.023) 

 Japan 0.250 *** 0.287 *** 0.277 *** 

 
(0.033) 

 
(0.038) 

 
(0.038) 

 South Korea 0.139 *** -0.024 
 

-0.030 
 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.037) 

 
(0.037) 

 Constant 1.336 *** 0.428 *** 0.374 *** 
  (0.032)   (0.038)   (0.049)   
N 2527 

 
2527 

 
2527 

 F-statistic 25.53 *** 31.37 *** 24.31 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.03   0.03   0.04   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 

 
OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 

Campaign Participation in Japan 

 

Civic 
duty   Campaign 

participation   Campaign 
participation   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
 

(S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.082 

 
0.042 

 
0.035   

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.043) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.085 *** 

     
(0.031) 

 Constant 1.601 *** 0.241 *** 0.105 
 

 
(0.071)   (0.056)   (0.074)   

N 626 
 

626 
 

626 
 F-statistic 2.25 

 
0.95 

 
4.22 ** 

Adjusted R2 0.00   0.00   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Direct Contact Forms of Activities in Japan 

 

Civic 
duty   Direct contact 

forms of activities   Direct contact 
forms of activities   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.082 

 
-0.050 

 
-0.077   

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.159) 

 
(0.159) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.334 *** 

     
(0.116) 

 Constant 1.601 *** 1.400 *** 0.866 *** 
  (0.071)   (0.207)   (0.277)   
N 626 

 
626 

 
626 

 F-statistic 2.25 
 

0.10 
 

4.17 ** 
Adjusted R2 0.00   0.00   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
System-Challenging Behavior in Japan 

 

Civic 
duty   System-challenging 

behavior   System-challenging 
behavior   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.082 

 
-0.235 *** -0.234 *** 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.069) 

 
(0.069) 

 Civic duty 
    

-0.018 
 

     
(0.051) 

 Constant 1.601 *** 0.840 *** 0.869 *** 
  (0.071)   (0.090)   (0.121)   
N 626 

 
626 

 
626 

 F-statistic 2.25 
 

11.65 *** 5.88 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.00   0.02   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Campaign Participation in South Korea 

 

Civic 
duty   Campaign 

participation   Campaign 
participation   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.076 * -0.069 * -0.080 ** 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.038) 

 
(0.038) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.145 *** 

     
(0.034) 

 Constant 1.492 
 

0.468 *** 0.251 *** 
  (0.044) *** (0.042)   (0.066)   
N 764 

 
764 

 
764 

 F-statistic 3.64 * 3.32 * 10.64 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Direct Contact Forms of Activities in South Korea 

 

Civic 
duty   Direct contact 

forms of activities   Direct contact 
forms of activities   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.076 * -0.070 

 
-0.093   

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.101) 

 
(0.101) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.306 *** 

     
(0.092) 

 Constant 1.492 
 

1.084 *** 0.627 *** 
  (0.044) *** (0.111)   (0.176)   
N 764 

 
764 

 
764 

 F-statistic 3.64 * 0.49 
 

5.82 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.00   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
System-Challenging Behavior in South Korea 

 

Civic 
duty   System-challenging 

behavior   System-challenging 
behavior   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.076 * -0.031 

 
-0.034   

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.041) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.041 
 

     
(0.037) 

 Constant 1.492 
 

0.315 *** 0.253 *** 
  (0.044) *** (0.045)   (0.071)   
N 764 

 
764 

 
764 

 F-statistic 3.64 * 0.59 
 

0.91 
 Adjusted R2 0.01   0.00   0.00   

Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
 
 
 
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Campaign Participation in Taiwan 

 

Civic 
duty   Campaign 

participation   Campaign 
participation   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.109 *** -0.051 * -0.059 ** 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.070 ** 

     
(0.030) 

 Constant 1.318 *** 0.392 *** 0.300 *** 
  (0.038)   (0.038)   (0.054)   
N 1137 

 
1137 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 16.59 *** 3.63 * 4.57 ** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
Direct Contact Forms of Activities in Taiwan 

 

Civic 
duty   Direct contact 

forms of activities   Direct contact 
forms of activities   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.109 *** -0.150 *** -0.172 *** 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.056) 

 
(0.056) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.203 *** 

     
(0.062) 

 Constant 1.318 *** 0.763 *** 0.496 *** 
  (0.038)   (0.079)   (0.113)   
N 1137 

 
1137 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 16.59 *** 7.15 *** 8.99 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 
 
 
 
 

OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust, Civic Duty, and 
System-Challenging Behavior in Taiwan 

 

Civic 
duty   System-challenging 

behavior   System-challenging 
behavior   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.109 *** -0.152 *** -0.162 *** 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.032) 

 Civic duty 
    

0.086 ** 

     
(0.035) 

 Constant 1.318 *** 0.456 *** 0.343 *** 
  (0.038)   (0.044)   (0.064)   
N 1137 

 
1137 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 16.59 *** 23.37 *** 14.78 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.02   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Results of the Sobel Test 
  East Asia Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and 
campaign participation 

    3.472*** 1.310 1.736* 2.020** 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and direct 
contact forms of activities 

    3.472*** 1.324 1.650* 2.543** 

Relationship between political 
trust, civic duty, and system-
challenging behavior 

    1.621 -0.343      0.957 2.099** 

  Note: 1. The number in each cell is z-statistic. 
            2. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05. 
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Appendix 6.2. Mediation Analysis of Campaign Participation in Japan, South Korea, 
and Taiwan 

  Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

 Campaign participation 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.029 

 
0.164 *** 0.078 ** 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.042) 

 
(0.034) 

 Benefits of political participation -0.011 
 

0.089 *** -0.043 ** 

 (0.036) 
 

(0.034) 
 

(0.021) 
 Political efficacy×Benefits of 

political participation 
-0.012 

 
0.045 

 
0.002 

 (0.045) 
 

(0.055) 
 

(0.037) 
 Civic duty 0.050 * 0.104 *** 0.023 
 

 
(0.030) 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.027) 

 Political trust -0.055 
 

-0.096 *** -0.042 
 

 
(0.047) 

 
(0.037) 

 
(0.027) 

 Political interest 0.067 * 0.092 *** 0.139 *** 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.030) 

 
(0.021) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.176 *** 0.126 *** 0.209 *** 

 
(0.029) 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.019) 

 Income -0.018 
 

0.009 
 

0.021 
 

 
(0.017) 

 
(0.020) 

 
(0.014) 

 Some university and above -0.020 
 

-0.026 
 

-0.105 ** 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.041) 

 Marital status 0.003 
 

0.071 
 

-0.002 
 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.042) 

 Age 0.005 *** 0.008 *** 0.002 
 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.041 
 

-0.007 
 

-0.003 
 

 
(0.044) 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.033) 

 Constant -0.317 ** -0.352 *** -0.123 
   (0.131)   (0.134)   (0.079)   

F-statistic 7.92 *** 13.19 *** 23.65 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.12   0.16   0.19   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.061   0.070 * 0.105 *** 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.027) 

 Income 0.061 ** -0.057 ** 0.030 ** 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.015) 

 Some University an above -0.026 
 

-0.002 
 

-0.024 
 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.045) 

 Marital status -0.071 
 

-0.066 
 

-0.072 
 

 
(0.077) 

 
(0.064) 

 
(0.047) 

 Age 0.005 ** 0.003 
 

0.004 *** 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.001 
 

-0.032 
 

0.045 
 

 
(0.058) 

 
(0.052) 

 
(0.036) 

 Constant 1.309 *** 1.567 *** 1.145 *** 
  (0.152)   (0.134)   (0.076)   
N 626 

 
764 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 1.99 * 2.80 ** 4.59 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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The Effect of Political Trust on Campaign Participation  
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Direct effect -0.057 
[-0.145, 0.032] 

-0.098 
[-0.166, -0.029] 

-0.043 
[-0.093, 0.007] 

Average mediation effect 0.003 
[-0.002, 0.013] 

0.007 
[-0.001, 0.019] 

0.002 
[-0.004, 0.010] 

Total effect -0.053 
[-0.142, 0.035] 

-0.090 
[-0.159, -0.020] 

-0.041 
[-0.090, 0.009] 

Percentage of total effect mediated -0.050 -0.084 -0.055 
   Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 

        Since political trust is found to be indirectly associated with campaign participation 

only in South Korea, I simply report the result of sensitivity analysis for this country. 

Specifically, 𝜌𝜌 has to equal 0.114 for the point estimate of the average causal mediation 

effect to be zero. Moreover, the following figure shows the mediation effects with the 95 

percent confidence interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌 . On the other hand, the result for R2’s 

measures of sensitivity indicates that the total variance explained by the unobserved 

confounder must be equal to 0.011 for the point estimate of the average causal mediation 

effect to be zero. 

 

 
Sensitivity Analysis for Campaign Participation in South Korea 
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Appendix 6.3. Mediation Analysis of Direct Contact Forms of Activities in Japan, 
South Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

Direct contact forms of activities 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.485 *** 0.226 * 0.099 

 
 

(0.134) 
 

(0.116) 
 

(0.075) 
 Benefits of political participation -0.305 ** 0.059 

 
-0.027 

 
 

(0.134) 
 

(0.095) 
 

(0.047) 
 Political efficacy×Benefits of 

political participation 
0.233 

 
0.015 

 
-0.015 

 (0.168) 
 

(0.154) 
 

(0.083) 
 Civic duty 0.234 ** 0.267 *** 0.148 ** 

 
(0.113) 

 
(0.091) 

 
(0.061) 

 Political trust -0.162 
 

-0.105 
 

-0.161 *** 

 
(0.177) 

 
(0.102) 

 
(0.060) 

 Political interest 0.337 ** 0.059 
 

0.268 *** 

 
(0.132) 

 
(0.083) 

 
(0.048) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.386 *** 0.336 *** 0.125 *** 

 
(0.107) 

 
(0.068) 

 
(0.042) 

 Income 0.015 
 

0.049 
 

0.051 
 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.031) 

 Some university and above -0.029 
 

0.258 * -0.112 
 

 
(0.179) 

 
(0.150) 

 
(0.093) 

 Marital status -0.088 
 

0.318 ** -0.077 
 

 
(0.215) 

 
(0.159) 

 
(0.095) 

 Age 0.012 * 0.001 
 

0.003 
 

 
(0.006) 

 
(0.006) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.295 * -0.227 * -0.024 
 

 
(0.165) 

 
(0.133) 

 
(0.075) 

 Constant -0.472 
 

-0.125 
 

0.002 
   (0.490)   (0.374)   (0.177)   

F-statistic 6.99 *** 5.86 *** 7.62 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.10   0.07   0.07   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.061   0.070 * 0.105 *** 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.027) 

 Income 0.061 ** -0.057 ** 0.030 ** 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.015) 

 Some University an above -0.026 
 

-0.002 
 

-0.024 
 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.045) 

 Marital status -0.071 
 

-0.066 
 

-0.072 
 

 
(0.077) 

 
(0.064) 

 
(0.047) 

 Age 0.005 ** 0.003 
 

0.004 *** 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.001 
 

-0.032 
 

0.045 
 

 
(0.058) 

 
(0.052) 

 
(0.036) 

 Constant 1.309 *** 1.567 *** 1.145 *** 
  (0.152)   (0.134)   (0.076)   
N 626 

 
764 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 1.99 * 2.80 ** 4.59 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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The Effect of Political Trust on Direct Contact Forms of Activities  
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Direct effect -0.169 
[-0.499, 0.162] 

-0.109 
[-0.300, 0.082] 

-0.163 
[-0.276, -0.051] 

Average mediation effect 0.015 
[-0.010, 0.053] 

0.019 
[-0.001, 0.049] 

0.016 
[0.002, 0.033] 

Total effect -0.154 
[-0.487, 0.180] 

-0.090 
[-0.282, 0.105] 

-0.148 
[-0.259, -0.034] 

Percentage of total effect mediated -0.067 -0.145 -0.108 
   Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
        I simply conduct sensitivity analysis for the results in South Korea and Taiwan where 

political trust is found to be indirectly linked to direct political contact. The results from 

sensitivity analysis show that 𝜌𝜌 must equal 0.098 in South Korea and 0.062 in Taiwan for 

the point estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero. Furthermore, the 

following figures display the mediation effects with the 95 percent confidence interval at 

each value of 𝜌𝜌 in South Korea and Taiwan respectively. Alternatively, the results for R2’s 

measures of sensitivity indicate that the total variance explained by the unobserved 

confounder must be equal to 0.009 in South Korea and 0.003 in Taiwan for the point 

estimate of the average causal mediation effect to be zero. 

 

 
Sensitivity Analysis for Direct Contact Forms of Activities in South Korea and Taiwan 
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Appendix 6.4. Mediation Analysis of System-Challenging Behavior in Japan, South 
Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan   South Korea   Taiwan   

System-challenging behavior 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.084 

 
0.117 ** 0.022 

 
 

(0.061) 
 

(0.047) 
 

(0.043) 
 Benefits of political participation -0.010 

 
-0.062 

 
-0.065 ** 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.039) 

 
(0.027) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

0.029 
 

-0.010 
 

-0.010 
 (0.077) 

 
(0.063) 

 
(0.047) 

 Civic duty -0.035 
 

-0.039 
 

0.062 * 

 
(0.052) 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.035) 

 Political trust -0.272 *** 0.027 
 

-0.135 *** 

 
(0.081) 

 
(0.037) 

 
(0.034) 

 Political interest 0.096 
 

0.086 ** 0.123 *** 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.034) 

 
(0.027) 

 Strength of partisanship 0.121 ** 0.070 ** 0.065 *** 

 
(0.049) 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.024) 

 Income -0.035 
 

-0.009 
 

0.005 
 

 
(0.030) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.018) 

 Some university and above -0.043 
 

0.090 
 

-0.042 
 

 
(0.082) 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.053) 

 Marital status 0.001 
 

0.032 
 

-0.058 
 

 
(0.098) 

 
(0.064) 

 
(0.054) 

 Age -0.003 
 

-0.008 *** 0.003 * 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 Female 0.065 
 

-0.006 
 

-0.006 
 

 
(0.075) 

 
(0.054) 

 
(0.042) 

 Constant 0.835 *** 0.375 ** 0.030 
   (0.223)   (0.151)   (0.101)   

F-statistic 2.40 *** 4.72 *** 7.06 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.03   0.06   0.06   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 0.061   0.070 * 0.105 *** 

 
(0.055) 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.027) 

 Income 0.061 ** -0.057 ** 0.030 ** 

 
(0.023) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.015) 

 Some University an above -0.026 
 

-0.002 
 

-0.024 
 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.060) 

 
(0.045) 

 Marital status -0.071 
 

-0.066 
 

-0.072 
 

 
(0.077) 

 
(0.064) 

 
(0.047) 

 Age 0.005 ** 0.003 
 

0.004 *** 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.001 
 

-0.032 
 

0.045 
 

 
(0.058) 

 
(0.052) 

 
(0.036) 

 Constant 1.309 *** 1.567 *** 1.145 *** 
  (0.152)   (0.134)   (0.076)   
N 626 

 
764 

 
1137 

 F-statistic 1.99 * 2.80 ** 4.59 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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The Effect of Political Trust on System-Challenging Behavior 
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 

  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

Direct effect -0.275 
[-0.426, -0.124] 

-0.041 
[-0.118, 0.037] 

-0.136 
[-0.200, -0.072] 

Average mediation effect -0.002 
[-0.015, 0.007] 

0.002 
[-0.004, 0.010] 

0.007 
[-0.001, 0.016] 

Total effect -0.277 
[-0.426, -0.127] 

-0.039 
[-0.116, 0.038] 

-0.129 
[-0.192, -0.065] 

Percentage of total effect mediated 0.008 -0.036 -0.052 
   Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
        I conduct sensitivity analysis for the result in Taiwan because political trust is found to 

only have an indirect influence on system-challenging behavior there. In particular, the 

result from sensitivity analysis shows that for the point estimate of the average causal 

mediation effect to be zero, 𝜌𝜌  must equal 0.051 and the following figure shows the 

mediation effects with the 95 percent confidence interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌. Furthermore, 

the result for R2’s measures of sensitivity demonstrates that the total variance explained by 

the unobserved confounder must be equal to 0.002 for the point estimate of the average 

causal mediation effect to be zero. 

 

 
Sensitivity Analysis for System-Challenging Behavior in Taiwan 
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Chapter 7 

Political Trust in China 

 

        The previous three chapters have investigated the causes and consequences of political 

trust in three East Asian democracies – Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, and provided some 

support to my theoretical arguments. However, one question that comes to mind is whether 

my theoretical framework of political trust can be applied to authoritarian and non-

democratic countries. As a result, in this chapter, I turn my attention to another East Asian 

country – China that is also strongly influenced by the Confucian cultural tradition but has a 

rather different political system from Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. To empirically test 

whether my theoretical framework can account for political trust in China, I use data from the 

same waves of Asian Barometer and AsiaBarometer which provide my empirical analysis of 

political trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.41 Nevertheless, due to the fact that the 

Asian Barometer Survey in China did not ask the questions tapping individual satisfaction 

with the government and family income, I have no choice but to use alternative measures of 

individual evaluation of government performance and level of income. More specifically, I 

would gauge individual evaluation of government performance using three different 

indicators: evaluation of national economy, evaluation of democratic governance and 

a combination of both. Furthermore, income is measured by the degree to which the 

respondent’s household income could satisfactorily cover the needs of her family. On the 

other hand, since the question about trust in the President or Premier was not asked in China, 

41  The Asian Barometer Survey in China was conducted by the Research Center for Contemporary China at 
Peking University from November 2007 to December 2008 and the AsiaBarometer project in China was carried 
out by the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Research Center in July, 2006. Furthermore, in this study, the 
data from the Asian Barometer Survey are used to examine the causes of political trust and the effects of 
political trust on three types of political participation – campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities 
and system-challenging behavior, whereas the data from the AsiaBarometer project are employed to explore the 
effect of political trust on turnout.  
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I simply use individual trust in the national government as a proxy indicator of political trust. 

Besides, one question about direct contact forms of activities and two questions about 

system-challenging behavior are unavailable in China, so I adjust my measurements of these 

two types of political participation. Last but not least, due to lack of measurement of party 

identification in China, I would not be able to control for partisanship in my analysis.42 With 

regard to the other variables, I measure them in the same way as my previous analysis of 

political trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. More detailed information about question 

wording and summary statistics of variables can respectively be found in Appendix B and in 

Appendix 7.1.   

        This chapter is structured as follows. Section 2 investigates the causes of political trust 

in China to see if evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption exert 

significant effects on individual placement of political trust and more importantly, whether 

they interact with each other to affect political trust. Section 3 examines the relationship 

between political trust and political participation. With regard to voter turnout, I would 

simply focus on individual participation in local elections given the fact that people in China 

are only allowed to directly elect representatives or leaders in villages and towns in rural 

areas and have no right to decide leadership at the national level. Since I only pay attention to 

turnout in local elections, I would measure political trust using the level of individual trust in 

local government while investigating the relationship between political trust and voter turnout. 

Also, I look into the effects of political trust on the other three types of political participation 

in China – campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging 

42 Although China is formally a multi-party state under the leadership of the Communist Party of China (CPC), 
in practice, only one political party, the CPC, holds effective power at the national level and its dominance 
makes China effectively a single-party state. Furthermore, while the CPC is supported by a coalition of eight 
parties, known as the United Front, these parties’ actual power is limited and opposition political parties remain 
banned. As a result, partisanship is expected to play a very trivial role in people’s political attitudes and 
behavior in authoritarian regimes such as China.  
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behavior. Finally, section 4 briefly summarizes my findings about political trust in China and 

compares the differences between China and the other three East Asian countries.  

 

Causes of Political Trust  

        My theoretical framework suggests that political trust is a function of evaluation of 

government performance, perception of corruption and their interaction term. Therefore, in 

this section, I would empirically examine whether such a theoretical framework can explain 

political trust in China. As mentioned previously, because of lack of measurement of 

individual satisfaction with government performance, I use three different indicators to gauge 

people’s evaluations of government performance, namely, combined evaluation of economy 

and democracy, economic evaluation and democratic evaluation. 43 Accordingly, I would 

estimate three different models to account for political trust in China and see whether the 

results are sensitive to different measurements of evaluation of government performance. 

Since the placement of political trust is treated as a dichotomous action in my theoretical 

framework, I transform political trust from a continuous variable to a dichotomous one and 

code 1 if an individual’s level of political trust is greater than the average and 0 otherwise. As 

a result, I would perform binary probit analyses to estimate the effects of evaluation of 

government performance, perception of corruption and their interaction term on political trust 

in China. In addition to my key explanatory variables, I would include some additional 

explanatory variables as controls such as traditionalism, authoritarianism, income, education, 

age and gender in the model. Besides, some might suspect that my approach to coding 

political trust would lead to biased estimates of the parameters because I convert a continuous 

outcome variable to a dichotomous one so that I would lose information about the construct 

43 Combined evaluation of economy and democracy is measured by taking the average of an individual’s 
economic and democratic evaluations. Besides, due to high correlations between the interaction term and the 
original variables (see Appendix 7.2), I center the variables for evaluation of government performance and 
perception of corruption and then multiply them to create the interaction term so as to reduce multicollinearity.  
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being measured. Consequently, to clarify this doubt, I would also estimate the OLS 

regression model to see whether my approach misleads my findings on political trust in 

China. 

       First of all, Table 7.1 presents the results for binary probit analyses of political trust in 

China.  As expected, an individual’s perception of corruption is negatively associated with 

her placement of political trust. In other words, people who perceive higher levels of 

corruption are less likely to trust the government. On the other hand, three different indicators 

of evaluation of government performance are consistently found to be positively associated 

with political trust. That is, individuals with higher levels of evaluations of national economy, 

democratic governance or both are more likely to exhibit political trust. It seems that different 

measurements of evaluation of government performance generate consistent findings on 

determinants of political trust in China. Nevertheless, I have my reservation about this 

conclusion after looking at the impact of the interaction term on political trust. In Models 1 

and 2, the interaction term exerts a significant positive effect on political trust, whereas in 

Model 3, there is no significant relationship between the interaction term and political trust. 

Therefore, using different measurements of evaluation of government performance, we might 

observe different relationships between evaluation of government performance and political 

trust. More importantly, contrary to my theoretical expectation and empirical findings in 

Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, there exists a positive relationship between the interaction 

term and political trust in China, regardless of which measurement I use to gauge individual 

evaluation of government performance. This implies that perceived political corruption does 

not exacerbate the positive effect of evaluation of government performance on political trust, 

whereas good government performance can ameliorate the negative relationship between 

perception of corruption and political trust.  
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        In particular, Figures 7.1 and 7.2 respectively show the average marginal effects of 

combined evaluation and economic evaluation on political trust conditional on perception of 

corruption. It is obvious that the increase in perceived corruption augments the impacts of 

combined evaluation and economic evaluation on political trust. On the other hand, Figures 

7.3 and 7.4 present that the increase in evaluation of government performance can 

significantly ameliorate the negative effect of perception of corruption on political trust. 

Although my theory suggests that perceived political corruption exacerbates the influence of 

good government performance on political trust, the above findings show that it is not the 

case in an authoritarian country such as China. One possible explanation is that corruption is 

a “normal” condition in authoritarian countries, so people living under authoritarian regimes 

tend to put more emphasis on government performance and are willing to tolerate corruption 

as long as the authoritarian government can provide good policies and satisfactory services. 

        With regard to the other explanatory variables, traditionalism is found to have a 

significant negative effect on political trust in contradiction to the theoretical expectation that 

people who place a stronger emphasis on traditional culture respect for traditional authority 

are more likely to show a higher level of political trust than those who do not (Wong et al. 

2011). Furthermore, individuals with educational levels of some university and above are less 

likely to display trust in government than their counterparts.  
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Table 7.1. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in China 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) 
Combined evaluation 0.700 *** 0.220 

      
 

(0.112) 
 

(0.183) 
      Economic evaluation 

   
0.349 *** 0.110 

   
    

(0.076) 
 

(0.092) 
   Democratic evaluation 

      
0.441 *** 0.138 

       
(0.095) 

 
(0.120) 

Corruption -0.475 *** -0.150 -0.543 *** -0.172 -0.542 *** -0.170 

 
(0.069) 

 
(-0.124) (0.068) 

 
(-0.144) (0.067) 

 
(-0.148) 

Combined evaluation × 
Corruption 

0.384 *** 0.121 
      (0.134) 

 
(0.100) 

      Economic evaluation × 
Corruption    

0.326 *** 0.103 
   

   
(0.103) 

 
(0.086) 

   Democratic evaluation × 
Corruption       

0.089 
 

0.028 

      
(0.103) 

 
(0.024) 

Traditionalism -0.432 *** -0.136 -0.388 *** -0.123 -0.375 *** -0.117 

 
(0.125) 

 
(-0.113) (0.122) 

 
(-0.103) (0.122) 

 
(-0.102) 

Authoritarianism 0.139 
 

0.044 0.245 
 

0.078 0.117 
 

0.037 

 
(0.168) 

 
(0.036) (0.168) 

 
(0.065) (0.166) 

 
(0.032) 

Income -0.115 * -0.036 -0.098 
 

-0.031 -0.104 * -0.033 

 
(0.064) 

 
(-0.030) (0.063) 

 
(-0.026) (0.063) 

 
(-0.028) 

Some university and 
above 

-0.435 *** -0.151 -0.490 *** -0.173 -0.473 *** -0.165 
(0.167) 

 
(-0.113) (0.164) 

 
(-0.130) (0.164) 

 
(-0.129) 

Age 0.005 
 

0.002 0.005 
 

0.002 0.006 
 

0.002 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.002) 

Female -0.004 
 

-0.001 0.027 
 

0.009 -0.013 
 

-0.004 

 
(0.103) 

 
(-0.001) (0.102) 

 
(0.007) (0.101) 

 
(-0.003) 

Constant 1.084 *** 
 

0.792 ** 
 

0.964 *** 
   (0.325)     (0.318)     (0.321)     

N 943 
  

943 
  

943 
  Likelihood ratio test 221.53 *** 

 
206.30 *** 

 
186.01 *** 

 Pseudo R2 0.21 
  

0.19 
  

0.18 
  -2×Log likelihood 839.43     854.66     874.95     

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Figure 7.1. Average Marginal Effects of Combined Evaluation   

on Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals 
 
 

 
Figure 7.2. Average Marginal Effects of Economic Evaluation   

on Political Trust with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals 
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Figure 7.3. Average Marginal Effects of Perception of Corruption on Political Trust  

with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals Conditional on Combined Evaluation 
 
 

 
Figure 7.4. Average Marginal Effects of Perception of Corruption on Political Trust  

with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals Conditional on Economic Evaluation 
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        On the other hand, some might argue that the inconsistent findings between China and 

the other three East Asian countries are mainly because of the difference in measurements of 

evaluation of government performance. Therefore, I examine the determinants of political 

trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan using the same measurements of evaluation of 

government performance as China to see if I would get the same results.44 As shown in Table 

7.2, all three measurements of evaluation of government performance are positively 

associated with political trust, whereas perception of corruption is negatively correlated with 

political trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Nonetheless, what attracts my attention is 

no significant relationship between the interaction term and political trust among these three 

East Asian countries.45 As a result, it is safe to say that the relationships between evaluation 

of government performance, perception of corruption and political trust in Japan, South 

Korea, and Taiwan are different from that in China. In other words, the finding that 

evaluation of government performance interacts with perception corruption to positively 

affect political trust is very specific to China. Furthermore, authoritarianism consistently 

exerts a positive effect on political trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, meaning that 

people with higher levels of authoritarian values are more likely to trust the government. By 

contrast, traditionalism is not associated with political trust among these three East Asian 

countries. Also, partisanship is a consistent predictor of political trust in Japan, South Korea, 

and Taiwan. There is no doubt that people who identify with the ruling party are more likely 

to exhibit political trust. 

 

 

44 The only difference is that I include partisanship in the model to account for political trust in Japan, South 
Korea and Taiwan.  
45 The results are different from what I find in the fourth chapter. Nonetheless, it does not mean that my 
previous findings on the relationships between evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption 
and political trust in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan are wrong. Because of the difference in measurements of 
evaluation of government performance, it makes little sense to compare and contrast the findings here with the 
findings in the fourth chapter.  
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Table 7.2. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan 
  Japan South Korea Taiwan 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef.   Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef.   Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   
Combined evaluation 0.511 *** 

   
  0.397 *** 

   
  0.638 *** 

    
 

(0.106) 
    

  (0.123) 
    

  (0.073) 
     Economic evaluation 

  
0.190 *** 

 
  

  
0.220 *** 

 
  

  
0.312 *** 

  
   

(0.070) 
  

  
  

(0.082) 
  

  
  

(0.045) 
   Democratic evaluation 

    
0.464 *** 

    
0.197 * 

    
0.436 *** 

     
(0.094)   

    
(0.102)   

    
(0.068) 

 Corruption -0.345 *** -0.381 *** -0.345 *** -0.289 *** -0.311 *** -0.340 *** -0.418 *** -0.469 *** -0.469 *** 

 
(0.109) 

 
(0.105) 

 
(0.109)   (0.089) 

 
(0.088) 

 
(0.089)   (0.067) 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.065) 

 Combined evaluation × 
Corruption 

0.305 
   

0.127   -0.144 
    

  0.043 
     (0.189) 

   
(0.164)   (0.173) 

    
  (0.097) 

     Economic evaluation × 
Corruption   

0.154 
 

0.092   
  

-0.185 
  

  
  

0.023 
   

  
(0.121) 

 
(0.144)   

  
(0.116) 

  
  

  
(0.064) 

   Democratic evaluation × 
Corruption     

0.127   
    

0.100   
    

-0.005 
 

    
(0.164)   

    
(0.154)   

    
(0.094) 

 Traditionalism 0.091 
 

0.128 
 

0.092   0.065 
 

0.056 
 

0.091   0.021 
 

0.078 
 

0.063 
 

 
(0.145) 

 
(0.143) 

 
(0.144)   (0.118) 

 
(0.118) 

 
(0.116)   (0.110) 

 
(0.108) 

 
(0.108) 

 Authoritarianism 0.292 ** 0.291 ** 0.271 ** 0.291 ** 0.306 ** 0.291 ** 0.347 *** 0.407 *** 0.339 *** 

 
(0.137) 

 
(0.136) 

 
(0.138)   (0.145) 

 
(0.145) 

 
(0.144)   (0.127) 

 
(0.126) 

 
(0.126) 

 Partisanship 0.302 ** 0.360 *** 0.278 ** 0.737 *** 0.728 *** 0.784 *** 0.367 *** 0.440 *** 0.508 *** 

 
(0.123) 

 
(0.121) 

 
(0.123)   (0.144) 

 
(0.143) 

 
(0.142)   (0.100) 

 
(0.098) 

 
(0.097) 

 Income 0.083 
 

0.118 
 

0.125   -0.016 
 

-0.011 
 

0.013   -0.104 
 

-0.066 
 

-0.067 
 

 
(0.099) 

 
(0.097) 

 
(0.099)   (0.081) 

 
(0.081) 

 
(0.080)   (0.066) 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.065) 

 Some university and 
above 

0.249 * 0.258 ** 0.266 ** 0.026 
 

0.020 
 

0.062   -0.036 
 

-0.038 
 

-0.048 
 (0.130) 

 
(0.129) 

 
(0.130)   (0.134) 

 
(0.134) 

 
(0.132)   (0.104) 

 
(0.103) 

 
(0.103) 

 Age 0.005 
 

0.006 
 

0.005   -0.005 
 

-0.005 
 

-0.007   0.001 
 

-0.001 
 

-0.001 
 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.004)   (0.005) 

 
(0.005) 

 
(0.005)   (0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.212 * -0.248 ** -0.232 * 0.001 
 

-0.007 
 

0.008   0.068 
 

0.043 
 

0.035 
 

 
(0.123) 

 
(0.121) 

 
(0.122)   (0.116) 

 
(0.116) 

 
(0.115)   (0.085) 

 
(0.084) 

 
(0.084) 

 Constant -1.855 *** -1.964 *** -1.848 *** -1.479 *** -1.496 *** -1.454 *** -0.882 *** -0.976 *** -0.905 *** 
  (0.308)   (0.303)   (0.308)   (0.315)   (0.314)   (0.312)   (0.242)   (0.238)   (0.238)   
N 642 

 
642 

 
642   815 

 
815 

 
815   1105 

 
1105 

 
1105 

 Likelihood ratio test 84.32 *** 67.71 *** 85.84 *** 77.12 *** 76.98 *** 67.70 *** 244.36 *** 213.17 *** 205.56 *** 
Pseudo R2 0.13 

 
0.10 

 
0.13   0.11 

 
0.11 

 
0.10   0.17 

 
0.14 

 
0.14 

 -2×Log likelihood 586.48 
 

603.09 
 

584.96   625.12 
 

625.26 
 

634.54   1226.99 
 

1258.18 
 

1265.79 
 Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10.                 
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        Then I estimate the OLS regression model to examine the effects of evaluation of 

government performance and perception of corruption on political trust in China in order to 

check whether my dichotomous classification of political trust leads to biased results. As seen 

in Table 7.3, basically I get the same result for my key explanatory variables except that the 

interaction term between democratic evaluation and perception of corruption turns out to be 

statistically significant. Therefore, I am even more confident that an individual’s evaluation 

of government performance, regardless of which measurement I use, interacts with her 

perception of corruption to positively influence her placement of political trust in China. In 

addition, the significant relationship between traditionalism and political trust almost 

disappears, which suggests that we should not overemphasize the role of traditionalism in 

affecting political trust in China because their relationship varies by the political trust scale. 

Nevertheless, the impact of education on political trust is still the same. In other words, 

having a university education or above is associated with lower levels of political trust. In 

general, the institutional theory is better than the cultural theory for our understanding of 

political trust in China, which is consistent with my findings on political trust in Japan, South 

Korea, and Taiwan.  
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Table 7.3. OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust in China 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   
Combined evaluation 0.287 *** 

    
 

(0.035) 
     Economic evaluation 

  
0.151 *** 

  
   

(0.025) 
   Democratic evaluation 

    
0.187 *** 

     
(0.033) 

 Corruption -0.227 *** -0.263 *** -0.268 *** 

 
(0.025) 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.025) 

 Combined evaluation × Corruption 0.298 *** 
     (0.038) 

     Economic evaluation × Corruption 
  

0.224 *** 
  

  
(0.029) 

   Democratic evaluation × Corruption 
    

0.150 *** 

    
(0.036) 

 Traditionalism -0.072 * -0.057 
 

-0.055 
 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.042) 

 Authoritarianism -0.010 
 

0.035 
 

-0.016 
 

 
(0.056) 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.059) 

 Income -0.033 
 

-0.029 
 

-0.026 
 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.023) 

 Some university and above -0.162 *** -0.200 *** -0.176 *** 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.064) 

 Age 0.001 
 

0.001 
 

0.002 
 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female -0.005 
 

0.008 
 

-0.007 
 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.037) 

 Constant 2.816 *** 2.702 *** 2.749 *** 
  (0.110)   (0.110)   (0.115)   
N 943 

 
943 

 
943 

 F-statistic 46.65 *** 42.67 *** 33.48 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.31 

 
0.29 

 
0.25 

 Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
 

 

        Then because of the argument by Ai and Norton (2003) that the significance of the 

interaction varies by the values of the entire set of predictor variables in a nonlinear model, I 

examine the significance of the interaction effects by plotting the z-scores for the interaction 

between evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption against the 

predicted probability of displaying political trust. Since I have three different measures of 

assessment of government performance, I come up with three figures to show the variation in 

the significance of the interaction effects (see Figures 7.5 through 7.7). The figures present 
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that the interaction effects depend on other covariates. In general, for people whose predicted 

probabilities of displaying political trust are less than 0.30 in Figures 7.5 and 7.6 or 0.40 in 

Figure 7.7, the interaction effect between evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption is negative. By contrast, where people have predicted probabilities 

of placing political trust higher than 0.30 in Figures 7.5 and 7.6 or 0.40 in Figure 7.7, their 

interaction effects are all positive. Furthermore, in terms of the significance of the interaction 

effects, all three figures show that for the left group of people whose predicted probabilities 

are about 0.20 or lower, most of them have statistically significant negative interaction effects. 

On the other hand, for the right group of people whose predicted probabilities are higher than 

0.50 in Figures 7.5 and 7.6 or 0.70 in Figure 7.7, the interaction effects are mostly statistically 

significant. Overall, the mean interaction effects are positive (i.e., 0.132, 0.099 and 0.057, 

respectively). 

 

 
Figure 7.5. Interaction Effects Involving Combined Evaluation  

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust  
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Figure 7.6. Interaction Effects Involving Economic Evaluation  

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust  
 
 

 
Figure 7.7. Interaction Effects Involving Democratic Evaluation  

and Perception of Corruption on Political Trust  
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        In light of the above findings, I conclude that the effects of evaluation of government 

performance and perception of corruption on political trust depend on each other in China. 

However, contrary to my theoretical expectation, I find that the interaction term between 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption exerts a positive, not 

negative, effect on political trust. To put it another way, perceived political corruption does 

not aggravate the positive relationship between good government performance and trust in 

government; by contrast, positive evaluation of government performance can mitigate the 

devastating effect of perceived political corruption on political trust. As mentioned 

previously, since corruption is deeply rooted in authoritarian countries, people under an 

authoritarian regime often think of corruption as common and do not expect too much from 

the government to crack down on corruption.46 Instead, they eagerly expect the government 

to carry out public polices which bring a good life to them. Due to widely perceived 

corruption and the high expectation about government performance, it is anticipated that 

good government performance will create a stronger effect on political trust when corruption 

becomes increasingly serious. This is conceptually similar to “contrast effect.” More 

specifically, when the government is involved in serious corruption, the public tend to think 

that the government would not do something good for them. Nevertheless, if people in fact 

perceive good government performance, their assessment of government performance will 

exert a stronger impact on their positive attitudes toward the government such as political 

trust. This might be why we observe a positive sign for the interaction term between 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption in China.    

        Although the above analyses shed some insight into the causes of political trust in China, 

I would like to further examine whether social capital theory provides some explanatory 

power for understanding political trust in China. As seen in Table 7.4, only one indicator of 

46  According to the Asian Barometer of China, only about 21 percent of Chinese people think that the 
government does it best to crack down on corruption.  
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social capital is found to be a significant predictor of political trust in China, regardless of 

model. That is, social trust is positively associated with trust in government, whereas there is 

no relationship between civic engagement and political trust. The Chinese government has 

promulgated the regulations on social organizations since the democracy movement of 1989, 

which leads to a significant decrease in the number of social groups. Although the number 

has grown exponentially in the 2000s, most of social organizations are established to enhance 

market transition, provide services to the needy, and enrich people’s cultural lives without 

playing a role in political thinking. In addition, looking at the governance structure of social 

organizations in China, many of them are far from non-governmental (Chan 2009). Chan and 

Qiu find that many registered social organizations lack autonomy and demonstrate over-

reliance on government. The vertical control of government over associations has also 

hindered them from developing horizontal connections with peer associations, and such 

connections are regarded as a key component to fostering trust and norms of reciprocity 

within a society (see Chan 2009). As a result, it is not surprising to see no link between civic 

engagement and political trust in China. 

        In addition, the inclusion of two indicators of social capital in the model does not change 

my findings on the effects of evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption 

and their interaction term on political trust. Three different measures of assessment of 

government performance are still positively correlated with political trust, whereas perceived 

political corruption is negatively related to trust in government. Moreover, the interaction 

term exerts a positive effect on political trust only in the first two models. In terms of control 

variables, I also get consistent results. Similarly, some people might doubt that once my 

coding approach to political trust is changed, I would arrive at different results. Accrodingly, 

I estimate the OLS regression model using political trust on the original scale to see whether 

the results are different from the above findings. Table 7.5 reports consistent findings with 
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Table 7.4 with regard to explanatory variables for my theoretical framework and social 

capital theory except that the interaction term between democratic evaluation and perception 

of corruption turns out to be statistically significant. Therefore, I am confident that my coding 

approach to political trust does not lead to biased estimates of the relationships between the 

variables of interest and political trust. To sum up, social capital theory is conducive to our 

understanding of political trust in China to some degree. More importantly, social capital 

theory does not weaken my theoretical framework of political trust.  

 
Table 7.4. Binary Probit Analysis of Political Trust in China – Social Capital 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 
Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. Coef. 

 
M.E. 

  (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) (S.D.)   (A.M.E.) 
Combined evaluation 0.669 *** 0.210 

      
 

(0.113) 
 

(0.174) 
      Economic evaluation 

   
0.324 *** 0.102 

   
    

(0.077) 
 

(0.085) 
   Democratic evaluation 

      
0.434 *** 0.136 

       
(0.096) 

 
(0.117) 

Corruption -0.465 *** -0.146 -0.533 *** -0.168 -0.522 *** -0.163 

 
(0.070) 

 
(-0.121) (0.068) 

 
(-0.141) (0.068) 

 
(-0.141) 

Combined evaluation × 
Corruption 

0.393 *** 0.124 
      (0.134) 

 
(0.102) 

      Economic evaluation × 
Corruption    

0.329 *** 0.104 
   

   
(0.103) 

 
(0.087) 

   Democratic evaluation × 
Corruption       

0.102 
 

0.032 

      
(0.103) 

 
(0.028) 

Traditionalism -0.423 *** -0.133 -0.380 *** -0.120 -0.365 *** -0.114 

 
(0.125) 

 
(-0.110) (0.123) 

 
(-0.100) (0.122) 

 
(-0.099) 

Authoritarianism 0.139 
 

0.044 0.241 
 

0.076 0.109 
 

0.034 

 
(0.169) 

 
(0.036) (0.168) 

 
(0.064) (0.167) 

 
(0.030) 

Social trust 0.190 * 0.061 0.186 * 0.060 0.266 *** 0.085 

 
(0.103) 

 
(0.049) (0.102) 

 
(0.049) (0.100) 

 
(0.072) 

Civic engagement 0.056 
 

0.018 0.015 
 

0.005 0.130 
 

0.041 

 
(0.202) 

 
(0.015) (0.198) 

 
(0.004) (0.205) 

 
(0.035) 

Income -0.121 * -0.038 -0.104 
 

-0.033 -0.115 * -0.036 

 
(0.064) 

 
(-0.031) (0.063) 

 
(-0.027) (0.063) 

 
(-0.031) 

Some university and above -0.454 *** -0.159 -0.510 *** -0.180 -0.492 *** -0.172 
(0.168) 

 
(-0.118) (0.165) 

 
(-0.135) (0.165) 

 
(-0.133) 

Age 0.005 
 

0.001 0.005 
 

0.002 0.006 
 

0.002 

 
(0.004) 

 
(0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.001) (0.004) 

 
(0.001) 

Female 0.009 
 

0.003 0.036 
 

0.011 0.005 
 

0.002 

 
(0.103) 

 
(0.002) (0.103) 

 
(0.009) (0.101) 

 
(0.001) 

Constant 0.961 *** 
 

0.678 ** 
 

0.812 ** 
   (0.332)     (0.325)     (0.327)     

N 943 
  

943 
  

943 
  Likelihood ratio test 225.03 *** 

 
209.59 *** 

 
193.57 *** 

 Pseudo R2 0.21 
  

0.20 
  

0.18 
  -2×Log likelihood 835.93     851.37     867.39     

Note: 1. *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
          2. M.E. is marginal effects; A.M.E. is average marginal effects. 
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Table 7.5. OLS Regression Analysis of Political Trust in China – Social Capital 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   (S.D.)   
Combined evaluation 0.270 *** 

    
 

(0.036) 
     Economic evaluation 

  
0.140 *** 

  
   

(0.026) 
   Democratic evaluation 

    
0.181 *** 

     
(0.033) 

 Corruption -0.220 *** -0.255 *** -0.255 *** 

 
(0.025) 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.025) 

 Combined evaluation × Corruption 0.300 *** 
     (0.038) 

     Economic evaluation × Corruption 
  

0.226 *** 
  

  
(0.029) 

   Democratic evaluation × Corruption 
    

0.155 *** 

    
(0.036) 

 Traditionalism -0.062 
 

-0.048 
 

-0.044 
 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.042) 

 Authoritarianism -0.014 
 

0.030 
 

-0.021 
 

 
(0.056) 

 
(0.057) 

 
(0.059) 

 Social trust 0.108 *** 0.107 *** 0.145 *** 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.036) 

 
(0.037) 

 Civic engagement -0.043 
 

-0.074 
 

-0.018 
 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.064) 

 Income -0.036 * -0.032 
 

-0.031 
 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.022) 

 
(0.022) 

 Some university and above -0.170 *** -0.207 *** -0.184 *** 

 
(0.061) 

 
(0.062) 

 
(0.064) 

 Age 0.001 
 

0.001 
 

0.002 
 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female -0.003 
 

0.008 
 

-0.004 
 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.037) 

 Constant 2.752 *** 2.644 *** 2.666 *** 
  (0.111)   (0.112)   (0.116)   
N 943 

 
943 

 
943 

 F-statistic 39.36 *** 36.15 *** 29.21 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.32 

 
0.30 

 
0.26 

 Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
 
 

 
        In conclusion, the empirical evidence presented here shows that my theoretical 

framework can effectively account for political trust in China as well. Nevertheless, contrary 

to my theoretical expectation, the interaction term between evaluation of government 

performance and perception of corruption exerts a positive, rather than negative, impact on 

trust in government in China. This is the key difference between China and the other three 
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East Asian countries. Therefore, it is inferred that although perceived political corruption 

demolishes the positive relationship between good governance and trust in government in 

democratic countries, it augments the positive effect of assessment of government 

performance on political trust in authoritarian regimes. Furthermore, social trust, one core 

element of social capital, is positively associated with political trust, which provides some 

support to the role of social capital in shaping political trust in China. After a look into the 

causes of political trust, I would switch my attention to the consequences of political trust in 

China, that is, the relationship between political trust and political participation, in the next 

section.  

 

Political Trust and Political Participation 

        In this section, I examine the relationship between political trust and political 

participation in China, especially focusing on turnout in local elections, campaign 

participation, direct contact forms of activities, and system-challenging behavior. First of all, 

in China, people are empowered to select their own leaders in their local communities, 

although some might question the democratic qualities of elections. Nevertheless, due to the 

fact that people are not compelled to participate, scholars have begun to pay attention to the 

determinants of turnout in local elections, especially village elections, in China. Researchers 

have identified some familiar factors common to many Western democracies. For instance, 

Shi (1999) discovers that like in Western elections, individuals with higher levels of internal 

political efficacy and democratic orientation are more likely to cast a vote; by contrast, Zhong 

and Chen (2002) find the exact opposite pattern: people with higher levels of internal political 

efficacy and democratic values tend to shy away from these elections; furthermore, age, 

gender, and education are closely related to public participation in elections (Shi 1999; Zhong 

and Chen 2002). With regard to the relationship between political trust and voter turnout in 

- 167 - 
 



China, Tao et al. (2011) develop a rational model to explain voter participation in village 

elections. They regard political trust as a rational belief that informs people about the 

likelihood of getting a meaningful election, which in turn affects their expected payoffs. In 

this fashion, they reestablish the causal connection between political trust and voting. Simply 

speaking, political trust is directly linked to voter participation. Empirically, Tao et al. (2011) 

estimate a binary probit model to explain voter participation in villages’ committee elections 

and find that political trust has a significant positive impact on voter turnout.47 Contrary to 

their study, based on the Downsian model, I argue that political trust affects civic duty, which 

then influences voter participation. In other words, political trust exerts an indirect effect on 

voter turnout via civic duty. As a consequence, I would come up with two model 

specifications to compare two different theoretical perspectives. The first model simply 

examines the direct effect of political trust on turnout, whereas the second model investigates 

whether civic duty mediates the relationship between political trust and voter participation in 

local elections.   

        The first column of Table 7.6 presents the results of OLS regression analysis using 

political trust as a predictor variable of turnout without taking mediation into consideration.48 

Similar to Tao et al. (2011), I find that higher levels of political trust are associated with 

higher levels of voter participation, which confirms that there exists a direct relationship 

between political trust and voter turnout in China. Besides, benefits of political participation 

and civic duty are also found to be positively correlated with turnout. In other words, if 

people think that the elected officials and representatives will take care of their needs, they 

47 They use four questions to measure villagers’ political trust: the first question gauges villagers’ general 
feelings toward their township officials and the other three questions make specific references to different 
aspects of these cadres, attempting to capture the villagers’ understanding of the relationship between township 
officials and village cadres and extract villagers’ beliefs about the intension and integrity of their township 
officials. 
48 It must be reminded that here political trust is measured by the level of individual trust in local government. 
Besides, Li (2004) shows that most Chinese people believe that there are substantial differences between higher 
and lower levels of government and those who perceive the state as divided appear to think that higher levels of 
government, particularly the Center, are more trustworthy than lower levels of government. Therefore, it makes 
sense to examine individual participation in local elections using trust in local government.  
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will be more likely to vote in upcoming elections; moreover, individuals with a strong sense 

of civic responsibility are more willing to vote. Contrary to previous studies, my analysis 

indicates no relationship between political efficacy and voter turnout. Even though I further 

divide political efficacy into internal and external political efficacy, I still found that neither 

internal nor external political efficacy is associated with voter engagement. Furthermore, 

political efficacy does no interact with benefits of political participation to influence turnout. 

On the other hand, demographic factors seem to play a critical role in individual turnout 

decisions in China. In particular, individuals with educational levels of some university and 

above are less likely to vote than those with a high school education or less; married 

people are relatively more likely to vote than unmarried people; aging is associated with 

higher levels of voter participation; finally women have a lower turnout rate than men. To 

sum up, the result from the conventional approach shows that political trust is directly linked 

to voter turnout. However, my main interest is to see whether political trust has an indirect 

effect on voter participation through the sense of civic duty in China. 

        As shown in second column of Table 7.6, the mediation analysis of turnout in China 

does not lend support to my theoretical claim that civic duty plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between political trust and voter turnout. Individuals’ trust in local government is 

not associated with their sense of civic responsibility in China, which contradicts my previous 

findings that higher levels of trust in local government are associated with higher levels of 

civic duty in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Therefore, although civic duty still has a 

significant positive impact on individual participation in local elections, it does not mediate 

the effect of political trust on voter turnout in China. 49  In other words, trust in local 

government does not affect individual turnout in local elections via the sense of civic 

responsibility, which is inconsistent with the results in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan.  

49 Because political trust has no indirect effect on turnout in local elections in China, I do not further conduct 
sensitivity analysis. 
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Table 7.6. Analysis of Turnout in Local Elections in China 

 
Conventional model   Mediation model   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Turnout in local elections (S.D.)   (S.D.)   
Political efficacy 0.047 

 
0.047 

 
 

(0.058) 
 

(0.058) 
 Benefits of political participation 0.200 *** 0.200 *** 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.040) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

0.003 
 

0.003 
 (0.039) 

 
(0.039) 

 Civic duty 0.286 *** 0.286 *** 

 
(0.048) 

 
(0.048) 

 Political trust 0.089 ** 0.089 ** 

 
(0.043) 

 
(0.043) 

 Income -0.012 
 

-0.012 
 

 
(0.013) 

 
(0.013) 

 Some university and above -0.493 *** -0.493 *** 

 
(0.089) 

 
(0.089) 

 Marital status 0.392 *** 0.392 *** 

 
(0.096) 

 
(0.096) 

 Age 0.008 *** 0.008 *** 

 
(0.003) 

 
(0.003) 

 Female -0.200 *** -0.200 *** 

 
(0.069) 

 
(0.069) 

 Constant 0.358 
 

0.358 
   (0.223)   (0.223)   

N 1582  1582   
F-statistic 19.41 *** 19.41 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.10   0.10   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.D.)   (S.D.)   
Political trust 

  
0.032 

 
   

(0.023) 
 Income 

  
-0.021 *** 

   
(0.007) 

 Some university and above 
  

0.181 *** 

   
(0.046) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.019 
 

   
(0.050) 

 Age 
  

-0.001 
 

   
(0.002) 

 Female 
  

-0.092 ** 

   
(0.036) 

 Constant 
  

3.270 *** 
      (0.083)   
F-statistic   5.31 *** 
Adjusted R2     0.02   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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        In light of the above findings, I conclude that political trust simply exerts a direct 

positive influence on voter turnout in China. More specifically, higher levels of trust in local 

government are associated with higher levels of voter participation in local elections. 

Contrary to my theoretical expectation, political trust does not have an indirect impact on 

voter turnout via civic duty in China, which is different from the findings in Japan, South 

Korea, and Taiwan. As Tao et al. (2011) argue, political trust can be seen as a rational belief 

about the likelihood of having a meaningful and fair election, which then affects people’s 

calculation of expected payoffs. Consequently political trust can directly influence individual 

turnout decisions. Nonetheless, I would argue that such a linkage might mainly show up in 

authoritarian regimes or countries where the public cast doubt on the fairness of the elections, 

because people in these countries need information to judge whether it is possible to reward 

capable political leaders and punish untrustworthy ones by means of elections and it is 

political trust to provide such an information cue. By contrast, if there is broad consensus on 

the effective functioning of elections so that the public do not have to use political trust as an 

information cue, then the direct link between political trust and voter turnout will weaken as 

what I observe in East Asian democracies. It might be too early to make such a conclusion 

but my empirical analyses do show the difference between China and the other three East 

Asian countries in terms of the relationship between political trust and voter turnout. 

        After understanding the relationship between political trust and voter turnout in China, I 

turn my attention to the effects of political trust on the other three types of political 

participation – campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-

challenging behavior which are scarcely examined in previous studies. Although Li (2008) 

shows some evidence that political trust is positively correlated with propensities to lead, join 
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and support petitioning in rural China,50 we are still unclear about the relationships between 

political trust and these three types of political participation. As a result, this study would 

provide a broad understanding of the relationship between political trust and political 

participation in China. Similarly, I estimate two different models: the first model simply 

treats political trust as a predictor variable and the second model takes into account the 

mediating role of civic duty for the sake of testing my theoretical framework.51 

        Table 7.7 reports the results of empirical analysis for campaign participation. The result 

from the conventional approach shows that there is no relationship between political trust and 

campaign participation in China. However, the result from the mediation approach indicates 

that although political trust is not directly associated with campaign participation, it has an 

indirect negative effect on individual participation in campaign activities. More specifically, a 

one increase in political trust can decrease the level of campaign participation by a 0.004 unit 

through civic duty (see the first column of Table 7.8). The finding on the indirect negative 

effect of political trust on campaign participation in China is different from that in the other 

three East Asian countries where political trust is indirectly and positively associated with 

campaign participation via the sense of civic responsibility. This is mainly because there is a 

negative relationship between civic duty and campaign participation in China. Under an 

authoritarian regime, campaign activity is either controlled or strictly regulated by the 

government and has little influence on the outcome of elections. Therefore, people under an 

authoritarian regime hardly regard campaign participation as their civic responsibilities. 

Moreover, higher levels of civic duty might make people abstain from campaign activities on 

50 Li (2008) measures political trust using three indicators. The first indicator gauges an individual’ belief that 
the party center and the state council sincerely care about farmers; the second indicator asks if an individual 
agrees that the center welcomes farmers to petition; and the third indicator taps trust in the center’s capacity to 
uphold justice for petitioners. 
51 It must be reminded that I explore the impacts of political trust on the three types of political participation 
using the data from the Asian Barometer and political trust is measured by how much trust an individual has in 
the national government, which is different from the measurement of political trust used to examine voter 
turnout. 
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which the authoritarian government places strict restrictions. In short, I find that political trust 

has an indirect negative effect on campaign participation via civic duty in China, while there 

is no direct relationship between political trust and campaign participation. If we do not 

consider the possibility of the mediation mechanism between political trust and campaign 

participation via civic duty, we will arrive at wrong conclusion on the relationship between 

political trust and campaign participation. 

        With regard to the other explanatory variables, political efficacy, political interest, 

income, and age are found to be negatively associated with campaign participation. Although 

it is assumed that higher levels of political efficacy and interest in politics should be 

positively associated with individual participation in campaign activities, it is not the case in 

authoritarian countries like China because campaign activities are mostly dominated by the 

authoritarian government so that they are very difficult to attract people with higher levels of 

political efficacy and political interest to participate. These findings also contradict my 

previous findings in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan where political efficacy and political 

interest have positive impacts on campaign participation. In addition, with the increase of 

income and age, Chinese people are less likely to participate in campaign activities. 

        Next, I look into the relationship between political trust and direct contact form of 

activities. As seen in the first column of Table 7.9, the result from the conventional approach 

reports no relationship between political trust and direct political contact in China. 

Nevertheless, the result from the mediation approach tells us a different story that although 

political trust is not directly linked to direct contact forms of activities, it exerts an indirect 

positive effect on direct political contact via civic duty in China. In particular, a one increase 

in political trust is indirectly (via civic duty) associated with a 0.003 unit increase in direct 

political contact, on average (see the second column of Table 7.8). This finding is consistent 

with my previous findings in South Korea and Taiwan, which implies that in terms of direct  
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Table 7.7. Analysis of Campaign Participation in China 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   
  Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Campaign participation (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy -0.206 *** -0.206 *** 

 
(0.032) 

 
(0.032) 

 Benefits of political participation 0.018 
 

0.018 
 

 
(0.021) 

 
(0.021) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

-0.068 
 

-0.068 
 (0.044) 

 
(0.044) 

 Civic duty -0.083 *** -0.083 *** 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.024) 

 Political trust 0.007 
 

0.007 
 

 
(0.026) 

 
(0.026) 

 Political interest -0.108 *** -0.108 *** 

 
(0.018) 

 
(0.018) 

 Income -0.091 *** -0.091 *** 

 
(0.018) 

 
(0.018) 

 Some university and above 0.036 
 

0.036 
 

 
(0.065) 

 
(0.065) 

 Marital status 0.001 
 

0.001 
 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.040) 

 Age -0.003 ** -0.003 ** 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female 0.030 
 

0.030 
 

 
(0.028) 

 
(0.028) 

 Constant 1.836 *** 1.836 *** 
  (0.100)   (0.100)   
N 2105 

 
2105 

 F-statistic 14.10 *** 14.10 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.06   0.06   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 

  
0.048 ** 

   
(0.022) 

 Income 
  

-0.038 ** 

   
(0.016) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.153 *** 

   
(0.058) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.060 * 

   
(0.036) 

 Age 
  

0.002 * 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.034 
 

   
(0.025) 

 Constant 
  

1.634 *** 
      (0.077)   
F-statistic 

  
4.54 *** 

Adjusted R2   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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Table 7.8. The Effects of Political Trust on Political Participation in China 

  
Campaign  

participation 
Direct contact      

forms of activities 

Direct effect 0.006 
[-0.043, 0.056] 

-0.040 
[-0.110, 0.032] 

Average mediation effect -0.004 
[-0.009, -0.001] 

0.003 
[-0.001, 0.009] 

Total effect 0.002 
[-0.049, 0.052] 

-0.037 
[-0.107, 0.035] 

Percentage of total effect mediated -0.079 -0.068 
           Note: Brackets show 95 percent confidence intervals. 
 
 
 
political contact, there is no difference in the relationship between political trust and direct 

contact forms of activities among East Asian countries, regardless of their regime types. 

Likewise, if we just treat political trust as an explanatory variable to account for direct 

political contact without thinking about the mediating role of civic duty between them, we 

will misestimate the relationship between political trust and direct contact forms of activities 

in China.     

        With regard to the other explanatory variables, contrary to previous findings on 

campaign participation, political efficacy and political interest are found to have positive 

effects on direct contact forms of activities in China. In other words, higher levels of political 

efficacy and political interest are associated with higher levels of direct political contact. This 

might be because direct contact with government officials or legislative representatives is the 

most effective strategy for solving a problem under an authoritarian regime, and thus people 

with strong senses of political efficacy and political interest are more likely to engage in in 

direct contact forms of activities. Demographic factors have no explanatory power of direct 

political contact in China. 

 

 

 

- 175 - 
 



Table 7.9. Analysis of Direct Contact Forms of Activities in China 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   
  Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Direct contact forms of activities (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.345 *** 0.345 *** 

 
(0.047) 

 
(0.047) 

 Benefits of political participation 0.032 
 

0.032 
 

 
(0.031) 

 
(0.031) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

0.039 
 

0.039 
 (0.060) 

 
(0.060) 

 Civic duty 0.067 * 0.067 * 

 
(0.035) 

 
(0.035) 

 Political trust -0.039 
 

-0.039 
 

 
(0.037) 

 
(0.037) 

 Political interest 0.149 *** 0.149 *** 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.027) 

 Income 0.039 
 

0.039 
 

 
(0.026) 

 
(0.026) 

 Some university and above 0.056 
 

0.056 
 

 
(0.082) 

 
(0.082) 

 Marital status -0.004 
 

-0.004 
 

 
(0.056) 

 
(0.056) 

 Age 0.001 
 

0.001 
 

 
(0.002) 

 
(0.002) 

 Female 0.015 
 

0.015 
 

 
(0.041) 

 
(0.041) 

 Constant 0.232 
 

0.232 
   (0.142)   (0.142)   

N 2410 
 

2410 
 F-statistic 11.37 *** 11.37 *** 

Adjusted R2 0.05   0.05   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 

  
0.050 ** 

   
(0.020) 

 Income 
  

-0.021 
 

   
(0.015) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.145 *** 

   
(0.047) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.054 * 

   
(0.033) 

 Age 
  

0.002 ** 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.014 
 

   
(0.023) 

 Constant 
  

1.587 *** 
      (0.070)   
F-statistic 

  
5.14 *** 

Adjusted R2   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 
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        Lastly, I investigate the effect of political trust on system-challenging behavior in China. 

As seen in the first column of Table 7.10, the result from the conventional approach indicates 

a direct negative relationship between political trust and system-challenging behavior, which 

is consistent with my previous findings in Japan and Taiwan. In other words, people with 

higher levels of distrust in government are more likely to engage in system-challenging 

behavior, which confirms the argument that distrust can mobilize people toward non-

institutionalized political activities, such as protests, riots, and demonstrations (Muller 1977; 

Pierce and Converse 1989; Shingles 1981). Nonetheless, my main concern is whether 

political trust indirectly affects individual decisions on system-challenging behavior via civic 

duty. The result from the mediation approach shows that civic duty does not mediate the 

relationship between political trust and system-challenging behavior, mainly because of no 

connection between civic duty and system-challenging behavior in China, which is consistent 

with my previous findings in Japan and South Korea. To some extent, this no relationship 

between civic duty and system-challenging behavior in China confirms that In East Asia, 

most people do not view participation in system-challenging activity as part of their civic 

responsibilities. 

        In terms of the other explanatory variables, benefits of political participation exert a 

significant negative impact on system-challenging behavior. As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, my measure of benefits of political participation essentially gauges an individual’s 

evaluation of the present political situation in her country. Accordingly, if an individual is 

optimistic about the present political situation in her country, she will be less likely to take 

part in system-challenging activity. Therefore, it makes sense to observe a negative 

relationship between benefits of political participation and system-challenging behavior. 

Besides, compared to men, women have lower levels of participation in system-challenging 

activities. 
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Table 7.10. Analysis of System-Challenging Behavior in China 
  Conventional model   Mediation model   
  Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 System-challenging behavior (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political efficacy 0.019   0.019   

 
(0.013) 

 
(0.013) 

 Benefits of political participation -0.020 ** -0.020 ** 

 
(0.009) 

 
(0.009) 

 Political efficacy×Benefits of 
political participation 

-0.041 ** -0.041 ** 
(0.017) 

 
(0.017) 

 Civic duty -0.012 
 

-0.012 
 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.010) 

 Political trust -0.020 * -0.020 * 

 
(0.010) 

 
(0.010) 

 Political interest 0.012 
 

0.012 
 

 
(0.008) 

 
(0.008) 

 Income -0.010 
 

-0.010 
 

 
(0.008) 

 
(0.008) 

 Some university and above -0.013 
 

-0.013 
 

 
(0.024) 

 
(0.024) 

 Marital status 0.019 
 

0.019 
 

 
(0.016) 

 
(0.016) 

 Age 0.001 
 

0.001 
 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 Female -0.032 *** -0.032 *** 

 
(0.012) 

 
(0.012) 

 Constant 0.110 *** 0.110 *** 
  (0.041)   (0.041)   
N 2370 

 
2370 

 F-statistic 3.41 *** 3.41 *** 
Adjusted R2 0.01   0.01   

 
Coef. 

 
Coef. 

 Civic duty (S.E.)   (S.E.)   
Political trust 

  
0.061 *** 

   
(0.020) 

 Income 
  

-0.007 
 

   
(0.015) 

 Some university and above 
  

-0.153 *** 

   
(0.047) 

 Marital status 
  

-0.031 
 

   
(0.032) 

 Age 
  

0.002 * 

   
(0.001) 

 Female 
  

0.026 
 

   
(0.023) 

 Constant 
  

1.559 *** 
      (0.069)   
F-statistic 

  
5.25 *** 

Adjusted R2   0.01   
Note: *** is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05; * is significant at p < 0.10. 

 

 

- 178 - 
 



        Overall, the above analysis provides evidence that political trust has an indirect effect on 

campaign participation and direct contact forms of activities in China, whereas political trust 

is only directly associated with turnout in local elections and system-challenging behavior. 

Although the substantial indirect effects of political trust on campaign participation and direct 

political contact are not large, we should not neglect them because they show that there is 

some link between political trust and these two types of political participation. Since 

sensitivity analysis is needed to assess the robustness of results from mediation analysis, I 

carry out sensitivity analysis for the results of campaign participation and direct political 

contact on which political trust exerts indirect effects through the sense of civic responsibility. 

In terms of campaign participation, the result from sensitivity analysis shows that for the 

average causal mediation effect to be zero, there must be an unobserved confounder that 

affects both civic duty and campaign participation in opposite directions and makes the 

correlation (i.e., 𝜌𝜌) between the error for the mediation model (i.e., civic duty) and the error 

for the outcome model (i.e., campaign participation) approximately be -0.070. On the other 

hand, the correlation between the two error terms for the models of civic duty and direct 

political contact must be around 0.039 if the average causal mediation effect is equal to zero. 

Figures 7.8 and 7.9 respectively plot the mediation effects with the 95 percent confidence 

interval at each value of 𝜌𝜌  for campaign participation and direct political contact. 

Alternatively, the product of R2’s measures of sensitivity for the mediator and outcome 

models can be examined. The results indicate that for the point estimate of the average causal 

mediation effect to be zero, the product of the total variance explained by the unobserved 

confounder must equal 0.005 for campaign participation and 0.002 for direct political contact. 
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Figure 7.8. Sensitivity Analysis for Campaign Participation 

 
 
 

 
Figure 7.9. Sensitivity Analysis for Direct Political Contact 

 
 
 
        In light of the above findings, I conclude that although political trust is not directly 

associated with campaign participation and direct political contact, it has an indirect effect on 

both of them through the sense of civic responsibility in China. By contrast, political trust is 

only directly correlated with voter turnout and system-challenging behavior, which is 

inconsistent with my theoretical expectation. Engagement in system-challenging activities is 
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hardly regarded as part of individual civic duty even in authoritarian countries like China. As 

a result, even though political trust is significantly correlated with civic duty, the sense of 

civic responsibility cannot play a mediating role in the relationship between political trust and 

system-challenging behavior. Overall, with regard to the relationship between political trust 

and political participation in China, the preliminary conclusions from this study are that 

political trust is positively associated with voter turnout and is negatively correlated with 

system-challenging behavior in a direct way as shown in previous research (Belanger and 

Nadeau 2005; Levi and Stoker 2000; Shaffer 1981), whereas political trust simply exerts an 

indirect influence on campaign participation and direct political contact via civic duty.   

 

Summary and Discussion 

        This chapter examines the causes of political trust and the relationship between political 

trust and political participation in China. My theoretical framework suggests that political 

trust is a function of evaluation of government performance, perception of corruption and 

their interaction term. Empirical evidence shows that as expected, higher levels of evaluation 

of government performance are associated with higher levels of political trust, whereas 

higher levels of perceived political corruption are correlated with lower levels of political 

trust. Nevertheless, contrary to my theoretical expectation, the interaction term between 

evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption has a positive, rather 

than negative, impact on political trust, which reflects that perceived corruption does not 

exacerbate the positive relationship between good government performance and political trust. 

This finding is inconsistent with my results for the other three East Asian countries – Japan, 

South Korea, and Taiwan. People living under authoritarian regimes might have low 

expectations of government integrity, which in turn leads to their low expectations of 

government performance. Consequently, once people perceive good government performance 
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under the circumstances of severe corruption, positive assessment of government 

performance will produce a larger effect on their trust in government. This is not the case in 

democratic countries where people hold high expectations both for the government’s 

performance and integrity and thus their negative assessments of either dimension will have 

a devastating effect on the relationship between the other dimension and political trust. 

        On the other hand, with regard to the relationship between political trust and political 

participation, I argue that political trust exerts an indirect effect on political participation via 

the sense of civic responsibility, which contradicts conventional wisdom that there is a direct 

link between political trust and political participation. However, the empirical evidence in 

China does not lend total support to my theoretical argument. Specifically, political trust is 

directly related to voter turnout and system-challenging behavior, while it does not affect 

both of them via the sense of civic responsibility. As Levi and Stoker (2000) argue, political 

trust encourages individual participation in local elections but lowers engagement in system-

challenging behavior in China. The finding on turnout in local elections in China is different 

from my results for the other three East Asian countries where political trust exerts an 

indirect positive effect on turnout through civic duty and there is no direct link between 

political trust and turnout except for Taiwan. Furthermore, the relationship between political 

trust and system-challenging behavior in China is consistent with that in Japan. 

        Lastly, as expected, political trust only has an indirect effect on campaign participation 

and direct political contact through the sense of civic responsibility in China. In view of the 

findings on the relationship between political trust and campaign participation among the four 

East Asian countries, I conclude that the impact of political trust on individual participation 

in campaign activities can vary from country to country and it is difficult to draw a 

conclusion on that. In addition, the relationship between political trust and direct political 

contact in China is the same as my finding in South Korea. 
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Appendix 7.1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables in China  
 
 

Descriptive Statists of Variables for Causes of Political Trust 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
Political trust (dummy variable) 0.72 0.45 0 1 
Political trust (continuous variable) 2.66 0.61 0 3 
Combined evaluation 2.57 0.52 0 3.5 
Economic evaluation 3.09 0.72 0 4 
Democratic evaluation 2.05 0.57 0 3 
Corruption 0.71 0.76 0 3 
Traditionalism 1.42 0.46 0 3 
Authoritarianism 1.63 0.33 0.6 3 
Social trust 0.62 0.48 0 1 
Civic engagement 0.03 0.28 0 3 
Income 1.12 0.79 0 2 
Some university and above 0.09 0.29 0 1 
Age 42.60 14.39 18 84 
Female 0.40 0.49 0 1 
Note: The number of observations is 943. 

 
 
 
 

Descriptive Statists of Variables for Turnout 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
Turnout in local elections 1.84 1.44 0 4 
Political efficacy 1.53 0.73 0 4 
Benefits of political participation 1.86 1.07 0 4 
Civic duty 3.20 0.72 0 4 
Political trust 1.70 0.80 0 3 
Income 2.65 2.72 1 20 
Some university and above 0.25 0.44 0 1 
Marital status 0.81 0.39 0 1 
Age 41.39 12.57 20 69 
Female 0.48 0.50 0 1 
Note: The number of observations is 1582. 
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Descriptive Statists of Variables for Campaign Participation 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
Campaign participation 1.35 0.64 0 2 
Political efficacy 1.31 0.44 0 3 
Benefits of political participation 3.22 0.68 0 4 
Civic duty 1.75 0.56 0 3 
Political trust 2.68 0.56 0 3 
Political interest 1.45 0.78 0 3 
Income 1.07 0.76 0 2 
Some university and above 0.05 0.22 0 1 
Marital status 0.86 0.35 0 1 
Age 45.24 13.63 18 92 
Female 0.43 0.49 0 1 
Note: The number of observations is 2105. 

 
 
 

Descriptive Statists of Variables for Direct Contact Forms of Activities 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
Direct contact forms of activities 0.54 0.99 0 6 
Political efficacy 1.33 0.44 0 3 
Benefits of political participation 3.19 0.68 0 4 
Civic duty 1.75 0.57 0 3 
Political trust 2.67 0.57 0 3 
Political interest 1.45 0.77 0 3 
Income 1.05 0.77 0 2 
Some university and above 0.07 0.25 0 1 
Marital status 0.84 0.37 0 1 
Age 44.47 13.94 18 92 
Female 0.43 0.50 0 1 
Note: The number of observations is 2410. 
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Descriptive Statists of Variables for System-Challenging Behavior 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max. 
System-challenging behavior 0.04 0.28 0 4 
Political efficacy 1.32 0.44 0 3 
Benefits of political participation 3.18 0.68 0 4 
Civic duty 1.76 0.56 0 3 
Political trust 2.66 0.58 0 3 
Political interest 1.44 0.78 0 3 
Income 1.04 0.77 0 2 
Some university and above 0.07 0.25 0 1 
Marital status 0.84 0.37 0 1 
Age 44.38 14.00 18 92 
Female 0.43 0.50 0 1 
Note: The number of observations is 2370. 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 7.2. Correlations among Key Explanatory Variables in China  

 
  

Combined 
evaluation 

Economic 
evaluation 

Democratic 
evaluation Corruption 

Economic evaluation  0.857*** 
   Democratic evaluation  0.747***  0.297*** 

  Corruption -0.269*** -0.210*** -0.227*** 
 Combined evaluation × Corruption -0.006  0.022 -0.038 0.933*** 

Economic evaluation × Corruption -0.002  0.102*** -0.134*** 0.915*** 
Democratic evaluation × Corruption -0.011 -0.100***  0.109*** 0.889*** 
Note: 1. The number of observations is 943.  
      2. *** is significant at p < 0.01. 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Research 

 

        This dissertation aims to examine the causes of political trust and the effects of political 

trust on different types of political participation in East Asia using the EITM framework. I 

attempt to answer the central research questions within rational choice theory and assume that 

an individual’s placement of political trust is a rational decision after calculating gains and 

losses and moreover, political trust plays a part in affecting an individual’s utility of political 

participation. First, given the belief that the placement of political trust is a rational decision 

making process, I argue that two key factors – government performance (i.e., gain) and 

political corruption (i.e., loss) – influence individual utility of political trust. Specifically, my 

theoretical model suggests that political trust is a function of evaluation of government 

performance, perception of political corruption and their interaction. Past studies have 

already indicated that good government performance is positively associated with political 

trust, whereas perceived corruption is negatively correlated with political trust. In this study, I 

further argue that evaluation of government performance interacts with perception of political 

corruption to negatively affect political trust, which has not yet been examined in previous 

research and implies that political corruption can exacerbate the positive relationship between 

good government performance and political trust. 

        Second, with regard to the relationship between political trust and political participation, 

I redefine the Downsian model of voting (i.e., R = PB – C + D) to make it applicable to all 

types of political behavior. More importantly, contrary to previous studies, I contend that in 

addition to a direct link between political trust and political participation, political trust also 

exerts an indirect effect on political participation via civic duty due to the close connection 

between political trust and civic duty. In other words, an individual’s trust in government can 
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affect her sense of civic responsibility, which in turn influences her calculation 

of utility associated with political participation. 

        To test my theoretical arguments, I focus on four East Asian countries – China, Japan, 

South Korea, and Taiwan which are culturally similar and have experienced rapid economic 

development, but represent two distinct political systems: authoritarian and democratic 

regimes. As a result, by analyzing these four East Asian countries, I am able to know whether 

my theoretical framework can account for political trust and the relationship between political 

trust and political participation in authoritarian and democratic countries in the same way, 

while the cultural and economic contexts are held constant. First, with regard to the causes of 

political trust, my empirical evidence shows that in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, an 

individual’s assessment of government performance is positively associated with her 

placement of political trust, whereas an individual’s perception of corruption is negatively 

related to her trust in government. It is not surprising to get such results, but my analyses 

provide further insights into the effects of evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption on political trust. That is, an individual’s evaluation of government 

performance can interact with her perception of corruption to negatively influence her 

placement of political trust. Practically speaking, it means that perceived corruption can 

worsen the positive effect of good government performance on political trust. Consequently, 

while we examine the impacts of government performance and political corruption on 

political trust, we ought not to view them as independent of each other and have to take their 

interaction into consideration. In general, my theoretical argument about the causes of 

political trust receives strong support from my empirical findings in Japan, South Korea, and 

Taiwan.   

        Nevertheless, contrary to my expectation, I get a slightly different result in China. 

Specifically, while evaluation of government performance and perception of corruption are 

- 187 - 
 



still positively and negatively associated with political trust, respectively, their interaction 

term exerts a positive rather than a negative effect on trust in government. To put it another 

way, good government performance can ameliorate the negative effect of perceived 

corruption on political trust. As mentioned in chapter 7, this might be because corruption is a 

widespread phenomenon and seen as difficult to crack down in authoritarian countries. 

Accordingly, people under authoritarian regimes are more concerned about government 

performance on economy, social welfare and so on. In other words, as long as the 

authoritarian government can provide good policies and satisfactory services, the public will 

choose to trust the government, regardless of how serious the corruption is.  

        To sum up, the different findings on the influence of the interaction between evaluation 

of government performance and perception of corruption on political trust might reflect 

people’s different expectations about the government in democratic and authoritarian 

countries. In democracies, people expect the government not only to do something good but 

also to behave well, and give equal weight to both. By contrast, in autocracies, people might 

hold high expectations of government to do something good and low expectations to behave 

well. Besides, to respond to the debate over institutional and cultural explanations of political 

trust, I provide clear evidence that the institutional theory is superior to the cultural theory to 

account for political trust in East Asia. The impacts of such cultural factors as traditionalism 

and authoritarianism are either insignificant or weak. Furthermore, although previous studies 

indicate that there is a close link between social capital and political trust (Bӓck and Kestilӓ 

2009; Brehm and Rahn 1997; Keele 2007), this study demonstrates that it is not the case in 

East Asia. Social capital is operationalized as social trust and civic engagement and my 

empirical findings show that social trust is positively associated with political trust only in 

China and South Korea, whereas there is no significant relationship between civic 
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engagement and political trust among these four East Asian countries. As a result, I conclude 

that social capital theory does not offer much explanatory power of political trust in East Asia. 

        Second, with regard to the relationship between political trust and political participation, 

I examine the effects of political trust on four types of political behavior: voter turnout, 

campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging behavior. 

Overall, the empirical findings do not always show the same pattern as my expectation and 

the relationship between political trust and political participation depends on the form of 

political behavior and varies from country to country. When it comes to the relationship 

between political trust and voter turnout, the empirical evidence from Japan, South Korea, 

and Taiwan lends some support to my theoretical argument that political trust exerts an 

indirect influence on voter participation through the sense of civic responsibility. In particular, 

trust in central government is indirectly associated with turnout in national elections via civic 

duty only in Japan, whereas civic duty can mediate the effect of local political trust on 

turnout in local elections in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. In addition, political trust also 

has a direct impact on turnout in both national and local elections in Taiwan. Nevertheless, 

there exists only a direct relationship between political trust and turnout in local elections in 

China. In other words, civic duty does not mediate the effect of political trust in China. To 

sum up, I arrive at a temporary conclusion that political trust is mainly indirectly via civic 

duty associated with voter turnout in democratic countries, whereas it is simply directly 

related to voter participation in authoritarian countries. Future research is needed to identify 

and investigate why there is such a difference between democratic and authoritarian countries. 

Besides, this study reminds students of political behavior that we should take into 

consideration the relationship between political trust and civic duty in regard to voter 

participation and it will be incomplete to examine the effect of political trust on turnout 

without considering the mediating role of civic duty. 
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        With regard to the impacts of political trust on campaign participation, direct political 

contact and system-challenging behavior, the findings from these four East Asian countries 

are mixed. To begin with the relationship between political trust and campaign participation, 

political trust has not only a direct negative effect but also an indirect positive effect via civic 

duty on individual engagement in campaign activities in South Korea, whereas political trust 

is only indirectly associated with campaign participation in China. Although political trust 

has a mediation effect on campaign participation via civic duty in China and South Korea, the 

signs of their mediation effects are different: negative for China but positive for South Korea. 

In addition, there is neither direct nor indirect relationship between political trust and 

campaign participation in Japan and Taiwan. Next, in terms of the association between 

political trust and direct contact forms of activities, my empirical findings show that political 

trust is both directly negatively and indirectly positively associated with political direct 

contact in Taiwan, whereas political trust is only indirectly positively associated with 

political direct contact in China and South Korea. Similarly, there is no relationship between 

political trust and direct political contact in Japan. Lastly, with regard to the relationship 

between political trust and system-challenging behavior, my theoretical argument simply 

receives slight support from empirical evidence in Taiwan. That is, political trust can 

indirectly positively influence individual engagement in system-challenging activities via 

civic duty. Also, political trust is found to be directly negatively correlated with system-

challenging behavior in Taiwan. Besides, political trust only has a direct negative impact on 

system-challenging behavior in China and Japan, whereas there is no relationship between 

political trust and system-challenging behavior in South Korea.  

        To sum up, I am not able to arrive at a conclusion about the effects of political trust on 

campaign participation, direct contact forms of activities and system-challenging behavior in 

these four East Asian countries and suggest that their relationships are country-specific 

- 190 - 
 



phenomena. In general, the empirical evidence from Taiwan lends strong support to my 

theoretical argument that political trust has indirect effect on political participation through 

the sense of civic responsibility, but it should also be kept in mind that there might be a direct 

connection between political trust and political participation as argued by previous studies. 

Overall, this study offers deep insight into the relationship between political trust and 

political participation from the perspective of rational choice theory and presents some 

evidence that civic duty plays an important role in mediating the effect of political trust on 

political participation, which has never been paid attention by past research. 

        To conclude, this study makes three major contributions to the study of political trust: (1) 

to examine the causes and consequences of political trust within a rational choice framework; 

(2) to show the interaction effect of evaluation of government performance and perception of 

corruption on political trust; and (3) to uncover an indirect link between political trust and 

political participation via civic duty. As a result, this study is conducive to expanding our 

understanding of what causes political trust and how political trust is linked to political 

participation. Furthermore, in practice, this study makes two specific policy 

recommendations: (1) in a democracy, the government must have both good policy 

performance and integrity because lacking either one will weaken the other one’s beneficial 

effect on political trust. By contrast, in an authoritarian country, the government’s policy 

performance is more important than its integrity to drive the public’s political trust, and thus 

the authoritarian government should put more focus on providing policy benefits to its people, 

and (2) although political trust is a motivational factor of political participation, this study 

suggests that it is also important to develop the public’s sense of civic responsibility not only 

because civic duty plays a pivotal part in the healthy functioning of the political system, but 

also because there is a close link between civic duty and political participation. Therefore, 

civic education should be a primary concern as it is the foundation of every country, although 
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there might be distinct differences in the contents of civic education between democratic and 

authoritarian countries. 

 

Limitations 

        Although this study has reached its aims, I am aware of its limitations and shortcomings. 

First of all, this study mainly uses one-shot cross-sectional data and therefore, it is impossible 

to assess whether the findings of this study for each East Asian country hold across time. 

Although the Asian Barometer Survey has released the results of the first, second, and third 

waves of the surveys, it is still difficult to analyze and compare the findings from four East 

Asian countries over time because some variables used in this study are measured in different 

ways.52 Besides, with regard to the AsiaBarometer Survey data, although the wording for 

survey questions is more consistent, most of the variables used in this study cannot be found 

so that I am unable to completely rely on it to conduct empirical tests.  

        Second, although the cultural and economic contexts in China, Japan, South Korea, and 

Taiwan are similar to each other, it is suspected that some country-specific factors might have 

influences on the public’s political trust and political participation. Unfortunately, this study 

cannot control for the potential influences of country-specific factors because the data release 

policy of the Asian Barometer Survey does not cover country-specific variables that some 

country teams have collected out of their own resources and for their own research purposes. 

Accordingly, I am not able to include country-specific variables as controls in the model. On 

the other hand, the AsiaBarometer Survey does not ask questions about country-specific 

factors. 

52 So far the database for the third wave of the Asian Barometer Survey contains nine countries and regions in 
Asia, namely Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand, Mongolia, Singapore, Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia and South 
Korea, and the survey results for China and Japan have not been released. Therefore, I am not able to use data 
from the third wave of the Asian Barometer Survey to conduct empirical analysis. In addition, the reason why I 
do not use data from the first wave of the Asian Barometer Survey to perform empirical analysis is because 
some variables are not available such as trust in the presidency or prime minister and civic duty.   
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        Third, perhaps because of political sensitivity, the Asian Barometer Survey does not 

inquire people’s trust in the president or the premier, satisfaction with the government and 

engagement in signing a petition or violent behavior in China. As a consequence, I have to 

use alternative measures for political trust, evaluation of government performance and 

system-challenging behavior that cause problems when I compare the findings from China 

with the ones from the other three East Asian countries. Accordingly, it is unavoidable to 

have reservations about my findings.  

        Finally, some explanatory variables such as traditionalism, authoritarianism, and 

political participation are measured by an index of indicators. Once the respondents have 

missing scores on one or more indicators, they are excluded from my analysis. Consequently, 

missing values result in an important decrease in my sample size. For instance, the original 

sample size in China is 5,098, but due to missing values, the effective sample size is reduced 

to be less than 2,500. As a result, a major concern is raised over how to deal with missing 

values that is beyond the scope of this study.   

 

Future Research   

        Due to the limitations discussed above, it is known that most problems confronting this 

study result from the quality and availability of data which are always big issues for 

comparative studies. At the present stage, it is difficult and unfeasible for me to collect cross-

national survey data according to my research purpose and open data turn out to be my only 

choice. As a result, the final aim of my future research is to create my own cross-national 

data set for these four East Asian countries. It might be a very long way to achieve such an 

aim, but some possible research agendas can be done before that: 

1. The present study simply focuses on four East Asian countries, and thus if data are 

available, I will conduct the empirical test of my theoretical framework in other countries or 
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areas to confirm whether there are consistent findings on the effects of evaluation of 

government performance, perception of corruption and their interaction on political trust and 

the relationship between political trust and political participation. 

2. With regard to the consequences of political trust, this study only pays attention to the 

relationship between political trust and political participation, but political trust might also 

affect public support for government policy and democracy. As a result, it is interesting to 

examine whether political trust can also exert an indirect influence on individual support for 

government policy and democracy through the sense of civic responsibility.  

3. More advanced statistical methods such as multilevel modeling and missing values 

analysis can be employed to perform further analysis for checking the robustness of my main 

findings. However, although researchers in comparative research increasingly use multilevel 

models to test effects of country-level factors on individual behavior and preferences, it must 

be kept in mind that this study only involves four countries and thus it might be difficult to 

include country-level variables to explain variation in the dependent variable. 

4. Some might suspect the causal relationships among the variables in my theoretical 

framework. Therefore, experimental methods can help further clarify the causal directions. 

That is, political trust is driven primarily by evaluation of government performance and 

perception of corruption but political trust cannot affect public assessments of government 

performance and corruption; moreover, this study assumes that civic duty plays a mediating 

role between political trust and political participation, and thus it is also required to confirm 

the causal relationship among political trust, civic duty and political participation. 
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Appendix A: Question Wording for Variables in Japan, South 
Korea, and Taiwan  
 
[Asian Barometer] 
Political trust 

I am going to name a number of institutions. For each one, please tell me how much trust 
do you have in them? Is it a great deal of trust, quite a lot of trust, not very much trust not 
very much trust, or none at all? 

(1) The Presidency (for presidential system) or Prime Minister (for parliamentary 
system). 

(2) The national government [in capital city] 
Evaluation of government performance 

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the [name of president, etc. ruling current] 
government? Are you very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very 
dissatisfied?  
Perception of corruption 

How widespread do you think corruption and bribe-taking are in the national 
government [in capital city]? Would you say hardly anyone is involved, not a lot of officials 
are corrupt, most officials are corrupt, or almost everyone is corrupt? 
Campaign participation  

Thinking about the national election in [year], did you … 
(1) Attend a campaign meeting or rally? 
(2) Try to persuade others to vote for a certain candidate or party? 

Direct contact forms of activities  
In the past three years, have you never, once, or more than once done the following 

because of personal, family, or neighborhood problems, or problems with government 
officials and policies? 

(1) Contacted government (administrative) official. 
(2) Contacted elected officials or legislative representatives at any level. 
(3) Contacted officials of political parties or other political organizations. 
(4) Contacted representative of non-government/civil society organizations (farmers’ 

associations, trade unions, religious groups, human rights groups, interests groups). 
System-challenging behavior 

Here is a list of actions that people sometimes take as citizens.  For each of these, 
please tell me whether you, personally, have never, once, or more than once done any of 
these things during the past three years. 

(1) Refused to pay taxes or fees to the government. 
(2) Got together with others to raise an issue or sign a petition. 
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(3) Attended a demonstration or protest march. 
(4) Used force or violence for a political cause 

Traditionalism 
Please tell me how you feel about the following statements. Would you say you strongly 

agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 
(1) When dealing with others, securing one’s immediate interests should be more 

important than developing a long-term relationship. 
(2) The best way to deal with complicated political issues should be to leave them to the 

future. 
(3) The most important thing for political leaders is to accomplish their goals even if 

they have to ignore the established procedure. 
Authoritarianism 

I have here other statements. For each statement, would you say you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 

(1) Government leaders are like the head of a family; we should all follow their 
decisions. 

(2) The government should decide whether certain ideas should be allowed to be 
discussed in society. 

(3) Harmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groups. 
(4) When judges decide important cases, they should accept the view of the executive 

branch. 
(5) If we have political leaders who are morally upright, we can let them decide 

everything. 
Social trust 
    General speaking, would you say that “most people can be trusted” or that “you must be 
very careful in dealing with people”? 
Civic engagement 
    Are you a member of any organization or formal groups? If yes: please tell me the three 
most important organizations or formal groups you belong to. 
Partisanship 

Among the political parties listed here, which party if any do you feel closest to? 
Political efficacy 

I have here some statements. For each statement, would you say you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree?  

Sometimes politics and government seems so complicated that a person like me cannot 
really understand what is going on. 

I think I have the ability to participate in politics. 
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Benefits of political participation 
How would you describe the present political situation in our country? 

Civic duty 
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? For each statement, 

would you say you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 
A citizen who does not actively participate in the affairs of his local and national 

community is not performing his duties. 
Political interest 

How interested would you say you are in politics? 
Strength of party identification 

(1) Among the political parties listed here, which party if any do you feel closest to? 
(2) How close do you feel to this party? Is it very close, somewhat close, or just a little 

close? 
Income 

Here is a scale of household incomes. We would like to know in what group your 
household on average is, counting all wages, salaries, pensions, dividends and other incomes 
that come in before taxes and other deduction. Just give the letter of the group your 
household falls into. 
Education 

Respondent’s year of education. 
Marital status 

Respondent’s marital status. 
Age 

Respondent’s age. 
Gender 

Respondent’s gender. 
 
 
[AsiaBarometer] 
Voter turnout 

How often do you vote in each of the following elections? Please answer for each type of 
election. 

(1) National elections. 
(2) Local elections. 

Political trust 
Please indicate to what extent you trust the following institutions to operate in the best 

interests of society. If you don’t know what to reply or have no particular opinion, please say 
so. 
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(1) The central government. 
(2) Your local government. 

Political efficacy 
I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each statement: 
(1) Generally speaking, people like me do not have the power to influence government 

policy or actions. 
(2) Politics and government are so complicated that sometimes I do not understand what 

is happening. 
(3) Government officials pay little attention to what citizens like me think. 

Benefits of voting 
I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each statement:  
Generally speaking, the people who are elected to the [NATIONAL PARLIAMENT] 

stop thinking about the public once they are elected. 
Civic duty 

I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement:  

Citizens have a duty to vote in elections. 
Income 
    What was the total gross annual income of your household last year? 
Education 

Respondent’s year of education. 
Marital status 

Respondent’s marital status. 
Age 

Respondent’s age. 
Gender 

Respondent’s gender. 
 
 
[TEDS2012] 
Political trust 

In our society, different people have different opinions about politics. I am going to 
read several statements. Please tell me what your opinion about these statements. 

(1) Some people say: “Most decisions made by the government are correct.” 
(2) Some people say: “Government officials often waste a lot of money we pay in 

taxes.” 
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(3) When the government decides important policies, do you think “public welfare” is 
its first priority? 

(4) Do you believe what government officials say on TV or in newspapers? 
Voter turnout 

In this presidential election on January 14th many people went to vote, while others, for 
various reasons, did not go to vote. Did you vote? 
Political efficacy 

In our society, different people have different opinions about politics. I am going to 
read several statements. Please tell me what your opinion about these statements. 

(1) Some people say: “People like me do not have any say about what the government 
does.” 

(2) Some people say: “Public officials do not care much about what people like me 
think.” 

(3) Some people say: “Sometimes politics seems so complicated that a person like me 
cannot really understand what is going on.” 

Benefits of voting 
Now we would like to compare how well you think the KMT and DPP can handle some 

important problems. 
(1) On cross-Straits relations, how do you think the KMT and DPP compare? 
(2) On economic development, how do the two parties compare? 
(3) On reducing the gap between rich and poor, how do the two parties compare? 
(4) On resolving the problem of high property prices, how do the two parties compare? 
(5) On environmental protection, how do the two parties compare? 
(6) On social welfare, how do the two parties compare? 
(7) On fighting corruption, how do the two parties compare? 
(8) On democratic reform, how do the two parties compare? 
(9) On ethnic harmony, how do the two parties compare? 
(10) On raising our international status, how do the two parties compare? 

Civic duty 
(1) Different people have different opinions about voting. Some people think that 

voting is a responsibility, and you should vote even if you do not like any of the 
candidates or parties. Other people think that it is all right to vote or not to vote, and 
the decision depends on how you feel about the candidates or parties. Do you think 
that voting is a responsibility, or do you think that it is all right either to vote or not 
to vote? 

(2) Do you believe very strongly, somewhat strongly, or only a little that voting is a 
responsibility? 

 

- 199 - 
 



Political interest 
Do you usually talk about politics or elections with other people? Is it often, sometimes, 

seldom, or never? 
Strength of party identification 

(1) Among the main political parties in our country, including the KMT, DPP, NP, PFP, 
and TSU, do you think of yourself as leaning toward any particular party? 

(2) Do you lean very strongly, somewhat, or just a little to this party? 
Income 

Respondent’s monthly household income. 
Education 

Respondent’s year of education. 
Marital status 

Respondent’s marital status. 
Age 

Respondent’s age. 
Gender 

Respondent’s gender. 
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Appendix B: Question Wording for Variables in China  
 
[Asian Barometer] 
Political trust 

I am going to name a number of institutions. For each one, please tell me how much trust 
do you have in them? Is it a great deal of trust, quite a lot of trust, not very much trust not 
very much trust, or none at all? 

The national government [in capital city] 
Evaluation of government performance 

(1) How would you rate the overall economic condition of our country today? 
(2) On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way democracy works in 

China? 
Perception of corruption 

How widespread do you think corruption and bribe-taking are in the national 
government [in capital city]? Would you say hardly anyone is involved, not a lot of officials 
are corrupt, most officials are corrupt, or almost everyone is corrupt? 
Campaign participation  

Thinking about the national election in [year], did you … 
(1) Attend a campaign meeting or rally? 
(2) Try to persuade others to vote for a certain candidate or party? 

Direct contact forms of activities  
In the past three years, have you never, once, or more than once done the following 

because of personal, family, or neighborhood problems, or problems with government 
officials and policies? 

(1) Contacted government (administrative) official. 
(2) Contacted elected officials or legislative representatives at any level. 
(3) Contacted officials of political parties or other political organizations. 

System-challenging behavior 
Here is a list of actions that people sometimes take as citizens.  For each of these, 

please tell me whether you, personally, have never, once, or more than once done any of 
these things during the past three years. 

(1) Refused to pay taxes or fees to the government. 
(2) Attended a demonstration or protest march. 

Traditionalism 
Please tell me how you feel about the following statements. Would you say you strongly 

agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 
(1) When dealing with others, securing one’s immediate interests should be more 

important than developing a long-term relationship. 
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(2) The best way to deal with complicated political issues should be to leave them to the 
future. 

(3) The most important thing for political leaders is to accomplish their goals even if 
they have to ignore the established procedure. 

Authoritarianism 
I have here other statements. For each statement, would you say you strongly agree, 

somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 
(1) Government leaders are like the head of a family; we should all follow their 

decisions. 
(2) The government should decide whether certain ideas should be allowed to be 

discussed in society. 
(3) Harmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groups. 
(4) When judges decide important cases, they should accept the view of the executive 

branch. 
(5) If we have political leaders who are morally upright, we can let them decide 

everything. 
Social trust 
    General speaking, would you say that “most people can be trusted” or that “you must be 
very careful in dealing with people”? 
Civic engagement 
    Are you a member of any organization or formal groups? If yes: please tell me the three 
most important organizations or formal groups you belong to. 
Political efficacy 

I have here some statements. For each statement, would you say you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree?  

Sometimes politics and government seems so complicated that a person like me cannot 
really understand what is going on. 

I think I have the ability to participate in politics. 
Benefits of political participation 

How would you describe the present political situation in our country? 
Civic duty 

How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? For each statement, 
would you say you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? 

A citizen who does not actively participate in the affairs of his local and national 
community is not performing his duties. 
Political interest 

How interested would you say you are in politics? 
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Income 
Does the total income of your household allow you to satisfactorily cover your needs? I 

will read out few statements about your income. Please tell me, which of the following 
statement is closest to your situation? 

(1) Our income covers the needs well, we can save. 
(2) Our income covers the needs all right, without much difficulty. 
(3) Our income does not cover the needs, there are difficulties. 

Education 
Respondent’s year of education. 

Marital status 
Respondent’s marital status. 

Age 
Respondent’s age. 

Gender 
Respondent’s gender. 

 
 
[AsiaBarometer] 
Voter turnout 

How often do you vote in each of the following elections? Please answer for each type of 
election. 
    Local elections. 
Political trust 

Please indicate to what extent you trust the following institutions to operate in the best 
interests of society. If you don’t know what to reply or have no particular opinion, please say 
so.  

Your local government. 
Political efficacy 

I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement: 

(1) Generally speaking, people like me do not have the power to influence government 
policy or actions. 

(2) Politics and government are so complicated that sometimes I do not understand what 
is happening. 

(3) Government officials pay little attention to what citizens like me think. 
Benefits of voting 

I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement:  
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Generally speaking, the people who are elected to the [NATIONAL PARLIAMENT] 
stop thinking about the public once they are elected. 
Civic duty 

I am going to read out some statements about society and politics. Please indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement:  

Citizens have a duty to vote in elections. 
Income 
    What was the total gross annual income of your household last year? 
Education 

Respondent’s year of education. 
Marital status 

Respondent’s marital status. 
Age 

Respondent’s age. 
Gender 

Respondent’s gender. 
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