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Abstract

This analysis is based on a multidimensional view pmlitical trust, aiming to explore
whether there are significant differences in theisea effects of political trust between
Western and Eastern Europe. Using the classic dtiear division between cultural and
institutional theories, | hypothesize that the éadifferences in political development during
the 19th century has resulted in different causktionships across the old iron curtain. The
thesis investigates effects on both institutiomastt and support for democratic values. To
explore these multiple dimensions of trust, | emgomultilevel statistical design. By using
interaction effects, | investigate whether causddtionships differ in strength or direction
dependent on which side of the old iron curtain lee. Is the east-west division still present

and relevant?

The most obvious pattern the analyses provideasttiere indeed is a divide, and that many
interactions prove significant. However, all effedre weaker in the Eastern European
countries, in contrast to the hypothesized effeisis, it seems, the theories of political trust
tested in a western industrialized context by tis#®rsuch as Kenneth Newton, Russell
Dalton and Robert Putnam seem less applicablepas&communist context. This thesis is
thus a call for new, more refined theories that egplain the lack of political trust in Eastern

Europe.
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1. Introduction

For a government to rule “by the people, of thegbeofor the people”, it depends on a solid
fundament of citizen approval. The global democraivelopment has brought with it the
need of a trusting and supporting populace. Statteoaty has developed from being a result
of might and power to being totally dependent antimacy. This legitimacy stems from the
citizens. However, the latest decades has broughifiain state-citizen relationships. Indeed,
Russell Dalton claims, “By almost any measure, jgubbnfidence and trust in, and support
for, politicians, political parties, and politicaistitutions has eroded over the past generation”
(Dalton 2004:191).

At the same time, inexperienced democratic regiaidbe third wave are struggling to gain
the support and confidence of their population. e democratic institutions have only to a
limited extent managed to satisfy the high expematof a population starving for liberty and
prosperity. As democracy is spreading, less petpl& the very institutions that exist to
represent them, and many existing democratic regene struggling to increase support — or
even keeping their current levels. Globally, thenderatic ocean is widening. But at the same

time, it seems, it is becoming shallower.

This thesis sets out to investigate whether theseds are related. Is the development of
political trust explained by the same factors irwlyeestablished democracies as in the
classical western democracies? Earlier researgolitical trust has to a large degree focused
on thedirect effect of the post-communist legacy on today’selsvof political trust, or
totally disregarded the new democracies and focuseely on industrialized democratic
regimes. This thesis will rather investigate whetired to which degree the different levels of
political trust are caused by similar or differémttors across the Iron Curtain. Are the causal
mechanisms and determinants of political trustcédié by the political history? Is not only
the diagnosis, but also the medicine, influencedthmy past? With these questions as a

background, | present the main theoretical quedtdre answered in this thesis:

! Exceptions include Catterberg and Moreno (20@Syjrig for differences in effects in several differ
geographical areas all around the globe, inclubivify Western and Eastern Europe.



Can political trust be explained by the same fagiarEastern and Western Europe?

Implicit in this research question is the questabout what causes political trust, and of
whether and to what degree Europe can be regasi@dcaherent, unitary size. This thesis
sets out to explain the differences in politicalstr through analyzing contextual and
individual factors. Is the low trust in new demanes explained by a lack of something that
exists in the relatively high-trust industrializetbdern democracies of Western Europe? Is
there a general wonder-medicine for restoring falittrust? Or are political trust and its

explanatory factors hinged on the regional or mai@context?

1.1. Expanding the playing-field — is the iron-curt  ain still present?

East is east and West is west and never the tvailh meet.
Rudyard Kipling — “The Ballad of East and West".

Is this view, in its time applied to England versndia, applicable in today’s Europe? Has the
iron curtain been removed completely from the sadnE€uropean politics, or is it too heavy
to lift? The research question may seem almosthaioaistic. With the cold war, the Berlin
wall and the Soviet Union well behind us, surelyniist be time to look forward and not lose
ourselves in old geopolitical divisions? Or istitl @mpirically viable to distinguish between
Eastern European Countries (EEC) and Western Eamo@ountries (WEC) in political

science?

The question is still asked throughout the literatCollective terms such as “post-communist
countries” are heavily used as geographical dinsiand explanatory factors on several fields
of political sciencé- including political trust. When one tries to omer causal relations

stemming from deep historical sources, twenty yaayg prove to be not such a long time. As
will be elaborated shortly, there are theoretiea, well as empirical reasons to examine

whether there still exists an iron curtain in tlevelopment of political trust.

Extending the field of research using existing @pts may posit analytical dangers. Concepts

do not necessarily travel perfectly across conteid a theory with convincing results in one

2 A quick search on post-communist countries onr st provided first-page results within fields bus
democratization, economic development, national@wic engagement and voting patterns.



area may prove to be difficult to apply in anothgy. stretching theoretical concepts across
large distances and between different contexts roag run the danger of stretching the
concepts to the degree that they lose their mea(®agtori 1970:1034). According to

Giovanni Sartori, the risk of concept stretchingalrays present as the political world is
always expanding to new fields (Sartori 1970:103®)is is also the case with the mass
transition of authoritarian regimes with the falltbe berlin wall and the Soviet Union in the
late 80’s/early 90’s. The point of this analysshus to examine how well existing theories
of trust can be transferred across Europe — twggdys after the third democratic wave swept

over the continent.

Europe, and the historical East-West-division, ttutes a suitable background for a thesis
on the subject. Europe consists of two areas efnially quite similar political development.
Of course, there are significant differences withath the Eastern and the Western bloc, but

the areas are coherent on a couple of importadsfie

The Western-European countries went through aivelgtstable democratic development.
They also underwent long periods of industrial@at@nd economic modernization, leading to
liberal market economies, facilitating individuaeédom and opportunities. The Eastern-
European countries, on the other hand, are chaimeeby long periods of authoritarian
regimes, a flat, state-planned economic structuex smany decades, as well as an abrupt,
hasty and short period of democratic transitiorthie late 80s/early 90s. Thus, the thesis

suggests a path-dependent perspective to the gienesad sustainability of political trust.

Apart from these historical reasons, limiting thealgsis to Europe also has statistical
benefits. Using Europe as the area of researcts giage control of the variables. Using cases
from other parts of the world such as Africa, Lalimerica or Asia, while theoretically

relevant, would demand many other variables andriaoh work for a master thesis where

resources are limited both in time and maximum remalb pages.

1.2. Examining trends of trust

The apparent political de-alignment of the citizerisestablished democratic countries has
been the subject of much research. The trend derviin a large number of fields — most

notably, perhaps, in the ever declining party pgrétion and election turnout (see for



example Dalton 2000 and Putnam 2002) but alsoarfigdd of political trust. The interest in
the phenomenon really took hold in the 1960’s whefitical scientists started to notice a
drop in civil engagement in political matters. Baling the release of important works such
as “A system analysis of political life” by Davidakon (1965), the trend was initially
researched mainly in the United States. It seenas, tthough fueled by controversial
phenomena such as the Vietham War and the Watesgatelal, the decrease in confidence
had more complex reasons, and did not rebound wese political issues had dwindled
from citizen minds (Levi, Stoker 2000:480-481).

This trend was accompanied by the second reverge efademocratization in which multiple
young democracies in Latin America, Asia and Afnioare toppled by military coups, giving
rise to pessimistic views describing a global aetnocratic trend in new as well as

established democracies (Norris 19994:3-4).

Apart from the United States, scientists have rggosimilar development in other western
countries during the second half of the 19th centGountry-specific studies of for example
Sweden (Holmberg 1999) and the United Kingdom (2a02:51) as well as non-European
industrialized democracies such as Australia (CO822345-350), and large cross-national
studies (like Dalton 2004) show signs of decreasiagt in political institutions between the
60’s and the 90’s. There is, however, not genesakensus about the recent trends of trust.
Not everybody agrees with the statement of Daltaoted earlier in the introduction. As
development over time is often measured on a cgdoyircountry basis with nation-based
surveys, the results are not always easily comparsithereas the trends in the United States
is generally agreed upon, Kenneth Newton finds orass-country descriptive analysis that
the numbers are unclear when it comes to Euromktheat it is difficult to pinpoint an actual
“trend” (Newton 1999 in Levi, Stoker 2000:481). Bhuhe varying numbers for the WEC
may indicate not a general pattern but rather pgera fluctuations in countries where the

political trust have reached a natural level.

In the other main region of analysis, the Easteunopean Countries (EEC), the picture is
generally bleaker. When the Berlin Wall fell, arfte tcountries of Eastern Europe almost
simultaneously entered swift democratic transitiohgpened a whole new geographical field
for democratic research. Post-communist Europerbecan area of democratic trial and

development. However, the democratic experiencé&sastern Europe have been mixed, and

4



support for the democratic regime has in many amstemained thin (examples on this in
the theory-section). While the countries have seded in establishing traditional democratic
institutions, they have only to a varying degreecseded in “making democracy work”
(Putnam 1993) — creating a substantial, and nog ordtitutional, democracy. While to a
certain degree succeeding in becomiabpctoral democracies, many have failed in
consolidating adiberal democracies. Between 1990-1991 and 1995-1996,rdingo to
Catterberg and Moreno (2005), trust in parliamenseéveral Eastern European countries,
from being relatively high, dropped significantly just a short period of time. They compare
this to the “post-honeymoon” phenomenon observéeer afmerican presidential elections,
where presidential approval often drops radicalshart while after the election (Catterberg,
Moreno 2005:1). Similarly, after the initially highopes of democratic governance in the
transitional countries of Eastern Europe in thelye&0’s, trust in parliament radically
dropped. By the start of the 90’s citizen trusparliament (measured by the percentage of the
population answering they had “a great deal” oritga lot” of trust in parliament) was 48
per cent in Eastern Europe, and 43 per cent ieshablished democracies of Western Europe.
Five years later, the eastern mean had dropped’tpe? cent; with the western levels
remaining fairly stable (Catterberg, Moreno 20053%. Similar trends have been noted by
Mishler and Rose (2001) who note that, using surdata from 1998-1999, the mean
percentage of citizens who trusted their parliamecurts and police in ten post-communist
countries were merely 21, 28 and 28, respectildliicheson and Korosteleva notes that in a
2004-survey among former Eastern Bloc countriesethgere no countries in which a
majority were satisfied with the democratic perfarmoe of their country (Hutcheson,
Korosteleva 2006:4). Obviously the political ingtibns of the new democracies of the east

have been struggling in gaining citizen confidence.

However, as will be thoroughly discussed throughbig thesis, an important distinction is
the system vs. non-system-dimension. Politicalftisdon is only negative, Levi and Stoker
state, if it is focused on the political systemt tiee particular incumbents (2000:480). Trust
and support in democracy as the best and mostabésiform of government is stable and
rising in the same areas where institutional tigstropping. (Norris 1999a:10). Both in
western and eastern Europe, democratic valueseddehigh in regard and are seemingly not
affected by the trends of decreasing trust in tuistins just described. Thus, the pessimistic

views of the future of democracy seem, perhapstabé supported by evidence.



The thesis seeks to explore whether the differemcpslitical history has led to differences in

how political trust, both in political institutionand in democratic principles, is generated.
While numerous inquiries on the field has foundt s, a communist past has a negative
effect on today’s levels of political trust, | waotinvestigate whether this impact is merely a
remnant of political past, or whether this past tastributed to different trust-related causal

connections in the present day.

1.3 Justification of the thesis — why is political trust important?

Why should we care about a possible drop in paliticist? Does a change in citizen view of
their leaders have any consequences for societightidts disagree, and some (Miller in
Levi, Stoker 1999) have even described politiaadttas an “independent variable in search of
a dependent variable” — we know it is important $omething but not exactly what. The
causal lines are still unclear, and trust in genisraeen as both independent and dependent
variables. However, potential consequences ofipalitrust and distrust presented and tested
by theorists include changes in political partitipa (Levi, Stoker 2000:501), compliance
with the law (Levi, Stoker 2000:501, Marien, HoogB011), regime stability (Norris
1999c:257) and more. The list of factors potentiaifluenced by political trust is extensive,

underscoring the need for research of the field.

This is not the analysis to end all analyses — an exhaustivestigation to locatell
explanatory variables explaining why some peoplesame countries trust their political
regime, while others in other countries do nottiStiaal analyses on political trust have been
done before, and will need to be done again to esfere and develop our understanding of
the field. A test of all possible explanatory fasteegarding political trust is not within the
scope of this thesis. Neither is this analysis saedjard of earlier results. Political trust is a
debated and slippery concept that is difficult teasure, and the direction of the causal
arrows is not easy to pinpoint. Social scienceaeseis, in the words of Robert Putnam, like
solving a “murder on the Orient Express”, with altiple set of motives and causes (in
Dalton 2005:193). Contributing to existing setstluéories and thus increasing the common
knowledge on the field is essential to social sme(King, Keohane and Verba 1994:15-17).
The study is designed to contribute to a more tiolgcture of the development of political
trust — bringing the theories together and testimgm in different environments. Thus, the

main objective of this thesis is not to make a gaintheory about what generates political
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trust. It is rather to explore how well the causgbotheses presented by theorists in the field
can be transferred between different contextshi;way, by answering important real-world
guestions while contributing to an ever-expandimidfof political science, this thesis will

exercise “doubly engaged social science” (SkocpoB2.

1.4. The structure of the thesis

The thesis will follow a comprehensive, orthodoarplIn the next chapter | will explain my
conceptualization of political trust and the theerithat try to explain it, producing a
functional definition of my dependent variablesvill also discuss the two broad categories of
independent variables that will be used in theyamal | will then present my hypotheses for
the research, elaborating on how the variables Imaag different causal effects on each side
of the iron curtain. In chapter 3 | will choose amlain my statistical design, my choice of
data-sources, and the quantitative operationadizatof my variables. | will also elaborate on
some of the methodological difficulties one riskeeting when analyzing multilayered
survey-data. The thesis will employ a relativelyngdex multilevel design to encapsulate the
multidimensional nature of political trust. Then, ¢chapter 4, | will through multiple steps
conduct my analysis, followed by a thorough intetation of the resultsThe chapter will
include descriptive statistics on all variableswesdl as a thorough review of the hypotheses
presented in chapter 2. Finally, in the concludihgpter, | will sum up the results and place
them in an empirical context, as well as preseatptospects for further research laid out by

this thesis.



2. Theories of Trust

Trust, in all its incarnations, is a large and higasdebated field of political science, and

drawing a full-scale detailed map of the conceptay beyond the scope of this project. The
concept is utilized in economy, philosophy, soaopsychology, law and multiple other

fields (Levi, Braithwaite 1998:2), and can be destancted and analyzed to the tiniest detail.
As this thesis mainly focuses on political trustcdncentrate on large-scale relations and
political implications. | will thus make a simphfil typology of the concept, designed to focus
on the most relevant fields for this particularestific inquiry, and suitable for the purposes

of this thesis.

| will begin this chapter by giving a brief defimn of trust, and explain how the concept is
transferred to the political arena. Then | will ggat my conceptualization of the dependent
variable — political trust. After that, | will prest the theories that constitute the basis for the
explanatory factors, and their accompanying hymshavhich will be tested in the analysis. |
will end the chapter by presenting a summary oftiggotheses, leading on to the method-

section of the thesis.

2.1. Making trust political - drawing a map of the conceptual
guagmire

2.1.1. Tracing trust and legitimacy in Europe

Perhapghe most central aspect of political science is tHati@ship between the ruler and
the ruled — between the master and his subjectst W8the role of the ruler? What are the
responsibilities? And how does the ruler legitimizg position as an authority in the eyes of
the citizens? Knowing the development of statereiti relationships is crucial for
understanding the development of political systelass, welfare state and numerous other
aspects of day-to-day political life.

With basis in Weber’'s classic conceptualization sthte authority, the relationship of
command and obedience have in the modern demostaties moved from being based on
power-claims based on self-interest to being basetegitimate order” - that is, the rationale
for accepting a leader lies in legitimate rule-basthority. In Weber’s terms, the democratic

states have moved from traditional authority toalegtional authority (Matheson 1987).
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Accompanying this development in authority andtietacy is the concept of political trust.
Whereas Weber's conceptualization is regime-cethtereébased on the rulerslaim of
legitimacy (Matheson 1987:206) — the concept ofitigal trust emphasizes citizen
assessments. The transfer to legal-rational democaathority implies a shift towards a
dependency of citizen approval (Matheson 1987:208)be able to approve a political body
as your legitimate master, an amount of trust at thody is essential. Indeed, Mark Warren
claims, distrust in authority has been a drivingcéoin the development of the modern liberal

democracy (Warren 1999:1).

Of course, political legitimacy also hinges on otfectors, - one can trust an institution but
be skeptical to ways in which it fulfills its purp® (for examples, see Taylor-Gooby 2006:4).
Nevertheless, political trust remains a basic artdgral part of the concept of legitimacy

(Gloppen 2000:18) - a component without which legahority is contested.

To get an idea of the concept it could be wisedgi with the basic mechanisms of trust.
This is not necessarily an easy task — T. K. DakRing-Sheng Teng identified through the
literature more than thirty different conceptudiiaas of trust (Das, Teng 2004:88-93).
Thankfully, however, in an endeavor to map the camnground between the different
definitions they go on to present three differemstructs describing different parts of trust.
These aresubjective trust- trust as a perceptiotrust antecedents the factors leading to
subjective trust; antiehavioral trust- the actions resulting from subjective trust (DBsng
2004). Knowing these different elements of basistirand how they are interrelated, enables
us to more effectively explore political trust. Sua framework is useful for the sort of
analyses conducted in this thesis, as it makes ssunaptions about the kinds of
considerations that lie behind the judgments o$ttru it is totally up to the respondent to
decide (Levi, Stoker 2000:499). This in contrast dther approaches that emphasize

instrumental assessments of trustworthiness basdeémands or self-interest.

Trust is a “tripartite relationship” - X trusts ¥ tlo Z (Blackburn 1998:30). Additionally, a
person must have @easonto grant his or her trust (Levi 1998:78). Trustisgmeone or

something to act in your interest is a risk, antuating individual will need to believe that
the risk is not too big. If the risk is considered heavy, then no trust is given. The risk-
based view of trust is further elaborated by Dad @eng who mirror risk and trust —

individual propensity to trust is balanced agaitt® assessed risk associated with the
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transaction (Das, Teng 2004: 96-97). Political ttiogplies citizen belief in that the political
system — any part of it — will fulfill its purposé&his framework also clearly shows a
conceptual difference between interpersonal trust political trust. One cannot define a
simple general concept of trust that encompassespléres of society — social trust is one
concept, political trust another (Newton 2002:2)eTisk of trusting a fellow citizen is not the
same as the risk of trusting a political regime kemeas you can step in and out of social
relations, unless you want to become an outlawdanit really have a choice but to sign the
social contract handed to you by your politicakrsl If the distrust is directed towards the
incumbents there exists the possibility to votarthaut of office, but if the distrust is pointed
at the systemic level one can really only withdrame’s approval for the political system,
decreasing the legitimacy. In this sense one canhsd the behavioral trust is removed — you
are bound by laws and taxes whether or not you tinespolitical regime — and all that remain
of Das and Teng’'s conceptualizations is the suibbgdtust and the trust antecedents. The

main objective is thus to pinpoint the antecedémtshe subjective political trust.

Hence, returning to the basic tripartite conceptdpolitical trust, some questions crucial to

this analysis may be proposed:

- What is Y? When we direct our trust or distrust aots the regime — who do
we really direct our trust or distrust towards? Heam the dependent variable
be operationalized, to allow comprehensive analysthe concept? What are
the targets of political trust?

- Why do we decide to trust or distrust Y? Why dazens enter this uneven
relationship with the idea that the regime willwadty fulfill their part of the
bargain? Or, in more analytical terms, how are ititdependent variables

operationalized? What are the antecedents of gallitiust?

The rest of the theory-chapter will try to answieede questions, setting us up before the

analysis.

The theoretical framework for this thesis is baspdn a dichotomization of European trust-
development. According to Stein Rokkan, in the ldsthed democracies of Western Europe,
the democratization evolved through incorporating population in the decision-making

processes in exchange for their submission touhetibnal and territorial sovereignty of the
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state (Rokkan 1987:354-356). Thus, from rulingsibjects through coercion and force, the
state has become dependent on citizen cooperatibe allowed to rule. According to Max
Weber, the modernization and industrialization estern societies led to a change in values
from traditional religious and communal values ¢hiavement and motivation, accompanied
by the economic growth and the change from tradhtioto rational-legal authority (in
Inglehart 1998:237-238). From basing its trustwioeks on its ability to keep the citizens
safe, the state evolved into a bureaucratic beltfemegponsible for an ever increasing part of
citizens’ lives. With the evolution of democrachgetpolitical regimes and their legitimacy
have become increasingly dependent on the suppdrrast of its citizens — the state-citizen
relationships have become more complex and intertigmt, making trust more important to
ensure stable relations and transactions (Warréf: 33

Moving eastwards, the countries on the other sidbepiron curtain present a contrast to this
view. With a long history of totalitarian communistle, Eastern European state institutions
were “feared rather than legitimate” (Uslaner, Baue 2004:2). Due to their repressive
nature, these institutions did not gain citizerstymor did they depend on it. Communist rule
was characterized by “nepotism, corruption, sh@sagf goods, and inability to provide for
the citizens”. (Dimitrova-Grajzl, Simon 2010:20®ften one-party systems without general
elections, socialist and communist political regsnveere not dependent on citizen trust in
order to exercise authority. Authority was basedroght rather than plight, and legitimacy
was not an issue. As the Eastern European couimrijest a couple of years went through a
sudden mass transition to democracy, the demodretitution, dependent on citizen trust,
did not go through the same controlled developnasninh their WEC counterparts. This is a
potential problem in new democracies, as trustagkihg due to the existence of recent
untrustworthy regimes. And if, as is often the ¢adlse new institutional seats are held by the
same people that held power-positions in the ajthre (Hardin 1998:17) then democracy is
off to a rough start considering their ability taild citizen support.

Does, then, the establishment of the Soviet Uniothé early 1900’s, the following split of
Europe into two hard blocs of countries, and subeetly the sudden massive release of new

democracies in the early nineties represenritecal juncturein the development of adherence

3 Examples on this in the former communist countaiesmany. The former Georgian president Eduard
Shevardnadze, for example, was a prominent Soaidyfigure in Soviet Georgia, and his post-comrstini
reign was characterized by allegations of corruptiod fraud.
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to authority and the development of political tRustaving examined the theoretical role of
political trust, as well as a historical background the possible differences between EEC
and WEC, it is time to explain the concrete anafltconcepts used in the analysis.

2.2. A quick comment to clear conceptual confusion

Before we embark on the journey through the treatseewaters of trust-related theories, the
choice of words should be clarified. The theoryambiguous on this field, clouding the
research and reducing the usefulness of earlielysag Political trust, political support
(Norris 1998, Easton 1965/1975), political confidenDenters, Gabriel, Torcal 2007) and
political capital (Newton 2002) have been usedéscdbe the presence or absence of citizen
belief in the incumbents and institutions as leggtie representatives of the people. These
concepts are often used interchangeably (McAIlli$898:190), and they have been analyzed
using the same quantitative indicators. This suggtmat the concepts are interchangeable,
and one is picked before another mainly becauseréin connotations associated with each

of them.

Although the terms political support and trust nftefer to the same concept, some theorists
distinguish between the two terms. While trust ascdbed above is a general attitude
towards, or perception of, someone or something, tdtm political support suggests an
emphasis on behavior, such as “action or advocgEgston 1975). Behavior, however,
implies attitudes, and is thus dependent on aioeeael of confidence or trust. One cannot
support someone or something without a basic siesptbat your object of support works to
satisfy your basic needs and wishes. Thus, sugpwlies, and depends on, trust. This
enables me to incorporate the literature on palitstipport in this thesis about political trust.
For the purposes of this thesis, the main term ballpolitical trust. For esthetic reasons,
confidence and support will be used on some ocuasio

2.3. A scale of political trust — knowing your depe ndent variable

The first question presented above was “who is WRat is the object of political trust —
what do we direct our trust towards? Can we, indeés terms, “distrust the President while
still respecting the office of the presidency” (fbal 2005:57)? The apparent dissonance
between trust in political institutions and trustdemocratic values certainly seem to point in

that direction. But how does one conceptually dgiish between these two types of trust?
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To start with one of the most prominent theorisihw the field of political trust and support,

it seems appropriate to introduce two very usefohcepts encompassing both trust
antecedents and trust targets: diffuse and spetifjport. These concepts were introduced by
David Easton (1965), in his influential work “A Sgm Analysis of Political Life”. By
specific support, he refers to support directethatspecific political actors or institutions of
the political regime. Specific support is directedvards authorities — human or institutional
— who are “responsible for the day-to-day actiaieh in the name of the political regime
(Easton 1975:437). Specific support usually stenosnfevaluations about whether their
demands are perceived to have been met, and fraaesasent of general political
performance (Easton 1975:438).

By diffuse support, he refers to the general supimothe political system or community, the
confidence that the regime is based upon satisfastandards and rules. This is less concrete
than specific support — it is directed towards whatobjectrepresents not what itdoes
(Easton 1975:444). Thus, in our case, it refethiéodemocratic principles behind the political
institutions, not the institutions per se. Diffusapport is according to Easton generated
primarily by childhood and adult socialization, balso from continuous experience of
political performance (Easton 1975:445-446).

To effectively analyze political trust, the targeft the trust thus must be defined (Norris
1999:1). Political trust is not a mono-dimensioratitude towards a vaguely defined
“political system”. Different concrete parts of tegstem are deemed trustworthy to different
degrees. | will start by drawing a distinction beém support in the political community,
support in the political regime, and support in thaitical authorities, following David
Easton’s (1965, 1975) conceptualization of pollticupport. Support in the political
community regards your patriotic attachment to thetion, looking past institutional
structures and specific political actors. Reseanthhis field has investigated concepts such
as social alienation, protest movements, natiomalsd integration. Support in political
authorities, or political actors (Norris 1999a:1adps the specific assessment of the current
regime and particular leaders. Research on thid fiften focuses on specific traits in
politicians that generate votes, and specificqratl or non-rational) behavior among voters
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Support in the political regime, which is the mwderesting type of support for the purposes
of this thesis, regards the support in the lasgiogerning structures of a country, beyond the
specific incumbents at a given time (Norris 1999aSipport in the political regime, Easton
states, is not divided; citizens do not “pick ah@@se” which parts of the regime they support

and trust and which they do not.

Pippa Norris, in her book “critical citizens” (199%isagrees on the coherence and
indivisibility in support for the political regimeand elaborates on Easton’s distinction.
Presenting no less thdive different targets of political support, she diffetiates between
trust in the political community, regime principleegime performance, regime institutions,
and political actors (Norris 1999a:10). Thus, Nesgplits support for the political regime into
three distinct parts. This conceptualization, Nosiates, is empirical as well as theoretical.
Analyses indicate that citizens are aware of thiemint levels of support, and have distinct
opinions on different levels (Norris 1999a:9). Taése targets of trust may exist to different
degrees within a country, and an individual may ehawonfidence in the principle of
democracy while not trusting the current sittinginee. Similarly, the different concepts of

trust may be developing in different directionsaretiess of each other.

Earlier research on political trust has producedivg, often contradicting results, Norris
states, because the target of research has bderewlif (Norris 1999:9). Thus, to analyze
reasons for political trust one needs to be awérie distinctions, and carefully pick the
level of research. In this thesis, the objectiv®itest both ends of the continuum — specific as
well as diffuse support. However, due to the saoipine thesis, both in terms of space, time
and resources (data), a test of five different sypepolitical trust is not possible. Therefore,
the objects of inquiry will be items number 2 andod Norris’ scale of trust-indicators:
Regime principles - that is whether you support oematic principles or not; and regime
institutions - whether you trust the political imstions within your own political regime.
Hence, the two dependent variables of this madiesis will betrust in democratic
institutions from now on referred to asstitutional trusf andtrust in democratic values
from now on referred to agemocratic trustWhen the term political trust is used, it refars

both the types conceptualized above.

The differentiation between different objects ofistr and support is interesting when

considering the difference between young and oldnadeacies. In old, established
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democracies, the population will have no experienith other regime-types. Therefore,
theoretically, support in the regime will be highas there are no viable alternatives, and the
democracy has been truly established in the pdpualatminds as “the only game in town”.
In newly democratized countries, on the other hahed,memory of previous regimes may
linger in the back of the citizens’ minds, and ti@v regime will have to satisfy the high
expectations of the democracy-starved populatiodditfonally, institutional trust may
contribute to a reservoir of democratic trust. Theeans that, theoretically, recently
democratized countries will have less robust deatacrtrust, as democratic government has
not been in power long enough to prove the virtakeshis strange new form of political

regime.

Using these two indicators of political trust isttbéheoretically and methodologically well-
suited for this thesis. Firstly, they are intertethbut sufficiently distinct so that they may
have developed in different directions caused Ilffemdint explanatory factors. Secondly, they
are not limited to a single government, in conttasineasure number 5, political actors. This
makes the data more robust when conducting ansisdigised on a single point of time (as in
this case). Thirdly, as will be described in thetadezhapter, both these indicators are
measurable using existing surveys. As all of thentges in the survey are, at least
institutionally, democratic, questions regardingnderatic institutions and democratic values
should be comparable across borders. And, perhags importantly, using these different
types of political trust enables us to distinguigtween different potential causes and effects
of a rise or a decline. Again returning to the sgst/non-systemic dimension presented in
the introduction, knowing which parts of politidalist is affected enables us to better assess

the reasons, seriousness and consequences.
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2.3.1 Wait, which institutions?

The statistical specifics of how these conceptsnagasured are explained in chapter 3, on
data operationalizations. However, as one of thedéent variables of this thesispislitical
institutions it is necessary to be more precise about thectsmbeof which institutions to
include in our analysis. Even though citizens mastiguish between different objects of
trust within the political regime, their assessmehdifferent political institutions is often
highly correlated (Leegreid, Christensen 2002:506udBRaert, Van de Walle 2001:12).
Therefore, to not get lost in a long discussionrust in different institutions (certainly an
interesting question for further research) theitusdnal trust-variable in this thesis will be an
additive index consisting of trust in multiple gaal institutions.

This variable is operationalized in many differavdys throughout the literature, seemingly
based on both the availability of indicators andpensonal preferences. Institutions included
in additive indices include the parliament, thealegystem, the government, the military, the
police, the state bureaucracy, the civil serviaditipal parties etc. However, for the purposes
of this thesis, not all of these apply. The miltaior example, while used by others (Norris
1999h:222) is an institution with very differentlpigal roles from society to society, making
them very different to compare analytically acrtssiron curtain. The civil service and state
bureaucratic institutions, on the other hand, aented too non-authoritarian compared to the
main direction of this thesis, which is to investig the authority- and legitimacy-related
institutions. Political trust was above describedaa approval of the state’s legal authority.
Therefore, this thesis aims specifically on testthg institutions that represent the legal
authority of the state. The Index of Institutiofalist used in this thesis will consist of trust in
parliament (the lawmakers), trust in the legal esys(the independent symbol of justice) and
trust in the police (the everyday physical mandgsh of the law). All these need the
approval and trust of citizens to maximize legitienauthority. An index consisting of these

three institutions effectively catches the stakegal exercise of power over the citizens.
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2.4. What generates political trust? A conceptual f  ramework of
causal theories

Having sketched out a theoretical conceptualizabbrpolitical trust, as well as possible
political targets of that trust, the central quaststill remains: What generates political trust?
Why is political trust lower in some countries, dmndher in other? And why does it seem that
trust in democracy and trust in institutions is eleping in different, if not opposing,
directions? What are the reasons that some citiz@nsome countries regard political
institutions and democratic principles as trustiwpriand others don’t? The questions are not
new, of course, and neither is the attempt to quoedize the possible sources into
comprehensive categories. As described above, biaasrbeen conducted quite a few analyses
on the subject of political trust, each framingstrand its determinants differently (Dalton
2005 and Norris 1998 nicely summarize differenbtleécal approaches to the phenomenon).
| will below try to elaborate on the different class of potential explanatory factors in the

development of political trust.

In addition to thdargetsof political trust, twoantecedent®f trust can also be derived from
Easton’s twin concepts. Specific support was lgrggdnerated from direct experience and
assessment, while diffuse support was generatedbsischildhood and adult socialization
(Easton 1975:437-446). These two large groups tdroénants can be traced through large
parts of the literature until today, under a variet different names. One group, categorized
under names like “instrumental” (Dalton 1998), “egdnous” (Letki, Evans 2005) or
“institutional” (Mishler, Rose 2001), concerns pigkal trust as a result of government
performance — economic or political. The trust tlssm from within the system. These
theories assume that political trust is influenbgdhe political structure of a country, and the
performance of the institutions - “deliberative swmleration of evidence” (Taylor-Gooby
2006:9). Declining or rising political trust is &ett result of political decisions, designs and
performances. Good governance and well-functionimsgitutions leads to higher political
trust. This category thus assesses trust asxgmostphenomenon, assigned to those who
deserve it based on knowledge of their earlier sle&dis category is closely related to the

concept of specific support.
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The other cluster of theories is given names ssctafiective” (Dalton 1998), “exogenous”
or “cultural” (Mishler, Rose 2001). According toete theories, trust and support in the
regime and its institutions are created and maiethibased on factors outside the political
system - deeply rooted in the minds of the peoplese attitudes are based on “affective
beliefs [involving] an acceptance or identificatisith an entity” (Dalton 1999:58). Whereas
trust in the rational-evaluative sense is closehkdd to trustworthiness of the object
(Nannestad 2008:415), this is not necessarily #s® ¢n this paradigm. Rather than being a
result of calculation, granting an object your triissthe result of a “general outlook on human
nature” — removing trustworthiness from the equafidslaner 2002 in Nannestad 2008:415).
Trust in this sense goes beyond rationality; Taooby describes assigning trust as a “leap
of faith” (2006:11), a necessary mental exercisericertain situations. This category implies
assessing political trusix-ante basing trust on personal experiences of soctaizaand is
closely related to what Das and Teng refers ttriast propensityDas, Teng 2004:97) and
Easton’s diffuse support.

Naming these concepts is not an easy task, asbibweanentioned terms (similarly to the
term “trust”) all carry certain connotations wheeirilg used scientifically. Describing them
“exogenous” and “endogenous” implies that they sfeom different sources respectively
outside or inside the political system (Mishler,sB®2001). Investigating the sources of these
independent variables is, however, way beyond topes of this thesis, and theorists have
hinted that there might indeed be endogenous reafamthe variables assumed to be
exogenous. The same logic applies to “bottom-up“t@p-down”-approaches (Letki, Evans
2005). Using the terms “rational” versus “affective similarly imprecise. The word affective
has certain emotional implications, and stapling tdategory as “non-rational” should be
avoided as some theorists will describe these appes as merely different kinds of
rationality (Janoski 1998:87, Torcal, Montero 2Q06ultural’, however, captures the
inherent socialization-aspect and also connectddim to the idea of a “political culture”,
which is a relevant connection as will be elabatabelow. Similarly, using the term
“institutional” catches the idea of these varialdssgood or bad government politic outputs.

Thus, these two terms — institutional theories aemitural theories — will be used to refer to
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each of the two broad categories of theoreticalr@gghes to the explanatory factors of

political trust. This is in line with Mishler andoBe’s use of the terms (2004)

An advantage of using these terms is that theyadanmply incompatibility. Even as multiple
theorists pit these theories against each otheritdws, though theoretically separate, are not
necessarily mutually exclusive (Torcal, Montero @337). When testing these variables, one
should be aware that the cause of declining ortgggolitical trust may be, and probably will
be, a mixture of different variables on differeewéls. It is thus preferable to view the
different categories as additive and complementatlger than as alternatives. Evaluative
citizens are not necessarily unaffected by theltucal background and socialization, and
inherited norms may be combined with rational clalitons of trustworthiness before trust is
granted. The main task of this thesis is to ingegé the relative salience of these approaches

across Europe, and subsequently try to explairetiéferences in salience.

Knowing and recognizing the differences betweensghgiews is important. Not only

theoretically, but also empirically, as knowing twurces of political trust is essential to in
turn know how to turn the decline. The strategiaessimbe aligned to the nature of the
problem, and struggling regimes must know wher®tos their attention. This will be more

thoroughly elaborated in the analysis and the amné remarks.

2.4.1. Multilevel structure

Mishler and Rose (2001) further divide the cultuaatl institutional theories into macro- and
micro-level theories, to pinpoint whether the vaoia is most significant on the aggregate
level — between countries, or the individual lewelwithin countries. This approach is

intriguing, as there are theoretical differenceanazted to the distinction regarding which
level the causal relations are most present. litiaddo the theoretical differences, this thesis
will test on which level these differences are teda On the individual level, the institutional

theories concern each citizen’s individual peraceptiand experience of government
performance. These are often connected to thesngizsocial status, position and personal

well-being. On a country-level, the variables engiha the “aggregate performance of

* This, however, creates a certain conceptual canfuas this thesis using the term “institutionatien talking
about both antecedents and targets of politicat.tithus, when referring to “institutional trustfie thesis will
be referring to the target, while when referrinditstitutional theories” or “institutional variabs”, the thesis
will be referring to the antecedent.
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institutions in such matters as promoting growtlovegning effectively and avoiding
corruption” (Mishler, Rose 2001, 32). Macro-culiutheories concern how homogenous
national culture and values creates the founddtiothe amount of political trust and support
in a country, whereas micro-cultural theories pubren emphasis on within-country

differences of culture.

The analytical consequences of a multilevel apgroadl be elaborated in the method-

chapter.

Using the conceptualizations described above, | molw elaborate on different theories

belonging to each category, presenting the varsathlat will represent each theoretical view
in the statistical analysis. Throughout the next pawill present the hypotheses regarding
geographical differences regarding these theogieding in a comprehensive table presenting

all hypotheses tested in the thesis.

2.5. Institutional theories

This group consists of different variables withire tpolitical sphere that may or may not
influence the trust and confidence in the politisgstem and its institutions. Contrary to the
cultural theories, the institutional perspectivegants a relatively hopeful view (Mishler,
Rose 2001). If political structures and governmiep&formance is the most decisive factor
in creating political trust, then the tide of distt can be turned more easily than if the lack of
trust was to be caused by deep historical cultoats.

These theories are generally less controversialdahated through the literature. There is a
general agreement among theorists that state wtescand performance has a certain impact
on how citizens view their representatives, andyraticles are written taking this account of

political trust for granted. And, where the cullungpotheses point in both directions and are

quite complex, the institutional hypotheses aratnetly immediate and straightforward.

Trusting an institution or politician is differefitom trusting a person you know (Hardin
1999). When considering a personal acquaintancgwanthy or not, you have your own
personal experiences to rely on. In a politicatiinson or incumbent, however, you must

draw conclusions about trustworthiness based oonskacy sources. The most logical way to
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evaluate trustworthiness of politicians and ingtitos is thus to assess whether they are
producing results that benefit the society and personally (Hardin 1999:39). Is the political
system fulfilling its role? In this sense, politicaust may work as a barometer for the
performance of a political regime - an indicatorgobd or poor performance. If trust is high,
the regime can be said to fulfill its duties. Lawst, however, means that the regime has not
won the confidence and support of its citizens.sEhgerspectives view the citizens as rational
evaluators of their rulers, in contrast to the unat theories that view trust as stemming from
social bonds and interaction (Braithwaite 1998:4@ducing the relative magnitude of

calculated evaluations.

2.5.1. Economic Output

As logical the idea of rational evaluation as akigaound for political trust is, the question
remains as to how this evaluation is done — whaggyof performance constitutes the basis
for citizen assessment. The most minimal measureraerthe performance of political
regimes is the economic output (Mishler, Rose 2B8)1: The general state of the economy is
reflected by the availability of jobs, the wagesd avelfare. By assessing the economic state
of affairs, both on the personal and the societaéll an individual will make knowledge-
based decisions about the trustworthiness of tganee Russell Dalton elaborates on the
distinction between perceptive measurements aneéctvg measurements, and finds a
stronger correlation on variables measuring ecoaosaitisfaction than actual economic
performance (Dalton 2004:63-64).

lan McAllister (1998) finds a stronger relationshiggtween economic satisfaction and
democratic confidence in the Czechoslovakia thatménUnited States, and suggests that this
may be caused by a weaker buffer of diffuse supp®@ consequence of shorter democratic
history. Following the train of thought establishestlier, the population of new democracies
will more often blame poor economic performance the state institutions, whilst in
established democracy the trust in the democramnre is more robust (McAllister
1999:203). In times of hardship and trial, the negimes’ citizen trust in institution may
suffer, and this in turn may affect the diffusestrun democracy. Meanwhile, similar
conditions in established democracy may lead toesaecline in specific trust, but the

population will have experienced earlier fluctuagspand know that the democratic regime is
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not necessarily to blame for global economic trefide same logic should work the other
way, as good performance should leave a deepercingpathe political trust in EEC than in
WEC.

This logic works, theoretically, on both micro anwhcro-level. Through the expansion of
mass media the recent years, the populace is nmfoemied than ever on the general
condition of society (McAllister 1999:196). Theredo they should able to make their own
judgments about the overall quality of governancand thus decide whether the political
institutions are trustworthy or not. And the diresstonomic consequences of good or bad
governance on the individual’'s economic conditi@me likely to affect that individual's

assessments of the political institutions. Thusgs #nalysis will include variables on both

country- and individual level regarding economizgmmental output.

h1: Economic Performance will have a positive intgactpolitical trust.
hla: These effects will be stronger in the EEC.

2.5.2. Inequality

A common feature of the communist countries (inhene the communist ideology) was the
relative equality of status and incom&he sudden change of economic structure ledreeso
increase in inequality, as crafty entrepreneursaged to take advantage of the new liberal
market economy and gain vast fortunes in short.ti@ihers, however, suffered under the
lack of state-guaranteed employment and equalitgailaries. This led, according to Eric
Uslaner and Gabriel Badescu, to a general feelimpng the population that it was
“impossible to get rich honestly” (Uslaner, Bade20®4, 7). Rising income inequality led to
“jealousy, mistrust and a loss of confidence inljuibpstitutions” (Uslaner, Badescu 2004:6).
Trust is easier under equal circumstances — higimauic inequality may contribute to

skepticism.

The effect of income inequality on political truist assumed to be stronger in the new
democracies of Eastern Europe for several reasons.reason is, as explained above, the

limited democratic experience — poor political autpgs immediately blamed on the system.

®The gini-index of former and current communist does is lower than that of western democraciedicating

higher degree of equality (Uslaner, Badescu 2004:3)
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Additionally, the recent history of high economuuelity may give this variable even higher
relative magnitude in these countries. When a gdeob equal distribution of money is
followed by a transition to an economy open to @vinitiative and Darwinist winner-takes-

all entrepreneurship, the impact of unequal distrdn may seem relatively stronger.

h2: Income inequality will have a negative effattpolitical trust.
h2a: The effect will be stronger in the EEC.

2.5.3. Political Performance

When analyzing countries worldwide, Pippa Norriarfd that certain contextual factors had
an impact on the institutional trust of the citiggd999b). Not surprisingly, the conditions of
the civil and political liberties in a country hadsignificant effect. Being a part of a liberal,
generally emancipated and responsive society stesipositive assessments of the regime.
This should, theoretically, have similar effectsaler Europe. In Western Europe, however,
all regimes are largely liberalized, reducing tleative value of the variable. In Eastern
Europe this variable should however have strongeammence. The rights and liberties have
evolved differently across borders and may helexjglain differences in political trust within

the region.

h3: The state of political and civil liberties incauntry has a positive effect on political trust.

h3a: This effect is more prominent in EEC.

Another feature of government performance, closslgnected to the concept of trust, is
corruption. When assessing trustworthiness, thgetahonesty is of high importance. Thus
corruption is suspected to have an impact on whetheot citizens trust political institutions
as this gives a certain picture about the morali¢atif the political system of a country. As
democracy is designed for the people to willingharg the incumbents the power to take
political decisions for them, the honesty of poldns is necessary to effectively administer
this power. State corruption represents a breacthefsocial contract between state and
citizens, causing citizen disapproval. The conwects researched by Uslaner and Badescu
(2004) who find a strong connection between stateuption and political confidence in
Romania. Again, this effect is hypothesized to b®nger in the EEC, as government
dishonesty should have more salient effects ontipallitrust in regimes without long

democratic experience.
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h4. State corruption has a negative impact on palttrust
h4a: This impact is stronger in EEC

Norris also drew a connection between direct suppahe specific political regime (similar
to Easton’s “trust in political authorities”) andone general support in political institutions.
The logic is this: People that experience thatpgbkticians they voted for are winning, will
have large trust in the regime than others. Thegarters” will feel closer to the sitting
regime, and will therefore be more trusting andpsupve. Simply put, Norris writes that
when we experience that the party we support idedeto power and allowed to rule, we will
more strongly feel that the regime adheres to oighes, and we will more strongly
acknowledge its democratic value, increasing ounega political trust (Norris 1998:219).

On the individual level, being a part of the wirgpitream is hypothesized to be important in all
democracies. However, in established democracigsgerous overturns of incumbents have
ensured that people will trust the democracy tation even though your candidate does not
always win. In new democracies, however, whereigmidre ephemeral and person-based,
and overturns of regimes has been few, the negafieet of being on the losing side is
hypothesized to be stronger. To tackle that youe ve (perhaps repeatedly) turned down
requires certain amounts of general democratic @ap@onversely, experiencing that your
vote is heard, and that your preferred party ipower may translate into a belief that the

democratic system is working, thus increasing jpalittrust.

h5: Being a “winner” has a positive effect on paddl trust.
h5a: This effect is stronger in the EEC.

2.6. Cultural Theories

These theories hypothesize that political trusshaped by factors originating outside the
political system, as described above. These am® ragonal and knowledge-based, more
affective reasons. The reasons for trusting palitinstitutions or political principles lie not
only in rational judgments of trustworthiness, kalso in the social norms and bonds
established early in life. (Nannestad 2008:414k frust “transcends information” and flows
from deeper social sources (Braithwaite 1998:48)s Tonception of political trust have more
negative implications than the institutional thesri(Mishler, Rose 2001), as the concepts
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emphasized here — interpersonal trust, socialaapihd value change — are notoriously slow-

moving and harder to change.

In the empirical research, trust is a slippery emcwith poorly defined causal arrows and
operationalizations. Especially regarding cultuttagories, the direction of the effects, or
whether there are effects at all, is highly debatdus leads to both substantial and statistical
difficulties, with overly ambitious and complicatedodels, often more likely to further

confuse the field than to clear matters. Thus, evhigcognising the disagreement and
perpetually on-going discourse, | take a cleardsiarthis thesis and place political trust as a
dependent variable. The theoretical reasons ferdfe clearly stated during this chapter, and
a statistical model to explore other possible cadsactions is way outside the scope of this
thesis. Cultural theories are also more vague itgtitutional theories, and the effects are for
the purposes of this thesis somewhat simplifiecdbwelto not over-complicate the causal

hypotheses and to keep the theory-chapter coherent.

2.6.1. Interpersonal trust, Political culture, Civi | Society and Social
Capital

Again using the words of Das and Teng, trust prepgmegards one’s “general view of the
level of uncertainty in relationships around onBg@as, Teng 2005:109). The basic idea of
the cultural theories is that this general viewransferred from the personal sphere to the
political sphere. This is an extension of the “arehy of trust” (Mishler, Rose 2005:2)
presented earlier. If you are aligned to trust othdividuals, this trust then “spills over” into
the political sphere. The spill-over mechanism nete how traits, attitudes and motivations
are carried over between different spheres of(Hster 1998:54). Even if interpersonal trust
and political trust is not the same concept, therpersonal trust constitutes exactly the trust
propensity Das and Teng describe. In this concépation of political trust, the perceived

risk is regulated based on personal inclinationsust.

h6: Interpersonal trust has a positive effect oditmal trust, by “spilling over” into the

political sphere.

Mishler and Rose, having analyzed the role of $dcisst in Eastern European societies,
suggest that the distance between the state arpibiie during the decades of repression has

severed the theoretical relationship between ietsgnal trust and political trust. Eastern
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European societies may still be characterizedltwger degree as civil society 2. This thread
is further spun by Natalia Letki and Geoffrey Evawho state that while the link between
social trust and favorable democratic conditiony mall exist in “northern industrial cases”,

the link in Eastern and Central European casesngxistent or even negative (Letki, Evans
2005:523). Interpersonal trust remained “the bémigheir contractual relationships” (Letki

Evans 2005:524) with the political sphere removedmf the equation. In this sense
interpersonal trust may in these societies corteibo a higher degree of suspicion and
distrust towards institutions of power, as whilenbimg the citizens together, it further

entrenches the people against the state.

Bo Rothstein claims that there is no theoreticakeaalink between social trust and trust in the
institutions of law and order — the court of justend the police (the very institutions that will
be tested in this thesis) (Rothstein 2002:322)déscribed, this thesis hypothesizes that there
might indeed be, but the theoretical maze of ttebries forces us to take several
precautions. Kenneth Newton, having tested thiaticeiship through several analyses, also
criticizes this supposed relationship between $cama political trust. He finds no “close
relationship between social and political trustwaen social trust and political behavior, or
between activity in voluntary associations and tpall attitudes of trust and confidence.”
“Social capital”, he continues, “is not necessargyated to political capital and political
capital seems not to be dependent on social cagitdwton 1999:185-186). He does,
however, find a relationship on the aggregate lemajjgesting that the societal dimension of

trust is more important than the individual, inengonal dimension.

This leaves us with a couple of hypothesis regarthe effects of interpersonal trust.

h6a: The effect is stronger in WEC than EEC.

h6b: Interpersonal trust has no effect on polititraist.
Interpersonal trust will be tested on both micra amacro level, in tune with the theories of

Kenneth Newton. If it is indeed so that interpeedoinust works mainly on the aggregate

level, this should be revealed through our analysis
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2.6.1.1. The role of the civil society

The described transfer of trust from the privatahte political sphere takes place within a
civic culture In a thriving civic culture, Mishler and Rose l@@ate, the radius of trust

includes the political sphere, as individuals abée do expand their trust from particular
personal relations to impersonal relations beydmditnmediate surroundings (2005:5). The
idea of a civic culture covering society and cdnsitig a basis for democratic development
and interpersonal trust is not a new one. The alean active and integrated citizenry is an
important part of Alexis de Tocqueville’s odysséyough America, where he attributed the
high American levels of “civicness” to their inve@ment in local organizational activity; this

engagement again spilling over to a general inteegsl attitude towards politics and

democracy (Skocpol 2002:103-104).

Closely related to the concept of civic culturehis civil society.Whereas the civic culture is

the air of social and political interaction stimiirig trust and political participation, the civil

society is the terrain allowing this to take plaBefining this terrain is not an easy task —
many have tried, leading to widespread disagreemretite topic. However, to make things a
little easier one can start by using the most comndenominator — the voluntary

organizations, “invariably included in every defion” (Wollebaek, Selle 2009:58). Using

such a minimal definition of civil society is uskfas it allows the concept to travel well

between contexts, making it a useful indicatortfos analysis.

Social networks through voluntary associations &sm the ground stone in the theoretically
popular concept “social capital’, made mainstreaynRobert Putnam in the early 90’s.
“Palermo may represent the future of Moscow”, Potniamously remarked (1993:183),
referring to how the poor institutional performarafesouthern Italy could be reflected in the
emerging democracies of Eastern Europe, due tditlrarchical institutional structure and
lack of civic engagement and voluntary organizatiime northern regions were characterized
by higher levels of social capital, resulting inwell-functioning civic culture. Southern
regions, however, had lower levels. Putnam empblasizhierarchical structureof southern

politics versus théiorizontal structureof the northern regions. The structure of theestat
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citizen relationship is important in the generatioincitizen trust in the political system.
According to Putnam, social capital refers to “teas of social organization, such as trust,
norms and networks, which can improve the efficyeotsociety by facilitating coordinated
actions” (Putnam 1993, 167). Social capital is kathindividual and a societal feature. On the
individual level, social capital increases trustdemocratic ideals and increases political and
civil participation. On the society-level, a hightional level of trust and citizen participation
is supposed to increase institutional performamoeecconomic growth and reduce crime and
corruption (Rothstein, Uslaner 2005, 42). Putnaterlased the term in his article (and book)
“Bowling Alone”, in which he diagnosed a decreaseacial capital in the American society
and analyzed how this is leading to a decline iitipal interest and engagement. To turn this
tide of disengagement one has to stimulate inteqmed contact and civic engagement in
voluntary organizations, such as bird-watching slund bowling associations (Putnam
2000). According to Putnam, these organizationsegda the civic culture facilitating the
political trust. These voluntary organizations tre very same that Wollebaek and Selle use
in their definition of the civil society.

Robert Putham here emphasizes the indirect effectoluntary associations — the “by-
products” (Wollebaek, Selle 2009:61). This is a cumtion of Tocqueville’s (1968 in
Wollebaek, Selle 2002:43) dichotomization of thesef§ of voluntary organizations. As well
as being the infrastructure between the individual the state, they function as “schools of
democracy” (Offe, Fuchs 2002:234). Hence:

h7: Participation in voluntary organizations hagasitive effect on political trust.

However, the positive, apolitical view on civil sety emphasized by Putnam is challenged
by many. As theories of civil society started touflish in the United States, the view of the
state was often a negative one. Drawing data apdrences from the oppressive, totalitarian
regimes in Eastern Europe, a large state was cemesidan evil, with civil society the
righteous enemy, the defender of popular rightsigérdh 2008:579-580). Civil Society
became in this view an arena for social interactisthout state intervention. China’s recent
disallowing of the term “civil society” from the rd& is not without reason (Hagensen 2011)
— it is a popular strategy for authoritarian regsme suppress arenas where individuals may

interact without being observed by the watchful ef/ehe state.
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Michael Foley and Bob Edwards conceptualize thesglicting views through their terms
“civil society 1" and “civil society 2”. Whereas @l society 1 concerns the apolitical
processes of face-to-face socialization descrilea/e civil society 2 concerns how civil

society functions as a sphere of resistance toaatycal regime (Foley, Edwards 1996:39).

In this sense, the theories of civil society andiaocapital may represent a fundamental
difference between Western European democraciesEastern European post-communist
societies. The civil society has in the liberal tees democracies been able to develop
relatively freely, protected by the rights and ttems ensured in a liberal democracy,
resulting in a positive, mutually reinforcing stai@izen relationship. State-policy on civil
society in communist Eastern Europe was, on theroktiand, repressive in nature, and
hindered associational life on grassroot-I&veélivil Society has had different conditions for
growth, and the development of a political cultonay have been affected as a result. As
Foley and Edwards state: “There is no reason incfpie why the “counterweight” of civil
society should not become a burden to a demoa@atgell as an authoritarian state” (Foley,
Edwards 1996:38). Even though there has been a aatiwo transition, the relationship
between the state and the civil society may séilstyuggling.

Voluntary organizations are not necessarily anrelytcoherent concept. In his cross-country
analysis on social capital, Dag Wollebaek distingess between the horizontal, a-political
“Putnam Groups” where the democratic effect of fazéace interaction are emphasized, and
the politically oriented “Olson Groups” which empgimes the direct contact between civil
society and the political sphere (Wollebaek 2009)23dditionally, due to their often

hierarchical structure (Dowley, Silver 2002:508 trrum 1993), religious organizations are
categorized as a third group, with potentially eliént effects (Wollebaek 2009:230). By
grouping the voluntary organizations one can uncavenore detail the effects of voluntary

organizations across the iron curtain.

The difference between EEC and WEC civil societyedi@oment leads us to the following
hypothesis:

h7a: Voluntary organizations has a stronger efiaddvVEC

® This is, of course, a simplification of the cisdciety-discourse. For a broader discussion abwilisociety in
EEC, see for example Kopecky and Mudde 2003.
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2.6.2. A change of values? The shift from modernism to postmodernism

The perspectives described above discuss trusstoust as a product of socialization — about
lifetime learning of trus{Mishler, Rose 2001:37). However, the existencpdiitical trust or
lack thereof may, rather than being a result ofcctdisengagement and decrease in social
capital, be a product of changing times and changalues. According to Ronald Inglehart,
the world is experiencing “deep-rooted changes iorldv views” (Inglehart 2000:215),
fundamentally changing the way the political systeamregarded. With the shift from
traditional to legal-rational authority describearleger followed a change of mentality, from
“religious and communal values” to a worldview ofationalistic morality” (Inglehart
1999:237-238). This process, Inglehart commentspidinear. Somewhere along the way of
economic modernization, the values shift againl@ngrt 1999:239) — towardsostmodern,
or postmaterialyalues.

When economic development expanded, and welfareelmogere improved in western
societies, individuals experienced new levels afnemic security. This enabled them to
climb the hierarchy of needs and pursue other ddmarhe Post-modern shift represents a
shift towards the pursuit of individual goals arek tmaximizing of individual well-being
(Inglehart 1999:239). The mindsets of the citizér@sfer from material values to post-
material values. And to accompany this shift cormesincreasing distrust of authoritarian
figures. The shift from emphasis on survival toveaednphasis on self-fulfillment has led to a
decreased deference to authority. With increasedauic safety, resources can now be spent
on more thorough scrutiny of political authoriti€g/hen people no longer worry about their
survival, they do not need to cling unquestionablythe authorities they hope will ensure
their survival” (Catterberg, Moreno 2005:32) Thepplation of post-modern societies put
more emphasis on the democratic values of libextality and rights of property. The
traditional socialist leviathan suffers, as a labggeaucratic state is regarded a violation of
these rights. From being a provider of economiwssg the state is now an intruder in the
personal sphere. The post-material shift is accomegaby an increasing distrust in
hierarchical institutions, similar to the ones ddnging our first dependent variable — political
institutions (Inglehart 1998:243). Thus, accordittg the theory of postmodernism, the
decrease of institutional trust is not necessaailyoss for the principles of democracy.
Democratic values are given higher salience asatakical institutions (such as the ones

being subject to research in this thesis) areddeaith more suspicion.
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The hypothesis derived from Inglehart's work is sevhat complicated, as it assumes
opposite effects on institutional and democratisstr respectively. Post-material values will,
according to the postmodernist theory, increas@auigor the democratic principles, at the

same time reducing trust in political authorities.

h8a: Postmaterialism has a negative effect ontunstinal trust-indicators

h8b: Postmaterialism has a positive effect on supijoo democratic ideals

The postmodernism-hypotheses thus defy the ideaided above that political trust “travels
upwards”, from the specific targets towards theertiffuse. Trust is thus not spilling over in
the hierarchy, but simultaneously distributed ddfely to different parts of the political

system.

The level of post-modern values is proportionalht® level of socio-economic modernization
in a country (Inglehart 2000:221). Thus, hypothaty; political trust in western developed

democracies will be more strongly affected by vathange, as citizens of these countries,
due to the ever-improving socioeconomic conditibage turned their priorities towards more
freedom and less hierarchical authority (Dalton®00his parallels Inglehart’s theories, and

gives us the following regional hypothesis:

h8c: Both these effects are more pronounced irbésteed democracies.

2.7. Main hypotheses and chapter summary

Thus, we end up with two conceptually differentstirs of variables as described in table
2.1., with accompanying hypotheses for analysigshWiese in mind, it is time to formulate
the two main hypotheses of this master thesis -hypetheses which will provide the answers

to the research question.

A general pattern of the government performancesthgsis is that they should have a larger
impact in EEC, due to the countries’ fragile trasd lengthy experience with authoritarian
regimes. By reviewing the trends of trust presentethe introduction by looking at them
through the frames of the theories discussed almme=can make some main hypotheses. We
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see again that the trust in parliament in the EEfppkd quickly between 1991 (shortly after
the transition) to 1995, suggesting, as Catterlaed) Moreno puts it, a “post-honeymoon’-
effect. New democratic regimes are fragile in masays, and will need to perform quickly to
meet the high hopes of a citizenry tired of yedrsrmlerperformance and democratic deficits.
In the WEC, however, we are not as likely to seehsan effect. The steady democratic
development and long democratic history is suspedte have led to an “intuitive
understanding of how democracy works” (Leegreid, iSansen 2005:23), reducing the
impact of short-term experience related to spealftors. For the WEC regimes, thus, it is
hypothetically more problematic to pinpoint poorfpemance as a cause for the general de-
alignment across borders. Conversely, as desciibéal the different sets of variables, the
cultural theories should here have a stronger imphe to a more developed civic culture.
Hence, the first main hypothesis concerns the rmiffee between two main groups of

independent variables, and the geographical comipadimension of this thesis:

H1: Political variables will have a larger relativenpact in EEC, while cultural variables

will be more important in WEC, where the democratstitutions have proven their worth.

This hypothesis, though not tested to an exterdeggee, has been presented earlier. Mishler
and Rose (2005) found that government performanc®ussia had a larger impact on
institutional assessment than cultural variables,stated that cultural influences may play a
larger role in “older, more established democreggimes” (21). Similarly, as we saw above,
McAllister(1999) hypothesized that societies of stutmmocratic experience would be harder
affected by economic dissatisfaction than estabtistemocracies.

Please note that | am certainly not implying hérat while Eastern Europe is inhabited by
emotionless, cool rationally evaluating “homo eaorus”, Western Europe is sprawling

with affective, emotional citizens driven purely bpimal spirits. Both sets of theories are
hypothesized to have an effect in both regions. &le@&, based on the described historical
development and differences in democratic histtirg, theories of government performance
should have a relatively larger impact in young deracies where the population demand
concrete favorable output from the democratic regi@ultural theories, on the other hand,
should have a larger impact in established, libéeahocracies, where a political culture, civil

society and democratic values have had favoraloitgrconditions.
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Whereas the first main hypothesis mainly (but natlusively) focuses on the “specific”
dimension of political trust, the second hypothesisparticular concerns the distinction
between the different types of political trust thiesis aims to test. All hypotheses above
(except the postmaterialism-related ones) deal withilar effects on institutional and
democratic trust. The variables having a positiffect on citizen confidence in political
institutions may also be expected to contribute,ataertain degree, to higher trust in
democracy.

As the communist regimes of Eastern Europe wer@epéndent on trust to function, one can
suspect the reservoirs of diffuse democratic ttadte shallow. Hence, variables that affect
the somewhat more fluctuating specific institutiotrast, will to a larger degree also affect
trust and support in democratic values in EEC hasd democracies have yet to accumulate
stable levels of diffuse trust. In this sense tmsives upwards on Norris’ scale of political
trust. Continuous distrust in specific actors anstitutions leaves a print of distrust in the
system behind these actors and institutions. Hygiahly the trust travels faster in new

democracies than in old ones.

H2: The effects on trust in democratic values (gd#f trust) will generally be stronger in EEC
than in WEC.

Note that this effect is direct as well as indirddcause of this the analysis will, in addition
to testing the same explanatory variables on b@beddent variables, test the effect of
institutional trust on democratic trust, to spexafly test how and whether trust travels

differently between the different levels on thelsa# political trust.

Adding these main hypotheses to the ones preseatédr in this chapter gives the following
reference table of theories and hypotheses:
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Table 2.1 - hypotheses.

Theories:

Hypotheses:

Main hypotheses:

H1: Institutional variables wildve larger impact in EEC, whereas cult
variables will have a stronger effect in WEC.
H2: The effect on democratic trust will be strongeEEC.

nge

Institutional variables:

h1l: Economic Performandk rave a positive impact on political trust.
hla: These effects will be stronger in the EEC.
h2: Income inequality will have a negative effentpmlitical trust.
h2a: The effect will be stronger in the EEC.
h3: The state of political andwili liberties in a country has a positive effect
political trust.
h3a: This effect is more prominent in EEC.
h4. State corruption has a negative impact onipalitrust
h4a: This impact is stronger in EEC
h5: Being a “winner” has a positive effect on polt trust.

h5a: This effect is stronger in the EEC.

Cultural variables.

h6: Interpersonal trust has a positive effect otitipal trust, by “spilling over
into the political sphere.

h6a: This effect is stronger in WEC than EEC.

h6b: Interpersonal trust has no effect on politioast.

h7: Participation in voluntary organizations hgsoaitive effect on political trust
h7a: Voluntary organizations has a stronger effegVEC

h8a: Postmaterialism has a negative effect ontinistnal trust-indicators

h8b: Postmaterialism has a positive effect on stigpodemocratic ideals

h8c: Both these effects are more pronounced ilbkstted democracies.

This chapter has explicitly laid out the theordtifundation of the thesis. It has briefly

placed the concept of political trust in two diffat political contexts. It has presented the

dependent variables as two different kinds of palittrust. And it has defined the theoretical

backgrounds for the independent variables. Havstghdéished a theoretical framework and

analyzable hypotheses, how does one concretelyagprthe research question? To clarify

this, the next chapter will outline the methodidakign of the thesis.
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3. Method and Data — a multi-dimensional approach

The following chapter will draw the methodologisaiucture of this thesis, and explain why a
multilevel design is well-suited for explaining fdifences in political trust. | will discuss both

the substantial and statistical benefits of mulgleanalysis, in the process explaining the
concrete procedures of my method of choice (keetiiagechnical details as few as possible).
Then, | will describe the data-set and selectionaeintries, before | finally select and explain

the most fitting indicators for the different vadrias explained above.

3.1. Why a quantitative approach?

“To have mastered ‘theory’ and ‘method’ is to hdarome aonscioughinker” (Mills 1959

in Sartori 1970:1033). When laying the methodolabidesign for a master thesis, it is
important to thoroughly analyze the research goestnd find the most suitable method of
analysis. One of the most central elements isigmalour methods to the ontology — to the
way the world is actually put together. Not evergthod is applicable in every context. Using
the wrong method at a given research question magupe useless results, as the models
may not be a proper representation of reality (B803). Thus, to be a conscious thinker one
has to properly analyze the theoretical and engliiircumstances in order to choose an
appropriate  method. An important question to cagrsits that of qualitative versus
guantitative method. Is the research question l@swered through broad, large-N
comparative analyses or by concentrating on a fewa single case? The question of
gualitative versus quantitative method is often @ified to a question of depth versus
breadth. By sacrificing the opportunity of in-depthorough research of a small number of
cases, the statistical analysis can investigaterge Inumber of cases, and thus find larger
patterns that can infer relationships outside pexific area of research. Whereas qualitative
analyses may zoom in on the small scale relatipsshetween societal factors, statistical
models may test these effects on a larger scalgy(Kieohane, Verba 1994:4). As this thesis
endeavors to compile and compare different viewgdlitical trust, the quantitative method
is a viable choice.

Peter Hall goes a long way in implying that ontgidtas “outrun” methodology, and that

standard regression analyses are unfit to desandeexplain the world (Hall 2003:398) He
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states, using traditional modernization theoriearagxample, that one should not use simple
standard regressions without paying attention tmpiex interactions and factors being
influenced by context (Hall 2003:398). More advahcand specialized quantitative
techniques may however to a better degree refl@gciagy. One should not necessarily reject
guantitative method on the grounds that it is imf@® or unaligned to reality, one just needs
to explore and refine our analytical tools. Thiedis is an attempt to uncover these
interactions and contextually different causaltieteships Hall emphasizes.

The main reason for the choice of quantitative metfor this particular problem is the
global, general nature of the phenomenon undesarelsig. As we have seen, decreasing
political trust is a fact in numerous establishedhdcracies, and levels of trust have also been
disappointingly low in new democracies. Therefore,is interesting to look at the
phenomenon through a broad analysis, as thereeasens to believe that there are common
causal relationships across borders. At the same tiaution is needed not to draw hasty
conclusion about a pan-European or global modeixpfaining political trust. Nuances and
details may be hidden under the surface, undedioir need for a model that takes these

factors in regard.

3.2. Multilevel analysis and why it is appropriate

The essence of comparative method is to uncovatioakhips through analyzing multiple

cases/units/observations against each other. Thidy 9s inherently comparative, as the
research question explicitly sets two different graphical regions up against each other.
Moreover, as thoroughly described in the theoryptdia the thesis is actually comparative
across three dimensions: 1. The geographical-cargkegimension — are there differences in
the generation of trust across the great east-diggle? 2. Level of measurement — are
differences of political trust caused by individual contextual factors? 3. The forms of
political trust — what is the effect of the indedent variables on democratic and institutional
trust, respectively? Thus, to be aligned with tiheppsed ontology — this multidimensional

conception of trust — the quantitative design nieséble to include all these aspects.

| argue that political trust can be explained byhbmdividual factors and factors on the
country level, and that causal relationships mé#fgidbased on the regional historical context.

This thesis includes hypotheses on both micro aacronlevel — hence we need an analytical

36



method that allows us to measure the effect of btate-level factors that vary across borders
and individual factors that vary between citizerfstlmose countries. Multilevel analysis
enables us to do just that. The technique hascenteyears been widely used when studying
schools, consisting of pupils nested into clasdesLéeuw, Meijer 2008:2). However, as the
world consists of individuals nested into geographiunits of administration (states),
assuming state-structures affect individual attebyas | do), the technique is also well-suited
for the globally oriented comparative social sasntThe ability to combine country-level
and individual variables enables us to test theothgsis about aggregate effects and

individual effects in the same model.

The fundamental question of this thesis is whetthercausal relationships that affect the level
of political trust are different in Eastern and \tées Europe. One advantage with multilevel
analysis is that it allows the measurement of ¢&ffe€independent variables on the individual
level to be mediated by factors on country-levetglac 2007:191). As we shall see, being
able to model the iron curtain as a mediating faoto the individual causal effects is very

useful, and captures the geographical dimensidheothesis nicely.

Additionally, multilevel analysis addresses somaistical issues associated with ordinary
monolevel analyses. Multilevel analysis sorts tlagiables on the individual level to vary
between the individuals in a particular country,iletthe country level variables compares
between country means. Using traditional one-letatistical techniques on multilevel data,
like cross-national survey-data, may lead to sé\stadistical issues (clustering, nonconstant
variance, underestimated standard errors (Daltongefson 2011:25)). The fact that
individuals are clustered in countries with potalhi influential characteristics violates the
assumption of independence between observationsx (Bfail0:4-5). Recognizing the
multilevel structure of the data and the possibfeegtnces in variance across borders, and

weaving them into the statistical design, may reyrtbdse problems.

The democratic/institutional trust-dimension is eéakcare of by conducting a separate
multilevel analysis on each dependent variableygusimilar explanatory variables on each
one. In this way, | can measure not only differaatoss-country and between-individuals
effects, but also where what kinds of politicalstrare more or less affected by different

explanatory factors.
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In sum the methodological design allows for effesticomparisons across levels of
measurement, across a possibly interesting geogedrea and between different types of
political trust. However, an inherent problem ofasering and analyzing attitudes through
survey data is the difficulties related to condugtiime-series/panel analyses. Even if the
surveys are held by regular intervals, the respatsdare rarely the same (especially in large
N cross-country surveys as in this case), and pamelyses are thus impossible on the
individual level. And due to the relatively low nber of countries, and the large differences
in participating countries, aggregate panel analyme also difficult. This omission of the
time-dimension challenges one of the criteria i ¢hassical definition of causality by David
Hume (in Skog 2007:23-24) However, trust being saitheoretically slow-moving, hard-to-
change aspect of society (Rothstein and Uslanex bawed trust as a “sticky” phenomenon”
(2005:65)), an analysis executed at a single poitime should be a viable choice to capture
important causal relations. The theoretical fouinthatfor the causal directions is also
thoroughly explained in the theory-chapter, sol#t&ing time-dimension should not be a big
obstacle for this analysis.

3.3. The multilevel model

3.3.1. Conducting and interpreting a multilevel reg  ression analysis

Multilevel models are known under several nameshsas “random coefficient model”,
“variance component model” and “hierarchical lineaodel” (Hox 2010:11). The common
concept is the hierarchical structure of data,vahg splitting of variance into between- and
within-parts. This allows us to include variablestavo analytical levels in one model. | will
now lay out the structure of my analysis. Levelelol refers to the individuals and level 2
the countries. The step-wise procedure explainéabis useful when conducting multilevel
analysis, as the number of parameters is very toghpared to the standard OLS-regression
(Hox 2010:54-56). This complicates the analysiser&fore, it is practical to keep the number

of variables down by weeding out the insignificaatiables as you go.
The first model is a model without any independeartables, except thaterceptterm. The

model is therefore called amtercept-onlymodel, or, due to its lack of independent variables
anemptymodel (Ma, Lingling, Kelly 2008, Strabac 2007, H261.0).

38



Y= YootUoi+g” (1)

The empty model consists of the regression intérggg in addition to residuals on both
individual (g;) and country levellp;) (Hox 2010:56). The empty model works as a refegen

for the rest of the models. The perhaps most imporpiece of information in the empty
model, is the amount of variance within and betweeuntries, respectively. By measuring
the country-level variance as a proportion of titaltvariance, one can estimate how much of
the total variance of the dependent variable inpibygulation is a result of individual factors,
and how much is a result of country-factors (HoX@66) (Ma, Lingling, Kelly 2008:65).
This estimate is called the intraclass correlatioefficient (ICC) (Strabac 2007:181). For a
multilevel analysis to be viable there should eg@@ie variance on level 2 - the ICC is thus a
nifty tool for evaluating the usefulness of a maitel analytical design. This model thus
serves as a reference for the more complex modeli€ofinell, MacCoach 2008:65).
Knowing the variance in the dependent variablevalais to have a larger to control the
evolution of the model, by sorting out the variabtet adding to its explanatory power.

When we insert the independent variables on baotéldeinto this empty model, we get the

basic multilevel model:

Yii =Yoo + YpoXpij + Yoolqj TUojt € (2)

This model includes, and measures the effect ointhependent variables on both level 1 and
level 2. TheX,,j are the, explanatory variables at the individual level (widual; in country

i), while theZg; are they explanatory variables at the group level (coupkriHox 2010:57).
The next step is usually to include varying regessoefficients across country borders, so-
called random slopegHox 2010:57-58, Strabac 2007:188). However, &s ttieoretical
argument of this thesis concentrates primarily iffecence between two large regions and
less on the internal difference of these regiadms, step will not be prioritized. Additionally,
the limited degrees of freedom caused by our ralBtifew units on level two restrict the
number of parameters one can include while stilpkeg the model statistically solvent. The
theoretically relevant geographical distinctiontive thesis is the one between western and

" There are many different notations of equationsuhout the literature. The one used in this thsishilar to
the one used in Hox (2010).
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eastern Europe, hence the focus will not lie onowadng other regional differenceBy
removing the varying regression slopes (randonctdffdrom the model, the multilevel model

becomes more similar to the ordinary monolevel rhode

If the analysis contains conditional hypothesesnidyor, Clark and Golder claim, then the
analysis should include interactions (2006:64). sThinalysis specifically sets out to
investigate the potential conditional effects o thest/east divide, and to find this difference
the models will thus include interaction terms. Text step in the analysis will therefore be
to include interaction terms, using the West-Easbpe divide as a variable in combination

with other explanatory variables.

The most used type of interaction in a multileveddel is a cross-level interaction with a
random effect on the lowest level (Bauer, Curra@3887). Interactions can, however, be
made with fixed effects as well (Bauer, Curran 2883), as is the case here. These are
constructed by multiplying a variable on one lewéh a variable on the other. This measures
the effect of a variable under the influence oftarovariable, in our case whether or not the
individual lives in a western or eastern-Europeanntry. Confirming or rejecting our main

geographical hypothesis will depend on the sigaifce of these interactions.

The analysis will be done using the statisticalkpge Stata, a powerful tool for conducting
complex analyses with large data-sets. There dner gprograms dedicated specifically
towards multilevel modeling, but Stata was congdesufficient for the purposes of this
thesis.

Both the linear and the logistic model (logistignession explained below in part 3.3.2) use
maximum likelihood estimation to (Hox 2010 41, 1ig)oduce estimates for the population
parameters that maximize the probability (...) of g the data that are actually
observed” (Hox 2010:40). Through multiple complezhtterations Stata computes the best
possible estimates for the given model, resultmg@ iikelihood value. The multilevel model
does not provide an?fike the ordinary least square (OLS) model (Strap@67:187) As
explained the ICC enables us to compare the varidetween level 1 and level 2 as the

model evolves. The above-mentioned likelihood a@lisuvides us with a measurement called
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deviancé, indicating how well the model fits the data. Thevidace is then used to test
different nested models — that is, two models wHarspecific model can be derived from a
more general model” by removing variables (Hox 206D By performing d.ikelihood-ratio
test, or LR-test, one can determine whether theemmomplicated model is a better fit than the
smaller model. A significant LR-test means that #ueled variables contribute to a better
model fit. The LR-tests will be provided in the eémpmodel (against a standard regression),
when the individual variables are added (againstdmpty model), as well as where the
country-level variables are added (against theviddal model). In this way the different
models of the analysis can be compared in ternfsoof well they explain the variance of

political trust, even without an’R

3.3.2. A short note on logistic analysis

One of the dependent variables in the analysisdsimamy-variable, consisting only of the
values 1 and 0. Having dichotomous dependent Jarials analytical consequences. The
non-normal distribution of errors and lack of conity and linearity requires a logistic
multilevel regression (Hox 2010:112). Where ordyniamear regressions estimate the change
in y when x changes by 1, a logistic regressidnyisg to maximize the likelihood that x and
y appear together (Eikemo/Clausen 2007:83). Tlkslihood approaches, but never quite
reaches 0% and 100%, resulting in an S-curvedtlogiegression line (Skog 2007:354)

Whereas traditional coefficients are displayed hange in the value of the dependent
variable, in a logistic regression the coefficieats displayed as odds-ratios, where a ratio
above 1 indicates a positive effect (an increaspraiability). Similarly, a ratio between 1
and O indicates a reduction in probability, i.enegative effect. The odds ratios are the
antilogarithm of the beta coefficients (Eikemo, @an 2007:91), and are given directly by
Stata by applying the OR-option when conducting #malyses. By using the formula
100*(odds ratio-1), the odds ratios are recalcdlatmto “percentage change in
odds/probability” (Eikemo, Clausen 2007:92). Insthvay one may interpret effects on the

second dependent variable — democratic trust.

8 Calculated as -2*In(likelihood).
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3.3.3. Possible problems

Having as few units of analysis on level 2 as & ¢hse here has puts severe restrictions on
the available amount of independent variables,tddew degrees of freedom. This is not an
exact science, but according to Snijders and Bogk8®9 in Strabac 2007:176), having
between 10 and 100 units on level two may caudeststal issues. The data-set was chosen
partly due to its relatively high number of aval@lizuropean countries, but the number of
units on macro-level is, nevertheless, not espggdmadih, and limits the possibilities of the
analysis. Therefore, while | can easily cram imemy variables as | like on the individual
level, | may have to reduce variables on countwelléor my analysis to produce statistically
useful results. These precautions will be takethénanalysis.

The large difference in number of units on thealéht levels of analysis may also cause
difficulties when interpreting significance. Withdusands of units (individuals) on level one,
even small and negligible effects on the dependanable may seem statistically significant
(low p-values) (Midtbg 2007:95), leading an inativem researcher to give those effect higher
salience than they actually deserve. It is impartaot only to look at the statistical
significance, but also the substantial significanaghether the actual impact of the variable is
strong enough to pay attention to — by actively parmg the strength of the causal effects.
Even though an effect is statistically significahtight be substantially negligible.

3.4. Data and Operationalizations

3.4.1. The sources of data

The scope and boundaries of the master thesishpt®hie from conducting my own surveys,
leaving the thesis’ destiny entirely in the hantiexdernal data-sources. However, the amount
and extent of databanks that measures individudlvatmns and feelings have increased
during the last decades, expanding the areas eames available for quantitatively oriented
social scientists. As the concept of trust andl ceciety has gained a larger role in political
science, so have questions about the concept egtaiplace in large, cross-national surveys.
This provides a large reservoir of potential sosiroé data for the thesis. An ambitious
research design, as the one drawn above, requirestansive data-set. Survey questions that

function as potent indicators of all of our variedyl both the dependent and the independent
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ones are necessary, as well as respondents froildeaaway of European states, from both

sides of the iron curtain.

The available sources of data include the Worldu¥aBurvey, the Eurobarometer, the
European social Survey and the European Valuey.stlidhese contain useful variables and
have been extended throughout the years to inahagle cultural theories and measures to
keep up with the trends of social science. Thecsiele of countries, however, varies to some
degree between the datasets. The Eurobarometendesclitself by only including EU

countries, of which there are historically few eastEuropean. The World Values Survey,
while having a large number of countries worldwinheludes only 20 European countries in
the latest survey (2005-2008). European Social §yrhough focusing on Europe, similarly

include only 28 European countries (excluding Tyréed Israel), too few for this analysis.

Based on the available indicators and the amounhdbtided countries, | have therefore
chosen the European Values Study (EVS) as my datasehis analysis. The European
Values Study is published every ninth year, stgrimthe early 80’s. The latest survey, from
2007-2008, endeavors to find “further insightscatftural and social change (EVS 2011a). It
also features a larger number of countries thamn leemre, including among others the new
countries of the Balkan region. Today, the dataiseludes practically every European

country, making it a natural choice for a crossdpaan analysis.

When using data collected by others, careful camaitbns when selecting the variable
indicators are required. To maximize the validitfy aur measurements there has to be
congruence between what we are measuring and whahwk we are measuring (King,
Keohane, Verba 1994:25) Firstly, | have to interprkat the survey makers intended with the
guestion. Secondly, | have to assume that the nelgmds interpret the questions the same
way as the survey-makers, the other respondends] do. The questions may have to be
adjusted to a certain geographical context as gascmay have different interpretations
across national borders. European values survess tdis into account, having routines for
uncovering translational problems and adjust twesrding to cultural peculiarities (EVS
2011b). Additionally, respondents may for some @adig or in other ways provide unreliable
information, reducing the validity of the data. $hs a danger especially under repressive
governments, where individuals may put themselvesilanger by answering on certain

guestions (King, Keohane, Verba 1994:25). Howetsastern European democracies have
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come a long way when it comes to openness and tlestiqns asked are relatively
uncontroversial, so there should be little reasomttie respondents to hide the truth. As for
data reliability, that is the trustworthiness oé ttiata-collection procedures (King, Keohane,
Verba 1994:25-26), the individual data is collectgsing methods of randomizing and
sufficiently large selections to ensure represali@gfEVS2011b). There is little reason to

doubt the methods of collection, and the data e reliable for the purposes of this thesis.

On the national level data has been collected frarmerous data banks, including the
Freedom House website and the World Bank. All maticdata collected is from 2007, to

ensure that the different variables are applicablthe same model. To not break Hume’s
criteria of asymmetry and locality (that cause affdct should happen close to each other in
space and time, but not at exactly the same tinkeg(2007:23-24)), the data should be
recorded during as short time as possible, anddépendent variable cannot predate the

explanatory variables.

3.4.2. The selection of countries

As described in the introduction, the selectiorthe iron curtain as a means of comparison
may seem somewhat arbitrary, considering the isargaconvergence between east and west
the last 20 years. Additionally, the internal carme of the east and west region may be
guestioned. However, for the purpose of this thefiie distinction is still relevant,

considering the age of the different democracies the hypothesized causal relations. Our
main hypothesis concerns the differences in efietiveen a recent, abrupt transition from an
oppressive regime and a regime with a long demioctastory. Thus, the selection of

countries should reflect this difference.

The so-called “third wave of democratization”, utes the mass of quick democratic
transitions in Europe in the early nineties witte thissolution of the Soviet Union and
departure from socialist regimes. The countries$ #na included in this group is the Czech
republic, Poland, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, RasdUkraine, Moldova, Croatia, Slovenia,
Slovakia, Serbia, Romania, Hungary, Bulgaria, Alaaand Macedonia. On WEC, the thesis
includes every country (of some size) that expesdna “natural” democratic development
through the late f8early 20" century. According to Stein Rokkan (Flora, Kuhrilewin

1999) the following Western European Countries erpeed a steady democratic
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development that ended with the so-called “fre€zmigparty-systems in the 1920-1930's:
Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Belgiuitme Netherlands, Luxembourg,
Ireland, Switzerland, Austria, United Kingdom, Fean Germany and Italy. These countries
can therefore be regarded as “established” demestaand will constitute the Western

European category.

In addition to the countries described above, luide the countries Spain, Portugal and
Greece in the group of WEC, even though all of theam be included in the “third wave”,
having experienced democratic transitions durirey T@’s. This is based on both statistical
and theoretical considerations. Neither of the twes can be regarded as having been a part
of the eastern bloc during the 19th century, ahafathem were integrated in the Western
European society and economic structure by theakguaclusion into the European Union in
the 80’s. It should thus not be controversial iude them in the group of western European
countries. This gives us a selection of 35 cousitrid in Eastern Europe and 18 in Western
Europe. As mentioned, this is relatively few lelnits, but with a limited number of

parameters in the models, the analysis shoulddbststally robust.

3.4.3. Operationalizations

3.4.3.1. Dependent variables — Institutional and de  mocratic political trust.

Since this thesis tries to test both institutioaatl democratic trust, | will need quantitative
indicators on both types. The EVS contains numekauiables where respondents are asked
about their confidence in more or less politicadtitutions. Additive indices consisting of
trust in multiple political institutions is much et in studies such as this, and is considered a
satisfactory measure on institutional trust. Exqaestion wording on this and all other

variables can be found in the appendix.

As explained in the theory-chapter, the indexnatitutional trust will consist of trust in the
legal system, the parliament and the police. THerént indicators ask the respondent to rate
their trust in different political institutions fno 1 to 4, where 1 indicates very high trust while
4 indicates very low trust. After adding the scolesubtract 2 from the sum, and reverse the
scale, making a scale ranging from 1 (low gene@stitutional confidence) to 10 (high general
institutional confidence). The reversing is done rfeeasurement purposes only, and has no

substantial effect on the results. It's intuitivet high trust should be represented by a high
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number, and low trust by a correspondingly low nemi@'he Cronbach’s Alpha, measuring
the consistency of the indicators constituting adek (Skog 2007:97) is 0.738, which is
deemed sufficient (Pennings, Keman and Kleinnijghhsuggest a minimum of 0.67
(2006:75).

There are some considerations to be done when nreggolitical trust. As described, the
concept of trustworthiness should be separated tlmnconcept of trust, since reasons for
trusting lies not only in assessing trustworthingdther inquiries have included subjective
evaluations of institutional performance as theiefidtion of political trust and
trustworthiness, and therefore their dependent abli (Levi, Stoker 2000:497-498).
However, as this thesis treats institutional tastsimply whether the respondents put his or
her confidence in said institutions, regardlessmiecedents, the indicators described above

are regarded as optimal.

On the other dependent varialdemocratic trust, the EVS includes two particular questions

regarding support for democracy. One of the questieegards whether democracy is a
“good” form of government, and the other whethez tespondent agrees or disagrees on
whether democracy is the “best” form of governmdihie country means for each question is
very similar. For this thesis the first indicat@ ¢hosen — does the respondent consider
democracy to be a “good” form of government? Fag purposes of the analysis, it is

regarded better that the respondent is given tpertynity to give his or her own assessment

of democracy, rather than merely agreeing or desgigg in an already formulated statement.

The questions are asked giving a 4-item scale,imgnfjom 1 meaning that respondents
thinks fondly about democracy to 4 meaning thatréspondent does not think democracy is
a good form of government. The answers are recodeda dichotomous variable, where 1
represents a positive assessment, and 0 represeeatmtive assessment.

3.4.3.2. Independent variables - the individual lev el

To measure government performance on the individel, | include a variable on
household income, in Euros, adjusted for Purchadtogver Parity (PPP) (for easier
comparisons across countries). Teatered household incomeariable measures household
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income centered round the national mean, to furdtandardise income across borders.
Centering the effects round the country mean esabke to see the income relatively
compared to the income within the country. Assegdimcome across borders is often
meaningless (even when adjusted for PPP), as Ipeiagis different in a land of relatively

rich citizens than in a land of equally poor citize In this sense, centering the income
variable round the country mean enables us to stwaieeatch the equality-variable on the

individual level.

Another individual indicator of economic performanis unemployment. For this variable,
the EVS include a variable concerning the job-situraof the respondent, asking what job-
situation the respondent is currently in. If thespendent answered with alternative 8,

unemployed, he is coded as 1; all other answersded as 0.

Sadly, the EVS data-set does not include indivigheateptive measures of corruption. This is
negative, as citizen assessments of governmentstyore a potentially strong theoretical
determinant of trust in institutions, as explaineatlier. Neither does the survey include
guestions about the respondents’ subjective views ar expectations of government
performance. The thesis thus has to rely solelythenobjective individual measures just
described. Citizen satisfaction in government peménce is regularly highlighted as an
important correlate of political support (see.forample Dalton 2004:63-64), and being

unable to catch this factor is a loss.

For the winner/loser-variable, | compare the parties in government ia thspondent’s
country with what the respondent says he would.\btbe individual would have voted for a
party currently in power, he is considered a “wirinand given value 1. A “loser” is given
value 0. This is not optimal, as what a persmuld vote is often not the same as the person
actuallyvoted However, one can argue that being discontent thighcurrent government is
an equally good measure of being a “loser” as ltavoted for a losing party last election. In
this sense, this variable taps a concept previdoesiyd by quantitative analyses to be highly
related to political trust: Identifying with the m&s in power (Norris 1999b:220). In a
parliamentary system, the coding is straightforwasdther your party is in government, or it
isn’'t (supporting parties are not taken into coasaion). In a presidential/semi-presidential
system one must check for co-habitation, which m@she case in any of the countries at the

time of measuring.
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Interpersonal trust is usually measured by the question “Do you fhat,tgenerally, people
are to be trusted or you can’t be too careful?’e Téspondent answers either “1” representing
trust or “2” representing distrust. The variablerégoded into a 1/0-dummy for analytical
purposes. The question has been criticized by s(@nath 1996 in Uslaner 1999:126),
however it is deemed suitable for this analysisldés not imply any trust antecedents, and
catches both the respondents’ idea of the trushivas$s in society, and the existence of the
“norms of reciprocity” emphasized by Putnam as aregral part of social capital. The
interpersonal trust-variable is also aggregatethéocountry-levelggregate interpersonal
trust-variable, to catch whether living in a high- or lomust society has an impact. The
variable is generated by taking the country mewaal$eof interpersonal trust, and multiplying

it by ten to get easier interpretable coefficients.

Participation involuntary associationsis coded as whether the respondent works voluytari
for a certain type of organization, where a 1 metas the individual does voluntary work
and a 0 means that he/she doesn’t. As describdgeinheory, there are different types of
organizations, with potentially different effects @olitical trust. The “Putham Groups” —
horizontal, non-political groups with emphasis atial interaction — are coded as whether
the individual works voluntarily for a cultural adty, a local community action, a
sports/recreation-association or a youth orgarumatiSimilarly, the “Olson Groups” —
politically oriented organizations — are coded &etler or not the respondent works unpaid
for a political party or a labor/trade union. Therd category, religious organizations, is
simply coded as whether the respondent answeredryas to the question of whether or not

he/she works at a religious organization.

Post-materialist attitudes have traditionally been measured byemtasy respondents four
possible targets of state policy, and telling tegpondents to range them according to what
they think should have the highest priority. Amahgse are two traditionally “materialist”
targets, and two post-materialist. Dependent on tiey range the policies, the respondents
are placed in categories “materialist”, “post-miaést” or “mixed”. The indicators are: 1.
maintaining order in the nation, 2. giving peoplerensay in important government decisions,
3. fighting rising prices, 4. protecting freedomspleech (GESIS 2011). Alternative one and
three indicate materialist view, while two and fandicate postmaterialist viewsFor the

® There are certain similarities in measurement betwespecially indicator 1 and 4, and instituticral
democratic trust, respectively. This may contribtotinflate their causal effects in the hypothedideections.
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purposes of this thesis, the variable has beerdescmto a dichotomous variable, with every
individual coded as a post-materialist given thei@dl”, while the rest is given value “0".
Additionally, | have made a second dummy by codimg purely non-post-materialist (who
ranks the two materialist policies highest) as d #re rest as 0, to check whether the most
important factor is having materialist or post-miaiést values. In this way we can catch if
the effect lies not in being post-materialist, athernot being materialist or vice versa. The
mixed-category will thus serve as the referencegaty.

3.4.3.3. Control Variables

To control for individual factors that have the gutial to distort results if left unattended, |
also include control variables. These are less ectied to the theory (though not
uninteresting), but their inclusion is statistigailinportant to ensure that other variables are
not given too much significance, and are thus ewiregy the accuracy of the analysis. To
account for such factors, | include the controliafsles age, education, gender, and ethnic
background.

Age is indeed of some theoretical interest. As the generation of Eastern Europeans grow
up, the memories of past undemocratic times fadedamocracy is regarded the “natural” set
of government. Thus, we may hypothesize that youoigieens will have a somewhat higher
tolerance for poor democratic performance, and gowent performance therefore have a
weaker effect among these citizens — making it igmd to control for these differences.
Dimitrova-Grajzl and Simon, who analyses polititalst among young people of the CEE
today emphasize that the growing generation of-postmunist Europe have not experienced
the communist period and may thus be less affedfedot unaffected, by its legacy
(Dimitrova-Grajzl, Simon 2010:207) . No questiontive survey asks specifically about age;
age is therefore calculated by subtracting yeabidh from 2008 (the year of the survey).
Being a continuous variable, the age-variable rdered to make a value of zero meaningful.
Unlike the income-variable, however, age is cemdtaxand the grand European mean, as

there is no reason for making age a relative cancep

The educational levelof individuals has an impact on largely every asé their lives, and
greatly affects their views, attitudes and motmas. Robert Putnam describes educated
people as “trusters and joiners”, being more iredino join voluntary associations and thus

have an extended field of trust (Putnam 1995:6¢ data-set is not very cooperative on this
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point, offering no year-based educational survegstjons. The questions regarding education
have very uneven number-scales from 1-6, wherepfiesents hardly any formal education
and 6 represents the highest level of tertiary atioic. For analytical purposes the variable is
recoded into a dummy, where 1 means that the regmbrhas tertiary education, while a 0

means he has not.

The direct effect ofjender on trust is not much researched, leaving few id#agsossible
directions of influence. However, the indirect effe of gender are always present, as
differences of opportunities and rights are matg@sthrough every phase of their lives.
These differences should thus be controlled foe dimmy-variable is coded with male as 1
and female as O.

The analysis will include @ountry origin-variable. An important, albeit in this thesis
largely untouched, dimension of social capital hattof bridging versusbonding social
capital. Whereas bridging social capital seeksvieraome interpersonal boundaries, bonding
social capital strengthens these boundaries wihiteeasing the within-group solidarity.
(Putnam 2002:11) Having an ethnically segmentedesoenay lead thus to suspicion of
“outsiders”, decreasing citizen alignment to truadditionally, many Eastern European
countries (and to an increasing degree Westernpgarg are experiencing a rise in right-
wing attitudes, and parties expressing such a#filadte getting an increasing number of seats
in parliament. This may affect minorities’ trusttime political system. This variable is coded
as the respondent answer to whether he/she isia ratizen of the country in which the
survey was held. “1” if he/she is a native citiz&®i, if not. The survey-question does not,

however, differentiate between different partshaf world regarding origin.

3.4.3.4. Independent variables — country-level

Government performancewill in this thesis be measured by the Human Dewelent Index
on macro-level. This index neatly combines levekeobnomic development, education and
longevity in a single number. As explained, thisalgsis suffers somewhat from a low
number of level 2-units, reducing the number ofilabde control variables on country-level,
so such indexes are very welcome, as they redeceummber of necessary control-variables.
This variable catches economy, as well as sociaips in the form of health and education -
all central measures of policy output (McAllist&39B). The HDI-index goes from 0 to 1, and

is recoded here to go from 0-10 (multiplied with 1€ easier interpretation of coefficients.
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While a good measurement of a regime’s level ofcgmonomic development accumulated
over a longer period of time, the HDI index may &eub-optimal indicator of short-term
regime performance. To catch this aspect, the aisallycludes measures of economic growth
over the last 5 years. If the country has manageddintain a steady economic growth, this
should hypothetically be visible for citizens, imping their view of the political system.
Economic growth is coded as the mean percentagelyio GDP of every year from 2003 to
2008.

Equality is measured by the GINI coefficient, which is alscranging from O to 1. O here
means complete equality — perfectly distributedime among population — while a 1 means
complete inequality — one person receives all ineoimply spoken, the GINI coefficient is
calculated as the difference between absolute ptiopality between population and income

and the actual distribution of income. A larger mi@mmeans a larger discrepancy.

Corruption is an elusive concept to capture quantitativegmé inherently withdrawn from
public view. However, the international NGO Trangpey International works to illuminate
such activity, and publishes a yearly report onliputorruption, “drawing on different expert
and business surveys” (Transparency Internatio®@llR This includes the “Corruption
Perception Index, ranging the countries of the ev@tcording to theperceivedlevels of
corruption in the state sector. This captures #ngel-scale political corruption Uslaner and
Badescu highlighted as important factors in Romaiiiae scale ranges from 1 (highly
corrupt) to 10 (highly clean). The Corruption Pgto@n Index has received some critique for
their methods (see for example Galtung 2005), duegarded as fitting for the purposes of

this thesis due to its regularity and broad scoperims of included countries.

Political and civil rights is coded using the Freedom House’s global indesxedom House

publishes a yearly global report — theeedom in the Worldeport - assessing the democratic
quality of the countries of the world, assigningrthscores on both political liberties and civil
rights. The index is based on worldwide “surveyingg and narrative reports” and is
supported by country-specific articles elaboratimg the reasons for the given ratings.
Freedom House differs from some other scales ofodesmy (such as e.g. the Polity IV
index) in that it emphasizes the liberties-aspdctiamocracy rather than the institutional

aspect. Countries are given scores from 1-7 on political and civil rights, where. In the
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analysis, the scores are combined to an additii#é-geale. 1 is subtracted, resulting in a 1-13
scale, and the scale is reversed so that libenahtdes are given high scores, for easier
interpretation of coefficients.

3.4.3.5. The interaction terms

In addition to the variables mentioned above, andial for answering the research question,
are the interaction terms. These are made by rhuttgp the Western/Eastern European
dummy with the different independent variables. Tiestern/Eastern dummy encompasses
the contextual differences across the iron curtaincluding the differences in democratic
experience and the many decades of planned veratkeheconomies. The interaction terms
can indicate how these experiences have possibifricoted to the independent variables
having different effects. When using non-randonpefy only the intercept varies between
countries — the coefficients remain the same. Byjutling interaction terms we get two

coefficients: one for east and one for west.

Using a dichotomous mediating factor, as is the tese, is perhaps the simplest form of
interaction effects (Brambor, Clark, Golder 2005:6¢directly addresses the differences in
effect when including the mediating factor as compgao excluding it. To successfully
interpret the interactions, one has to look noy @tlthe coefficient of the interaction term,
but take into account all variables constituting ithteraction. To interpret interactions, Hox
states, it helps to write several equations, ferint values on one of the independent
variables (2010:64). Thus, when interpreting theraction terms, we generate two new
equations, one for Eastern Europe and one (sijpleWWestern Europe (Examples of the
formulas can be found in Acock 2010:279 and CRMadsiinc 2006:5-9). The western
European equation is simple because both the ralgilmmmy and the interaction term has
value 0, and is thus removed from the equations@ying these equations for every
interaction, we may find the separate coefficidotEastern and Western Europe, enabling
us to compare causal relationships across theQrotain. Similar formulas are used in the
logistic model, but the coefficients are subsedydransformed to odds ratios (by running
the antilogarithm on the coefficients, as explaiabdve) for more comprehensive
presentation of the effects.
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4. Analysis

Having drawn a theoretical and methodological laage for studying political trust/support,
I will now conduct my analysis, and present theultesf the regressions. The step-wise
progress of the analysis has been presented itmithod-chapter, but will be briefly

recapitulated during this chapter as the analydis along.

This chapter will consist of five main parts. Thestf part is a short description of the
descriptive data. The second part is the multilerglysis of institutional trust, including
descriptions of interesting effects. The third gara similar presentation of the democratic
trust-analysis, where the institutional trust-valgais included as an explanatory variable.
Then the analyses will be reviewed in light of poi@ analytical difficulties that may occur
when conducting multilevel models. Lastly, the hymses presented in chapter 2 will be

reviewed, to examine how well the theoretical sesugdigned with the empirical results.

4.1. Descriptive statistics - an up-to-date snapsho t of political trust

So far, we have hypothesized how WEC and EEC cfier din causal effects on political
trust. However, whichever theories you choose 1y om, post-communist societies are
expected to hold lower levels of political trustathwestern democracies (Mishler, Rose
2001:41-42). As described earlier, according tducal theories, the already low levels of
social trust and the weak civil society of the yguUBEE democracies results in poor or
severed state-citizen relationships, hinderinggtiesvth of political trust. Similarly, following
the institutional theories, the weak economic armalitipal performance of the newly
democratized regimes weakens citizen support. Twesshould expect the levels of political

trust to be lower in the CEE today, just as we'®ersthey were during the 90’s.

The following table (4.1) presents each variabléhviheir maximum, minimum and mean
values and standard deviations (SD), as well asntimeber of respondents answering the
associated question. This will give some idea abloaitgeneral distribution of the different
phenomena thought to have an effect on politicetirAdditionally, to draw a general picture

of the two regions, the mean values in respectieBfC and WEC are presented.
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Table 4.1 — descriptive statistics

Dependent Variables: Minimum Maximum Mean SD N WEC mean EEC mean
Institutional Trust 1 10 5,221 2.03 47485 5.858* 4.592*
Democratic Values 0 1 0.887 0.32 46138 0.932* 0.84*
Individual variables

Post-Materialist 0 1 0.111 0.31 48896 0.161* 0.063*
Materialist 0 1 0.3 0.46 48896 0.231* 0.368*
Interpersonal Trust 0 1 0.326 0.47 49191 0.433* 0.22*
Putnam-group organisations 0 1 0.113 0.32 46871 0.155* 0.079*
Olson-group organisations 0 1 0.038 0.19 46976 0.037* 0.041*
Church-related organisations 0 1 0.051 0.22 48042 0.061* 0.041*
Centered Household Income -2.86 13.53 2.07 1.15 41578 9.18e-09* -4.45e-09*
Unemployment 0 1 0.075 0.264 50896 0.514* 0.983*
Winner/Loser 0 1 0.425 0.49 29154 0.443* 0.403*
Education 0 1 0.237 0.42 50757 0.259* 0.214*
Country origin 0] 1 0.082 0.28 51142 0.106* 0.059*
Gender (male) 0 1 0.447 0.49 51256 0.461* 0.433*
Age -33.536 60.464 1.03e-06 17.84 51073 0.748 -0.745
Country-level variables

Aggregated interpersonal trust 0.11 0.76 0.326  0.17 35 0.433* 0.22*
GINI coefficient 24.7 42.8 31508 4.67 35 31.06* 31.95*
Corruption perception index 2.3 9.4 5975 221 35 7.774* 4.209*
Human development index 6.2 9.4 0.811 0.068 35 0.865* 0.759*
Eastern Europe 0 1 0.505 0.499 35 --- ---
Freedom House 4 13 11966 1.97 35 12.94* 11.01*
Economic growth 0.371 10.328 4,318 2.677 35 2.089* 6.508*

*=Significant differences between regional meargsgted). Interaction terms are not included.

When looking at the above table, a problem immetjiatprings to the eye. There is sincere

dropout in the Winner/loser variable (more thanOR0 missing values). The missing data

does not, of course, result in too small an N f&r &nalysis. The valid N (individuals with

values on all variables) for the whole analysid @ibp to approximately 20000 respondents

if the Winner/loser-variable is included. Howevehen analysing missing data, the missing

units should be random, not systematic (Skog 20077 there are certain common traits

regarding the non-answering individuals of somestjares, this may significantly alter the

results and make them less trustworthy. Checkiegotiiginal variable in the EVS, we see

that most of the missing data is caused by respasdEnswering “no” to the question of

whether or not they would vote at the next elegtioraking the “which party’-question
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irrelevant. Whether or not a person would vote edlya lot about that person, indicating that
the individuals omitted from the analysis by inchglthe Winner/loser-variable may distort
the effects of the other variables.

When running thervpat t er ns- command in STATA, to test whether there are pastamn
missing values, shows that indeed the missing sabfieghe Winner/Loser variable correlates
more to those of some independent variables thasetbf others. Additionally, when running
the models without the Winner/loser varialaled without the individuals not responding to
that question, we get significantly different réasulhan when removing the Winner/loser-
variable while keeping the dropouts. This strongliggests that the missing data is non-
random. The variable will thus be removed fromdhalysis, as its inclusion might affect the
reliability of the results. Removing the Winnerdossariable raises the valid N on the
individual level to more than 33000 respondentsmfiless than 20000. The other variables

have sufficiently high, and similar, N to be keptie analysis.

Another point, not obvious from the above tablethe complete removal of Italy due to
lacking answers by Italians on the questions aloliintary associational work (the Olson-
group, Putnam-group and Church-group variables)s Hnopout, though extremely non-
random, is less critical than the Winner/loser-anas. Leaving Italy out of the analysis is not
critical, as going from 35 to 34 countries hadditstatistical impact on the already low
number of available variables on level 2. Ergo: Bnalyses will be conducted without the

winner/loser variable, and without Italy.

The mean values of the dichotomous variables reptethe percentage of respondents
answering “1” on the associated question — meafongexample that 7.5 per cent of the
respondents in Europe seen as a whole are unendpldye independent variables of this
analysis are largely dichotomous, especially onrbdevidual level. This makes interpretation
of coefficients easier, as the same scale (pres#nfresent) is used for almost every

independent variable. Where the scale is differthig,will be commented upon.

A t-test has been conducted to test for signifiadifferences between eastern and western
means. All differences are significant — as expkct®oking at particular variables, we see
that both dependent variables have higher meaW8EQ than in EEC, meaning that there

still exist significant differences in how the irdi@nts of the regions evaluate their
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institutions and political system. The associatioraiables have somewhat dissimilar mean
values. Grassroot organizations are twice as pojuldhe west as in the east, while church-
related organizations are approximately 50% mongufao in the west than the east. On the
other hand, there is little difference in the invgrhent in politically oriented organizations,

where the EEC citizens in fact are slightly moneoined. Reasons for involvement can differ
across borders, however. The postmaterialist/naditsridifferences support the theories of
Inglehart. In the economically developing countrafsthe east, material views are more
prominent, as the mass shift in values has notroeduOther independent variables differ the

way we would suspect.

4.2. The determinants of institutional trust

Having looked at the descriptive statistics, itilse to examine the causal relationships. As
described, the first analysis will use institutibtrast as the dependent variable. Looking at
institutional trust country by country, there iguite clear picture, similar to the numbers seen
in the introduction. As we see in the country-bysatsy numbers in figure 4.1., the Western
European countries generally place themselves abtite mean, meaning that their levels of
institutional trust are generally higher than thengral mean. Eastern European Countries,
conversely, place themselves left of the meararigel or smaller degrees. The pattern is very
consistent - only Slovenia and Estonia of the EBG Greece of the WEC is, marginally, on

the theoretically “wrong” side of the mean.
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Fig.4.1 — mean levels of institutional trust
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As explained, | will first run a pre-analysis empthodel without explanatory variables, for
later reference. The table below shows the variaridie dependent variable, institutional
trust, split into within-country and between-coyntariance.

Table 4.2 — Empty model on institutional trust

Empty Model
Ind. Variance 0.698
Country Variance 3.427
LR-test 5837.98*
ICC 0.16937
Ind. N 33274
Country N 34

Dependent variable: index of institutional trust-p&0.01. The LR-test is against an ordinary

regression analysis.
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The variance will almost always be higher withire tbountries - that is, between the
individuals. The differences between individuals higher than the difference between
countries - there are far more possible influentgadtors on the individual level than on
country-level (Strabac 2007:181). Nevertheless, @@ of approximately 0.17 shows that
there is quite a degree of variance to accounbfothe national level as well. Nearly 17
percent of the total variance on the dependentiblritakes place between countries. The
relatively high ICC tells us that a multilevel mbdk certainly statistically viable in our case.
The LR-test is significant, telling us that the tilalel model is preferable to the ordinary

regression.

The next step is to include the explanatory vaeabThis will be done in two steps - first the
individual, then the country-level variables. Tcegethe model as parsimonious as possible,
insignificant individual effects will be removedfoee adding country-level variables. As this
first model is without interactions terms, the miodeasures the effect across Europe as a
whole, without paying attention to differences betw East and West, to give us a general

broad picture of the causal relations.

Due to some issues of multicollinearity (explaimedection 4.4), and due to our low number
of level 2-units, the country-level variables aestéd in separate groups. In model 2 the
economic performance-related variables are testednodel 3 the political performance-
related variables are tested, and in model 4 tlgreggted interpersonal trust-variable is
tested.
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Table 4.3 — multilevel model on institutional trustwithout interaction terms

Individual Model 2-level model 1 2-level model 2

2-level model 3

Individual level

Postmaterialism
Materialism

Interpersonal Trust

Putnam Group
Olson Group

Church Organisations
Income (centered)

Unemployment
Education
Origin

Gender (male)
Age (centered)
Intercept

-0.193* (0.034) -0.190 (0.033)*
0.138* (0.023) 0.138 (0.023)*
0.412* (0.023) 0.414 (0.023)*
0.135* (0.033) 0.138 (0.033)*
0.218* (0.052) 0.222 (0.051)*
0.281* (0.048) 0.282 (0.048)*
0.057* (0.009) -0.060 (0.009)*

-0.184* (0.040) -0.186 (0.040)*

0.04 (0.025)
0.205* (0.039) 0.207 (0.039)*

-0.117* (0.023) -0.118 (0.020)*
0.006* (0.001) 0.006 (0.001)*
4.828* (0.141) -1.781

-0.190 (0.033)*
0.138 (0.023)*
0.412 (0.023)*
0.137 (0.033)*
0.222 (0.051)*
0.282 (0.048)*

-0.060 (0.009)*

-0.186 (0.039)*
0.206 (0.039)*

-0.118 (0.020)*
0.006 (0.001)*

2.254

-0.190 (0.034)*
0.137 (0.023)*
0.412 (0.023)*
0.137 (0.033)*
0.221 (0.051)*
0.282 (0.048)*

-0.060 (0.009)*

-0.186 (0.040)*
0.208 (0.039)*

-0.118 (0.020)*
0.006 (0.001)*

3.860

Country-level

GINI

Economic Growth

HDI
Corruption

Freedom House Index

Agg. Int. trust.

0.000 (0.012)
-0.043 (0.074)
0.828 (0.163)*

0.366 (0.047)*
-0.124 (0.053)**

0.300 (0.062)*

ICC
LR-test
Individual N
Country-N

0.156 0.098
745.29* 23.02*
33274 33274
34 34

Dependent Variable: Institutional Trust.
**= sig. 0.05 *= p <0.01, Standard errors in palerges.

0.050
41.33*
33274
34

0.084
17.80*
33274

34

In addition to the regression coefficients and d#ad errors, the model presents the ICC

when including independent variables, as well agésR results. As described, the LR-test for

the individual model is conducted against the empiydel, while the LR-tests for the

country-level models are conducted against theviddal model. The LR-tests are all

significant when including country-variables, fugttconfirming their relevance.

The ICC-level drops by approximately 2 percentagmts after we include the individual

variables. This is due to between-country diffeemn individual effects. Such differences

may account for some of the country-level variataayever there is still much variance left

to be explained by level 2-variables. There obJipase differences between countries within

blocs as well as between the blocs, as neitheBE nor the EEC is homogenous bodies.
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The first model, without level 2-variables, preserstome interesting results. Thoaly
statistically insignificant variable in the firstadel is the education-variable —and is thus
removed in the country-level model. The rest ofitltividual variables are all significant. As
described, when interpreting results of an analyéls as many units as is the case here, the
traditional ways of viewing statistical significamare not as relevant (Midtbg 2007:95) as the
large sample ensures that whatever effects one fanel reliable. As we see from the above
table, most of the effects of the individual vatésbare all significant within the 1 %-level —

however, the degree of their influence varies actbs variables.

The cultural variables — interpersonal trust, maliem/postmaterialism and group
membership — all contribute in the hypothesizeddalion. Comparing the organizational
dummies, participation in the Putnam organizatibage the weakest effect on institutional
trust, with Olson organizations having almost twitee effect, and church-organization
having morethan double the effect. All the associational Malga have positive effects, as
suspected, but it seems contributing in apolitigehss-root organizations affects your
relationship with authoritarian institutions lesgan other kinds of voluntary participation.

Interpersonal trust has the highest coefficierdglbindividual variables

Looking at the control variables, we see that beingoman, being born outside the country
and having a higher age has a positive direct effedanstitutional trust. The direction of the
origin-variable is in contrast to the effect suggdsn part 3.4.3.3, that it could supposedly be
a factor in weakening the civic culture due to kneg down bridging trust-relations while

building bonding ones.

4.2.1. Country-level effects

Model 2 through 4 include level 2-variables. As rgenember from the method-section, the
effects on country levels require a more lenieseasment of significance, as the number of
observations is much lower. Neither the economiowgn- nor the economic equality-

variables are statistically significant. The CPHanDI-indices, however, both have strong

positive effects — countries of high socio-econonewelopment as well as countries of low
perceived corruption score well in terms of ingidoal trust. Both are measured in ten-item
scales. However, looking at the descriptive siaisthe CPI-index varies along a larger part

of the scale. This somewhat compensates for thekeveausal effect.
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The Freedom House index of political and civil tgjhas anegativeeffect, albeit weak. The
variance of this variable is very low in the WEG,tke reason for this effect is to be found in
the east. The coefficient might be unproportionatdfected by Russia, which scores low at
the Freedom House-index (lowest in our sample)jvonly moderately low on institutional
trust (as can be seen in figure 4.1). The coefiicis, however, not very strong, and is only
significant at the 5%-level. The aggregated trusiable is also positively affecting political
trust, lending some support to the theories of KémiNewton. However, from these result,

interpersonal trust seems to be relevasth on the individual and aggregate level.

The ICC drops further when adding the country-levatiables (depending on which
constellation of country-level variables you chgos®bviously, a large degree of between-
country variance can be explained by country-sped#ctors. The largest drop occurred

when including the HDI- and Freedom House-variables

The coefficients on the individual level don’t clggnmuch when including level 2-variables,

and are therefore not commented upon.

4.2.2. Cross-curtain differences

The models thus far concern only the pan-Europfants. To answer the research question,
and measure the differences across the iron cuttannext model will include interaction
terms in addition to the ordinary variables. Thisdal will also test the insignificant variables
from the pan-European model, as variables insicanifi on a large scale may be significant
when zooming in on the specific regions. As exm@diim section 3.4.3.5, the interactions are
made by multiplying the explanatory variable wilie teast/west-dummy. The interaction is

then recalculated into western and eastern effects.
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Table 4.4 — west/east interaction effects on ingtitional trust.

Interaction coefficients EEC effect WEC effect

Individual level

Postmaterialist -0.014 (0.069) —_— —
Materialist -0.204 (0.047)* 0.062 0.266
Interpersonal Trust 0.036 (0.046) -— -
Putnam Organisations 0.067 (0.065) —— _—
Olson Organisations 0.147 (0.102) -—- _—
Church Organisations 0.009 (0.095) —— _—
Income (Centered) -0.040 (0.019) - _—
Unemployment 0.292 (0.084)* -0.093 -0.385
Education -0.359 (0.048)* -0.131 0.228
Origin -0.650 (0.078)* -0.164 0,486
Gender -0.075 (0.041) --- ---
Age (Centered) -0.004 (0.001)* 0.004 0.008
Country-level

GINI 0.011 (0.011) _— —
Economic Growth -0.066 (0.122) _— .
HDI -0.292 (0.476) - _—
CPI -0.041 (0.125) - —
Freedoum House -0.661 (0.516) _— .
Aggregate trust -1.779 (1.794) - —
Individual N 33274
Country-N 34

Dependent variable: institutional trust.*=p<0.0far®lard errors in parentheses.

As described, the interactions (and the variabkdsnal) can’t be interpreted in a traditional
way by examining the coefficient separately — oas o take all included variables into
account when measuring their effects. | presene hie interaction coefficient for each
variable, and the respective effect in the EEC AHEC for the significant interactions. The
interactions are of course modelled together wiik test of the individual variables.
However, these coefficients do not change sigmitiga neither in strength, direction, nor
significance when the interaction terms are inatld€herefore, to save space, these are

omitted from table 4.3.

As we can see from the above table, only a fewhef interactions prove significant —
suggesting that many effects from the pan-Europeadel are largely unchanged when

controlling for region. However, there are somesiiesting effects worth commenting. The
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postmaterialist-variable showed no significant iatéion effect, while the materialist variable
had a significant interaction. The effect is wealkeEastern Europe, partially supporting the
hypothesis that value change is a more promineptaratory factor of political trust in
established democracies. The descriptive statifticsus that materialist views were more
common in EEC, but seemingly they have less relatih institutional trust in that region.
Unemployment, similarly, is almost 4 times weaker an explanatory factor in Eastern
Europe — meaning that being unemployed has an alnarsexisting effect on institutional

trust in post-communist Europe, quite contraryrmppsed hypotheses.

The control-variables had quite interesting intéoas, worthy of a comment. Education had
an insignificant effect when testing it across Wiele of Europe. The interaction is however
significant, suggesting that differences in reglaféects are hidden when analysing Europe
as a whole. Interestingly, as seen in figure 48 dffect is strong and positive in WEC, but in
fact negativein Eastern Europe. The hypothesized positive efiétigher education is thus

only applicable to the established democracies. cimtrasting effects may also have led to
the insignificant effect in the pan-European modehis underscores the usefulness of
interactions, as they can uncover effects that hagelen when the interactions are not
included. The reason for the difference in effectunclear, but it may be related to how
education increases knowledge about the actua statffairs in a country, compared to how
they should have been. This may have positive itspgaaegions with a long history of good

political performance, but negative impacts in oegi struggling with performance. Putnam’s

idea of educated citizens as “trusters” (2005:8s®unsupported in EEC.

While having a relatively strong positive effectWAEC, the effect of country origin is weak
and negative in the EEC. Similarly to the educatianiable, this peculiarity was not
uncovered in the pan-European model. Theoretithityeffect is not necessarily illogical. As
described, many eastern countries have develomthrag ethnocentric culture and politics.
In the WEC, on the other hand, the strong and lasting democratic traditions may make
quite an impact on respondents born in countriedes$ impressive democratic history,
increasing the respondent’s institutional trustwideer, as the variable does not account for
in which country the respondents are born, we @fitetd pure speculation about the reasons

for the opposing effects.
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Age has a significantly weaker effect in the EE@hwenly half the impact of the WEC. The
effects are, as in the pan-european model, verykwaad do not significantly affect

institutional trust.

The rest of the variables have insignificant intéoms, indicating that the effects do not
differ based on whether they take place in WEC BEEThis is interesting, as it defies the
hypothesis about stronger effects of cultural \des in the WEC and institutional variables
in the EEC. Neither interpersonal trust nor asgmrial involvement seem to have different
effects, and neither does personal income. Thetogievel variables were all insignificant,
further underscoring these notions. However, akbeilelaborated in the assumptions-section,
for some variables the lack of statistical sigrifice may be related to multicollinearity.

Thus, to quickly summarize the effects on institnél trust, the hypothesized directions of
the effects are largely confirmed on the Europearell Interpersonal trust, associational
involvement as well as materialist/postmaterialiatues are potent predictors of political
trust, and unemployment and household income ase the hypothesized directions. When
testing for differences across the iron curtainlyoa few variables provide significant
interactions, indicating that the generation otitnonal trust follows largely the same rules
all across Europe. However, the unemployment-iotema defied the hypothesized effect,

while the education- and origin-variables had ie$éing opposing directions.

4.3 The determinants of democratic values

Having examined the effects on institutional triisis time to look at how, or whether at all,
this trust is transferred to attitudes towards #ystem. This section will test the same
explanatory factors as the above analysis. Howenstead of analyzing their effects on the
specific institutional sources of democratic auittypthis analysis will measure their effect on
democratic values - the diffuse upper section efdbale of political trust described earlier.
This analysis will include institutional trust as explanatory variableto test whether it is

true that the effect of institutional trust on deragic values is stronger in newly formed
democracies. Controlling for this will also enstitat we only measure tltrect effect of the

other explanatory variables on democratic trust time effects going via institutional trust.
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Figure 4.2 — mean levels of democratic trust
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The same pattern as with institutional trust isnbwhen investigating democratic values

across borders. As seen in the descriptive taldleedrlier in the chapter, mean levels of

democratic trust were app. 10 percentage pointefawthe EEC than the WEC. And looking

at the above figure 4.2, we see that the westauntdes are generally placed above the mean

levels, and eastern countries below. The only ec@msbreaking this pattern are Macedonia

and Serbia above the mean, and Ireland and the Biiggin below.

Like in the case of institutional variables, itislpful to first run the intercept-only model, for

establishing the relative variance.



Table 4.5 — empty model on democratic trust

Empty model

Ind. Variance 0.457
Country-variance 3.290
LR-test 1005.59*
ICC 0.12205
Ind. N 30956
Country N 34

Dependent variable: Democratic trust. *=p.<0.01

Table 4.5. shows that the ICC is lower than theiartee other model — approximately 12%,
again underlining the appropriateness of a mukilemodel. The LR-test is significant,

supporting the usefulness of a multilevel model parad to an ordinary logistic regression.

Moving over to the multilevel model with explanataariables, table 4.6 presents the results.
The models are presented in the same fashion @bli& 4.3, with an individual model and
three two-level models. As described earlier, theerpretation of effects in a logistic
regression is somewhat different from regressioits @ontinuous dependent variables. The
results are presented as changes in the probability positive result on the dependent
variable — i.e. odds-ratios of 1.38 (interpersdnadt) is converted to a 38 percent increase in

probability.
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Table 4.6 — multilevel model on democratic trust whout interaction terms

Individual model

2-level model 1 2-level model 2 2-level model 3

Individual variables

OR (Prob.increase)

Institutional trust
Postmaterialism
Materialism
Interpersonal Trust
Putnam Group
Olson Group
Church Organisations
centered Income
Unemployment
Education

Origin

Gender

Age

1.124* (12.4%)
1.498* (49.8%)
0.861* (-13.9%)
1.38* (38%)
1.184* (18.4%)
1.016 (1.6%)
1.093 (9.3%)
1.095* (9.5%)
0.858 (-14.2%)
1.638* (63.8%)
1.099 (9.9%)
1.007 (0.7%)
1.002 (0.2%)

1.125* (12.5%)
1.491 (49.1%)
0.870 (-13%)
1.383* (38.3%)
1.181 (18.1%)

1.125* (12.5%)
1.491 (49.1%)
0.870 (-13%)
1.383* (38.3%)
1.181 (18.1%)

1.125* (12.5%)
1.493* (49.3%)
0.869* (-13.1%)
1.38* (38%)
1.183 (18.3%)

Country-level variables

GINI

Economic Growth
HDI

CPI

Freedom House
Aggregate Trust

1.012 (1.2%)
1.005 (0.5%)
1.429 (42.9%)**

1.102 (10.2%)
1.000 (0%)

2.353 (135%)

ICC

LR

N individual
N Country

0.094
504.37*
30956
34

0.079
11.34*
30956

34

Dependent variable: Democratic trust. *=p<0.01 285

0.082
10.06*
30956

34

0.089
7.38*
30956
34

The table above displays the independent effecte@imdividual and country-level, arranged

the same way as in the institutional trust-moddie Tonly difference is the addition of

institutional trust as an independent variableegi how well trust transfers between levels. In

the individual model, model 1, ICC drops a few peifirom the empty model, again

suggesting that country-specific individual effeatount for some of the between-country

variance. Despite this there is still a decentdbibetween-country variance left to explain.

The LR-test is again significant, confirming thecne@ase of fit ensured by including the

individual variables to the empty model.

Far fewer independent effects are significant ie ttemocratic trust-model than in the

institutional model. The effect of institutionalugt on democratic trust is interesting. The
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effect is significant, suggesting that trust indédels upwards, from specific trust to diffuse
trust. There is thus a link, as suspected, betwaan individuals trust their specific
institutions of authority and how they rate thead# democracy, meaning that individuals
rate democracy partly as a result of their expegeof it at home. This is not surprising, and it
supports the idea that trust indeed travels upwimasigh the elements of Norris’ scale. The
seemingly weaker effect of institutional trust cargxd to the other variables is caused by the
difference in scale — whereas the other variables dichotomous, we remember that
institutional trust is measured on a ten-step sealaning that a 1 step increase is a smaller

step regarding this variable than others.

Again we see that postmaterialism and materialisavehdiametrically different, and
significant, effects. This time, however, the effeon the dependent variable are turned
around— having post-material values increases gmbability to view democracy as the best

political system. In contrast material views desesthe probability — fully in line with theory.

Interpersonal trust also has a positive direct chpa your democratic values, consistent with
the theories of social capital. Of the organizatlorariables, however, only the Putnam-group
had significant impact. This supports the theooe®utnam that apolitical, local voluntary
organizational activity positively affects your decnmatic alignment, being democratic
schools. Church-organizations and Olson-organiaati@ve no significant impact on the pan-
European scale. The contrast to the institutionatleh where the Putnam-groups had the

weakest pan-European effects, is clear.

Education, being insignificant as a determinarninsfitutional trust, has a significant effect on
democratic trust. The effect is stronger thantadl dther dummy variables — again supporting
the idea of educated people as “trusters”. Therotloatrol variables are all statistically

insignificant.
4.3.1. Country-level variables

| take the same precautions for multicollinearityddimited degrees of freedom as in the
institutional model, and the country-variables added in clusters. The only significant
variable on country-level is the HDI variable. Amciease of 1 (remember that the HDI-
variable is multiplied by 10, so an increase of dams a real increase of 0.1) leads to almost

43% increase in probability that the respondentrepates democracy. The effect is as
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suspected. The rest of the level 2-variables hasggnificant effects. Seemingly, living in a
socioeconomically well-performing country is the imgan-European contextual factor

influencing individual support of democratic values

Including country-level variables reduces the IC@tHer, however not by much. The
economic model, model 4, shows the strongest deerealCC, which is logical since the
only significant country-level variable is in tmsodel. However, there is still much between-

country variation that these variables do not antfar.

4.3.2. Cross-curtain differences

Table 4.7 — Interaction effects on democratic trust

Individual Level Odds Ratio EEC effects WEC effects
Institutional trust 0,884 1,086 (8.6%) 1,228 (22.8%)
Postmaterialism 0,814 - -
Materialism 1,152 --- ---
Interpersonal Trust 0,641* 1,178 (17.8%) 1,839 (83.9%)
Putnam Group 0,637* 0,971 (-2.9%) 1,523 (52.3%)
Olson Group 0,629** 0,920 (-8%) 1,463 (46.3%)
Church Organisations 0,546* 0,911 (-8.9%) 1,669 (66.9%)
centered Income 0,861* 1,009 (0,9%) 1,171 (17.1%)
Unemployment 1,274 --- ---
Education 0,633* 1,444 (44,4%) 2,281 (128.1%)
Origin 0,930 - -
Gender 0,878 - -
Age 0,996* 1,001 (0.1%) 1,005 (0.5%)
Country-level

CPI 1.196 --- ---
GINI 0.986 --- ---
Growth 0.996 --- ---
HDI 1.249 --- ---
Freedom House 3.890* 1.008 (0.8%) 0.259 (-74.1%)
Agg. Trust. 1.041 --- ---
Individual N 30956

Country-N 34

*=p<0.01, **=p<0.10 Dependent variable: Democrdticst. Probability increase in parentheses.

The final step of this analysis is to examine whethe causal connections to democratic trust
differ between Western and Eastern Europe. The eab@ble shows the significant

interactions, split into western and eastern eftedihe odds ratios are showed, with the
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corresponding changes in probability only displafj@dhe significant interactions. There are

several interesting features to notice in the table

The institutional trust-interaction is significamtowever not in the suspected direction. The
effect of institutional trust on democratic trust in fact stronger in western European
countries, increasing the probability per unit @ase by nearly 3 times as much as in EEC.
This suggests that trust does not travel upwarsieifan more inexperienced democracies.
The theory-chapter suspected a stronger impactB@-&ountries due to the supposedly
weaker hold of democratic values among the popariati shallower reservoirs of democratic

trust. The results do not support this idea.

The interaction effect of interpersonal trust isoattatistically significant. The effect of the
interaction is weaker than trust without the intian, indicating that being a trusting person
in the EEC has a smaller impact on your democadigmments than if you lived in the WEC.

This supports the first main hypothesis.

The organizational variables are very interestBBC and WEC have opposing effects in
ALL the interactions, and they are all significatitpugh the Olson organizations are only
significant on the 10% level (p-value 0.051). Tlysves strong support to the cultural
hypothesis that civil society will have a closedanendlier relationship with the state in
societies where the civic culture has developedsaimony with the democratic development.
The negative (albeit weak) effects in the EEC arlho explain. It might be related to the
poor growth-conditions of civil society in authamitan regimes resulting in anti-system
attitudes in the organizationally active. Howeuee effects in the EEC are so weak that we

might suspect that the variables are merely inBggmit in the region, in any direction.

The income variable, too, has a significantly weaéect in EEC. This isiotin line with the
hypothesized effect — that institutional variables/e a stronger impact in less developed
democracies. Seemingly, citizens of the EEC dobfatne the democratic system for low

income, at least not to a larger degree than they the WEC.

The Freedom House-variable has a strongly negaffect in EEC, suggesting a very
negative influence on political trust in democrallig well-functioning countries. However,

the effect is strongly affected by Russia, as noaetl above. As will be further described in
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the assumptions section, Russia is such a strovigrdecase on this variable that one should
take the results with a large pinch of salt. Noh¢éhe other country-level variables produce
significant interaction terms, suggesting that exysdtic cross-curtain differences are mainly
located on the individual level. However, the saraations for multicollinearity applies here

as in the institutional model.

Control variables origin and gender do not prodsigaificant interaction terms. Education,
on the other hand, has a far stronger effect in Wii@&re it is a very prominent indicator on
democratic trust. This is consistent with the ressdtom the institutional trust-models,
strengthening the suggestion that higher educdtasna stronger relation to political trust in
western European countries. However, the effequite strong also in Eastern Europe. This
is in stark contrast to the negative effect edocatias on institutional trust in Eastern Europe.
In fledgling democracies with struggling institutg a higher education may provide a more
critical view on poor or undemocratic institutionpérformance, while still encouraging

democratic values.

The control variable of age shows a similar effestn the institutional model. Again, older
age proves a stronger direct explanatory factodémnocratic trust in the WEC than the EEC.

However, the effect is again negligible.

Thus, to again quickly summarize, the interactenmis do not suggest a stronger influence on
democratic trust in Eastern Europe. In fact, weassinilarly opposite pattern, as was also the
case with institutional trust. The significant irgetions, of which there are some, actually
suggests that our chosen variables generally hasgetr impact in WEC. This is especially
surprising with regard to the institutional trustrable, and the organizational variables.
These similar patterns in institutional and dembcraiust will be further discussed below,
where the hypotheses will be reviewed.

4.4. Analysis assumptions

Some basic assumptions have to be fulfilled for im&ing the reliability of a statistical
analysis. The problems afulticollinearity have already been mentioned in connection to the
country-level variables. Multicollinearity referso tcorrelation among the independent

variables. High collinearity on some variables nsetrat these variables tend to occur at the

71



same time, making it difficult to assess the retatielevance of the different variables (Skog
2007:287). Even though the variables are theotbtidsstinct and may have different real
effect, being present at largely the same timeggthe impression that the causal effects are
similar. Multicollinearity inflates the standardrers, increasing the confidence intervals and
making it harder to reject the null hypothesis {#iegs, Keman, Kleinnijenhuis 2006:163).
This may lead us to overlook hidden relationshidslticollinearity can be measured by both
VIF- and tolerance values. Many operate with acaitVIF-value of ten (meaning a tolerance
of 0.10), but the need and/or strictness of sudbegais debated (O’Brien 2007). Pennings,
Keman and Kleinnijehuis state that tolerance “stidag slightly larger than the proportion of
variance which is probably due to measurement €rr(#006:163). Since this thesis uses
many perceptive survey variables, prone to measemeerrors, the assessment of tolerance

should be conservative rather than liberal.

Multicollinearity represents no problem for the éé\t-variables. On country-level, however,
some issues are present. The CPI, HDI and aggce@atrst-variables are highly correlated.
Corruption is a phenomenon largely associated leitter-developed countries (in Europe at
least), where interpersonal trust is low as wellie ivariate correlation between CPI and
HDI (r=0.8583), and between CPI and aggregated (ra6.7958) is very high. By analysing

the country-level variables in clusters and sepayathese variables, the problem is not
solved, but at least bypassed, as the VIF- andaiote-values stay safely away from any

critical values.

The interaction terms are also heavily affectedrayticollinearity. When creating interaction
terms by multiplying variables, the resulting teoften correlates highly with one or both of
the multiplied variables (Pennings, Keman, Kleianfuis 2006:166). Centering variables
often helps, but the VIF-values for the CPI and Hifdéractions are still way too high (above
15 for both variables), reducing the applicabildy these results. The result of such
multicollinearty is, according to Pennings, Kemaual &leinnijenhuis, that “the data [...] are
unsufficient to distinguish between the autonomefisct of a variable and the part of its
effect that results from interplay with other véties” (2006:166). Thus, even though the level
2-interactions are tested one by one, the higlretairons between the interaction term and the
included variables affect the results. This is akmess for the analysis, but sadly unavoidable

in this case.
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A problem with the multilevel model is that statisi tools and simple tests for checking
assumptions are harder to find (and sometimes risteat) in the statistical packages used,
including Stata. For some assumptions, this leads trust the natural robustness of the ML-
estimation and the multilevel model. As descrilibd, multilevel model is a means to remedy
the statistical problems associated with clusteohgbservations, by modelling these clusters
as hierarchically nested. The maximum-likelihootlreation is relatively robust against mild
violations of assumptions such as non-normal thstion of residuals, especially in large
samples (Hox 2010:40). Thus, explicitly checkingsh assumptions are not prioritized, as the
large number of observations and the normally ibisted dependent variable should increase

the robustness of the results.

For the logistic model the dependent variable isli&fnition not normally distributed. For the
monolevel logistic model the Hosmer-Lemeshow teshuch used for testing goodness-of-fit
— how well the model fits the assumption of thénaped regression line described in section
3.3.2. Sadly, the HL-test is unavailable in Statathe commands used to run the multilevel
models of this thesis. Thus, a test estimating heell the model fits the s-curve is not

conducted, a lack that might challenge the relighaf the analysis.

Regarding outliers, the large sample size on leves an effective precaution against
disproportionately influential units. However, witmly 34 units on level 2, largely deviant
units may strongly affect causal effects (Skog 2B89). This analysis experienced only one
such problem — the case of Russia on the Freedamsd-eariable. As can be seen from
figure 4.1.and 4.2, Russia has low values on bethatratic and institutional trust. However,
on the Freedom House-variable, Russia has far lmakres than any other country in the
analysis, disproportionately affecting the regmessiines on this variabl® The Freedom
House-variable produced negative coefficients m plan-European institutional trust-model
and on the EEC-effect on the democratic trust-mobeése effects are surely largely caused

by the deviant case of Russia, and should be irgisg with caution.

19°0n the reversed 1-13-scale, their value is 4 wthilesecond worst country (Ukraine) has 8.
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4.4. Review of hypotheses

Table 4.8 — hypotheses and results

Hypotheses

Results

H1: Institutional variables will have larger impactEEC, wherealsPartly supported. Cultural hypotheses haye

cultural variables will have a stronger effect IrE®/. stronger effects in the WEC, but institutiopal
variables do not have stronger effects in the EFC.

H2: The effect on democratic trust will be strongeEEC. Not supported. The impact on democratic trust|is
stronger in the WEC.

h1: Economic Performance will have a positive impac political| Supported

trust.

hla: These effects will be stronger in the EEC. Not supported

h2: Income inequality will have a negative effeatmolitical trust. | Not supported —no effect

h2a: The effect will be stronger in the EEC. N/A

h3: The state of political and civil liberties in @untry has alnconclusive —due to statistical weaknesses

positive effect on political trust.

h3a: This effect is more prominent in EEC. N/A

h4: State corruption has a negative impact onipalitrust Partly Supported — only on institutional trust

h4a: This impact is stronger in EEC Not Supported

h5: Being a “winner” has a positive effect on ot trust. Not tested

h5a: This effect is stronger in the EEC. N/A

h6: Interpersonal trust has a positive effect ditipal trust Supported

h6a: This effect is stronger in WEC than EEC. Partly Supported — only on democratic trust

h6b: Interpersonal trust has no effect on politinadt. Not Supported

h7: Participation in voluntary organizations hgmoaitive effect opSupported — despite small negative effect pn

political trust.

h7a: Voluntary organizations has a stronger effe@¢EC

h8a: Postmaterialism has a negative effect ontunisthal trusti
indicators

h8b: Postmaterialism has a positive effect on sdpgdor
democratic ideals

h8c: Both these effects are more pronounced inblstad

democracies.

democratic values in EEC.
Partly supported —only on democratic trust
Supported

Supported

Not supported— hardly any difference

Having performed the necessary analyses, it is toneeview table 2.1 — our hypotheses. |

started with the assumption that, because of a sleonocratic history and a legacy of state
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repression, the causal relationships of politioasttin EEC could take a different shape than

those in WEC. Taking a look at the numerous hym®bea mixed picture emerges.

Generally, there still seems to be different caeffalcts at play between the east and the west,
supporting the use of the iron curtain as an aitallydivisive line. Regarding the first main
hypothesis, about the relative strength of the gwaups of explanatory variables in WEC and
EEC, the evidence does not support the hypoth®¥gkse there is a general trend of cultural
variables having a stronger effect in the west, ghme is the case with the institutional
hypotheses. The trend is also more pronouncedanddmocratic trust- analysis than the
institutional trust-analysis (more significant irdgetions), in contrast to what | suggested in
chapter 2.

The results provide few clear patterns, but ongbigous: Significant interaction effects are
generally weaker in Eastern Europe, challengindy lmtr main hypothesis. The variables
chosen are based on traditional well-known thepnesnly tested on western industrialized
societies. The weaker effects in EEC suggestsetat other factors are important than the
ones | have tested. As described, this study doesim to explain all of the variance of
political trust, neither in the west nor the edtsts however interesting to observe that these
variables are more suitable to explain westernanae than eastern. Seemingly this thesis
might have fallen into the trap of concept-stretchiitself. Different theories may be

necessary to understand the development of politiest in newly established democracies.

This notion is especially clear when looking at #ezond hypothesis, which is completely
rejected by the results. No variables had stroeffect for EEC on democratic trust. In fact, a
lot of interactions were significant, and all oeth had a stronger effect for WEC. This is
interesting with regard to the institutional trustrable, as the hypothesis strongly suggested
that trust in political institutions would have arder impact on democratic support in
countries with shorter democratic experience. Rukess democratic experience, lack of trust
in political institutions should leave a deeper @aopon support for democratic values inn
EEC citizens. This is not the case. Thus, insteh@asily concluding that the cultural
variables had the expected effects in the WEC withiksinstitutional geographical hypotheses
could not be confirmed, one is forced to concludet tall the theories used seem more
applicable in a WEC context than an EEC-contexe @oice of theories should be critically

reviewed.
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Looking at the variable-specific hypothesis, than-European direction is mostly supported
by the results. Political trust certainly has mamnplanatory factors, and it is difficult to point
at causal relationships of specific importancertig with the cultural theories, interpersonal
trust proves an influential factor on both indivédliand contextual level, in contrast to the
claims by the likes of Rothstein and Newton tharehis no theoretical causal link between
the two types of trust. The types of trust, it segare theoretically and empirically separate,
but causally connected in at least one directi@mtié¥pating in voluntary organizations also
contributes positively. However, the differencesween EEC and WEC are very interesting
here. The effect of participating is the same acigrope on institutional trust, but only in
the WEC does patrticipating in voluntary associai@ontribute to support in democratic
values. More pointed research is necessary to fuligerstand these causal relations, but
joining organizations may have different reasonthéeEast than the West, as suggested in the

start of this chapter.

An interesting finding of the analysis is how wsllpported the theories of Ronald Inglehart
are. Both in Eastern and Western Europe, the effastclear and significant: Whereas people
employing material values are more supportive ditipal institutions than their post-material
counterparts, the post-materialists showed greatpport to the democratic ideal than the
materialists. This is interesting, and suggestsdbaeloping democracies may experience the
same shift of values as time goes by and the ecenonodernization turns towards
postmodernization. However, as mentioned in fo&rbton page 47, the measurement and
coding of the postmaterialism-variables may haverdouted to the effect.

The institutional theories were also mostly supgdrtUnemployment, income, corruption
perception and socioeconomic governmental perfocamaithe country had the hypothesized
direction on institutional trust, whilst corruptiand unemployment proved insignificant as
predictors of democratic values. The contextuaba§ of economic growth and GINI-
coefficient, however, proved completely insignifitaas explanatory factors whichever way
one chooses to look at them. One can suspecthibse factors are harder to notice in society,
and leave less of an impression on citizens. Perbgpemploying a longitudinal design one
may catch these effects more easily.
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Regarding the level 1/level 2-dimension, countmelevariables proved a more potent factor
in the institutional model than in the democratiest model. Logically, particular contextual
features should be more likely to affect specifiitides towards institutions in your own
country than towards a broader concept such as deamyg so this is not necessarily
surprising. No interactions (except the Freedom ddeeffect) proved significant in any
models, indicating little differences in contextedfiects across the iron curtain. However, the
ICC was not reduced to less than 0.5 in the irigiital model and 0.8 in the democratic
model, indicating that there still is a significatggree of between-country variation caused

by other factors than the ones included in thidyasima

The analysis has a few weaknesses. The lack ohdimidual perceptive view of regime
performance is certainly a loss for this analysis, it leaves us with solely objective
measurements of government output. For sure threrdifierences in individual expectations
and satisfaction between citizens with similar meoand employment status. Being unable to
catch these differences is a weakness. Additionalwing to remove the Winner/Loser-
variable from the model is a loss, as controlliog §overnment alignment is theoretically
important. All these variables’ effects are hypaikhed to be stronger in EEC, and their
exclusion from the analysis may be one explandtorthe overall weaker causal effects in
Eastern Europe. Another weakness is the largelatiars between certain level 2-variables,
resulting in high multicollinearity. As explained the assumptions-section, this could not be
remedied in the interactions-models, leading t® lediable results for the HDI and CPI-

variables.These shortcomings might reduce the d\agglicability of the results.

4.6. Chapter summary

This analysis has tested the relative relevance exulanatory power of cultural and
institutional theories in both a pan-European pec8pe and adjusted for differences across
the iron curtain. The analyses have been perfownesvo dependent variables, to distinguish

between two conceptually separate dimensions digadltrust.

What, then, does this mean? Having looked at tbecadents of political trust, what are the

consequences? In the next and last chapter, Itaklk a look at the potential effects of

political trust in lieu of recent global events,vasll as the potential for future research on the
field.
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5. Conclusional remarks

5.1. Readdressing the research question

Again, as stressed in the introduction, the intentf this thesis was not to explain “what
generates political trust”. This is not achievedd @erhaps never will be, as the reasons for
trust are individual and surely include factors dr&y both cultural and institutional
theoretical approaches, as well as factors wellobéypolitical science. Therefore the
guantitative analyses did not result in any “finadels” as is often the objective of similar
multivariate analyses. The research question ratbked whether it is viable to assume the
same mechanisms in the generation of political ttrums well-established developed
democracies (represented by the Western Europeantis) as in new democracies with a
historical legacy of authoritarianism (representby the post-communist transitional
democracies of Central and Eastern Europe). Todagoncept-stretching, a broad-scale

comparative analysis was deemed useful.

The research question w&San political trust be explained by the same fagtor Eastern
and Western EuropePhe answer to the question has to be a “no”. Besal effects are not
similar, some are significant only in WEC, and soeffects are opposite across the iron

curtain. The analysis underscores the usefulnesspafrating east from west.

As for the implications of the findings, the resutrongly confirm the idea that political trust
is not a monodimensional concept. Only two of tive different dimensions presented by
Norris have been tested, and it's obvious thatetkffit causal factors are in play on each
dependent variable, again resulting in the contrgdrends in democratic and institutional
trust in present Europe. The large number of sigamit interactions suggests that there are
still differences in the generation of politicali$t across the old iron curtain. The results also
confirm our general idea that theories generatedrdsearch on western industrialized
democracies are better at explaining variance asdlcountries. However, it seems from the
analysis, simply copying theories from the westeitustrialized context is insufficient for
explaining the trends in post-communist EEC. Oumnigpotheses assumed that one could
adopt the cultural/institutional framework from tivestern context, basing the hypothesized

different effects on this dichotomization. This h@®ven too ethnocentric a starting point.
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Granted, some variables were missing, such as theewloser-variable and the individual
perceptive variables of government performance. e though these might have affected
the general picture had they been included, therétieal framework seems more fitting to
explain western political trust than eastern. Taecepts of diffuse, specific, democratic and
institutional trust are generated based on westi¥as and political structures. Trust may
move in different ways in the east. In this seimgegremise for this thesis was correct, but the
procedures may have been inappropriate.

5.2. The consequences of political trust

There is disagreement among scientists about theegoiences of the modern trends of
political trust. Regarding the dimension of inditnal versus democratic trust, Ronald
Inglehart describes the development as positive.chianges, Inglehart claims, are fruitful for
democracy, making it more secure. More trust in @atic principles is a positive
phenomenon as it allows poor performance by speaifiors without putting the political
system at risk. Distrust in political institutiomkes not reflect distrust in democracy, but
rather distrust in hierarchical authority. Instituis are, with the postmodern shift, evaluated
by stricter criteria than before, but this does regresent a democratic problem. (Inglehart
1999:255-256). Similar attitudes are advocated ltlgero scientists. Sgren Holmberg
emphasizes the ideal of having “not too much, ootlittle” institutional distrust (Holmberg
1999:121). Similarly, Levi states that citizen trusf government “should be and is
conditional” (Levi 1998:96). Russell Hardin poinis how endemic government distrust

should result in a weakened government (1998:htyne with the theories of Inglehart.

Have we nothing to fear, then? Is decline of ingibihal trust just a natural consequence of
economic modernization and the globalization obinfation? Just as the determinants of
political trust remain debated, so do the effelctiscussed in the beginning of the thesis how
citizen trust in the political system with the demment of the modern state became an
integral part of the relationship between the raled the ruled, as legitimacy went from being
claimed to being approved, and how one of the thithgt separate interpersonal trust from
political trust is that the “behavioral” part of mggral trust is removed from political trust.

This is however a simplification of reality. Johrodke wrote in his “Two Treaties on

Government” that “...the grounds for trusting relare to be found in the sanctions that
punish breaches of trust” (In Newton 1999:178). Wthe eased flow of information within
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and across borders new ideas are spreading fasteretver. With popular uprisings in the
Arabic world putting an end to seemingly unendingharitarian regimes, even the most
resilient dictators are learning the lessons oieit disapproval. If political distrust and

disapproval becomes too low, weak legitimacy showtdbe the government’s only concern.

The data of this analysis is measured mainly betloeeoutburst of the recent global finance
crisis. This is partly good, as it allows for a€aher” assessment of cause and effect, without
the situational effect that follows a financial ession. However, such large international
events could potentially have huge and unpredietaioinsequences for political trust. As
Europe is now experiencing trying times, countaesto an ever increasing degree sinking in
the quicksand of state debt and governments agardiess of political ideologies forced to
use extreme measures. These measures are suspecieitlence the ordinary citizen
negatively, through saving measures such as redmgelit spending and welfare services.
As citizens experience how their political preferes have little effect on the actual polity,
they might become disenchanted with the democratigme, especially if the regimes’
reservoirs of diffuse, democratic support are shallWith the European Union further
tightening the iron-clasp on each country’s ecomopdlicies, the individual vote may prove
to have even less of an effect. Unpopular poliaies needed to avoid a future catastrophe,
and for citizens to tolerate short-term malaiseexchange for long-term benefits, trust is
needed (Offe 1999:84). Demonstrations have alrbaéy taking place in Portugal, Spain and

Greece.

Thus, recent political events present new questieesling answers. This leads us to the final

section of this thesis:

5.3. Future research

Having ventured through a heavy multi-level anaysvestigating different regional contexts
through different theoretical points of view, whallows? This last section will present

potential geographical, theoretical, and methodoblddields within the trust-paradigm.

The essence of this thesis is to explore how welWs on political trust transfer between two
geographically defined political contexts. Due te tspecific methods of choosing these

countries (and excluding other, non-European orteg)models are not immediately easy to
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generalize to other contexts. However, the definirags in both the WEC and the EEC can
be found elsewhere as well. As stated in the inictdn, similar negative trends of

institutional trust have been spotted in modern at@atic countries such as USA, Australia
and Japan. As for the EEC, the Latin American coemtconstitute a relatively coherent
region characterized by a long authoritarian histand are very under-researched in the field
of political trust. Similarly, democratically stygling regimes in Asia are rarely objects of
trust-related inquiries. These regions should lharahchoices for social scientists looking for

new areas to investigate.

Additionally, this thesis has treated EEC and WEE lmmogenous blocs, a blunt

simplification. Dimitrova-Grajzl and Simon note,roectly, that the post-communist countries
were not equal in their practice of socialism. Tegsent an intriguing perspective where she
differentiates between different kinds of socialissnd their supposed effects on the
generation of trust in central and eastern Euroseameties. Indeed she finds that different
socialism legacies, such as the Yugoslavian orSttet Union, have resulted in different

levels of political trust (Dimitrova-Grajzl, SimoA010). Such projects can contribute to
increase our knowledge of the generation of traisti mirrors similar endeavors on western
states. Instead of looking outward to other comiseone can look inwards to uncover

nuances and details in European political trustti@hships.

However, to explore uncharted territories, one wided some theoretical tools. As described,
this analysis has only researched two of Norrige fdifferent levels of political trust —
political trust is more than only these two indarat Moreover, the thesis employed a strict
definition of political institutions — other ingtitions, such as the military, the bureaucracy,
and the government itself are all interesting terg&he thesis also produced some peculiar,
interesting results worthy of further research. Thatrasting effects of origin and education
on institutional trust and the striking differencesthe role of voluntary organizations on
democratic trust could use some further investigatboth quantitatively and qualitatively.
These variables were of less theoretical importaimcehis thesis, but further research
specifically aimed at explaining these differenogsy improve our understanding about the
social factors involved in political trust. One calso improve on the results of this thesis by
using proper indicators on individual perceptionms molitical and economic performance,

indicators missing from this analysis.
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As for the methodological possibilities, even iéttiheories of trust are well-known and tried
in political science, quantitative cross-natiortadges of the field are still quite rare, and often
unable to catch the complex causal chains assdcwith the concept. With the advent of
more sophisticated statistical methods, these mdstleould and should be used on political
trust. As mentioned, data-banks are incorporatingr enore variables, as well as ever
increasing their geographical scope. This anallgais not utilized the powerful multilevel
analysis to its full potential. By using randomp#se and more complicated interactions, one
may pinpoint more precisely different causal eeand interrelated or reciprocal influence.
Being able to precisely pinpoint causal lines axplanatory factors is of outmost importance
in a theoretical field that time and again proveself a difficult nut to crack for political

scientists.
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7. Appendix

7.1. Question wording.

Below are the concrete questions asked for eachablar All questions are collected from
GESIS (2011). Gender, age and income are stramgdfd and are not reported.

Institutional trust:
Please look at this card and tell me, for each ltsted, how much confidence you
have in them, is it a great deal, quite a lot,yesy much or none at all?

Q63.F The police
Q63.G Parliament
Q63.N The justice system

1 a great deal
2 quite a lot
3 not very much

4 none at all

Democratic Trust:
I’'m going to describe various types of politicasgsms and ask what you think about
each as a way of governing this country. For eaxeh would you say it is a very good,

fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of govergithis country?
Q66.D Having a democratic political system

1 very good

2 fairly good

3 fairly bad
4 very bad

89



Interpersonal Trust:
Q7.
Generally speaking, would you say that most pecaiebe trusted or that you can't be

too careful in dealing with people?

1 most people can be trusted
2 can't be too careful

Voluntary organizations:
Please look carefully at the following list of vakary organisations and activities and
say

b) which, if any, are you currently doing unpaidwdary work for?

Q5b.B Religious or church organisations

Q5b.C Education, arts, music or cultural activities

Q5b.D Trade unions

Q5b.E Political parties or groups

Q5b.F Local community action on issues like povegtyployment, housing, racial
equality

Q5b.J Youth work (e.g. scouts, guides, youth cktiog

Q5b.K Sports or recreation

1 mentioned

2 not mentioned

Post-materialism:
Q60
There is a lot of talk these days about what thesaf this country should be for the
next ten years. On this card are listed some ofjtiaés which different people would
give top priority. If you had to choose, which bétthings on this card would you say

is most important? And which would be the next mogiortant?

1 maintaining order in the nation

2 giving people more say in important governmerisiens
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3 fighting rising prices
4 protecting freedom of speech

Winner/Loser:
[Q75: If there was a general election tomorrow, yan tell me if you would vote?]
Q75a

IF YES: which party would you vote for?

[List of available parties omitted].

Unemployment:
Q111
Are you yourself gainfully employed at the momenhot? Please select from the card

the employment status that applies to you.

Paid employment

1 30 hours a week or more

2 Less than 30 hours a week

3 Self employed

No paid employment

4 Military Service

5 Retired/pensioned

6 Housewife not otherwise employed

7 Student

8 Unemployed

9 Disabled <ONLY IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT WORK BECAD®F
DISABILITY!>

10 Other, please specify (WRITE IN): ...

Education:
Q110
What is the highest level you have completed inryalucation?

0 0 : Pre-primary education or none education

91



1 1 : Primary education or first stage of basicoadion

2 2 : Lower secondary or second stage of basicatituc
3 3 : (Upper) secondary education

4 4 : Post-secondary non-tertiary education

5 5 : First stage of tertiary education

6 6 : Second stage of tertiary education

Origin:
Q90
Were you born in [COUNTRY]?

1yes

2 no
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