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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 The area of investigation 
 

Research on democracy and democratization does not usually warrant justification. A 

political scientist who is preoccupied with assessing the status of democracy in a certain 

country or region does not usually feel obliged to justify at length the particular choice of 

a research subject; the necessarily normative stance expressed by the choice of 

democracy as a focus of study (after all, why study democracy?) is treated as fairly 

unproblematic. One possible reason for that may be the particular value, still being 

attached to Western-style liberal democracy, as the norm for progress and development 

and a universal, necessary component of modernization (Grugel 2002). Political scientists 

are not alone in their veneration of democracy; having ‘democratic’ credentials has 

become a necessary component in legitimation of political power almost everywhere in 

the world today. In some mystical way, democracy appears to spread an aura of 

legitimacy over those who commit themselves (either by their deeds, or merely by their 

words) to its principles (Schumpeter 1992). In the words of Held: 

 

“Nearly everyone today says they are democrats, no matter whether their views are on 

the left, center or right. Political regimes of all kinds in, for instance, Western Europe, the 

Eastern bloc, and Latin America claim to be democracies. (…) Rules, laws, policies and 

decisions appear justified and appropriate when they are ´democratic´”(Held 1987, p.1) 

 
The strongly positive value attached to ‘democracy’ means, a political scientist doing 

empirical study on democratization seldom excuses himself for the choice of his field of 

study.  

Also, research about the state of democracy in Eastern Europe seems, predominantly, 

to be carried out from this normative high ground. The endemic problems of newly 

established democratic systems: frustration, low trust towards political institutions and 

politicians, low election turnouts, corruption etc, all seem to be assessed as first and 
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foremost dangers to ‘democracy’. Democracy, or liberal democracy, seems to be an 

obvious end in itself and academic preoccupation with its shape and condition does not 

require any further justification.  

If we were to leave the moral high ground for a moment and reflect upon possible 

instrumental values of democracy, what would these be? Apart from promoting 

individual freedom, there seems to be some evidence that liberal democracy is a system 

of government which in some parts of the world (especially in countries where it has a 

relatively long-standing tradition) has promoted the goal of economic prosperity. The end 

of the Cold War and the perceived victory of liberalism over communism have prompted 

some to conclude that liberal representative democracy is simply the most viable and, at 

least in the long run, the most efficient (in the economic sense) way to run a country 

(Fukuyama 1989). According to such views, liberal democratic governments seem to 

command more obedience and perform better in comparison with ‘undemocratic’ ones.  

Leaving aside the contested issue of the alleged economic advantage of liberalism over 

other systems of government, there seems to be relatively little controversy about the 

importance of one particular virtue that every social organization, including the state, 

needs to properly fulfill its goals: legitimacy (Weber 1979, p.212-6). Democratic or not, 

state institutions are in need of legitimacy to command authority and properly fulfill their 

functions. If liberalism is to deliver on its promises of economic welfare, it needs, like 

any other system of rule, to be viewed as legitimate; the process of governing has to be 

realized through a set of institutions which command at least some degree of legitimacy 

(Levi 1988; Levi 1997; Levi 2005; Levi 2006). 

If we accept legitimacy as a key to the overall performance of state institutions, then 

deficiencies in the legitimacy of these institutions pose not just a threat to democracy, but 

may also be assumed to be detrimental for their ability to function efficiently. 

Legitimacy of state institutions and the scope of legitimate state action are the main 

subject of this study. Instead of posing the more general (and, necessarily, more 

normative) question about the legitimacy of democratic institutions (and thus the 

condition of democracy) per se, our standpoint has a stronger utilitarian undertone: 

legitimacy is assumed to be a key factor for the state (not just the liberal-democratic one) 

to perform its functions. This is assumed to be especially vital in areas, where a mere act 
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of obedience is not sufficient; where the character of the tasks requires high quality of 

performance, which in turn necessitates a sense of moral duty, that only legitimacy is able 

to instill1.  

Thus, an enquiry into people’s expressed trust towards the democratic institutions of 

the state will only be a part of the present investigation. The focus will be put on the links 

between this manifest trust and popular support for state intervention. In particular, if we 

discover that levels of trust towards key state institutions and the political system are 

precariously low in any of the investigated countries; the next crucial question that we are 

going to ask will be the following one: What does this condition mean for the state’s 

ability to perform its tasks? Is the level of trust towards key state institutions likely to 

affect its performance in broad policy areas, such as environmental protection, health 

care, and others? Investigating possible links between stated trust towards the state and 

the willingness to grant the state the permission to intervene is central for the present 

study. 

 

1.2 Purpose of the study 
 

After introducing the broad problem area that the present work will be dealing with, it is 

now time to formulate the main purpose of this study. 

The main theme of the present dissertation is investigating how much state legitimacy, 

understood as manifest trust towards its political institutions and the political system (or 

“political legitimacy”), is linked to popular support for state intervention. The 

geographical area of investigation includes the three Baltic States and Poland. Two 

instances of popular support for state intervention have been chosen; these are support for 

environmental regulation and stated-managed regulation of alcohol consumption. 

 

The main research question could be formulated as follows: 
 

Is support for state intervention a function of explicit trust towards its political 
institutions and political system? 

                                                
1For a further discussion on this subject, see chapter 3. 
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The first and most important purpose of this study is to test the hypothesis that support 

for state regulation within the two investigated areas is linked to the overall perception of 

the state’s political institutions, as well as its governing system. The choice of this 

particular research question is based upon an assumption that legitimate state institutions 

are a precondition for social and economic development of states and influence their 

overall capacity. Environmental protection and regulation of alcohol consumption are just 

two (albeit significant) instances of national policies, whose success to a high degree 

depends upon the capacity of state institutions to implement them, which in turn is 

dependent upon the legitimacy of these institutions. Looking at mutual links between 

manifest state trust and support for state intervention, we could, basically, expect any of 

the following four extreme outcomes: 

a) People declare that they trust the political institutions of the state, as well as its 

governing system AND support state intervention in the two areas. 

b) People declare that they mistrust the political institutions of the state, as well as its 

governing system, but still wish that the state intervenes in the two policy areas. 

c) People declare that they trust the political institutions of the state, as well as its 

governing system but do not wish state intervention in the two policy areas. 

d) People declare that they mistrust the political institutions of the state, as well as its 

governing system AND do not wish state intervention. 

 
For the sake of simplicity, only the four extreme outcomes are considered here. Of the 

four possibilities, variant “d” would be most pessimistic, as it would indicate a radical 

rejection of the state (as well as its lack of legitimacy), whilst “a” would be the most 

optimistic from the point of view of the democratic transition. Which of the four 

alternatives is the best description of the situation in the three Baltic Countries and 

Poland, by the late 1990s and early 2001, is the question we undertake to answer in this 

study. Later on (Chapters 5 and 11), we will make clear that the “trust in the political 

institutions as well as the governing system” side of the equation is mostly (but not 

entirely) concerned with the input side of the political system, while support for state 

regulation with its output side. The overall concern here is to investigate the impact of 
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manifest trust towards the political institutions of the state, as well as its governing 

system, on the state’s capacity to impose regulatory measures. Since political trust (or 

political legitimacy) and support for state regulation could be viewed as two dimensions 

of the overall state legitimacy (we will clarify this further in Chapters 3 and 7), any 

congruence between the two, or a possible lack there of, could constitute a significant 

finding, both in terms of obtaining deeper insight into the nature of legitimacy, as well as 

the methodological issue of measuring it. 

 

Figure 1.1 The hypothetical relationship between explicit state trust and support for state intervention. 
 
Figure 1.1 summarizes the hypothesis being put to test in the present work. The key point 

is exploring links between political state trust and support for state intervention (the two 

boxes at each end of the model). The intermediate boxes explain the reasoning behind the 

hypothesis: if political state trust can be taken as a proxy for state legitimacy, then 

achieving political legitimacy could mean stronger state institutions, which in turn should 

contribute positively to building up state political capacity. If this holds true, then support 

for state intervention (a precondition for state capacity to intervene and in itself an 

indicator of trust), should naturally exist under the specified conditions, because 

enhanced trust towards the state can be assumed to lead to a greater scope of legitimate 

state action. Finding a positive correlation between the first box of the model (state 

political legitimacy) and the last one (support for state intervention) would constitute a 

significant finding, since it would emphasize the overall importance of political 

legitimacy, understood as explicit trust towards state institutions and its political system, 

as a crucial factor in determining state capacity as policy implementer, and as the key to 

the overall legitimacy of the state. Conversely, lack of such correlation could be 

  explicit state trust 
(political legitimacy) 
 

enhanced state 
legitimacy 

 

strong 
institutions 

 

greater scope 
of legitimate state action 
 

support for state 
intervention 
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indicative of the limited value of so-understood political legitimacy as a proxy for overall 

state legitimacy, a crucial methodological finding, the importance of which we will 

discuss later on in this study. 

1.3 This work in the context of previous research  
 

The purpose of the study, as described in the preceding sections, indicates a broad area 

of political-scientific research, to which it is related. The specific fields include 

institutionalism, political legitimacy (including its measurement), the status of institutions 

and development, the role of bureaucracy, and others. The relevance of these areas should 

become apparent as we discuss each of them in the chapters ahead.  

Within the area of development studies, especially research concerning relationship 

between democratization and state capacity is highly relevant for the present work. 

Hanna Bäck and Axel Hadenius are authors of a noteworthy article, entitled “Democracy 

and State Capacity” (Bäck and Hadenius 2007). As the title suggests, the main focus of 

their work is on exploring the exact relationship between the introduction of a democratic 

political system and the administrative capacity of the state. The latter variable includes, 

among other things, “the overall quality of bureaucracy”, as well as the ability of the state 

to control corruption. Their most important finding is that the introduction of a 

democratic political system results in an initial decrease of the administrative capacity in 

most states. Only when the new system of rule has been consolidated and its institutions 

enjoy legitimacy is there a real increase of the administrative capacity, which is likely to 

surpass that of competing autocratic systems. Bäck and Hadenius call this a J-shaped 

relationship, due to the shape of the curve denoting the relationship between the two sets 

of variables. Even though Bäck and Hadenius’ approach differs considerably from the 

one taken here, there are also important similarities which deserve to be mentioned. Both 

studies share interest in state capacity in connection to democracy, rather than interest in 

democracy per se. Their interest in the bureaucratic (administrative) capacity of the state 

bears clear resemblance with our interest in state ability to intervene in the two policy 

areas (in fact, in the coming chapters, it will be argued that the these two policy areas lie 

firmly within the realm of bureaucratic regulation). In short, we share interest in state 

capacity in newly established democracies. Both studies focus on democratization by 
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looking at the relationship between the former and state capacity. The difference 

concerns the kind of questions we ask. Whereas Bäck and Hadenius’ seem to focus 

primarily on the dynamics of the process of democratization and its “objective” impact 

on the state bureaucratic capacity, our interest is in support for state regulation (and thus, 

indirectly – in state administrative capacity) as a possibly distinct layer of state 

legitimacy. In other words, we are trying to find out if popular support for such state 

regulation is dependent upon people’s stated trust towards state political institutions and 

the political system or whether it constitutes a separate dimension of legitimacy. Since 

manifest distrust towards the state is often quoted as a worrying sign of immaturity of the 

new democracies, our results may either give more strength to these worries (for 

example, by showing that manifest distrust towards the state affects adversely its capacity 

to intervene) or they can make them appear less dramatic (by finding that manifest trust 

and willingness to make use of state intervention are poorly correlated). 

The work of Bäck and Hadenius is worth mentioning because it appears to be one of 

the very few studies on democratization, which tries to explore links between the status 

of democracy and state administrative capacity, and goes thus beyond the mere focus on 

democracy as such2. Asking this type of questions is also the aim of the present study.  

 

                                                
2 Some studies on democracy and economic development are worth mentioning here: see for example 
Przeworski, 1991; Przeworski, 2000. 
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1.4 About the contents  
 

One of the chief assumptions being made in the pages of this dissertation is that 

institutions play a key role in the political capacity of states. Thus, we start the argument 

by reviewing the tradition of institutional research in Political Science generally; 

thereafter we look briefly at the role normative institutional research has played in the 

field of development studies. We conclude this chapter by reviewing the role some 

researchers have attached to the existence of legitimate institutions as a key to enhanced 

political capacity of modern nation states. Discussion on the essence of legitimacy is 

crucial for this dissertation and the task of presenting some of its complexities is 

accomplished in Chapter 3. In Chapter 4 we switch our attention to the issue of the 

practical meaning of legitimacy. What is the main practical difference between a 

relationship of authority and one which relies solely on compulsion and sheer power? We 

attempt firstly to answer these questions on an abstract level and after that we reflect 

upon the significance of legitimate institutions for the political capacity of a nation state. 

In Chapter 5 we leave the general discussion about the legitimacy of state institutions and 

narrow our focus to include solely the parts of state apparatus, which may be called 

´bureaucratic’. Since we are focusing on popular support for certain kinds of state 

regulation (environmental protection and state regulation of alcohol consumption) and 

this regulation is mainly realized by state bureaucratic agencies, it is of great importance 

that we reflect upon the specific problems that bureaucracies may encounter when they 

try to secure legitimacy for their policies. Bureaucratic agencies may share many 

difficulties in securing legitimacy with the political institutions, but may also be affected 

by some which are specific only to them. In Chapter 5 therefore, we reflect upon the core 

difference between the political and the bureaucratic parts of state apparatus; thereafter 

we focus on the latter part and the specific problems connected to the legitimation of their 

power.  

The empirical part opens up with a chapter devoted to presenting the methodology of 

the study (Chapter 6). Besides revealing details about the series of surveys, by which we 

have gathered our data, we try to answer questions related to the methodological choices 
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we have made, and how well the methods chosen have suited our needs. 

In Chapter 7 we take a closer look at the concept of state legitimacy as an analytical 

tool. If finding possible correlations between manifest state trust and support for state 

regulation (the main purpose of this work) is to be put into the wider context of state 

legitimacy, we have to carefully consider how well the complex notion of legitimacy 

could be made empirically intelligible. An attempt to operationalize the notion of 

legitimacy is undertaken in Chapter 7. 

In Chapters 8, 9 and 10 the empirical findings are presented and analyzed. Chapter 8 is 

devoted to specific examination of support for state intervention in the four investigated 

countries – Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. We examine the support in its own 

right, without, at this stage, relating it to the issue of state trust. Among the questions we 

ask are whether the support has become stronger or weaker in the period between the 

surveys; we try also to put our results in the context of previous research in other 

countries. In Chapter 9 and Chapter 10 we undertake the crucial task of exploring the 

relationship between state political legitimacy (measured as expressed trust towards state 

institutions and the political system) and support for state regulation.  

In Chapter 11 we embark on interpreting the results of the empirical part. An attempt is 

made to explain some of the outcomes and possible ideas for future research to be put 

forward. The argument of the study is summarized in the final chapter Chapter 12. 
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CHAPTER 2: INSTITUTIONS AND POLITICAL CAPACITY 
 

2.1 General remarks 
 

Let us start this chapter by restating a fact which has been made clear in Chapter 1: 

This study has an underlying interest in the dynamics of political development; in the 

development of political capacity. The four countries, which constitute the subject matter 

of this study are all in the process of transition to a liberal democratic system of 

government. The question of public support for state intervention in the two policy areas: 

environmental protection and regulation of alcohol consumption need to be seen in this 

very context: The choice being made represents more than just a preference for one or 

another implementation method. The stance taken by the respondents either for or against 

state regulatory activity is viewed as noteworthy because it could be an indication of their 

broader view of the proper role of the state; in other words, we obtain an indication on 

whether in the view of the respondents it is a legitimate activity on the part of the state to 

intervene in the two policy areas.  

The significance of legitimacy of state institutions and state activities in the context of 

successful policy implementation will be highlighted elsewhere in this study. The 

question we ask in the present chapter could be formulated in the following way: What 

are the wider implications of choosing the state, rather than other agents, as policy 

implementers? Since a preference for or against state action may be viewed as a choice 

between an institutionalized and a voluntary approach towards policy implementation, is 

there a reason to favor either of the two implementation methods? Does it matter from the 

point of view of successful policy implementation which of the two options is chosen?  

The aim of the current chapter is reflecting upon the reasons for the state taking on the 

role of a policy implementer. It is a theoretical reflection upon the significance of policy 

implementation through state institutions, as opposed to spontaneous uncoordinated 

action by individuals and groups. As long as the choice is between an institutionalized 

way of policy implementation and voluntary uncoordinated measures by individuals and 

groups, there may be reasons why the state-institutional option is preferable. The reasons 
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for that are two-fold, both of which will be elaborated in this and coming chapters. 

Firstly, the preference for institutional method of implementation may have a positive 

effect on the actual policy implementation. Political institutions are powerful policy 

implementation tools, which, among other things, may help to overcome many of the 

problems associated with collective action. The second reason is a direct consequence of 

the first one. Since we acknowledge the potential of institutions, it follows that we focus 

on the conditions which secure their efficiency. One such a fundamental condition is 

legitimacy. When we ask people whether they are willing to entrust the state with the task 

of taking responsibility for policy implementation, we can assume that the choice people 

make is to some degree conditioned by their trust in the institution of the state; thus, the 

answer they give may be assumed to serve as an indicator of the legitimacy status of state 

institutions. The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to an elaboration on the first 

reason, that is, a reflection on why strong state institutions could be assumed to be vital in 

the context of policy implementation and more generally; for a country’s political 

development. The legitimacy aspect of institutions will be dealt with in Chapter 4. 

 

2.2 Institutionalism 

 
Much of the evidence concerning the significance of institutions has been taken up and 

reconsidered in the literature which has come to be known under the umbrella label of 

‘New Institutionalism’. Following a prolonged period of neglect, institutions have in the 

past decades been rediscovered as objects of scientific inquiry in two senses.  

Firstly, New Institutionalism has re-appreciated institutions as empirical entities. 

While during much of the post-war era societal phenomena were primarily explained 

with reference to individuals, groups (classes) and societies, it is now largely excepted (at 

least in the neo-institutional circles) that institutions constitute a vital entity of their own, 

being shaped by their constituting parts, but also remolding and transforming the 

behavior of individuals and societies with which they are dealing (March and Olsen 

1984; March and Olsen 1989; Kratochwil 1989).  

The second sense, in which institutions have been re-discovered, related to the 
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aforementioned, is a normative one. Institutions are increasingly perceived as vehicles of 

change, and as solution to societal problems, especially those of producing and sustaining 

collective goods (Rothstein 1996). Thus, proper attention must be paid to their design and 

the conditions under which they can properly fulfill their role (North 1993; Colomer 

2001). It is in the latter sense that institutions deserve our attention in the context of the 

present chapter.  

On the following pages we will first summarize the tradition of institutional thinking in 

political science. Thereafter, we will focus our attention on two strands of institutional 

theory in which institutions are perceived as vital components of collective action, both in 

the context of states and on a general level. 

2.3 Political institutions defined 
 

Before we go into discussions on the role of institutions in policy implementation and 

political development let us make an attempt to define the concept of political institution. 

“Make an attempt” seems to be the right choice of words, since finding a satisfactory 

definition of the given concept is not an easy task. Aware of the definition hardship, 

Rothstein suggests that the only formula which most political scientists could agree upon 

is simply “rules of the game” (Rothstein 1996). Such a vague definition does not answer 

the fundamental question of what exactly is to be regarded as the rules. Some scientists 

insist on reserving the term institution to formal arrangements for aggregating human 

behavior, with formal, explicit rules and decision processes enforced by an actor or a set 

of actors formally recognized as possessing such power (Rothstein 1996). The obvious 

disadvantage of narrowing the definition in this way is that we miss other kinds of 

repetitive behavior, like “habits”, “tradition”, “culture”, which are not formalized, that is, 

they lack the quality of formal rules, generated by a political process.  

General definitions of institutions, which are not specifically aimed at the political 

sphere do not attempt to draw a line between formal and informal institutional 

phenomena. Peters for instance, identifies four sets of characteristics pertaining to an 

institution (Peters 1999, p.18): 

 

2 Institutions constitute a structural feature of a society. They may be either formal 



Chapter 2: Institutions and Political Capacity 

 14 

or informal; their common attribute is that they transcend individuals, who form 

their membership, by forcing them into a patterned set of interactions; the 

relationship between individuals and groups is to a high degree predictable and 

regulated. 

3 Most institutional theories agree that institutions are characterized by a degree of 

stability over time. This institutional inertia means that some routines, such as 

regular meetings and contacts, persist over time and do not change as fast as 

habits of individuals or less organized groups. 

4 Most institutional theories agree that institutions, in order to fulfill their role, 

must change the behavior of individuals, who are their members. They have a 

constraining effect on actors, who interact within their framework. 

5 There tends to be a sense of shared values among the members of an institution. 

Different strands of institutional theory vary as to the degree of importance they 

attach to this particular feature; still they all seem to agree that it plays a vital 

role. 

 

If we agree that political institutions, apart from featuring the above-mentioned 

characteristics, could be described as formal arrangements for aggregating human 

behavior, with a formally recognized authority enforcing their formal rules, what are the 

potential benefits of employing the political institutions of the state in the process of 

policy implementation? At least two possible benefits deserve our attention and will be 

discussed here; one has to do with its enforcing powers and the second one with the way 

institutions generally are assumed to influence the behavior of individuals being their 

members. Let us discuss these in turn. 

 

2.4 The state enforcing powers  
 

One of the main features distinguishing the state from other institutions is its 

monopoly for authoritative use of force (Weber 1992). The state enforcing powers 

assume great importance in a world populated by self-interested, ultimately-rational 

individuals, as envisaged by rational choice theorists. One of the chief problems which 
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has to be addressed within such a theory framework is creating conditions under which 

collective action, action for the common good, is possible, without changing the 

fundamental assumptions about the individual actors, who pursue their own egoistic 

interests. In other words, the challenge for institutional designers is harnessing the 

egoistic driving forces of individual actors for maintaining or generating a collective 

good; in particular overcoming the so-called prisoners’ dilemma situation. 

Theorizing around institutions as regulating and aggregating actions of self-interested 

individuals plays a vital role in connection to the game-theoretical models, especially in 

the context of the so-called “Tragedy of the Commons”, which is of great relevance in the 

field of environmental protection (Hardin 1968). Environmental problems are 

conceptualized here as ones related to managing the use of a common pool of scarce 

resources; it is the task of institutions (and indeed one of their merits), that this is 

accomplished in a way which satisfies the collective interest of all the parties concerned. 

The chief problem which an institution has to cope with (and it presents a challenge for 

the designers of an institution) is making sure that all the actors have sufficient 

motivation to comply with the institutional rules, thus preventing a rational pursuit of 

their own individual gain, which would likely lead to results that are collectively 

undesirable. Employing the enforcing powers of the state is often seen as the only 

antidote to these problems.  

The game analogy has been applied to environmental protection in the context of the 

international system, where individual states have been conceptualized as rational actors, 

pursuing their own gain. Here, too, the challenge, presented by rational choice 

institutional thinkers, is to design institutions that in an effective way would eliminate 

situations, resembling those illustrated by the prisoners’ dilemma analogy, to create 

enough incentives for states to cooperate within the institutional framework, rather than 

defecting in pursuit of their particular interests. 

All in all, a significant function of institutions envisaged by the rational choice 

theorists seems to be overcoming individual pursuit of gain and creating stable conditions 

to generate collectively acceptable outcomes.  In this context, a central place is reserved 

for the state; its monopoly of legitimate use of force is the ultimate guarantee that rules 

and regulations will be enforced; it guarantees that my own compliance by the rules of 
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the game will pay off, since everybody else (or at least a sufficient number of other 

actors) may be assumed to comply too. In fact, state intervention, rule making and 

enforcement, is often advocated by rational choice proponents as the only solution to 

problems where the prisoners’ dilemma prevents the actors from undertaking a collective 

action for the common good, for instance in managing a pool of finite common resources 

(Hardin 1968). Similarly, on the international arena, generating effective regimes 

(institutions) is greatly helped by the existence of a hegemonic power, at least in the 

initial stages of their creation (Keohane 1984).    

Even though the fundamentals of theorizing within the rational choice are strongly 

individualistic, the proponents of this approach seem to have accepted that most political 

life takes place within an institutional framework (Grafstein 1988). Unlike some 

competing institutional approaches however, the rational choice institutional theory does 

not see any need to refer to some allegedly inherent institutional values, to the authority 

of institutions, when explaining the behavior of individuals occupying positions within 

the institutions, or when giving the reason why people may be willing to accept the 

constraining (and compulsory) boundaries of institutional solutions. On the contrary, 

quite in accordance with the leading assumptions of the school, the existence of 

institutions can well be clarified by reference to the actions of strictly rational, self-

interested, autonomous individuals. The reasons why institutions suit the needs of 

perfectly self-interested individuals may be summarized as follows: 

Institutions (understood mainly as rules, or decision rules), serve as mechanisms for 

channeling and constraining individual behavior; while utility maximization will always 

remain the primary motivation of individuals, they realize that institutions offer the most 

effective way of realizing their goals. Institutions are perceived as factors which 

effectively constrain the damaging effect of variability of human behavior, which arise 

within the context of (political) collective decision-making.  

Securing his/her own interest means, in most instances, following a set of rules. For 

instance, voluntary agreement to property rules regime, enforced by the state, can be seen 

as fundamental for the proper functioning of the market.
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2.5 Institutions as platforms of deliberation 
 

Given the individualistic premises on which rational choice theorizing rests, it is 

surprising that according to some supporters of the school, destructive-egoistic behavior 

of rational actors may sometimes be overcome without resorting to the oppressive powers 

of the state (Ostrom 1993). In her study Governing the Commons, Ostrom argues against 

those rational choice theorists, who see either privatization or imposing central state 

regulations as the only solutions to the problems of managing pools of common resources 

(Ostrom 1990).  After a careful study of several projects related to preservation of shared 

natural assets, she concludes that it was indeed possible to reach an optimal solution on 

the basis of voluntary cooperation by preserving the existence of common property 

rights, even under such difficult conditions like a high number of stake-holders, 

substantial dissimilarities in interests between the participants, and more (Ostrom 1990, 

p.188). Traditional institutional research of the rational choice school stresses these 

factors as aggravating the risk for the appearance of free riders. Among the variables 

mentioned by Ostrom, which could account for the unexpected anomalies, there are 

several related to the private cost/benefit account of each participant, such as the cost of 

obtaining information or the cost of changing the governing rules. However, Ostrom 

mentions other facts taking place within the institutional settings she investigates. 

Looking more closely at the cooperation taking place among local water consumers in 

California, she writes: 

 

“In each basin, a voluntary association was established to provide a forum for face-to-face 

discussions about joint problems and potential joint strategies.  

… The provision of a forum for discussions transformed the structure of the situation from 

one in which decisions were made independently without knowing what others were doing 

to a situation in which individuals discussed their options with one another. Discussion by 

itself was not sufficient to change the pumping strategies of the participants, but discussion 

did lead to the initiation of litigation, which enabled the participants to reach an 
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enforceable agreement to limit their water withdrawals.” (Ostrom 1990, p. 138) 

 

Commenting on that example, Rothstein concludes that the actual design of the setting 

in which decisions are being made has far-reaching consequences for the actions of the 

participating members. By providing a forum of deliberation, individual actors are forced 

to abandon their short-term interests and bring them in line with the interests of the 

community. It is a consequence of being put in a situation where everybody is forced to 

openly argue for his/her course; in such situations social norms start to play a paramount 

role. Thus, Rothstein argues, the logic of political institutions is essentially different from 

that of the market; whereas on the latter we are supposed to satisfy our individual 

interests (and that is what we indeed do), when acting within the political context our 

logic of action becomes reasonable, rather than rational. Deliberation, i e open 

discussions in which the interested parties are forced to publicly defend their points of 

view, lies at the core of political institutions, and makes them distinct from institutions of 

the market.  

It is interesting to note that by designating the deliberative ingredient of institutions as 

inherent of the political sphere, Rothstein suggests that belonging to the latter does not 

necessarily entail formal association with the state. Thus, the borderline between 

institutions of the state and those of the civil society becomes blurred. The initiatives 

aimed at protecting common natural resources studied by Ostrom are all undertaken by 

voluntary groups and associations; Ostrom calls them institutions and contrasts them with 

both arbitrary state regulation and market solutions.  

An important condition for the creation of institutionalized collective regulation 

projects, of the type described by Ostrom, is the existence of interpersonal trust. The 

problem has been highlighted within the so-called “cultural” strand of New 

Institutionalism, and is widely associated with the research work of Robert Putnam3. The 

leading hypothesis here is that democracy, to consolidate, needs a cultural underpinning 

of trust between individual citizens and trust towards the institutions. The two factors are 

assumed to be mutually connected and enhanced inter-citizen trust is assumed to 

influence favorably the general public trust towards institutions (Putnam and Leonardi 

                                                
3 The term “Cultural institutionalism” is used by Peters (Peters 1999). 
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1993; Putnam 1995). While the exact casual mechanism of the positive relationship 

between enhanced interpersonal trust and enhanced legitimacy of public institutions 

seems to be one of the less developed chapters in the theory of social capital, the 

assumption seems to be that membership in voluntary associations serves as an effective 

school of active citizenship; membership in voluntary associations teaches the 

participants the skills of cooperation and working for the benefit of the community. From 

that, it follows naturally, that these citizens support actions of the state and its 

institutions, especially if they perceive those as right and legitimate. 

The theme of interpersonal trust is taken up by Bo Rothstein in several of his works 

(Rothstein 1996; Rothstein 1998; Rothstein 2004; Kumlin and Rothstein 2003). However, 

Rothstein is not convinced about the existence of casual relationship between the strength 

of social capital and trust towards public institutions. Or, more correctly, he does not 

endorse the view, according to which legitimacy of public institutions is supposed to be 

unidirectionally influenced by the existence of interpersonal trust in a society. Of equal 

importance here are the public institutions themselves, how they act and how they are 

perceived. Rothstein argues that just, fair institutions may in fact help foster a society 

marked by interpersonal trust, i e possessing the asset of social capital. Among the 

examples supporting his hypothesis, Rothstein points to the difference between countries 

applying general and selective welfare systems. Selective welfare systems leave more 

room for discretion by individual officials and are prone for irregularities and corruption; 

thus they often make the clients of public welfare feel alone at the mercy of unjust, yet 

powerful bureaucrats. General welfare systems do not posses many of these flaws and 

enjoy more public support. The differences do not end there, however; also the civil 

societies in countries applying any of the two models of welfare provision are affected 

differently. General welfare systems seem to generate more interpersonal trust than the 

selective ones; thus, some Nordic countries, as exponents of the former solutions, seem to 

possess higher level of social capital than countries applying the latter ones, for example 

USA or UK. More generally, differences in norm-governed citizen behavior between 

societies can be traced to the design of political institutions, as well as to their legitimacy 

(Rothstein 1998, p.134).  
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2.6 Institutions and development of political capacity 
 

In the discussion about the advantages of social capital, it is essential to realize its 

underlying developmental perspective. Whether we agree or not with Rothstein’s 

supposition regarding the direction of influence in the interplay between civil society and 

the character of state institutions, it is obvious that the overarching concern for both 

Putnam and Rothstein is exploring the cultural conditions under which public state 

institutions gain strength. The strength of state institutions is their primary concern. This 

concern becomes even more obvious in the context of less developed countries and new 

democracies. It becomes a measure of development, and a precondition for it. Thus, 

Putnam and Leonardi investigate the vitality of local democracy in the economically 

advanced northern Italy and compare it to that of the less developed south; they find that 

the North was more successful in building up legitimate democratic institutions and it 

also possesses greater assets of social capital (Putnam and Leonardi 1993). On the other 

hand, in one of his more recent works, Rothstein discusses the conditions in the former 

Eastern Block and asserts that creating a strong civil society there entails the need for 

building up fair, legitimate institutions (Rothstein 2004). Overall, seeing a connection 

between the development of generalized trust and development towards a more advanced 

society is a relatively old subject within development studies, even though its effect on 

the strength of public institutions has not always been clearly pronounced (Misztal 1996).   

The strength of public institutions, above all institutions of the state, and their 

legitimacy is otherwise a popular theme in studies dealing with political development. 

For Deutsch and Huttington, institutions are envisaged as stabilizing factors; 

institutionalization is sometimes contrasted with social mobilization and participation; 

ideally these two poles should be in balance. Developing countries suffer from excessive 

social mobilization and an inadequate, insufficient institutional infrastructure to 

counterbalance it (Deutsch 1961; Huntington 1968). Political development may thus, 

according to this perspective, be slowed down or hindered by development of democracy, 

if the latter is understood as extensive popular mobilization and participation in the 

political process. The existence of institutional framework, on the other hand, may foster 

the growth of democratic values among the citizenship. They suggest that institutions 
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should be given a fair chance to mold the development and letting the state carry out its 

policies undisturbed seems in this context to have an intrinsic value. Political capacity of 

nation states has sometimes been equated with the size of the state, most notably with the 

size of the public sector (however this size could be measured)  (Carnoy 1984).    

Some thinkers have a different view as to what constitutes the cornerstone of political 

development in the institutional context. While not denying that state size matters and can 

serve as a fair indicator of development, what in their view constitutes the hallmark of 

political progress is the kind of status which state institutions have reached, namely their 

legitimacy. In Jackman’s view, institutional stability is a positive by-product of the 

presence of legitimacy; in essence, it represents the willingness on the part of citizens, to 

utilize the established channels of political influence to achieve political goals. That fact 

amounts to a safe indicator of maturity of a state’s institutional framework and its 

political system (Jackman 1987; Jackman 1996). Open challenges to the political system 

on the other hand, and by-passing state institutions in resolving vital societal issues is in 

this view a sign of weakness. Jackman’s focus on state legitimacy is vital and will be 

reviewed elsewhere in the present study (see Chapter 4). For now, let us note the 

significance attached to the fact of choosing the state and its official channels to achieve 

policy goals; the wider implications of that choice far exceed any practical advantages it 

may imply. Willingness to entrust the collective arena of the state with the task of 

resolving conflicts and achieving societal goals is viewed as a sign of its consolidation 

and an indicator of legitimacy.  

  

2.7 Concluding remarks and discussion 
 

To begin the concluding discussion, which will sum up the main argument of this 

chapter, it is necessary to remind the reader about the idea guiding the empirical enquiry. 

The idea is: to look at the way respondents answer two questions regarding state 

intervention: 

 

e) What do you consider most important for solving our environmental problems: 

governmental regulations or voluntary activities by individuals and 
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organizations? 

f) Do you agree with the following statement: “The government has a responsibility 

to keep alcohol consumption down”? 

 

We want to ascertain whether designating the state as an agent of reform is related to 

people’s overall trust towards state institutions and the political system. This particular 

chapter is devoted to a theory-guided reflection on the significance of the choice being 

made; why it matters whether or not people entrust the state to be the agent of reform. 

Before we proceed with this discussion and summarize its main points, let us reflect for a 

moment upon the choices being offered by the survey questions. In the first survey 

question, the choice is between the “government regulations” and “voluntary activities by 

individuals and organizations”. While the first option is easily identifiable as “the state”, 

the other one leaves more room for interpretation. “Voluntary activities by individuals” 

refers clearly to voluntary (spontaneous) actions by individual citizens. The second part – 

“Organizations” is more ambiguous. For one, it can mean organizations as mere 

collections of loosely organized individuals, in which case there is little difference 

between this option and “individuals”. However, a wider interpretation of “organizations” 

is also conceivable; “organization” may denote a collection of individuals, as well as 

rules and values guiding their behavior, in which case it would be more correct to speak 

about an institution. If this is the interpretation a respondent has in mind when opting for 

“voluntary activities…” rather than “government regulations”, the difference between the 

two options is less obvious than it could seem at first. Both “government regulations” and 

“voluntary activities” could in this case denote an institutional mode of action, which 

means that our initial interpretation about the actual choice being made needs minor 

modification. The choice in this case does not stand between an institutional and a non-

institutional mode of action, but between two different institutional forms, a state and a 

non-state one. A good example of the latter could be the natural resource protection 

projects described by Ostrom, which have been discussed earlier. This is an important 

detail, which should be kept in mind when discussing the wider implications of the 

choices at stake. However, it could still be argued that the simplification made at the 

outset was justified; it seems reasonable to assume that institutional modes of policy 
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implementation in most cases in fact mean active state involvement. And, whereas in the 

case of “voluntary activities…” institutional implementation mode is just a possibility, in 

the case of “government regulation” it is a sure bet.  

As for the second survey question, the choice is more straightforward; we either agree 

that the state should strive to keep alcohol consumption down or we do not; by saying 

“yes” we also indirectly agree that curbing excessive alcohol consumption (and caring for 

the public health) is the proper domain of state intervention.    

After these initial remarks, let us now summarize the main points addressed earlier, 

thus answering the main question posed in this chapter: why opting for the state matters? 

Firstly, we have argued that choosing the institutional way of policy implementation is 

a good guarantee for policy goals to be actually realized. This argument applies 

especially to the case of environmental protection, where management of a common pool 

of resources creates a problem of coordinating collective action and overcoming the 

prisoners’ dilemma situation. To resolve the dilemma, many scholars of the rational 

choice school have pointed to the need for a central authority, to make and enforce rules 

and punish offenders. In practice they often suggested active intervention by the state.  

Other scholars suggested that institutions may be good for achieving collectively 

desirable goals, not just because of their law-enforcing capability, but because they may 

constitute an arena of deliberative dialogue, where the simple and selfish laws of the 

market no longer apply. Since public institutions of a well functioning democratic state 

could constitute such an arena, it seems well justified to also count this argument as one 

favoring the state.  

On a more general level, it could be argued that institutions by definition guarantee a 

degree of continuity and stability over time, which in itself may prove positive for 

achieving policy goals.   

Considering the overall concern of this study with the status of political capacity in the 

three investigated countries, the wider implications of entrusting the state with the two 

policy tasks are perhaps the most important. Throughout this chapter it has been 

suggested that willingness to grant the state the permission to act as agent of reform in the 

two policy areas may be seen as an indication of trust, and this trust may be viewed as 

evidence of state legitimacy. Legitimacy is the ultimate attribute of an institution in its 
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quest for efficiency and strength; strong institutions are the key element in the 

development of political capacity by a state.  

The concept of legitimacy and its practical manifestations is a vast subject area and 

needs to be treated in its own right. This task will be undertaken in the coming chapters.  
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CHAPTER 3: THE CONCEPT OF LEGITIMACY 
 

3.1 General remarks 

 
     Understanding the essence of legitimacy in power relations, particularly power 

relations inherent in the state, is vital for this work. In the current chapter, we will 

therefore review the notion of legitimacy and its sources. This theoretical overview is a 

preparation for the discussion about analytical methods for studying legitimacy, which 

will be the subject of Chapter 7.   

As evidenced by the widespread use of the term ‘legitimate’ in a variety of contexts, 

the quality of legitimacy is highly valued and generally desired. In fact, few epithets are 

so widely used (and abused) as those related to legitimacy, or its lack thereof. The claims 

of legitimacy, being raised by politicians and political demagogues, are frequently 

intended to give enhanced moral weight to their cause, whereas denoting the claims of 

the opponents as illegitimate is supposed to serve them a fatal blow in the quest for 

popular support. The connection frequently made in public debates between legitimacy 

and certain political values or ideologies may be viewed as an evidence of the weakness 

of legitimacy as a concept, as it seems widely open for abuse. Yet, one of the aims of this 

chapter is to show that legitimacy is a very useful idea when assessing the quality of 

power relations. It shall not be denied however that the notion of legitimacy is a complex 

one, as the term possesses at least three different uses. In the current chapter we will 

expand on one particular use, whilst highlighting the remaining two.  As should become 

evident later on, the different uses of the term are interlinked. 

    In a review of the concept of legitimacy like the present one, a good departure point 

could be a reflection on the use of the term in everyday life. A popular American English 

dictionary provides seven definitions of the adjective ‘legitimate’, two of which give a 

fair indication of the meaning in which this term will be discussed in this instance. The 

first definition states that the quality of legitimacy equals “Being in compliance with the 

law, lawful”; the second one declares more generally that ‘legitimate’ means  “Being in 

accordance with established or accepted patterns and standards”. (Random House 
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Unabridged Dictionary; http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/legitimate; February 2, 

2008) 

Thus, the two lexical definitions of the term revolve around correctness, lawfulness 

and conformity with accepted rules. Legitimacy defined in this way originates from 

sources, which are external to and independent from the mere assertion of the claimant or 

those subjected to his or her rule. In this way, the possession or claim of political power 

is legitimate only when the claimant can invoke some source of authority above or 

beyond himself (Schaar 1981, p.20; Arendt 1958, p.83).  

Such understanding of legitimacy has much in common with the way the term is 

interpreted within political and moral philosophy. Here too the focus is on universal 

norms, by which a ruling elite should be guided in order to retain legitimacy; these rules 

come “from beyond” and can be applied independent of place and time and in every 

imaginable society. (Beetham 1991). Such moral–philosophical concept of legitimacy is 

not the primary subject of the present chapter, but we will discuss it here briefly. 

Although the insistence on universal rules as a basis of legitimacy remains the 

characteristic feature of its philosophical understanding, the perceived sources of these 

rules have shifted over time. While in the Middle Ages, in Europe and elsewhere, it was 

not uncommon to refer to God as the supreme authority and legitimating power, by the 

time of Enlightenment in the 17th and 18th centuries, the idea of legitimacy originating 

from an external divine source was gradually abandoned and transformed. As political 

power could no longer be legitimated by reference to God alone, it became increasingly 

urgent to do it by invocation of another source of authority, and thus redefine the proper 

ends, methods and limits of government. The result of those efforts came in the form of 

the idea of a social contract. Thinkers from Hobbes to Rousseau and Locke tried to 

redefine the relationship between political rulers and their subjects by referring to a 

hypothetical state of nature and the problems, which it gave rise to. Depending on their 

overall view of the human character, that original state of nature, in which people were 

innocent and able to show their true, undistorted qualities, was either a scene of ruthless 

violence (Hobbes 1968) or of a peaceful co-existence and co-operation (Rousseau 2001) 

or something in-between (Locke 1963). State power derived its justification from that 

primary state of nature; its function was either to alleviate the violence of “all against 
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all”, or, in the better scenario, to bring people closer to that original, natural state, in 

which people were supposedly free and peaceful (and happy). What the two approaches 

had in common was a proposition that the relations of power in a state be built on a basis 

of a tacit agreement between the rulers and their subjects; that the former were fulfilling 

their duties originating in the in the initial contract whilst the latter accepted the 

relationship because they realized it had been put into place for their own good (Beetham 

1991, p.153). That tacit agreement or, the social contract, was perhaps the first attempt to 

conceptualize legitimacy of state power on the basis of a mutual consent between the 

political rulers and those subjected to the rule; no longer was there a need to invoke a 

source of authority beyond the political community itself. Theorizing on the basis of a 

hypothetical state of nature is not an exclusive idea of the 17th and 18th century 

philosophers. The idea is very much present in the works of modern political 

philosophers like Rawls and Nozick (Rawls 1972; Nozick 1974). More generally, the 

idea of political power originating from the consent of the people, that the rulers 

legitimate their power by referring to the democratic mandate, forms the philosophical 

basis of liberal democratic political systems. Demos have become the modern source of 

authority, frequently utilized as a means to obtain legitimacy. The philosophical 

foundations of liberal political systems are universalistic; the principles of justice they 

generate are supposed to be valid everywhere, irrespective of the particular cultural or 

societal context. 

The normative approach just described should be separated from the way the issue of 

legitimacy is treated in much of social science. As the main task of social science is 

explaining, rather than participating in philosophical debates, a social scientist is rather 

unwilling to take a normative stance on the issue of legitimacy. As will be shown later 

on, that attitude is not unproblematic and leaves a researcher with few tools for assessing 

legitimacy of power relations in a given society, which in turn has serious consequences 

for the usability legitimacy as an analytical concept.   

In the social-scientific research on legitimacy, the existence of universal norms as to 

the ultimate origin, the proper way of acquiring and exercise of political power is not 

assumed; the norms, if they exist, are instead assumed to be dependent upon the 

particular societal and cultural context. Moreover, in a true Weberian vein, legitimacy is 
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often assumed to be a matter of belief, which in turn is open for manipulation on the part 

of those possessing power. No independent variables affecting the status of legitimacy, 

independent from the will of those in the position of power as well as their subjects, is 

assumed to exist. 

The traditional  approach to the issue of legitimacy within social science relies heavily 

on the work of Max Weber. His typology of modes of “legitimate domination” has had 

great influence over generations of sociologists (Schaar 1981, p.15; Beetham 1991, p.7). 

As any account of legitimacy without reference to Weber’ theory would be incomplete, it 

will be summarized here. It should be viewed as a departure point before we introduce a 

newer perspective on legitimacy, one that bears a promise of reconciling the normative 

approach to legitimacy (described in the beginning of this chapter) with the social-

scientific one. The advantage of this new approach is that it promises to make the concept 

of legitimacy more intelligible in empirical studies. Also this work is going partly to rely 

on this new theory when we carry out our study (see Chapter 7).  

 

3.2 Max Weber: Types of legitimate domination 
 

   According to Weber’s typology, political systems and political power rest upon any 

combination of following three types of “legitimate domination”. They almost never 

occur in a pure form, but rather, we meet a combination of them in real life. 

 

1. Legal. Rests upon “a belief in the legality of enacted rules and the right of those 

elevated to authority under such rules to issue commands” (Weber 1979, p.215).  

2. Traditional. Rests upon “an established belief in the sanctity of immemorial traditions 

and the legitimacy of those exercising authority under them (Weber 1979, p.215).”  

3. Charismatic. Rests upon “a devotion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or 

exemplary character of an individual person, and of the normative patterns or order 

revealed or ordained by him” (Weber 1979, p.215).  

 

The three types will now be reviewed briefly. 
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 Legal authority  

 

Simply stated, legal authority is possible thanks to belief in and trust towards an 

impersonal order, a system of laws, rules and regulations within a community. The rules 

are explicitly created; they may be established by agreement or by being imposed, on the 

grounds of being most suitable (expediency) or value rationality (or both) and are binding 

for at least a part of the members of the organization. A person in authority is 

himself/herself subject of the impersonal order created in this way; in conducting his 

duties, he makes explicit references to the legal system. The loyalty of the subjects 

towards a leader, politician or a bureaucrat, is conditioned solely by the fact that his 

position of power has been specified and regulated within the existing law. Thus it 

follows that the position of power has to be acquired according to the law to be generally 

accepted and unquestioned; in other words, the legitimacy of political power is dependent 

on it being legal. 

Legal authority – the legitimacy acquired in that way, is, according to Weber, the 

characteristic feature of modernity; it is inherent to the modern industrial society. The 

modern system of rule can be contrasted with two historical modes of legitimate 

domination: traditional and charismatic, as described below. 

 

Traditional Authority 

 

Traditional authority derives its legitimacy from the sanctity of age-old rules and 

values. The political leaders are appointed in accordance with, and are obeyed because of, 

the old traditions. Tradition creates an order, which can be modified within certain limits; 

a leader should, however, not overstep those limits or else the legitimacy of his rule will 

be in danger. In the sphere which tradition leaves open to him, the leader may claim 

unlimited personal obedience from his subjects. His rule is, in other words, bound to 

specific traditions, his scope of actions however, is mostly free from specific rules. A 

typical example of this kind of authority is a hereditary monarchy. 
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    Charismatic Authority 

 

In this type of “legitimate domination”, a leader rules thanks to the charismatic 

qualities of his personality. He is considered charismatic, because he is thought to be 

endowed with supernatural, superhuman or at least exceptional powers and qualities. 

Allegiance of the subjects is directed exclusively towards the charismatic leader. The 

position of the leader is totally dependent upon the recognition of his exceptional 

qualities on the part of the subjects. If he, for some reason, appears deserted by his god, 

or, if he fails to meet followers’ expectations, it is likely that his charismatic authority 

will be lost. 

 

* * * 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

A common feature of all the three modes of “legitimate domination” is that they rely 

on the belief in legitimacy, rather than on any factual base (Weber 1979, p.213). Any 

system of rule may become legitimate, if it is able to instill the belief in its legitimacy into 

the minds of the people subjected to it, on whatever grounds. It is, in other words, the 

demanding task of a politician or a despotic ruler, to create an aura of legitimacy for his 

government; in his arsenal he (or she) has tradition, charisma or the law, or a mixture of 

them all (Beetham 1991, p.19). As long as he posses the skill to use those elements in 

creating his image, the legitimacy of his rule will be secured.  

This is this opinion of Max Weber, which has been fiercely challenged by David 

Beetham. Beetham’s contribution to the body of theory concerning legitimacy is 

significant for two reasons. Firstly, it represents, possibly, a very convincing challenge to 

the received theories by Max Weber. The second reason is no less important: Beetham 

has made a pioneering attempt to reconcile the traditional, “value-free” approach of a 

social scientist with that of a political or moral philosopher. That, in turn, has a huge 

significance if legitimacy is to have any real value as an analytical concept. As will be 

shown in the next section, within the limits of a certain cultural setting, it may be possible 

to establish whether a given system of government is legitimate, using semi-independent 

indicators, rather than a mere assertion of legitimacy on the part of the ruling elite 
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(Beetham 1991, p.114).  

 

3.3 David Beetham: The revised model of legitimacy 
 

Under no circumstances, according to Beetham, can legitimacy of a system of 

government be reduced to a mere belief in it being legitimate. Legitimacy is very far from 

being just a matter of propaganda or manipulation on the part of those who posses power 

(Beetham 1991, p.11). Besides being totally erroneous, such a concept of legitimacy is 

highly unsuitable for a social scientist, whose objective is to make predictions about the 

future on the basis of given conditions within a real society and its system of rule. Were 

such assumptions true, then any revolution, whereby a regime loses its legitimacy, should 

be regarded as a mere failure of public relations on the part of the ousted government. 

Equipped with such blunt analytical tools, “a social scientist, it seems, must always be 

taken by surprise when people stop treating power as legitimate and take to the streets in 

protest” (Beetham 1991, p.10).  

To be sure, belief constitutes, a vital element of legitimacy, but it is not belief in 

legitimacy as such, but rather belief in a set of principles and rules about the proper ways 

in which power relationships should be organized (Beetham 1991, p.11). The distinction 

may seem fine, but, according to Beetham, it is a vital one. It means that a regime’s 

failure to enjoy legitimacy under a set of circumstances is not due to its failure on the 

propaganda front, but rather because it offended the set of beliefs which characterizes a 

given society, beliefs which by themselves are not easy to alter or manipulate by a single 

ruler. These beliefs do not change very often or very quickly.  

Instead of types of legitimate domination described by Weber, Beetham rather speaks 

about legitimacy as such and distinguishes three elements which constitute every 

legitimate system of rule. If any of these elements is missing, the legitimacy of a system 

of rule (and not just that of a single ruler or a regime) may be in jeopardy. We will 

specify the criteria here and thereafter discuss each one of them briefly.  

For a system of rule to be legitimate, it has to fulfill the following conditions: 

 

1. The power has to be obtained according to the rules  
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2. The rules for obtaining power have to be justified in terms of shared beliefs in a given 

society 

3. The system of rule must be “legitimated” on a regular basis through expressed 

consent on the part of those being ruled (Beetham 1991 p.16-18). 

 

    Legal validity 

 

Political power has to be acquired and exercised with due respect to the rules, which a 

given society has set-up. The rules may be codified, as they are in modern industrial 

societies or be merely a matter of an old custom, sanctioned by tradition.  

This is the most basic level of legitimacy, the aspect already discussed in the beginning 

of this chapter. Its opposite is illegitimacy; the condition when the power is either 

acquired against the rules (by coup d`état, expropriation, etc) or when it is exercised in a 

way, which exceeds or breaches them. An illegal acquisition and possession of power has 

usually more devastating consequences for legitimacy than a mere breach in its exercise. 

The latter depends of course on the seriousness of the abuse and its frequency. When the 

abuse is rampant and occurs over a prolonged period of time, we can speak of a condition 

of chronic illegitimacy.  

 

Justifiability of rules in terms of shared beliefs 

 

To secure legitimacy, the legal requirement, although very important, is insufficient. 

The rules for obtaining and acquiring power are themselves in need of justification. The 

justification originates from three sets of beliefs concerning political power, which are 

specific for different societies, their stage of historical development, etc.  

The first set of beliefs which justifies the rules of power concerns the ultimate source 

of authority. The sources of authority are either external to the society – the political 

power may, for instance, be of divine origin – or internal, i e originating in the very 

society being subjected to a certain type of political rule.4 A good example of the latter is, 

                                                
4 In fact, Beetham is not the only scholar to distinguish between internal and external sources of authority – 
the former type being inherent in modern power relations and the latter being more characteristic of 
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of course democracy: the system of rule where the political authority is believed to 

originate from the people themselves. There is reason to return to the discussion 

concerning beliefs about the valid sources of authority later on, as this aspect of 

legitimacy theory is vital for the main theme of this work. The beliefs in the ultimate, 

legitimate source of power are historically bound and may shift over time.  

The second set of beliefs justifying the rules of power is about the right qualities that 

the individuals being in position of power should to posses. The rules of power must 

ensure that the right kind of people are chosen for the societal leadership. What is meant 

by “right qualities”, and which individuals are believed to posses them will, of course, 

vary from society to society. In one country, at one point in time, the prevailing belief 

may be that men are superior to women and should be privileged in accessing the 

corridors of power, whereas in other societies, in different times those superior qualities 

may be attributed to the economically wealthy or to those possessing a higher than 

normal intelligence quotient.  

Moreover, and this is the third set of beliefs, the generated structure of power has to 

serve a recognizably common interest; it must be evident for a sufficient majority of the 

political constituency that the power structure benefits both those possessing power and 

those being subjected to it. This point is a vital one, especially in the context of newly 

established democracies. Corruption, sectarianism, deep routed polarization are 

destructive for achieving legitimacy precisely because they undermine the belief that 

persons possessing power act for some recognizable common good; in the worst scenario 

such phenomena do not just undermine the legitimacy of certain politicians, but may be 

detrimental for the legitimacy of the political system. 

The legitimacy of a system of rule is dependent upon those beliefs permeating a 

sufficient majority of the politically influential layers of a society. More importantly, the 

beliefs must be shared by those belonging to the power elite and by the subordinate. 

Without this common “glue” the legitimacy of a system of rule may be in danger. 

The rules of power may lack justification and legitimacy, because the basis of common 

beliefs (or sense of community) does not exist (as in slavery, or ethnically divided states) 

or because the beliefs themselves shift over time, depriving the old rules of their appeal. 

                                                
traditional authority: A similar discussion maybe found in Schaar 1981. 
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To use the two previous examples, the unquestioned belief in superiority of men may 

dwindle or disappear, depriving them of their legitimate claim to power; the same may 

happen to the wealthy and the intelligent. A similar shift may occur in the beliefs 

concerning the ultimate source of authority and the perception of common interests. 

 

    Expression of consent 

 

The political power, besides the necessity to be acquired according to the rules and to 

be rooted in the prevailing beliefs, requires something more to enjoy legitimacy. The 

additional requirement is a public expression of consent on the part of the subordinate to 

the particular power relation. The expression of support is a necessary element and it may 

assume different forms depending on the context in which it takes place. Historically, the 

oath of allegiance, on the part of leading aristocracy, legitimated many European rulers 

and kings, as well as the system of rule he or she represented. In our times, casting a vote 

into the ballot box represents, apart from the instrumental roll of electing representatives 

for the parliaments, the ritual by which the citizens of a country demonstrate their consent 

to the democratic rules of the game. It is quite unimportant, according to Beetham, how 

an individual motivates his decision to show public support for the system of rule, 

whether he or she does it out of selfishness or because of a genuine conviction: by the 

mere act of allegiance he or she legitimates it. If an individual or a group underwrites the 

rules of power, they are, by doing it publicly, morally bound by them. By the same token, 

if they decide to withdraw their support and demonstrate this decision publicly, they 

commit an act of de-legitimation towards the system of rule, which they no longer 

underwrite. De-legitimation, especially on a massive scale, is dangerous for every 

regime, especially however for those regimes, which excessively rely on mass 

mobilization of public support for their survival. In a liberal democracy, a mass 

demonstration against a tax regulation of a certain government expresses dissatisfaction 

with a replaceable ruling elite, however, it does not necessarily undermine the confidence 

in the system of government as such.5 In a communist country, where the ruling party’s 

                                                
5By contrast Habermas (1976) advances the view, that the capitalist state faces, due to the contradiction 
character of its nature, a fundamental legitimacy crisis, which cannot be alleviated by a mere replacement 



Chapter 3: The concept of Legitimacy 

 35  

monopoly of power is motivated by its claim to represent the true interests of the people, 

every expression of popular discontent outside that party has a devastating effect on the 

legitimacy of the whole system. In contrast to a democracy, in a communist country, the 

leading party and the system of rule of which it is a part are hardly distinguishable. 

‘So long’ to David Beetham and his theory. Before we proceed any further, let us go back 

for a moment to Max Weber, to pinpoint the core of disagreement between him and 

David Beetham on the issue of legitimacy. We will also make an evaluation of Beethams 

theory concerning its contribution to improving the usefulness of the legitimacy concept 

to assess the stability and health of political systems and institutions. 

 

Table 3.1 The three dimensions of legitimacy. Source: Beetham 1991 p.20 
 Criteria of Legitimacy Form of Non-legitimate Power 
i Conformity to rules (legal validity) Illegitimacy (breach of  rules) 
ii Justifiability of rules in terms of shared 

beliefs 
Legitimacy deficit (discrepancy between 
rules and supporting beliefs, absence of 
shared beliefs) 

iii Legitimation through expressed 
consent 

Delegitimation (withdrawal of consent) 

 

3.4 Weber and Beetham: Two concepts of legitimacy 
 

The chief mistake committed by Weber was, according to Beetham, to identify three 

separate types of legitimate rule, instead of just one, but containing three levels. Weber 

elevates each of the three contributory levels into a separate and fully-fledged type of 

legitimacy; we have thus legitimacy based on the belief in procedural and legal 

correctness (the legal type); another type of legitimacy is based upon belief in the sanctity 

of tradition and the past, and the third type is based upon the belief in the sanctity and 

charisma of a leader. In reality however, those types are non-existent theory constructs. 

The rules, laws and procedures always need an underlying belief to their rightness and 

the political leaders, even if they follow those rules in conducting their duties – need a 

continual proof of allegiance from their subordinates. The “traditional” type of legitimacy 

highlights just one of the possible beliefs in the ultimate origin of power – this belief 
                                                
of the ruling party or parties.  



Chapter 3: The concept of Legitimacy 

 36  

alone however will never make up for rules of power and a public sign of support, which 

are the remaining two components of legitimate authority. Finally, the third, 

“charismatic” type of “legitimate domination” makes the entire legitimacy dependent 

upon expressed consent of the subordinates, thus implying that such a system of power is 

free from rules, rules which themselves are justified in terms of people’s beliefs: a system 

which, according to Beetham, probably cannot exist. Ultimately, the Weberian model, 

according to Beetham, is fundamentally flawed. Not only does it erroneously equalize 

legitimacy with belief in the latter, but, perhaps more importantly, it fails to identify the 

components of legitimacy which have little, or nothing to do with ‘belief’ at all (Beetham 

1991, p.11). One such component, already mentioned, is compliance with rules. Another 

one, also already discussed, is expressed consent. Each of the three components of 

legitimate power relations identified by Beetham constitute in the view of the author 

independent variables, allowing us to appraise the status of legitimacy in a given time and 

place. Rather than asking questions about people’s beliefs in legitimacy and the efforts of 

rulers to instill these beliefs, we try to determine whether the position of power has been 

achieved in accordance with established rules, whether these rules comply with people’s 

beliefs and finally, whether a sufficient number of politically significant members of the 

community manifest their consent for the ruling power arrangement. This is, in 

Beetham’s view, a much more promising way of finding out how legitimate power 

relations are, than asking a straightforward question whether somebody believes in the 

legitimacy of a certain power arrangement. Moreover, this approach rejects the allegedly 

Weberian assumption that belief in legitimacy could be instilled quite irrespective of the 

particular cultural context. Legitimacy is, according to Beetham, not a matter of 

successful (or unsuccessful) public relation campaigns. Communism will have a hard 

time being successful in a deeply religious society, as will liberalism in a society marked 

by belief in absolute monarchy as the proper power arrangement. Of all the differences 

between the “classical” Weberian view of legitimacy and the one proposed by Beetham, 

this is perhaps the most significant one. We will reflect upon it further in the next, final 

section of this chapter, where our aim is to appraise Beetham’s contribution to the social-

scientific understanding of legitimacy. 
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3.5 Beetham’s theory: Final appraisal. 
 

Beetham claims that his theory, by specifying a set of “independent” variables 

determining the degree of legitimacy could be viewed as a way of reconciling the 

philosophical approach to legitimacy with the social scientific one. Of course, he admits 

that his approach lacks the timelessness and universality of the philosophical view, but it 

is said to establish a set of quasi-independent criteria by which the degree of legitimacy 

can be judged in a given context. Moreover, it develops the social-scientific 

understanding of legitimacy to include more levels than just belief; it points to legal 

validity and expressed consent. Thus, in the view of the author, the new concept avoids 

the criticism which has been voiced against the Weberian one: far from being a matter of 

mere ‘belief’, legitimacy is achieved if some “objective” criteria are fulfilled in a given 

context.  

The question we now have to address is: how original is really Beetham’s approach to 

legitimacy? Are the alleged advantages just an empty claim, or are there reasons to 

believe that Beetham indeed has found a new key for the old, contested concept? 

Answering this fundamental question would require much more space and effort than is 

available within the confines of the present work. The short answer seems to be a mixed 

one. The new model does offer new, valuable insights into the intricacies of legitimacy, 

but the novelties are perhaps not so profound and the advantages not so overwhelming, as 

has been claimed by the author.  

Primarily I would question the novelty of Beetham’s theory on two points. The first 

point concerns the belief in legitimacy. Weber’s theory of legitimacy does not necessarily 

entail the reductionist consequences ascribed to it. It is possible to interpret it in way 

similar to that accomplished by Beetham. Like Beetham, Weber too talks about different 

grounds for popular belief in legitimacy, rather than unconditional belief in legitimacy as 

such. The latter may be a perversion of the original idea in the hands of some social 

scientists, a point acknowledged by Beetham himself (Beetham 1991, p.10). In this way, 

the novelty of Beetham’s theory would solely consist in a rediscovery of these 

independent conditions, shaping people’s beliefs. Even here, however, I am not sure how 

original Beetham’s idea is. To make his point with regards to legitimacy being reduced to 



Chapter 3: The concept of Legitimacy 

 38  

belief in it (instilled by the ruling elite), Beetham refers to Lipset (Beetham 1991, p.9; 

Lipset 1958). However, while Beetham may be right in pointing to the “reductionism” in 

the approach towards legitimacy in much social science, he is neither the first, nor the 

only scholar whose interest is directed back to the normative grounds of legitimacy, 

rather than towards the mere belief in it (Trout 1975; Habermas 1976; Habermas 1979; 

Lillbacka 1999). Thus, the extent of “reductionism” in theorizing about legitimacy within 

social science is debatable. There are, however, elements in Beetham’s theory, where his 

contribution to a better understanding of the nature of legitimacy may be truly significant. 

This contribution consists, in my view, of identifying the dimensions of legitimate power 

arrangement, which have little or nothing to do with ‘belief’ in it. By turning attentions to 

the legal validity and expression of consent, Beetham has cast new light on the common 

understanding of legitimacy. Although the new picture is a more complex one, I would 

disagree with those who criticize it for being too complex to be useful in empirical 

studies (O´Kane 1993). On the contrary, as will be shown in Chapter 7, the new 

dimensions offer new, fruitful ways to study the legitimacy of institutions and political 

systems, yielding, I dare say, more credible results on the latter. Before we turn our 

attention to the strictly methodological issues of studying legitimacy however, we still 

need to look more closely at the more formal aspects of it. This task will be accomplished 

in the following three chapters.
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CHAPTER 4: THE SIGNIFICANCE OF LEGITIMACY  
 

4.1 General remarks 

 
    What is the practical significance of legitimacy? How does legitimacy, or its lack, 

influence the day-to-day business of a governing system?  

For Weber, the relationship based on legitimate domination is a precondition for ruling 

over a considerable number of people in an organization. Legitimate power may be 

equaled with authority. Authority originates in a free contract, the duties and obligations 

of which are morally binding to the subordinates, once they have entered into it or 

recognize its terms as “valid”. In this way, an authoritative relationship may be clearly 

distinguished from one, which does not live up to that name, for instance, from obedience 

based on material interests, affectional ties or customs. Domination by a huge bank, 

which due to its position may be able to force other minor banks into a cartel, does not 

grant it a position of authority. However, if the same bank is able to issue specific orders 

to the minor banks, expecting obedience with reference to their formal obligations, that 

would constitute a relationship of authority. Weber’s remarks on the essence of 

legitimacy being of great value and deserve a more substantial quote: 

 

“We shall not speak of formal domination if a monopolistic position permits a person to 

exert economic power, that is, to dictate the terms of exchange to contractual partners. 

Taken by itself, this does not constitute authority any more than any other kind of influence 

which is derived from some kind of superiority, as by virtue of erotic attractiveness, skill in 

sport or in discussion. Even if a big bank is in a position to force other banks into a cartel 

arrangement, this will not alone be sufficient to justify calling it an authority. But if there is 

an immediate relation of command and obedience such that the management of the first 

bank can give orders to the others with the claim that they shall, and the probability is that 

they will, be obeyed regardless of particular content, and if their carrying out is supervised, 

it is another matter.” (Weber 1979, p.214) 
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The key element is thus the new moral quality induced by the authoritative 

relationship. Stable institutions, above all large ones, require reliance on legitimate power 

to endure and fulfill their functions. 

Beetham also stresses the moral element. He too sees a relationship of authority as one 

possessing unique qualities. The moral obligation to obey commands, instilled by 

legitimacy, results in an enhanced order, stability and effectiveness of a political system. 

Especially effectiveness, understood here as “the ability of the powerful to achieve their 

goals because of the quality of performance they can secure from their subordinates”, is 

a bonus of legitimate power relationship. Beetham continues: 

 

“Legitimacy is not the only factor contributing to the order, stability and effectiveness of 

a system of power (...), yet legitimacy makes its distinctive contribution to achieving these 

(…) qualities through the effects it has on the attitudes and behaviour of the subordinate as 

moral agents, not just as self-interested actors.” (Beetham 1991, p.33) 

 

The idea of citizens acting not just as “subjects” or servants, but also and foremost as 

moral agents is, of course, not new, and goes as far back as to the Greek Sophists, and 

more recently, to the idea of “Social Contract” and political thinkers such as Hobbes, 

Locke and Rousseau. There is however an important difference between the 

philosophical enterprise of the 17th and 18th century philosophers and the scholars quoted 

here, namely, the moral quality of relationship between the rulers and their subordinates 

is of secondary importance. Unlike Locke and Rousseau who were more interested in the 

moral justifiability of relations between rulers and their subjects, the focus of Weber and 

Beetham seems more directed towards the instrumental values of legitimacy; as a factor 

which helps a government to achieve its goals and contributing to the effectiveness of 

state institutions. The ability to act efficiently in reaching national goals is one aspect of 

broader concept, called political capacity.6 Here, legitimacy of state institutions seems to 

play a key role. 

                                                
6 Another way to define political capacity would be in the sense of the “ability of the government to extract 
resources from its society and the penetration of the society by central governmental elites to control  
as many subjects/citizens as possible” (Feng 2006) . 
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According to Karl Deutsch, legitimacy is essential for the overall political capacity of 

the state. It is important to keep in mind, says Deutsch, that “enforcement (…) is practical 

only when it is directed against a relatively few and is sustained by the compliance of the 

many, usually at least a majority, and the active support of at least a substantial group.”7 

Political capacity is a useful concept in the context of our discussion. Let us therefore 

review it here in more detail.  

 

4.2 State legitimacy and national political capacity 
 

According to one of the more recent definitions of state political capacity, the term is 

synonymous with the ability of a state to create a set of legitimate political institutions.  

That, in turn, may be viewed as an evidence of a country’s political development. 

Stable political institutions constitute a vital element of a sound political system. The 

simple reason for that is that exercise of authority (i e legitimate power) requires a degree 

of continuity to the relations between participants, a tradition of relationship and this can 

only be achieved within an institutional infrastructure. Understood in this way, political 

development may, according to Jackman, be compared with development on the 

economic field. His remarks on this issue are worth a longer quote: 

 

“A small country may posses vast mineral resources and engage in programs designed 

to extract those resources. That country, which initially has been poor, consequently comes 

to enjoy a per capita gross national product that rivals that of the wealthiest states. (…) Can 

we describe the country as experiencing economic development? Not necessarily. The 

answer to that question hinges critically on the kind of economic infrastructure that has 

been created. If the new wealth has been invested into areas like education, 

communications, and others that are typically associated with industrialisation, then we 

might conclude that some kind of economic development is taking place. If, in contrast, the 

bulk of the wealth is siphoned off into foreign bank accounts, we are led to a different 

conclusion. “(Jackman 1996, p.38) 

 

                                                
7 Deutsch, Karl: “The Crisis of the State”, quoted in Jackman 1996, p. 95. 
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What are then the characteristic features true to economic development, which, 

according to Jackman, can be easily applied on the political field? Infrastructure is no 

doubt the key word here. With the help of the institutional infrastructure, the economic 

development of a country is more stable, more sustainable and more predictable. The 

economic resources are more dispersed and are likely to be managed in a more rational 

manner, which is likely to distribute the fruits of development more evenly across the 

society.  The institutions are indispensable and, in order to fulfill their function, they have 

to enjoy a certain amount of legitimacy. Whether they posses legitimacy is conditioned 

on several factors. One such factor is the age of an organization, as well as its 

impersonality. The two features, age and impersonality, are closely correlated. In a truly 

Weberian vein, Jackman argues that newly established institutions are as a rule less stable 

and more likely to collapse than their older counterparts. For one, the activities of new 

institutions (in the economic as well as in the political sphere) are less routine and less 

efficient than those of the older and more established ones (Jackman 1996, p.81). 

Inefficiency may eventually lead to bankruptcy, or in the political sphere; to a loss of 

legitimacy and dissolution of an institution (or its replacement by another one). 

Following this logic, the robustness of an organization may be assumed to be related to 

its age. Secondly, once an organization, or rule, has established itself in the minds of the 

people, it tends to be perceived as if “it had always been there” and becomes almost a 

part of the “natural world”. It thus derives its legitimacy increasingly from the tradition 

(Traditional Authority – see discussion above).  

Impersonality is another significant factor. Here, too, the Weberian theory of authority 

comes to help. New institutions and organizations (and, by the same token, political 

systems), tend to stand under the shadow of their creators. Led initially by their “fathers”, 

especially charismatic leaders, the organizations must at some point be able to 

successfully cut themselves free from their personal rule (Jackman 1996, p.76). This 

underscores an important point emphasized by Weber: charismatic rule is, by its very 

definition, unrestrained by any laws and is intimately bound to the personality of the 

charismatic leader. The moment of power transfer from the original ruler to his successor 

is crucial; organizations and political systems that survive the turbulence of succession 

are likely to become stable and viable. A successfully completed process of succession 
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means that the organization has effectively “routinized” (made routine of) the charismatic 

rule; that the original splendor attached to the charismatic “father” has been passed on to 

his successors (Jackman 1996 p.77). Yugoslavia has been unable to survive its founder, 

Marshall Tito, while the Soviet Union may be said to have passed a similar test (after 

Lenin’s death) successfully. The purely “charismatic authority” is by its nature unstable.  

Still other explanation as to why older organizations tend to be more stable than those 

newly established can be found. People are attracted to organizations either because they 

find their goals appealing, or because they are attracted by the organization as such 

(Simon 1976). As organizations grow older, the first category of members is probably 

more and more replaced by the latter. Starbuck, for instance, suggests that many 

organizations are initially focused on fulfilling their mission, as stated by their founders; 

however, when they “mature”, they tend to concentrate much more on their survival. The 

initial idealism tends to be gradually replaced by pragmatism  (Starbuck 1965). It is 

somewhat unclear how that rule could be applied on the development cycle of political 

systems, but apparently they too become less “ideological” and more pragmatic (or 

technocratic) as they grow older. By becoming pragmatic, organizations and political 

systems escape the “liability of the newness”, which is the name given to the initial 

vulnerability, characteristic to many organizations, as used by some authors. 

The theory of “liability of the newness” just discussed relies heavily on the Weberian 

understanding of legitimacy; a theory, which, as we pointed out earlier, has proved quite 

unsatisfactory. Still, the argument retains much of its appeal. In Beetham’s view, there 

may not be such a thing as “charismatic authority”; rather we could speak about authority 

marked by excessive reliance on an ostensible manifestation of support which, although 

essential for a personal ruler, is nevertheless inherent in all political systems, not just 

those dominated by a charismatic hero. Yet, political systems, which rely predominantly 

on mass mobilization in support of the charismatic leader or a ruling elite are likely to be 

more vulnerable than representative democracies with an established and well 

functioning institutional framework. This is due to the close link between the persons in 

the position of power and the adopted system of government, which they personify and 

endorse. In such a system, there is little room for personal failure; because of the lack of 

separation between the rules of power and the actual persons occupying governing 
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positions, every challenge to the latter is likely to have devastating consequences for the 

entire system of rule. 

Old, well-established institutions may enjoy greater legitimacy, not because of their 

reliance on a “bureaucratic-procedural” type of legitimate domination (which the 

Weberian theory would seem to suggest), but because their effective performance 

enhances the belief that the ruling elite acts for the common good, rather than its own 

particular interests. In other words, even though the theories of Beetham and Jackman 

(the latter being essentially a Weberian) fundamentally differ in their description of the 

origins of legitimacy, there seems to be no contradiction between them concerning the 

conclusions they draw with respect to the issue of performance and its legitimating power 

(Beetham 1991, p.147).  

Another interesting perspective on the importance of legitimacy for the capacity of state 

institutions can be found in several works by Bo Rothstein (Kumlin 2003; Rothstein, 

1996; Rothstein, 1998; Rothstein, 2004). According to Rothstein, legitimacy, though 

grossly undervalued by theorists, is in fact one of the key factors determining the capacity 

of state institutions to implement public policies, alongside with policy design and 

organizational capacity of the implementing body. Rothstein’s studies concern the vital 

policy area of all modern societies, namely, that of the welfare state. In order to secure 

legitimacy, first the philosophical underpinnings of the welfare project must be clarified 

and made explicit. The kind of choices being made here touches upon the fundamental 

philosophical issue of state neutrality versus state perfectionism. Is it permitted for a 

nominally liberal state to promote certain lifestyles and life projects more than others? 

And, if the state decides to pursue the perfectionist path in certain areas; how does that 

influence its overall legitimacy, as well as the legitimacy of institutions being directly 

involved in the policy implementation? There are no simple answers to these hard 

questions, but Rothstein seems endorse the view that the modern liberal state has to make 

sure it is being perceived neutral concerning the lifestyles it promotes. Despite the 

communitarian attacks, the principle of individual autonomy acts as the cornerstone of 

modern thinking about the welfare state and is a precondition of securing its legitimacy. 

The Rawlsian theory of justice, although leaving many unanswered questions (such as the 

exact contents of the “primary goods” package), offers valuable guidelines for designers 
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of welfare provisions, if securing the long-term support for the welfare state is to be of 

primary importance (Rawls 1972). 

Even if we agree that welfare state should be constructed on the principles of liberal 

neutrality, this still does not answer the fundamental question about the generally 

accepted scope of welfare provisions and the total scope of state responsibilities. Do 

people regard the state as a suitable instrument for undertakings such as securing the 

general welfare or, which is the focus of the present dissertation, as an environmental 

regulator? The answer to this vital question varies between countries, even within the 

western hemisphere, where there are considerable differences concerning the size and 

character of welfare states. Support for wide state engagements can be secured when 

there is a deep trust in the impartiality and honesty of state institutions; qualities which 

secure their legitimacy.  In some countries, notably in the Scandinavian region, the 

institutions of the state have long enjoyed unprecedented trust and were thus able to 

extract, by international standards, very high levels of taxation from their citizens. The 

scope of welfare provisions in these countries has been correspondingly wide. In the 

United States, such high levels of taxation would be regarded as unacceptable, not 

because the kind of goods provided by the state would not be worth paying for, but 

because the state itself does not command over a capital of trust comparable to that of the 

Scandinavian countries (Rothstein, 1998, p.99). Whether the state has a popular mandate 

to act in certain areas, and whether it is able to extract sufficient resources to fulfill its 

mission thus depends on the degree of trust towards its apparatus on behalf of the 

citizens.  It has a direct impact on the way in which we answer the crucial question: what 

should the state do? 

The capital of trust towards the state is by some scholars regarded as a positive 

condition created by the existence of social capital. Theorists on social capital, most 

notably Robert Putnam see social capital in the form of apolitical free associations, 

generating interpersonal trust, as a precondition of a well functioning legitimate state. 

Yet, according to Rothstein, neither Putnam nor any of his proponents ever attempt to 

explain the exact causal connection between the existence of social capital, the resulting 

interpersonal trust and trust toward the state. Numerous survey studies have shown that 

there is no strong correlation on individual level between political trust, defined as trust 
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in democratic institutions and social trust (Rothstein, 2004, p.15). Indeed, Rothstein 

thinks it is questionable why such a correlation should exist in the first place. However, 

Rothstein writes, the institutions of a democratic state are not limited to the representative 

side of politics, but are joined by the numerous political institutions whose mandate is to 

implement public policy. The latter kind of institutions represent the bureaucratic side of 

government. The impact of these institutions on state legitimacy is often gravely 

underestimated (Rothstein 2004, p.22; Rothstein 1998, p.104). However, it is here we can 

find significant correlation between social trust and trust towards state institutions; 

individuals who declare trust towards the administrative arm of the state (or its different 

parts) are often characterized by enhanced interpersonal trust. This phenomenon can be 

clearly observed in Sweden. How could this correlation be explained? Rothstein offers a 

radical solution: he rejects the unidirectional casual link (proposed by Putnam) which 

sees social capital as a decisive factor in enhancing state legitimacy; in his view, the 

impact is two-directional. Not only does social capital create trust in state institutions, but 

just state institutions posses the ability to enhance their own legitimacy and create 

conditions under which people feel stronger interpersonal trust. That the institutions are 

“just” means that their representatives behave decently towards their clients and that their 

mission has been designed on just terms; very often these two factors are interlinked. 

Rothstein puts forward this finding as a powerful defense of the general welfare state, 

which for a long time has been the norm in Sweden and several other industrialized 

countries. These just institutions of the bureaucratic output side of the Swedish state have 

managed to create their own legitimacy, which in turn has contributed to the wide 

popular support for the welfare state, even though the price was very high taxation. On 

the other hand, countries which have a tradition of a selective (relying on needs-testing) 

welfare state, for instance. the USA, have not managed to gather similar popular support 

for their welfare activities. The state capacity is thus heavily influenced by its 

institutional infrastructure and whether these institutions are able to create and preserve 

their legitimacy (Rothstein, 1998, p.104). 

The description above suggests the existence of a positive loop: legitimate institutions 

are likely to reproduce and enhance their own legitimacy. Furthermore, legitimate 

institutions create social trust, which in turn is a precondition of their being legitimate. If 



Chapter 4: The Significance of Legitimacy 

 47 

true, what does this scenario mean for countries and societies, which are characterized by 

low interpersonal trust and low general trust towards the institutions of the state? While 

Rothstein formulates his conclusions in a rather cautious way, the only logical conclusion 

of the above could be that these countries are likely to be caught in a vicious circle, where 

low levels of social capital result in weak legitimacy of state institutions – which in turn 

are unable to create and strengthen their legitimacy, because they lacked it in the first 

place. Weak state legitimacy means that the scope of state activity, and especially its 

capacity to implement policies, could be severely limited. Under such circumstances 

people are likely to make use of informal “institutions”, rather than choosing the 

officially sanctioned channels of political influence. Rothstein illustrates his point by 

describing a situation found in the famous Hollywood movie The Godfather, where an 

Italian immigrant loses his faith in the American justice system and finds it more 

plausible to seek protection from a feared mafia leader (Rothstein 2004).  Rothstein’s 

theory, if correct, could mean the prospects of the newly established democracies in 

Eastern and Central Europe for establishing legitimate, effective state institutions look 

rather gloomy. Whether this is a too pessimistic scenario, or not, we will discuss in the 

last chapter of the present dissertation.  

In short, the importance of legitimacy for the capacity of institutions to implement 

national policies has been regarded as crucial by several theorists. Enhanced capacity and 

effectiveness of institutions are thus the most salient practical effects of legitimacy, as is 

improved quality of performance; the latter is more crucial the more sophisticated the 

character of tasks is which institutions have to cope with.   

 

4.3 Legitimacy as a measure of national political capacity 
 

If national political capacity is instrumental for the achievement of national goals, such 

as economic development and welfare, how do we then measure it? Measuring political 

capacity presupposes, of course, that the term has been clearly defined. There seems, 

however, to be little consensus as to what the proper indicators of national political 

capacity actually are. Historically, there have been at least two main schools; the first 

school emphasizes the size of the state (government) as a proper measure of its strength, 
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whereas the second one rather sees the state’s autonomy as an external sign of its 

powerfulness (Jackman 1996, p.48). In the first approach it is assumed that the increase 

in size of the stronger states is caused by their ever-growing involvement in the economic 

sphere, and the connected issues of social security and individual freedom (Carnoy 1984). 

The second, “autonomy” school originates in the works of Weber and his emphasis on 

the independent inner dynamic of state institutions. Depending on the approach chosen, 

political capacity is either assumed to be an equivalent of the state’s size (e g the size of 

state budget) or its relative independence from other actors. According to Jackman, both 

approaches have their advantages, but they also share a major weakness. The advantage 

is that they both stress the central role of state institutions for the political capacity, which 

is fully consistent with the standpoint represented by Jackman himself. The problem with 

them is that apart from the difficulties in defining the object of measurement (there is, for 

instance a fundamental difficulty in putting a dividing line between the public and the 

private sector and thus measuring the size of the former), that they fail to identify one 

factor, which is absolutely essential if the institutional framework is to be successful in 

fulfilling its role: legitimacy. The point does not need further explanation, as the 

importance of legitimacy in extracting obedience has already been explicated earlier in 

this work. 

So, rather than defining political capacity as either the size of the state or the scope of 

its autonomy, it is instead necessary to find out whether the institutional framework 

forming the state enjoys legitimacy. The question is, of course, how do we go about 

measuring legitimacy of the state? Jackman’s answer to that question is a quite distinctive 

one. In order to escape the difficulty of measuring a set of values (which he seems to 

deem largely unintelligible), Jackman chooses to focus on features which are less 

complex to measure, and which indirectly indicate whether institutions of a given 

political system may be said to posses the aura of legitimacy or not. 

The first such a feature is the age of institutions; basically, the older they are the better. 

The “generational age” of an organization is especially vital here; organization where 

generational shifts have successfully taken place may be assumed to have passed the 

maturity test and are stable. As for democratic political systems, a sign of “maturity” is a 

successful, unchallenged shift of power, especially when it has taken place between two 
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political blocs, which remain in opposition to each other. In Weberian terms, it may be 

interpreted as reaching the stage of development, when legitimacy is no longer attached 

to the person of a (charismatic) leader, but rather to the political system as such and it’s 

rules of power.  

The two remaining sets of features of a political system have perhaps more obvious 

links to the question of legitimacy.  

     

The first one is the official use of physical force as a means of “persuasion”. 

According to Jackman, who basically accepts the Weberian view that legitimacy is 

attained through manipulation of public opinion, state-sanctioned, political violence 

signals a serious “public relations” failure of a government or a system of rule. In fact, in 

many cases it can be taken as “a prima facie evidence of a loss of legitimacy” (Jackman 

1996, p.109).  The actions taken may vary in their severity, from less extreme, including 

restrictions on the political activities of individuals and groups, to more violent ones, 

including imprisonments, terror and executions. However, the political cost of such 

actions is always high. 

Another symptom of a weakened or lost legitimacy is an open challenge to the political 

order. The essential difference between the “normal channels” of political action and 

those that are not is that the former category is central to the question of political capacity 

(Jackman 1996, p.114). Using the unconventional and unsanctioned channels is usually 

coupled with substantial costs, so if the challengers decide to use them it may indicate 

two things. Firstly, it means that the challengers have lost have lost their confidence in 

the effectiveness of the official channels, which is evidence of their ineffectiveness. 

Secondly, it indicates that in the view of the challengers, the benefits of using the 

alternative channels of political action will eventually offset their initial costs. Underlying 

these claims is the assumption of instrumental rationality with imperfect information on 

the part of the actors. In such a situation, it should be much more favorable for the actors 

to use the established channels of influence, as the political outcomes of actions may thus 

be calculated more securely. After all, the certainty, which follows from routines, should 

be judged superior to the alternatives, all other things equal. It thus follows, that frequent 

challenges mounted against the established channels of influence constitute a powerful 
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evidence of a loss of legitimacy on the part of the official institutions.  

To sum up, Jackman sees the legitimacy of political institutions as a key to the political 

capacity. In enquiring into the presence of legitimacy, or its lack, Jackman does not 

attempt to search for any direct evidence of its presence, but rather he infers its existence 

from a set of objective conditions. The first of them is the generational, as well as the 

chronological age of institutions; the remaining two sets of conditions is the extent to 

which the state-sanctioned violence is being used against political opponents, as well as 

the extent to which unofficial, unsanctioned channels of political influence (such as a 

violent rebellion and street demonstrations) are being applied by groups and factions to 

achieve political goals.  

A few remarks on Jackman’s approach to the question of legitimacy are in order. His 

rejection of the idea of registering opinions and values, although well motivated by 

considerations on the inherent problems pertaining to such an enterprise, may arouse 

criticism. The first problem is with the validity of his method: how certain is it that data 

on the age of a political system and its institutions, the official use of violence and 

challenges against the established channels of political influence really tells us anything 

about the legitimacy of the institutions? Without going into detail, there may be situations 

when the three criteria proposed by Jackman are formally met, yet the political system 

and the institutions it has created, are deeply illegitimate. To be sure, validity issues are 

an omnipresent problem in social science research and Jackman’s case is by no means 

unique. It is, however, rather surprising that Jackman so easily abandoned taking a direct 

look at people’s beliefs, and chooses to rely solely on a set of “hard” indicators, which 

may or may not measure what he was intending to. Jackman is one of the few scholars 

who identified legitimacy as a key element in attaining high levels of political capacity, 

yet, he seems to ignore the body of research dealing specifically with issues of popular 

trust towards the state and its branches. It is surprising that research based on registering 

opinions and values is dismissed beforehand, without even a cursory reference to 

previous research on that issue and any serious attempt to evaluate it. How could this fact 

be explained? One explanation is, perhaps, the usual, hermetical specialization and 

sectorization of academic research. While political capacity is a research field with 

largely utilitarian overtones (dealing with political effectiveness and development), a 
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broader research on democracy and popular trust has a “moralistic - normative” tone, in 

which the virtues of democratic legitimacy are treated as if they constituted a value of 

their own. Academics involved in research on democracy and legitimacy per se usually 

do not see any immediate necessity to justify the usefulness of their work with reference 

to any utilitarian values. On the other hand, scholars who are preoccupied with the  

“utilitarian” research on institutions in the context of political capacity are probably too 

proud of dealing with seemingly “hard” and quantifiable data, to give any attention to the 

“soft”, barely-quantifiable issues of popular beliefs. In other words, a difference in 

research culture between the two schools may lay behind the fact of their ignoring each 

other. Jackman is an institutionalist, and institutions, rather than individuals constitute the 

basic unit of his analysis.   

Another reason for this is no doubt the seemingly insurmountable problem of 

operationalizing the concept of legitimacy (the issue is dealt with later on in this work). 

Looking at the alleged effects of legitimacy (rather than the legitimacy itself), in the form 

of peace, stability and longevity of political institutions may therefore seem an elegant, 

although somewhat imperfect, way of overcoming these problems. Jackman’s problems, 

with direct employment of the concept of legitimacy, may stem from his unconditional 

acceptance of its Weberian definition. Legitimacy defined as mere belief in legitimacy 

makes the concept rather hard to deploy empirically. In that sense, the elaboration of the 

concept contributed by Beetham may seem especially valuable. 

The approach taken in this work is a different one: here, the quantitative data on 

popular trust towards state institutions, as well as the political system, is being used to 

determine the possible links between legitimacy of the state and the willingness to grant 

the state the mandate to act as a regulator in two policy areas: environmental protection 

and curbing excessive alcohol consumption. The similarity between our object of study 

and that which preoccupies researchers of political capacity is obvious: in both cases, the 

focus of attention is on investigating the conditions which enable the state to act 

effectively. As long as the term ‘Political Capacity’ is used to denote the ability of state 

institutions to act effectively (which necessitates trust, or more broadly, legitimacy), the 

present work may therefore be seen as yet another endeavor to measure it. There are thus 

similarities between the enterprise undertaken by Jackman and the one being realized 
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here, even though the methods may differ. There are more aspects in Jackman’s 

discussion on political capacity, that underlie the importance of studying state legitimacy 

and support for state intervention, which constitute the subject matter of the present work. 

In particular, stressing the importance of legitimate institutional infrastructure for the 

economic and political development underscores well the previously discussed arguments 

about the vital role of the state in managing and preserving the environment (see Chapter 

2). Institutionalization is treated as synonymous with stability, reliability, continuity and 

predictability, all of which are in addition relevant issues, in the context of state policies 

of environmental protection and health care. 

 



Chapter 5: The state as a policy implementer and its need of legitimacy 

 

 53 

CHAPTER 5: THE STATE AS A POLICY IMPLEMENTER AND ITS 
NEED OF LEGITIMACY 
 

The stated aim of this work is to explore links between state legitimacy (measured as 

explicit state trust) and support for state intervention in two policy areas. Whereas the 

purpose of the previous two chapters has been presenting a general theory of legitimacy 

(and its implications for the functioning of state institutions), the aim of the present 

discussion is to look more closely at specific problems, in securing legitimacy, facing 

those branches of the state whose task is technical regulation. To the extent that these 

specific institutions differ from the rest of the state, especially from its democratically 

elected bodies, we could expect a less-than-perfect correlation between explicit trust 

towards the latter and support for state intervention.  

It is vital that the state is perceived as a legitimate actor in the context of regulative 

policies for precisely the reasons, which have been elucidated at the end of the preceding 

chapters: legitimacy generates not merely mechanical obedience to rules but also a moral 

commitment. In the case of environmental policies, legitimacy is well needed, as 

environmental regulations may, at least in the short run, have an adverse effect on the 

economic growth and are, especially in the industrialized world, a recurrent source of 

contention (Matthies 2000; Ulrich 2000). The fact that the high price of petrol in 

countries like Sweden is approximately 60 percent composed of taxes 

(www.bensinskatteuppror.se; August 2007) aimed at reducing carbon dioxide emission, 

is a source of controversy. Alleviation requires pedagogical skills from experts (in order 

to justify the necessity of such measures to the general public), but also a fair amount of 

trust in the authority of institutions which these experts represent. Here we come to the 

issue, which needs to be addressed in the context of environmental and public health 

regulation, the specific state institutions, whose task is to tackle the technical issues of 

infrastructure, healthcare, public safety and the like. These are issues and problem areas 

whose regulation is first and foremost the task of specialized bureaucracies. Following 

the Weberian tradition, bureaucracies have come to be perceived as institutions whose 
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democratic credentials may be seen as questionable, and, by the same token, as facing 

specific legitimation problems (Bergström 2001). However, bureaucracies may also 

posses some advantages over the political institutions in the way they secure their 

legitimacy, even in countries with liberal democratic political systems. In a situation 

where the political institutions are perceived as corrupt and torn apart by factions, the 

bureaucratic quality of being “neutral” or “apolitical” could, hypothetically, give them a 

special allure. In other words, a bureaucratic institution may be assumed to face both 

disadvantages and advantages in securing its legitimacy within a liberal-democratic 

political system, which make them distinct from institutions in the political sphere. In this 

chapter we are going to address briefly both these aspects. Before then, let us put 

forwards a few words about bureaucracy as such. 

 

5.1 The realm of bureaucracies 
 

State regulation in the areas of public health and environmental protection is carried 

out by the state bureaucratic branch. Following the Weberian tradition, the term 

bureaucracy is used here to denote  

 “a system of administration, carried out on continuous basis by trained professionals 

according to prescribed rules” (Beetham 1996, p.3).  

 
That form of administration was identified by Weber as one of the very hallmarks of 

modernization and was common to both state and none-state organisations. Its purpose 

was always to implement decisions and policies decided upon by a supreme body, which 

could consist of politicians, or shareholders or just ordinary members of an organisation, 

depending on the particular context. This abstract definition of bureaucracy, although 

possessing many advantages by virtue of cleanness and simplicity, is only partly adequate 

in the sense for which the term will be used here. Firstly, by bureaucracy we mean state 

bureaucracy, thus reserving the term to the public administration. Secondly, adherence to 

the Weberian organisational model of bureaucracy, with its marked hierarchy, written 
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rules and formalized procedures is not viewed here as the defining feature of 

bureaucracies. In fact, modern public administration with its emphasis on leadership, 

decentralisation, efficiency and market solutions, has sometimes moved a long way from 

that classical model (Peters 1996; Premfors, Ehn et al. 2003). What remains, however, is 

the formal role of bureaucracy as policy implementer, and thus the term bureaucracy here 

will be used synonymously with the implementation branch of the political system. In 

other words – bureaucracy constitutes here the output side of the political system, and is 

treated as essentially distinct from its input side, formed by elected politicians and 

institutions of political representation.  

Another useful way to distinguish between bureaucracy and the popularly elected state 

bodies is to reserve the term political to the latter type of institutions and treat 

bureaucracy as in principal a-political. This distinction is implicit in much of the 

theorizing around the political role of bureaucracy by Max Weber, who apparently used 

the Prussian civil service as a model of the latter. Even though it can be argued that 

public bureaucracy is, and should be viewed as, political by virtue of its being a part of 

the state, its primary concern is not (or at least should not be) with setting authoritative 

value hierarchies. If we treat the authority to establish such value hierarchies as the 

primary prerogative of political institutions, then public bureaucracy, whose primary task 

is policy implementation, must, at least in a theoretical sense, be excluded from the latter 

category. Henceforth in this chapter, we will therefore reserve the term political to denote 

the representative organs of democratic political systems, and treat them as distinct from 

their bureaucratic ones8.   

 

Bureaucratic disadvantage: weak democratic credentials?  

 

Bureaucratization, i e the process by which more and more tasks in the society are 
                                                
8 The term ”authoritative value distribution”, that is, the prerogative to set authoritative goals, is used by 
Lennart Lundqvist, to denote one possible delimitation of the political domain, see Lundquist 1993, p.28. A 
similar distinction between the domain of politics and that of bureaucracy is implicit in the Weberian 
theory of bureaucracy; while setting goals is the primary task of politicians the task of bureaucracies is (or 
rather should be) implementation. See Beetham 1985. 
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carried out by bureaucratic organizations, was viewed by Weber as an integral part in the 

process of modernization. Bureaucracy, due to its shear efficiency is completely 

indispensable in the modern, industrialized nation states and the complex issues their 

institutions have to handle. In the words of Max Weber: 

 

”The decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organisation has always been its 

purely technical superiority over any other form of organisation. The fully developed 

bureaucratic apparatus compares with other forms of organization exactly as does the 

machine with non-mechanical modes of production. Precision, speed, unambiguity, 

knowledge of the files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordination, reduction of 

friction and of material and of personal costs – these are raised to the optimum point in the 

strictly bureaucratic administration” (Weber 1979, p.973). 

 

The great bureaucratic advantage, its efficiency, is also the key risk factor in the 

context of liberal democratic political systems. By virtue of its competence, superior 

organization and professionalism, bureaucracy is posed to dominate the state. Yet, it does 

so with unclear democratic credentials, which in turn may have an adverse effect on its 

legitimacy (see Chapter 3 for a further discussion on this subject). For, although 

originally created to serve specific tasks and supervised by a supreme, democratically 

elected body, bureaucracies tend to free themselves from their political masters and may 

redefine their mission on their own terms (Weber 1992; Beetham 1996).  

One additional problem is a risk for technocratic tendencies. Persons populating 

governmental boards and agencies, like those monitoring health issues and the 

environment are to large extent scientific experts. Being chosen for their jobs on the basis 

of scientific expertise, rather than political allegiance, a justified question may be asked 

about the sense of loyalty of the bureaucrats (Torstendahl 1991, p.53-56). Professional 

ethics may compel them to stay faithful to the ”scientific truth” alone, whereas possessing 

the power to set national value priorities, (e g the value of environmental excellence 

versus the value of economic growth), endows them with prerogatives normally reserved 

to politicians, which in turn would necessitate a democratic (rather than scientific) 
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mandate to ensure legitimacy. If the professional loyalty prevails over the loyalty towards 

the democratic will of the citizens, there is a potential for technocratic solutions. The 

consequences of the latter for the legitimacy of decisions concerning, for instance, 

environmental protection, as well as for the institutions issuing them or contributing to 

their being made, are obvious.  

In Europe, especially in its western part, state bureaucratic intervention and regulation 

has a longer tradition in some areas than in others. By the time of the classical liberal 

capitalism of the 19th century, the proper domain of state intervention was still regarded 

to be mainly within the realm of law creation and law enforcement (Torstendahl 1991), 

the latter being the playground of specialized government agencies. Although the 

economy was not generally considered to be a legitimate field of state involvement by the 

early 19th century, some North-western European states became, nevertheless, involved 

in active support of prestigious infrastructure projects. In several European states, 

government institutions sponsored numerous development initiatives in communications 

and became in several countries the main entrepreneurs in telegraph and telephone 

systems, canals and sometimes railways (Torstendahl 1991, p.15).  

In these early days of industrialism the state also took on another, even more 

significant role: the role of chief creator and regulator of technical safety standards. The 

emerging technical infrastructure – bridges, railways, means of public transportation all 

required independent and reliable safety supervision (Torstendahl 1991, p.15). This 

traditional role of public bureaucracy has continued through to present day. In this sense, 

the modern concern of specialized public bureaucracies with the preservation and 

protection of environment, as well as issues of public health, may be viewed as a logical 

extension of that traditional role, as setting environmental standards (concerning, e g 

water purity or noise pollution) is often aimed at guaranteeing public health and safety. 

There is, though, one important difference. Environmental problems, especially in the 

recent decades, have increasingly been perceived as problems of ethics and values, rather 

than (or as well as) safety. Particularly in the Western industrialized world, there is an 

ever-increasing support for the view that nature should be preserved for its own sake and 
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in its own right (Welford 1995, p.3; Minteer Summer 1999). The latter view, although 

gaining momentum still arouses controversy, in particular when the choice is between 

long-term environmental gains and short-term economic development. Unlike a few 

uncontroversial issues of health and safety, here the potential for tension and value-

conflict is great. As it is hard to keep the choices value-free, bureaucratic decisions 

concerning the environment are likely to suffer from legitimacy deficit, and so are the 

institutions issuing or designing them. 

In short, the legitimacy of state-managed, centrally enforced regulations can be 

dependent not solely on the legitimacy of the political branch of the state (that is, its input 

side), but also on the trust towards the bureaucratic agencies. As decisions about 

environment and public health are more and more perceived as concerned with value 

choices, rather than setting technical standards, there seems to be less room for 

technocratic solutions, for which bureaucratic agencies are best suited. Tackling the 

former category of problems is a task of democratically elected bodies but, in practice, 

both categories of issues are increasingly a domain of scientific experts, rather than 

elected politicians9.  

 

5.2 The bureaucratic advantage 
 

In the previous section we briefly reviewed the traditional view on the role of 

bureaucracy in liberal democratic systems and possible sources of legitimacy deficit that 

may affect the bureaucratic rule. Now it is time to pose a less obvious, but highly relevant 

question: can the bureaucratic branch of the state posses advantages over the political 

one, in the way it secures its legitimacy? Can its sources of weakness under some 

circumstances happen to be a source of strength?  

We start this review with a brief examination of the relevant parts of Max Weber’s 
                                                
9 Even though politicians may have the ultimate power to take decisions, it is, to a high degree, the 
scientific community which decides what should count as an environmental problem and what should not. 
If the scientific community can reach an agreement on the casual links supposedly leading to an 
environmental disturbance, that in itself may provide a powerful incentive for political leaders to act.  See 
Haas 1990. 



Chapter 5: The state as a policy implementer and its need of legitimacy 

 

 59 

theory on that particular issue.  

A point easily overlooked when reviewing the legacy of Weber’s political thinking is 

that concern with democratic legitimacy generally, and democratic legitimation of 

bureaucratic power in particular, played a rather marginal role in his political theory. To 

be sure, he is rightly credited with pointing out the dangers of bureaucratization, but he 

did so for reasons other than defending the parliamentary, representative democracy. The 

main problem with the growing power of bureaucracy was, according to Weber, its 

inability to provide leadership and also, its lack of ability to assume responsibility for the 

actions it took. For these two reasons, it was vital that political leadership remained 

firmly in the hands of elected political leaders, and it was equally important that the 

political system provided parliamentary arenas for these leaders to perfect their skills 

(Beetham 1985). Thus, parliaments played an instrumental role of being the seedbeds of 

political leadership. Once political leaders had communicated their visions to the voters, 

the role of the latter was to make their choice once every few years on an election day; 

any model of democracy going beyond that was not feasible. Development of elite 

politics (in which bureaucratization played an important part), combined with market 

economy seemed to be the only viable solution to the problems posed by a complex 

modern society (Beetham 1985). The rational, bureaucratic model of administration, 

while getting an enormous boost from the development of modern capitalism, was at the 

same time an important precondition for its establishment. In an era of universal 

franchise, bureaucratization, that is, the process of transferring more and more 

prerogatives to the professional administrators organized in bureaucracies, was 

inevitable. Thus, bureaucracy seemed in no immediate danger of losing legitimacy; if 

anything, there was a risk for it to become more powerful than the popularly elected 

institutions of political representation. The biggest advantage of the bureaucrats over 

politicians was the efficiency of their organizations as well as their strictly rational 

conduct. Moreover, in the modern era, the dominating type of authority seemed to be 

based on rational rules and procedures, that is, the legal-procedural type of authority. 

That type of authority was in many ways epitomized by the bureaucratic model of 
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organization, thus providing bureaucracies with a powerful advantage over their political 

counterparts.  

In short, in Weber’s view, bureaucracies possessed enormous advantages over the 

political institutions and were hardly in danger of losing legitimacy. Bureaucracies were 

powerful and their powers needed to be checked by strong political leaders in order to 

ensure accountability of the latter for vital political decisions.  

 

5.3 Beyond Weber: Can technocracy enjoy enhanced  

       legitimacy?  

 
The argument for the bureaucratic advantage can be extended further. Whereas the 

validity of Weber’s argument about the preeminence of rational rules and procedures in 

the modern legitimation of power can be questioned (see Chapter 3), it has been pointed 

out that scientific authority plays sometimes a vital role in this process. The almost 

universal veneration of science in modern societies, illustrated by the results of the 

Milgram experiment (among others), is a phenomenon that few people would deny the 

existence of (Lundquist 2001). In the policy area of environmental protection, the role of 

natural sciences and scientists in policy formation has been, and still is, paramount 

(Corell 1999; Vedung and Klefbom 2002). Such is the preeminence of science in this 

field that in the choice between democratic and scientific legitimation of environmental 

protection measures, some scholars and movement leaders advocate for the latter (Hardin 

1968; Connelly and Smith 2003, p. 5; Pepper 1984).  Thus, it can safely be assumed that 

state bureaucratic agencies with an articulated expert-scientific profile can profit from 

legitimacy founded on scientific grounds, even if they also happen to posses a democratic 

mandate. They can benefit from this source authority in particular when there are well-

organized corporate interests, from which bureaucracies can seek support (Naurin 2001).  

Thus, in the view of some scholars, it is unsatisfactory to assess the legitimacy of 

political systems solely on the basis of popular trust towards the workings of their input 
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side, that is, the electoral process, parliaments, political parties and the like. Rothstein for 

instance advances the argument that popular perception of the state to a high degree also 

depends on the perceived workings of its output side, that is, of state bureaucracies, 

whose task is policy implementation. This is hardly surprising, considering the fact that 

our daily contacts with the state occur through these very institutions, for instance the 

police, the tax office or the welfare state. It is the perceived fairness of these institutions 

that often sets the limits for the legitimate domain of state action (for an extended 

discussion of this subject, see Chapter 2).  

Bureaucracies can thus be said to possess some amount of control over the way they 

are perceived by the citizens; their legitimacy is not a simple function of its links to the 

political (input) side of the government system. Their arsenal in the quest for legitimacy 

includes professionalism, alliances with corporate actors and, not least, scientific 

expertise.  

 

5.4 Conclusion 
 

In this chapter we have elaborated on the question government regulation and the 

specific institutions whose task is policy implementation. We have stated that policy 

implementation is a task of bureaucracies, and these constitute a specific branch of state 

apparatus, with their own particular legitimacy problems and opportunities. Since the task 

undertaken in this study is measuring consistence between support for state regulation 

and expressed trust towards state institutions (and the political system), this fact opens-up 

new questions. Can we expect consistency of views on the part of the respondents? To 

the extent that ﾁexpressed trust towards the stateﾁ means trust towards its political 

branch, we should not be surprised to find a weaker-than expected congruence of views, 

simply because the two sets of issues are related to two distinct branches of the state (the 

political (democratic) and the bureaucratic respectively). While it is possible that trust 

towards bureaucracies is an extension of trust towards the political institutions, it is also 

conceivable that links between the two branches of the state are more intricate and not 
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ones of straight dependence.     
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CHAPTER 6: METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

The present study is based on the data obtained from the “Survey on values, attitudes, 

participation and social conditions”. The survey was a part of a research project, entitled  

“Democracy and Social Transition in the Baltic Sea Region”, which was centered at 

Södertörns University College in Stockholm. Three surveys have been carried out; two of 

them in the Baltic Countries (1999 and 2001) and one in Poland (2001).  

In this chapter, we will turn our attention to a few crucial methodological issues 

encountered in the process of gathering the empirical data, on which the present study is 

based. It should be stressed however that not all methodology issues will be covered here; 

some specific problems concerning, for instance, certain variables, will be dealt with in 

the empirical chapters (Chapters 8, 9 and 10). The crucial methodological issue of 

translating the concept of legitimacy into a set of empirical indicators is discussed in 

Chapter 7. 

We will start the current chapter by a presentation of the three surveys, which 

constitute the main source of our data; the main idea behind them, the purposes they 

served, as well as the strategic choices made in order to obtain representative samples. 

Next, we continue with a broad discussion of the survey; above all, we will ask how well 

we have succeeded in obtaining trustworthy, representative samples of people inhabiting 

the 4 investigated countries. Among other things, we will look at the sex and age 

distribution of the respondents, to determine if the sample distribution resembles that of 

the population. After this broad presentation of the empirical material, we will take a 

closer look at two particular survey questions, which play a pivotal role in our 

investigation: both questions deal with the state of public opinion on the issue of state 

intervention. Since the questions play such an important role in obtaining information on 

public feeling about state intervention (and, by extension, about the state itself), it is 

important to reflect on the issue of validity, in other words – whether through these 

questions we obtain the kind of information that we are looking for. We conclude the 

methodological discussion by providing justification for the choice of countries, which 

have been designated as objects for our study of political legitimacy and political 
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capacity, i e the three Baltic States and Poland.   

 

6.1 The choice of method in relation to the key research 

questions. 
 

The empirical material on which the present study is based has been collected using 

surveys, which means that it is founded on quantitative data. A predominantly closed 

questionnaire was used with multiple-choice questions. Before we say more about the 

surveys, it is necessary to say a few words about the choice of research strategy and how 

well it is suited for our purposes.  

Robert K. Yin, in his work on case study methodology, discusses the appropriateness 

of different research strategies depending on the form or key research questions, whether 

the research focuses on current rather than past events, and whether or not control of 

behavioral events is required (Yin 2003).  The chief form of research questions which can 

appropriately be answered by carrying out surveys are questions which assume the form 

or “who, what, where, how many, how much?”. These underlying research questions 

distinguish surveys from other research strategies, such as “experiment”, “history” or 

“case study”. Whilst surveys are suitable for descriptive research projects, the other 

strategies work better when the main goal is obtaining an insight into the causal 

relationship leading to the phenomena under investigation.  

As for the present study, the descriptive character of which should be apparent by now, 

the survey strategy seems very well suited. The primary purpose of the present 

investigation is answering straightforward questions: Is there a correlation between 

people’s stated trust towards the state and its political system on the one hand and their 

willingness to grant the state the mandate to act as a regulator on the other? How strong 

or how weak is the correlation? Questions like these are clearly aimed at establishing 

empirical facts, rather than trying to find out the exact causal mechanism in the 

relationship. The latter would require another investigation with another research 

strategy, a task which will not be undertaken here.   

Yet, it should be noted that in at least one sense, the present study goes beyond the 
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mere focus on description. By trying to establish whether the answers concerning state 

trust result in a certain type of answers to questions about state regulation, the ambition is 

to learn more about the relationship between these two abstract variables. To the extent 

that the discovered relationship, or lack of it, may not be explained by the circumstances 

of this particular case (particularities of the Polish and Baltic societies by the late 1990s 

and early 2000s), it will have a theory-generating character, rather than just a descriptive 

one. The importance of the finding will stretch beyond the case of the three Baltic 

countries and Poland.  

 

6.2 The surveys: Presentation 

 
As noted earlier, the empirical data for the present study has been obtained from three 

surveys, all of which have been carried out as a part of a research project “Democracy 

and Social Transition in the Baltic Sea Region”. Two of the surveys (1999 and 2001) 

were carried out in the Baltic States, and one in Poland (2001). 

  

    Structure of the questionnaire 
 

As the project title suggests, the surveys’ main task was to obtain an insight into the 

popular perception of social and political changes in the investigated countries. For this 

purpose, the research project group designed 94 questions. Apart from several exceptions, 

almost all questions were structured in a closed form with several alternative answers. 

The major topic areas covered by the questions included political efficacy, political 

participation, political trust, evaluation of the electoral process, conceptions and 

evaluation of environmental issues, civil rights and duties and an evaluation of household 

economy and one’s economic situation. For the sake of comparability, some questions 

have been formulated and structured in a similar way to those included in the so called 

Citizen Survey Studies, conducted at Uppsala University in Sweden, as well as six other 

European universities10. 

                                                
10 Information on the Citizen Survey can be found on the website of the Swedish Social Science Data 
Service: http://www.ssd.gu.se/ 
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The original questionnaire has been written in English. Prior to conducting the 

interviews in the four countries, the original version of the questionnaire was translated 

into Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Russian and Polish. In order to fine-tune the structure 

and wording of the translated versions for each country, several meetings between the 

project leader and representatives from the four survey institutes had been held. As a last 

check as to whether the translated survey questions really captured the meaning of the 

original version, some questions were then retranslated into English. No serious 

misunderstandings have been detected. 

 

    Sampling and Interview 
 

The survey was conducted by face-to-face interviews. Around 1100 persons were 

interviewed in each country and survey (the exact number of interviewees is given in 

Table 6.1). Four public opinion research institutes were entrusted with the task of 

carrying out the surveys, one in each of the investigated countries. These were SIC 

(Social Survey Institute) in Lithuania, Baltic Data House in Latvia, EMOR in Estonia and 

IMAS in Poland. In order to draw out a sample group from the population of the four 

countries, a multistage stratified sample technique was used.  

The techniques used for sampling and interviewing were similar in all the investigated 

countries. Since civil registries containing addresses of residents were not available, a 

geographic model was used in extracting the samples. A two-stage stratified sampling 

method was used. Each country was divided into territorial strata, from which a 

population sample was drawn. The sample size in each stratum depended on the share of 

the country population of the geographic region. In Lithuania, the primary sampling 

points were selected at random from the population register of the Lithuanian Department 

of Statistics. Then, the primary sampling units were selected using the route-sampling 

technique. Every seventh household selected in urban areas and each fifth in the rural 

ones. The secondary sampling units, individuals, were chosen using the birthday rule. 

Maximally 8 persons were interviewed at each primary sampling point. Similar sampling 

methods were used in the remaining countries. 
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6.3 The surveys: A critical view 
 
    Data Reliability 
 

The choice of sampling procedure (described in the previous section) has been made in 

order to ensure that the resulting samples be reliable in terms of being representative for 

the populations of the respective countries. Yet, since the geographical model of selection 

has been chosen, justified questions may be raised as to the resulting composition of the 

samples. While the choice of sampling method can be assumed to function quite well in 

ensuring the territorial representation of the population, proper representation of other 

qualities, such as sex and age of the respondents can not be taken for granted. Let us 

therefore supplement the discussion on data reliability by comparing the age and sex 

distributions of the samples with those of the populations of the investigated countries.    

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 show the distributions of the samples by age groups and sex. The 

numbers in brackets represent population census data (2005-year figures).  

Let us look first at the age group representation in the samples, as compared to that in 

the populations of the investigated countries. In comparison with the 2005 population 

data, at least one divergence may be observed: the general overrepresentation of the age 

group 60-69 in the samples. It is smallest in the 2001-year Estonian sample (1 percent) 

and biggest in the 2001 Lithuanian sample (8,4 percent). 
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Table 6.1 Age Distribution of the survey sample by age groups (population distribution in 
brackets).   
 1999 year survey / countries 2001 year survey / countries 
Age 
groups 

Estonia 
 

Latvia 
 

Lithuania 
 

Estonia 
 

Latvia 
 

Lithuania 
 

Poland 
 

Total 
Number 
of 
respon-
dents 

1100 1116 1103 1114 1100 1130 1100 

20-29 16,8% 
(18,8%) 

15,2% 
(18,6%) 

15,1% 
(19,1%) 

16,6% 
(18,8%) 

15,9% 
(18,6%) 

14,1% 
(19,1%) 

23,5% 
(22,6%) 

30-39 20,3% 
(17,3%) 

17,2% 
(18,4%) 

22,4% 
(19,3%) 

20,5% 
(17,3%) 

18,1% 
(18,4%) 

18,7% 
(19,3%) 

18,4% 
(18,1%) 

40-49 16,8% 
(18,1%) 

18,1% 
(19,4%) 

21,3% 
(20,1%) 

23,6% 
(18,1%) 

18,2% 
(19,4%) 

21,4% 
(20,1%) 

21,1% 
(19,7%) 

50-59 15,6% 
(17,0%) 

17,0% 
(15,4%) 

16,9% 
(14,9%) 

18,6% 
(17,0%) 

16,6% 
(15,4%) 

15,4% 
(14,9%) 

14,6% 
(18,9%) 

60-69 18,5% 
(13,9%) 

21,1% 
(14,4%) 

16,0% 
(12,5%) 

12,9% 
(13,9%) 

20,6% 
(14,4%) 

20,9% 
(12,5%) 

15,7% 
(10,6%) 

70-79 12,1% 
(10,5%) 

11,3% 
(10,0%) 

8,2% 
(9,2%) 

7,9% 
(10,5%) 

10,6% 
(10,0%) 

9,4 % 
(9,2%) 

5,4% 
(8,6%) 

Census data source for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania: www.census.gov 
Census data source for Poland: www.stat.gov.pl 
 

How can these differences between the sample and population distributions be 

explained? While it is hard to know the exact cause, it seems likely that they are a result 

of practical circumstances of the interviews. Since individuals aged between 60 and 69 

are likely to be no longer occupationally active, they were also slightly more likely to be 

at home at the time for the interview than individuals from the younger groups.11 Another 

possible explanation of the disparity may be found in the fact that the population data 

which constitutes our reference point comes from a 2005-year census; the census data is 

thus 4 years older than our latest survey data. While any dramatic changes in the 

population structure over such a short period of time are unlikely, some minor shifts may 

nevertheless have occurred, which could partly explain the discrepancy.  

Is the sample data seriously skewed because of the aforementioned disparities? 

Probably not. While it is important to know the degree of congruence between the 

composition of the samples and that of the population to judge the overall quality of the 
                                                
11When a person designated for the interview was found to be absent, another person was chosen ad hoc to 
fill the gap. This practice, while ensuring 0% loss, is probably responsible for the slight overrepresentation 
of the age group 60-69.  
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data, the slight disparity concerning the age distributions seems unlikely to affect the 

results of the hypothesis testing being undertaken here. Our main question concerns the 

relationship between explicit state trust (and trust towards the political system) on the one 

hand and willingness to support the state as a regulator. While we want to be able to 

determine the existence of such a relationship (or lack of it) for the population as a whole, 

the age factor is not assumed to play major role in the final results and its specific effect 

will not be investigated here. What matters is that all the major age groups are 

represented in the samples in a way which fairly well corresponds to that of the 

population.  

As for the sex distribution, it is hard to find a general pattern. There are minor 

differences between the sample and the population data. However, the tendency found in 

the population data; that women constitute a larger share of the total population than men, 

has been preserved in the samples. For details see Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 Sex Distribution of the survey sample by age groups (population distribution in 
brackets). 
 1999 year survey / countries 2001 year survey / countries 
Sex Estonia Latvia Lithuania Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
Women 56,2% 

(54,2%) 
54,2% 
(53,7%) 

57,2% 
(53,0%) 

58,9% 
(54,2%) 

49,9% 
(53,7%) 

51%  
(53%) 

51,9% 
(51,5%) 

Men 43,8% 
(45,8%) 

45,8% 
(46,3%) 

42,8% 
(47,0%) 

41,1% 
(45,8%) 

50,1% 
(46,3%) 

49%  
(47,0%) 

48,1% 
(48,5%) 

Census data source for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania: www.census.gov 
Census data source for Poland: www.stat.gov.pl 
 

6.4 Validity  

 
At this stage of our methodology discussion we now turn to the crucial question of 

validity. Broadly, the issue of validity is concerned with the choices a researcher has to 

make in the way he/she gathers data in order to insure that the obtained information will 

enable him/her to answer the key research questions he/she has posed. In this context we 

first discuss the construction of some survey questions, specifically those dealing with 

attitudes towards state regulation. Secondly, we will make reference to the choice of 

countries included in the investigation and how it can be justified.  

 

KEY SURVEY QUESTIONS: WHAT DO WE ASK? 
  

The crucial question a researcher carrying out surveys has to ask is how to formulate 

the survey questions in order to extract the kind of information from the respondents 

which he/she is really looking for. Later in this work we will discuss the more principal 

problem whether confronting respondents with direct questions about his/her trust 

towards the state (its institutions and political system) is the best way to obtain 

information about state legitimacy (see Chapter 11). Here however we will focus on 

much narrower considerations related to the part of the survey concerned with support for 

state intervention in two policy areas: state environmental regulation and state regulation 

of alcohol consumption. The latter question especially, related to popular support for state 

environmental regulation, has been formulated in a slightly ambiguous way. The question 
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reads: 

 

Which do you consider most important for solving our environmental problems: 

government regulations or voluntary activities by engaged citizens? 

 

There is no place here for a lengthy explanation of the reasons why the question has 

been formulated the way it was, other than stating that the survey was designed to suit the 

needs of several researchers with slightly different interests. In order to keep the total 

number of survey questions down it was necessary to compromise on their formulation, 

so that they could tap information on several issues. 

By the aforementioned question, the respondent is asked to state his/her view on what 

is more important for saving the environment, government regulations or voluntary 

activities by citizens and organizations. As our interest is mainly in public support for 

state regulation, justified criticism may be raised as to what the respondents really could 

have in mind when they indicated their preferences on the 10-degree scale while 

answering the question12. After all, what we asked them to do was to designate what in 

their opinion was the best solution from the point of view of preserving the environment. 

In the choice between state regulations and voluntary activities by individuals and 

organizations, some respondents chose the first option, while others leaned towards the 

alternative; the question is how far-reaching conclusions can we draw on the basis of 

these answers? Since the well-being of the environment is stressed, it is conceivable that I 

may indicate my preference for the state, because I may honestly think that on some 

abstract level it is a better option for nature protection. However, I may still personally 

resent my own particular state: the concrete state institutions (populated by certain 

officials) under whose rule I have to live. A statement in favor of state regulations may 

not necessarily entail my granting permission to my own state to intervene on my behalf. 

An indication of opinion in favor of state action may, in other words, not be identical 

with the statement “I want the Estonian (or Polish or Lithuanian or Latvian) state to take 

action, rather of relying on voluntary measures by individuals and organizations”. It may 

                                                
12 2- degree scale was used in the 2001-year survey.  
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just be an indication that on some general level, the respondent thinks state action is 

optimal for protecting the environment.  

Critics may have a valid point here: caution is in order when drawing conclusions on 

the basis of the answers to this particular survey question as to how much they are 

indicative of trust towards the respondent’s own state, and how much they indicate 

his/her view of the duties of some abstract, ideal state. In an ideal, abstract world, state 

regulation may be a superior strategy for protecting the environment compared to the 

alternative, which consists voluntary measures. The main problem with the survey 

question, it would seem, is that the respondent is not directly asked about his or her 

willingness to entrust his/her own state with certain tasks. Moreover, he/she is asked to 

indicate his/her view on what is best for the environment, which, it would seem, draws 

his/her attention from the concrete national state context further still. 

Yet, it could be argued that the responses given to this question are still very 

significant and in many ways can be assumed to be indicative of the way in which the 

respondent perceives the role of the state. In fact, constructing the question in a way, 

which puts focus on an issue (an area of state activity) rather than the respondent’s more 

personal relationship towards the state, diminishes the risk of delivering answers, whose 

sole function would be an expression of protest against the current state of affairs; a 

direct expression of dissatisfaction with the current political rulers. In this way, it could 

be possible to extract opinion about the state as an actor; an abstract entity and its 

capabilities to deal with vital societal problems. In addition, it is really hard to imagine 

that this abstract idea of the state and its role in solving societal problems would be 

totally detached from a respondent’s experience of the state and its institutions. The state 

is a complex institutional giant which probably generates a mixture of positive and 

negative experiences in most individuals. It is conceivable that somebody may have a 

negative view of the political branch of state apparatus, but at the same time have respect 

for some of its bureaucratic agencies, like healthcare or environmental expertise. The 

mixture of negative and positive experiences with state institutions may influence the 

respondents in their general opinion as to what is to be the proper domain of state action. 

A researcher investigating the condition of state legitimacy and state trust must design the 

survey questions in a manner, which will be likely to catch some of this complexity of 
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opinion. The survey questions, which have been used in the present investigation, have 

been designed with this in mind. The bulk of them have been constructed as direct 

questions about trust; others ask about trust in an indirect way and have the advantage of 

tapping information which may go missing when the first category of questions is 

applied. The question regarding support for state intervention in the area of 

environmental protection belongs to the latter category. 

    Much of what has been said thus far applies also to the second survey question dealing 

with attitudes towards state regulation. The question reads: 

 

Do you agree with the following statement: “The Government has a responsibility to 
keep alcohol consumption down”?  
 

Here, the respondent is prompted to give his/her opinion on whether the state has a 

duty to intervene in order to curb excessive consumption of alcohol. As in the first 

question just discussed, the respondent is asked to express an opinion on an abstract 

entity, called the government; there is no mention of a specific country or a particular 

ruling party constellation. The question thus concerns more the opinion of respondents on 

the proper role of the state in general terms than the capabilities (or their lack) of any 

concrete ruling elite or political system. Yet, as in the previous case, it is hard to imagine 

how this abstract view of the proper role of the state could be separated from the 

respondents’ previous experience of state action. Indeed, there seems to be enough 

evidence to suggest that popular beliefs concerning the scope of legitimate state action 

are strongly related to previous experience in dealing with state institutions (for a further 

discussion, see Chapter 2). The way people answer the question above could be assumed 

to reflect their trust towards state institutions, not just any abstract ones, but also the ones 

they are familiar with from their everyday experience.  

In short, the two questions about state regulation have been formulated in a way, which 

allows the extraction of information primarily about the state of public opinion on the 

legitimate scope of state action. Yet, public opinion on that particular issue cannot be 

totally detached from the experience of the real state and its institutions (for a further 

discussion, see Chapter 2). Thus, the two questions about attitudes towards state 

regulation can also be viewed as ones related to trust towards the respondents’ own state.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PARTICULAR CHOICE OF STATE REGULATION AREAS 

 
In the previous section we have taken a closer look at the survey questions dealing 

with support for state regulation, in order to determine to what extent they tap the kind of 

information we are interested in, that is, popular support for state intervention in the two 

policy areas. Now it is time to ask another question, which is still related to the issue of 

validity. Given that we are interested in measuring support for state bureaucratic 

intervention, how well is this kind of intervention represented by the areas of 

environmental protection and alcohol consumption? How well chosen are these examples 

of bureaucratic regulation areas from the point of view of their representativeness for the 

whole area of bureaucratic intervention? 

There may be some justified objections as to the choice of areas as to how 

representative they are. In particular the choice of the area of environmental protection 

may be open for such criticism, as the adjective environmental may be assumed to arouse 

positive connotations with the respondents. To such criticism I can basically give two 

responses.  

Firstly I believe that environmental protection constitutes such a vital area of state 

regulation that finding out more about its relationship with the broader perception of the 

state does not require further justifications. In other words, even if environmental 

regulation constituted a special case, obtaining more information about the state’s ability 

to act effectively in this area is significant enough to warrant systematic investigation. 

Secondly, we have included another area of state intervention in our investigation – the 

area of alcohol consumption. Whilst the choice of this particular area of state regulation 

may be open to similar criticism as that of environmental protection, the two areas are 

different enough to give us a broader picture of popular support for state regulation, as 

well as its relationship with manifest trust towards the state.
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ON THE COUNTRY CHOICE: A JUSTIFICATION 

 

There is another validity issue which needs to be addressed in the present chapter. It 

concerns the choice of countries, which have been included in the investigation. On the 

one hand, the choice should not pose any problems at all; the investigation undertaken 

here is carried out on individual, rather than aggregate level. As long as we are interested 

in the relationship between expressed trust towards state (its institutions and the political 

system), and willingness to grant the state the mandate to act as a regulator by focusing 

on individual respondents, the wider national setting should not play any major role. 

Working on the level of individual respondents may simply imply intention to generalize 

on that level too. With such a research design we might be able to say whether there 

seems to be a logical link in the minds of the respondents (and these respondents happen 

to be Eastern Europeans) between the way they answer questions about state trust and 

their answers to questions related to state intervention. The research design of the present 

study is indeed individualistic in this sense. However, there is also a more down-to-earth 

rationale for the present study: it aims to shed more light on the complexity of state 

legitimacy for a particular reason. The reason is obtaining deeper insight into the 

conditions of state legitimacy in the so-called transitional democracies. In this sense, the 

choice of four Eastern European countries for the surveys was no coincidence. Thus, the 

surveys, while providing us with general information on possible links between the two 

sets of variables give us, in addition to that, a firmer empirical ground for generalizations 

about the Eastern European setting and its particular challenges. Moreover, while 

measurement of correlations is a primary methodological tool, there will also be 

discussions on the aggregate figures concerning the two sets of variables. These 

aggregate reports underlie the Eastern European context of the study more still. In short, 

whilst searching for possible correlations between state trust and support for state 

intervention does entail looking for a general regularity (or its lack) in the mind of an 

abstract respondent, the choice of the Eastern European setting was intentional, as these 

countries represented transitional democracies and as such warranted particular interest in 

the context of legitimacy research. 
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CHAPTER 7: APPRAISING STATE LEGITIMACY  
 

7.1 Introduction 
 

    Even though in this chapter we are going to the discuss the empirical deployment of 

the concept of legitimacy in general terms, the actual focus in this work will be on 

political legitimacy: legitimacy of the government system and the institutions of political 

(democratic) representation. 

As pointed out in Chapter 3, the traditional social-scientific understanding of 

legitimacy differs from that inherent in political and moral philosophy. Whereas in social 

sciences, legitimacy of power relations is primarily understood as belief in the 

rightfulness of certain power arrangements, the latter disciplines view it as an objective 

quality of these arrangements. Since 'belief' is primarily a condition associated with 

individuals (but also with groups and societies), it is natural that a social-scientific 

inquiry into legitimacy focuses on persons as its primary research entities. It is assumed 

that legitimacy resides and originates in the “heads” of the individuals participating a 

power arrangement. So, for example, Lillbacka, in his extensive treaty on legitimacy of 

political systems, views legitimacy as solely a matter of perception by individuals, who 

make up a political community (Lillbacka 1999). Whether a certain political system is 

legitimate or not cannot, according to this view, be inferred from any formal (legal) 

requirements which this system is said to fulfill (or fails doing so). A mere act of 

compliance by the system rules is not a proof it being legitimate either; what seems to 

matter above all is the perception of the power arrangement on the part of those being 

subjected to its rules.  

In this context, the revised theory of legitimacy proposed by Beetham is seminal by 

virtue of going beyond the narrow focus on belief; while redefining the role of 'belief' as 

such, it also adds two new levels on which the legitimation of power is said to depend 

(see Chapter 3). These two levels (legality and expression of consent) are features of 

power arrangements and are not related to beliefs.  

However, not all social scientists conceptualize legitimacy as belief. For Jackman, 
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legitimacy seems, above all, to be a feature of political systems, even if ultimately it may 

depend on the belief of those subjected to their rules. As a logical consequence of this 

approach, Jackman's primary research entities are countries and political systems, rather 

than individuals.   

In the present work, we will, in one sense, remain faithful to the tradition of viewing 

the origin of legitimacy as residing with persons.  Individuals, or in this case individual 

respondents, and their statements constitute our primary research entities. That said, we 

will nevertheless make some use of Beetham's theory and his three levels of legitimacy. 

We will do it by analyzing people's perceptions of state institutions (their fairness and 

legality), politicians and public officials, as well as the political system. Aside from that, 

we will ask the respondents to provide us with information which will enable us to see if 

the respondents “legitimated” the political system by making use of its institutions and 

institutional channels of exercising power. This approach, while making some use of 

Beetham's levels of legitimacy, relies nevertheless on people's perceptions and 

statements, designating individuals as the primary bearers of legitimacy. It means that we 

do not make full use of the named levels, since this would involve going beyond reliance 

on individual perceptions and treating legitimacy as a feature of political systems and 

institutions. For instance, it would have to include research questions relating to the legal 

status of institutions and political systems.  

As should be apparent from our discussion in Chapter 3, the concept of legitimacy as 

'belief', especially in its classical, Weberian form, is hard to deploy in empirical studies. 

This problem has also been highlighted in chapter 4, where the topic of discussion was 

measuring legitimacy.  For Jackman, it was obvious that measurement of legitimacy 

should be carried out by the use of indirect indicators of its presence, such as lack of 

politically motivated violent events or the extent of the use of physical force by the state 

(Jackman 1996). Even though it was not explicitly stated, measuring legitimacy by asking 

directly about people’s opinion (or their ‘belief’ in legitimacy) was probably deemed 

unfeasible by the author, given the challenge posed by translation of legitimacy as belief 

into appropriate survey questions.  

The aim of the present chapter is to explain how Beetham's concept of legitimacy, 

dealt with extensively in Chapter3, has been applied in the current empirical study. As we 
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continue on, we will also quote examples by other scholars, who used similar approaches. 

This chapter serves also as an introduction to the empirical part, as it will make clear why 

the concept of legitimacy has been translated into the kind of survey questions which we 

have used in our field research.  

The empirical material for the present study has been gathered with the help of three 

surveys (see Chapter 6 for an extensive presentation of the latter). In this study, we 

needed to know how to operationalize legitimacy in order to distinguish between those 

survey respondents who, by some standards, conferred legitimacy upon the political 

institutions, (or the political system that supports them), and those who did not.13 Only 

when we have accomplished this task can we compare these two groups with each other, 

as to how (and if) they differed in their support for state regulation. We will therefore 

discuss the operationalization of legitimacy with this task in mind. 

 

7.2 Determinants of legitimacy 

 
As has been pointed out earlier, the Weberian concept of legitimacy equals the latter 

with belief in the rightfulness of a given power arrangement; the belief itself can be 

instilled (and manipulated) by those possessing power. There are, from this point of view, 

no independent determinants or criteria, by which we could assess whether a given 

system of rule achieves legitimacy or not. It is this feature of the Weberian understanding 

of legitimacy which makes it difficult to deploy in empirical studies.  

For Beetham it was exactly this weakness of the Weberian concept, which prompted 

him to re-examine the issue by himself. Even though his concept of legitimacy has too 

been criticized for being too complex to be empirically useful  (O´Kane 1993), it 

promises potentially more help than the Weberian understanding of legitimacy as 'belief'.  

    As has been stated already, Beetham has distinguished three levels of legitimacy of a 

political system:  

 

                                                
13 Legitimacy relates here mainly to the input side of the political system, that is, to the institutions of 
democratic representation and their supporting rules.  
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• Legal Validity. Political power has to be obtained according to the established 

rules (legal validity); 

•  Justification of rules in terms of shared beliefs. The rules for obtaining power 

have to be justified in terms of shared beliefs in a given society;  

• Expression of consent. The system of rule must be “legitimated” on a regular 

basis through expressed consent on the part of those being ruled (Beetham 

1991). 

 

Let us now consider how Beetham’s conceptualization could help us in looking for the 

information we need to divide the survey respondents into the two groups described 

above, that is, a group which upholds legitimacy, and another group, which does not.  

The first point, legal validity, does not seem to offer much help. The reason for this is 

that we operate on the individual level, and legal validity is first and foremost a feature of 

the government system. It is relatively easy to verify if a government has been put in 

place in accordance with the legal requirements, at least on some basic level. This 

verification is relatively independent of the opinion of the involved parties. Of course, it 

is possible that some individuals question the legal validity of the government’s 

ascension to power (or the way it exercises the latter) and in this way refuse to grant it 

legitimacy. It seems however, unlikely, that such opinions are common in the countries 

which are the subject of investigation here. All the three Baltic countries and Poland are 

formal democracies and are governed by democratically elected governments. The 

general elections mostly fulfill the required standards (www.freedomhouse.org; Kaldom 

and Vejvoda 1997). It is hard to imagine, and there is little evidence that a substantial part 

of the populations of the given countries would question the legal validity of their 

governments. Thus, enclosing into the survey questions about the legal validity of 

governments is not likely to yield much in terms of detecting individuals who confer their 

government the legitimacy and those who do not. A few such questions have been 

nevertheless included.  

 

The second and the third levels could perhaps be more helpful.  

     



Chapter 7: Appraising State Legitimacy 
 

 80 

While discussing justifiability of rules governing the selection of the ruling elite and 

also the rules governing the exercise of political power, Beetham specifies three basic 

criteria:  

 

1. The imagined ultimate source of political power has to be a valid one;  

2. the system of rule has to guarantee the selection of leaders which, according to 

the public belief, are proper people for the job;  

3. the rule has to be exercised in a way, which in the public perception is 

advantageous for both the rulers and those ruled (Beetham 1991, p.47). 

 

(For a more comprehensive description of the meaning of each level, see Chapter 3.)  

Especially the second and the third points deserve our attention. All three points, to some 

degree, touch upon a vital aspect of a political system, which revolves around its 

performance.  

Firstly, if the political system fails to satisfy the popular expectations, because it is 

unable to produce the expected political outcomes (and does so chronically), the ultimate 

effect may be erosion of the popular belief that this system is a viable solution to the 

problem of governing a country. It may also undermine popular support for the rules of 

selecting the governing elite. In our case, that process would mean the erosion of belief in 

the democratic system’s capability of selecting skilled leaders by popular vote.  

Secondly, if the people occupying high governing positions visibly care more for their 

own welfare than for the welfare of those who are subordinate to them (for instance, if 

they are accused of corruption), the effect maybe widespread distrust towards them and 

the institutions which they represent (Blomkvist 2001).  

    Thus, we may find here several hints as to how to identify groups of respondents, 

whom we could reasonably believe to be skeptical towards the system of rule in their 

countries. Those frustrated with the pace of reforms in the former Communist countries, 

in particular those dissatisfied with the status of their material welfare, as well as 

individuals, who view the political elite as chronically incompetent and corrupted, may 

be seen as people whose belief in the supporting rules of democracy has likely been 

weakened or eroded. The cumulative effect of the frustration these individuals experience 
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could be a change of belief regarding the imagined, proper source of authority. 

Perception of an authoritarian system of rule as superior to the democratic one could 

represent such a change, since it would mean that popular mandate would no longer be 

regarded as a necessary condition for achieving a position of political power. Political 

power could thus be legitimated with references to other sources of authority than the 

democratic one. 

The stress on performance of the system of government may be viewed as the common 

denominator between Beetham and other theoreticians of legitimacy. 

O’Kane (1993) for example, is critical of Beetham's take on legitimacy, but regards 

nevertheless ‘performance’ as one of the most important, if not crucial, factors, which 

influence the legitimacy of a political system. Even political systems, where power has 

been obtained by illegitimate means (like a military coup), may become “legitimate” in 

the long term by delivering the goods (for example security, or material welfare), which 

the public expects from them. In other words, what is important, according to O’Kane, is 

the public experience of performance of a political system.  

Richard Gunther and José Ramón Montero (Gunther and Montero 2000), however, 

challenge the view that legitimacy of a political system could be regarded as a mere result 

of a system’s performance. Following Easton they distinguish three analytical levels in 

their research on state legitimacy: democratic legitimacy or diffuse system support; 

performance satisfaction or its antonym “discontent” and, finally, a broad syndrome of 

political disaffection (Easton 1965). These three clusters are supposed to have three 

different behavioral correlates: dissatisfaction with performance should lead to votes 

against the incumbent party or parties; a lack of diffuse democracy support may be 

associated with vote for anti-democratic parties; disaffection should lead to low citizen 

involvement in democratic politics. Their most important finding is that satisfaction with 

performance and diffuse democracy support are not necessarily correlated in the 

countries, which they investigated. They should therefore, according to their findings, be 

treated as separate, independent variables. Whereas dissatisfaction with performance may 

result in negative attitudes towards a currently ruling elite, it does not affect support for 

the governing system, which the variable “diffuse democracy support” is set to represent. 

These results may seem rather surprising in light our previous discussion about the 
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relationship between system performance and system support. According to Beetham, 

there should, indeed, be correlation between the two variables, as chronic deficiency in 

performance will likely undermine not just the support towards the ruling elite, but also 

trust towards the governing system. The strengths of liberal democratic systems, Beetham 

states, was that they, better than other governing systems, possessed the ability to absorb 

popular discontent by replacing the ruling elite, rather than changing the entire system of 

rule by means of a revolution (Beetham 1991). That is why it is quite conceivable that the 

two dimensions of legitimacy (diffuse democracy support and satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

with system performance) were not correlated according to the findings of Gunther and 

Montero. It is however also conceivable that such a correlation would indeed be visible if 

(dis)satisfaction with system performance persisted over a long period of time; it would 

then lend support to the theory that system performance and system support could not be 

separated from each other indefinitely.   

All the three levels of legitimacy discerned by Gunther and Montero correspond neatly 

to the typology proposed by Beetham: “diffuse democracy support” and “satisfaction 

with performance” are all related to his concept of supporting beliefs of a political 

system. The manifestations of political disaffection on the other hand correspond to the 

third level in Beetham’s typology, namely, the explicit support for the system of 

government on the part of the subordinate, or the lack thereof. These are the two of the 

three levels, which we previously regarded as suitable to employ in our empirical study 

when we discussed Beetham’s typology. So far we have extensively discussed the second 

one (supporting beliefs), giving little attention to the third level (expression of consent). 

Let us therefore conclude this chapter by a discussion about the proper way of translating 

Beetham’s third level of legitimate power relationship into a set of behavioral variables, 

which would enable us to identify those survey respondents who withdraw their support 

for the ruling power arrangement.  

In a democratic system, this ostensible support amounts in most cases to the act of 

voting in elections. Refusal to participate in elections, lack of confidence in the 

possession of personal power to influence the outcome of the political processes all 

amount to the acts of “delegitimation”. Voting however is not the only way in which 

support for the democratic rules of the game is demonstrated. As far as the input side of 
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the political system is concerned, an act of loyalty towards it can be shown more 

generally by using the established channels of influence in a wider sense, for example by 

contacting a politician or a public official, by making use of the free media, by utilizing 

of the judicial system. Some of these additional ways of showing support (and 

confidence) were addressed to in our survey questions (see Table 7.1).  

Trust towards state (political) institutions and support for the political system, are the 

two most prominent categories of variables, which will be used here to separate, for 

analytical purposes, individuals with low esteem of the state from those who trust the 

state and, by some standards, confer its legitimacy.14  A short list of survey questions 

being used to tap the required information is presented in Table 7.1.15 Even though in 

organizing the survey questions into broader categories, we did not follow Beetham's 

classification into the three levels of legitimacy, the survey questions were nevertheless 

designed to tap information from these levels. 

                                                
14 Later on we will discuss whether the way of operationalizing legitimacy which is applied in this chapter 
is satisfactory  - see Chapter 11. 
15 Full lists of the used survey questions can be found in Chapters 9 and 10. 
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Table 7.1 Legitimacy of the state as an analytical tool: main categories of survey questions. 

Category Examples of Survey Questions 
Trust in state institutions 1. To what extent, do you think, the last general 

election was free and fair? 
 
2. How much importance do politicians attach to 
demands presented by, for example, local organizations 
and groups of people? 
 
3. During the past year, have you been incorrectly or 
unfairly treated by any central, regional or local 
government authorities? 
How great is your personal trust in the following 
institutions: 
- Prime Minister (Government) 
- The Courts 
- The Parliament 
- The President 

Expression of consent; Political 
System Support 

1. Is voting in general elections an effective way to 
influence decisions in society? 
 
2. Is working in political parties an effective way to 
influence decisions in society? 
 
3. Are you a supporter of a political party? 
 
4. Have you participated in a demonstration in the last 5 
years? 
 
5. Have you ever contacted a politician to bring about 
improvements in the society? 
 
6. Have you ever contacted of a local/central 
government to bring about improvements in the 
society? 
 
7.Have you ever worked for a political party to bring 
about improvements in the society? 
 
8. Do you think that voting in general elections belongs 
to the duties of a good citizen?  
9. How well does the current government perform in 
comparison with the former communist one? 
 
10. How well will the government perform in 5 years 
from now? 
 

 

There is an important detail which needs to be reiterated concerning the survey 

questions above. They all constitute a traditional way of appreciating political legitimacy, 

that is, trust towards the constitutional order of the state and its institutions. The 
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questions, each in its own way, give the respondent the opportunity to express faith in the 

officially sanctioned channels of political influence and the state organs, which support 

them. With only a few exceptions, the survey questions are related to the democratic 

input side of the political system, with the bureaucratic output side being largely left out. 

Let us bear this in mind. Later on, in Chapter 11, we will argue that this traditional way 

of appreciating state legitimacy, by registering ostensible trust towards its democratic 

underpinnings, may have its downsides. While giving us valuable information about the 

sentiments towards the vital, democratic organs of the state; it may fail to detect trust 

towards more apolitical state organs, which nevertheless play an important role in the life 

of citizens, and often determine how the latter conceive of the entire role of the state in 

solving societal problems.  

The task of separating respondents with low ostensible trust towards the state from 

those indicating high trust towards it, will be undertaken in Chapters 9 and 10; there, we 

will also carry out the main analytical job, the one of detecting possible correlation 

between ostensible state trust (which the survey questions in table 7.1 are designed to 

detect) and support for state intervention in two policy areas. Before then, in the next 

chapter, we will take a closer look at the issue of popular support for state intervention in 

its own right.  
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CHAPTER 8: SUPPORT FOR STATE REGULATION IN THE BALTIC 
STATES AND POLAND 
 

8.1 Introduction 

 
The present chapter is dedicated to specific examination of support for state 

intervention in the four investigated countries: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. In 

other words, at this stage we are not interested in answering the main research question of 

this study, that is, whether support for state intervention correlates with expressed state 

trust or political system support. Instead, the focus here is on reviewing the obtained data, 

to attain information about the extent of support in absolute terms. There are two main 

reasons for undertaking this exercise here.  

 The first reason has to do with the wider context in which support for state regulation 

can be considered. An assumption we make in this study is that the choice of state 

regulation over other strategies in dealing with environmental issues and excessive 

alcohol consumption is indicative of the public view concerning the extent of the 

legitimate domain of state action. In fact, later on, it will be argued that the extent of this 

legitimate domain may be seen as indicative of state trust in general (see Chapters 2 and 

11 for a further discussion on this subject). The issue of support for state intervention is 

thus significant enough to be treated in its own right. Since the empirical material for this 

study consists of data from two surveys, carried out in 1999 and 2001, the data obtained 

may enable us to trace changes in support for state intervention that occurred during the 

course of the two years that had passed between the surveys.  

This leads us to the second purpose of this chapter. Since we assume that support for 

state intervention may be an expression of state trust (and state legitimacy), it would then 

be interesting to put figures showing the amount of support in the four Eastern European 

countries into a wider perspective. In particular, it would be instructive to know if (and 

how much) these countries differ concerning this particular issue from countries with a 

longer history of democratic government. As distrust towards the state is widely believed 

to be rampant newly established democratic systems, the expected result might show 
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higher rates of support for state intervention in Western, than in Eastern Europe. But must 

it necessarily be so? As we have access to data concerning support for state regulation of 

environmental protection in Denmark, Iceland and Sweden, we will use them to make 

comparisons with those from the three Baltic States; in this way, we will be able to verify 

our initial assumptions concerning differences between the two groups of countries. 

As will be shown in the next section, due to some ambiguity in the structure of the 

survey questions, classification of the respondents into regulation supporters and 

regulation skeptics was not as straightforward as it might seem. In order to interpret the 

results correctly, we will now take a closer look at the way the survey questions have 

been constructed and at the interpretation dilemmas that it posed. It will necessarily 

involve a methodological discussion; a reader not interested in these deliberations is well 

advised to skip the following section and get over to section 8.3, where we discuss the 

results. 

 

8.2 Measuring support for state regulation and the question 
of dichotomization.  
 

In Chapter 2 we introduced the survey questions dealing with the state of public opinion 

on the issue of state intervention in two policy areas. One of them, concerned with 

support for state intervention to curb excessive alcohol consumption, was pretty 

unproblematic; it was only used in the 2001-year survey and its 4 degree coding scheme 

presented little challenge in terms of dichotomization. When it comes to the second 

question, the one concerning support for state intervention, the situation is different; 

slightly different coding schemes were applied in 1999- and 2001-year surveys. The 

1999-year survey used a 10-degree scale, where “1” indicated highest support for the 

view that using state regulations was “most important for solving our environmental 

problems”; “10” on that scale indicated that the respondent fully agreed with the 

statement that “voluntary activities by engaged citizens and organizations” were most 

important as a solution for environmental problems. In 2001-year survey on the other 

hand, the same question offered only two fixed answers: the respondents were allowed to 

indicate their preference either for “government regulations” or “voluntary activities by 
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engaged citizens and organizations”. For a summary of the coding schemes, refer to 

Tables 9.7a and 9.7b on page 112. The obvious problem arising as a consequence of the 

coding differences is that it makes meaningful comparisons between the survey results 

much harder to make. In order to make such comparisons, we have to find a common 

denominator between the two scales, which in this case means transforming the 10-

degree scale used in the 1999-year survey into a 2-degree one, where only clear 

statements of preference for any of the two options are registered. While this operation 

will result in an obvious information loss in the 1999-year part of the study, the resulting 

structure would be a uniform one for both surveys. How then should we go about 

transforming the 10-degree scale into a 2-degree one?  

On the one hand, dichotomization of the 10-degree scale into a 2-degree one could 

seem quite straightforward. Neither of the two scales leave the respondents any option to 

indicate lack of firm opinion; the 2 degree scale contains just two possible answers and 

allows the respondents either pick up state regulation or voluntary measures as the 

favorite method of policy implementation; the 10-degree scale should work in the same 

way, as it lacks a middle point, forcing the respondent to lean towards any of the two 

options. Here however, some caution needs to be exercised. Even though the 10-degree 

scale lacks a middle point in the mathematical sense, some points near the center of the 

scale could be perceived as such by the respondents. A quick look at table 8.1 confirms 

that suspicion: there is a local peak near the point “5” and, to a lesser degree, the point 

“6” in all the three countries. This shows that the two ways of constructing the survey 

question do not work in the same way. While the 1999-year survey question did not offer 

a middle point, points “5” and to a lesser degree “6” were in fact designated as such by 

the respondents. For this reason, it would not be correct to draw the division line right 

through the middle of the 10-degree scale. As these points happen to divide the scale into 

two parts of equal size, a good way to dichotomize it would be to exclude these two 

points from further analysis and recode the remaining points to indicate either support for 

state regulation or support for voluntary measures. This is the way in which we will 

dichotomize the 10-degree scale here.
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Table 8.1  Support for government regulations within the area of environmental protection in the 
Baltic countries (1999 year Baltic survey). Percentage of respondents choosing values on the 10 degree 
scale. 
 Government regulations    <----------->          Engaged Citizen 

Country 1 (%) 2(%) 3(%) 4(%) 5(%) 6(%) 7(%) 8(%) 9(%) 10(%) 
Estonia 11,2 4,2 6,6 4,7 21,9 11,1 7,3 12,5 7,1 13,4 

Latvia 15,4 7,7 7,0 4,7 22,4 9,8 5,6 9,2 6,5 8,9 

Lithuania 4,3 2,4 2,2 2,4 12,9 10,3 5,3 9,8 12,3 23,2 
The question reads: Which do you consider most important for solving our environmental problems: 
government regulations or voluntary activities by engaged citizens 
 

 

8.3 Support for state-enforced environmental regulation in 
the Baltic States: A cross-survey comparison. 
 

Tables 8.2 show the results of the 1999-year survey concerning the key survey question 

about support for state environmental regulation.  

 
Table 8.2 Support for state regulation within the area of environmental protection in the three 
Baltic countries. Data Source: Baltic survey 1999. Percentages of respondents (absolute 
numbers in brackets).  
Country: Estonia % Latvia% Lithuania % 

Environmental Protection 

measures enforced by: 

   

State regulations 39.9 
(272) 

53.5 
(388) 

43.3 
(296) 

Voluntary Activities 60.1 
(409) 

46.5 
(337) 

56.7 
(387) 

Total% 100.0 
(681) 

100.0 
(725) 

100.0 
(683) 

The question reads: Which do you consider most important for solving our environmental problems: 
government regulations or voluntary activities by engaged citizens? The original 10-degree scale has 
been re-coded in the following way: 1-4=State Regulations”; 7-10 = “Voluntary Activities” 
 

A quick glance at the Tables 8.2 reveals a rather consistent picture: the respondents in 

two of the three investigated countries represent the view that voluntary actions by 

individuals and organizations are more important for saving the environment than state 

regulations. In the case of Estonia and Lithuania, the proponents of voluntary action far 
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outnumber the opponents; the difference between the two groups exceeds 10 percent. In 

Latvia, the proponents of state regulation dominate, but only by a relatively small margin. 

We could therefore conclude that judging from the 1999 survey results, the proponents of 

voluntary actions to protect the environment constituted a large share of the respondents 

in all the investigated countries. This result stays unchanged regardless of which criteria 

we would choose to split the 10-degree scale in two; splitting it in the middle, by merging 

points 1-5 and 6-10 would yield similar results, as would delimiting a larger middle zone 

(see Table 8.1).  

 

After this review of the 1999-year survey results, let us now turn to the 2001-year figures. 

Table 8.3 shows the results from the three Baltic States.  

 
Table 8.3 Support for state regulation within the area of environmental protection in the three 
Baltic countries. Source: Baltic and Polish surveys 2001. Percentages of respondents (total numbers 
in brackets) 
Country Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

Environmental Protection 
measures enforced by: 

    

State regulations: 71.5 
(709) 

63.1 
(627) 

57.8 
(479) 

73.9 
(667) 

Voluntary Activities: 28.5 
(282) 

36.9 
(366) 

42.2 
(350) 

26.1 
(236) 

Total: 100 

(991) 

100 

(993) 

100 

(829) 

100 

(903) 

The question reads: Which do you consider most important for solving our environmental problems: 
government regulations or voluntary activities by engaged citizens? A 2-degree scale has been used: “1” 
meaning “state regulations” and “2” meaning “engaged citizen”. 
 

New for this survey was the inclusion of Poland and Table 8.3 also contains results from 

that country.  The results show very clearly that a vast majority of respondents preferred 

to see the state as the primary actor responsible for carrying out environmental work. 

State supporters dominate over supporters of free initiatives by on average 33.1 percent; 

the dominance is biggest in Poland (47.8%) and smallest in Lithuania (15.6%).  

So, what can be said about the changes, which had taken place between 1999 and 

2001, that is during the two years separating the two surveys? When comparing the 

results of the two surveys we must of course bear in mind the crucial difference in the 

way the survey question has been constructed in the two surveys. As has already been 
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elaborated, the 1999-year version of the question included a 10-degree scale on which the 

respondents were able to indicate their preferences, including lack of firm opinion. In the 

2001-year survey, there were just two options: “state regulation” or “free initiatives”; an 

option for indicating uncertainty of opinion was missing. Thus, when comparing the 

survey results we should proceed with caution. Caution is especially recommended when 

judging the extent of changes; since we cannot be sure how the respondents would have 

“voted” if they had been given a possibility to express lack of opinion, we cannot really 

be sure what percent of them indicated a firm view.  

We can however be fairly confident concerning the direction of changes which had 

taken place. Whereas is in 1999 there was a majority in favor of free initiatives rather 

than state regulations in two of the three investigated countries (and this result remained 

unchanged no matter what size of the “undecided” zone that was imposed), in 2001 there 

was a consistent majority in favor of state-managed environmental reforms in all the 

investigated countries. Increased support for the state an agent of environmental reform 

could perhaps indicate increased trust in the state in general, but to verify that finding, we 

would need to see a similar tendency for other indicators, which will be a part of our 

investigation in the coming chapters.  

 

8. 4 Support for state environmental regulation: 
Comparison with the Nordic survey 
 

After briefly reviewing the results of the two Baltic surveys on the question of support 

for state environmental regulation it is now time to put these figures into perspective. 

Since the main purpose of the investigation undertaken in this dissertation is tracing 

correlations between public support for the state as a regulator and explicit trust towards 

state political institutions, the implicit hypothesis underlying much of the analytic work is 

that support for regulation may be seen as an expression of state trust. Since the three 

Baltic States were considered in 1999 and 2001 newly-established democracies, where 

the explicit trust in state political institutions was widely believed to be low, support for 

state intervention could be assumed to follow suit and be relatively low as well. In this 

light, it would be instructive to see whether results from a similar survey, carried out in 
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countries with well-established democratic systems, would differ significantly from 

Baltic ones.   

A question much similar to our question with regards to the proper way of carrying out 

environmental protection work has been asked in a survey conducted in 1999 in three 

Nordic countries of Iceland, Denmark and Sweden. Unlike in our surveys, the Nordic 

respondents were asked to indicate their preferences on a 5-degree scale, where “1” was 

an expression of full support for state environmental regulation and “5” meant support for 

voluntary actions. There was thus a clear middle point, which in the questionnaire was 

labeled “unsure/do not know”. Table 8.4 summarizes the survey results. 

 
  
 

Table 8.4 Support for state regulation within the area of environmental protection in three 
Nordic countries. Source: Nordic Survey 1999. Percentages of respondents (total numbers in 
brackets). 

Country Iceland  
 

Denmark  Sweden  

Environmental Protection measures 
enforced by: 

   

State regulations 29,1 
(277) 

39,6 
(335) 

27,4 
(260) 

Voluntary Activities 70,9 
 (674) 

60,4 
(510) 

72,6 
(688) 

Total% 100 
(951) 

100 
(845) 

100 
(948) 

Note: The survey question reads: Which do you consider most important for solving our 
environmental problems: government regulations or voluntary activities by engaged citizens? The 
original 5-degree scale has been re-coded in the following way: 1-2=State Regulations”; 
3=”Undecided/unsure” (excluded); 4-5 = “Voluntary Activities” 
 
 

Results from the three Nordic countries are consistent across the board and show a 

massive popular preference for voluntary activities as the proper way of carrying out 

environmental work, rather than state intervention. In two countries, Iceland and Sweden, 

the regulation supporters are outnumbered by supporters of voluntary activities by more 

than 33 percent. The difference between the two groups is thus larger than in any of the 

Baltic countries we were looking at earlier16. Moreover, the fact that voluntary measures 

are much more popular here than state regulations is a surprising result, given the fact 

                                                
16 Since the Nordic survey question included a possibility to indicate lack of opinion, meaningful 
comparisons can only be made with the 1999 year Baltic survey results. See Table 8.2 
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that these three countries constitute established democracies, in contrast to the three 

Baltic countries, which by 1999 and 2001 could be classified as democracies in 

transition.17 In Chapter 2 we discussed the consequences of the way the survey question 

concerning support for state intervention to protect the environment has been formulated, 

concluding that answers given to it leave some room for interpretation. Thus, while a vote 

for free initiatives may be an expression of distrust towards the state and its ability to 

manage environmental protection, it may also be a statement that free initiatives are more 

important for saving the environment, without calling into question the vital role of state 

institutions. Such an explanation seems plausible given the high rates of environmental 

concern in all the Nordic countries by the late 1990s and early 2000s (Arnason 2005). 

Caution is thus in order while drawing conclusions. Still, it seems rather unlikely that 

such a massive support for voluntary measures, rather than state action, is not, to some 

degree, related to popular disbelief in the state’s ability to carry out its functions as a 

regulator. It is an interesting and intriguing result, and it signals that any relationship 

between explicit trust towards state political institutions and support for state action in 

specific policy areas may not be a straightforward one. We will investigate this 

relationship further in the coming chapters. 

                                                
17Even though popular trust towards political institutions and politicians appeared to be declining in some 
Nordic countries, by early 1990s its rates were still substantially higher in these countries than in the Baltic 
states and Poland. See Pippa 1999. 
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8.5 Support for state regulation of alcohol consumption 

 
The results, summarized in Table 8.5, look mostly consistent across all the investigated 

countries. A substantial majority of respondents in all the Baltic States and in Poland 

expressed firm opinion, that curbing excessive alcohol consumption belonged indeed to 

the duties of the state. 

 
Table 8.5 Support for state regulation of alcohol consumption in the three Baltic States and Poland. 
Source: Baltic and Polish surveys 2001. Percentages of respondents (total numbers in brackets). 
Country Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

Do you agree that “the 
government has a 
responsibility to keep 
alcohol consumption 
down”? 

   

 

Yes 65.9 
(681) 

76.0 
(792) 

61.3 
(589) 

63.0 
(664) 

No 34.1 
(352) 

24.0 
(250) 

38.7 
(372) 

37.0 
(390) 

Total: 100 

(1033) 

100 

(1042) 

100 

(961) 

100 

(1054) 

The question reads: Do you agree with the following statement: “The government has a responsibility to 
keep alcohol consumption down”? There were four possible (fixed) answers: “1”=”strongly agree”; 
“2”=”somewhat agree”; “3”=”somewhat disagree”; “4”=”strongly disagree”. Here, we recoded the 
answers in the following way: 1 through 2= “Yes”; 3 through 4 = “No”. 
  

The results are similar to those concerning support for state environmental regulation, 

collected in this same survey. Interestingly, Latvia, which was the only country with a 

consistent majority in favor of state environmental regulation in the two surveys, had also 

the highest proportion of respondents in favor of state regulation of alcohol consumption 

(see Table 8.5). Overall, the results of the alcohol survey question seem to confirm our 

previous findings and suggest that support for state action in the Baltic States was not 

limited to environmental issues.  

 

Table 8.5 above shows the survey results in a simplified form. The question 

concerning opinion on state regulation of alcohol consumption was actually coded in a 

way which allowed the respondents to indicate whether the view they held on the issue 
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was more or less firm. While our primary interest in this section is the mere stance for or 

against state intervention, it could nevertheless be instructive to see how intense public 

feelings on this particular issue were; strong views in favor of state action could be 

interpreted as a sign of state trust, and vice-versa. Table 8.6 shows detailed distribution of 

respondents holding strong and weak views on the issue of state alcohol regulation.  

 
Table 8.6 Support for state regulation of alcohol consumption in the three Baltic States and Poland. 
Source: Baltic and Polish surveys 2001. Percentages of respondents (total numbers in brackets). 
Country Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

Do you agree that “the 
government has a 
responsibility to keep 
alcohol consumption 
down”? 

    

Strongly agree: 33.4 
(345) 

43.5 
(453) 

22.1 
(212) 

32.7 
(345) 

Somewhat agree: 32.5 
(336) 

32.5 
(339) 

39.2 
(377) 

30.3 
(319) 

Somewhat disagree 24.2 
(250) 

18.2 
(190) 

30.1 
(289) 

14.5 
(153) 

Strongly disagree 9.9 
(102) 

5.8 
(60) 

8.6 
(83) 

22.5 
(237) 

Total: 100 

(1033) 

100 

(1042) 

100 

(961) 

100 

(1054) 

The question reads: Do you agree with the following statement: “The government has a responsibility to 
keep alcohol consumption down”?  
 

Table 8.6 shows an interesting fact, which further strengthens our previous findings: 

not only does support for state action gather a majority of respondents in all the 

investigated countries, but the majority also seems decisive. In all countries but one 

(Lithuania), those who strongly agreed with the statement about the duty of the state to 

curb excessive alcohol consumption, constituted a majority, even though the share of 

respondents who only partly subscribed to this point of view was just slightly smaller. At 

the other end of the scale, those who strongly disagreed with the statement comprised a 

minority; in the three Baltic countries the share of these respondents never exceeded 10 

percent. The only exception here was Poland, where the share of persons strongly 

disagreeing with the statement amounted to 22.5 percent. 
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8.6 Support for state regulation in the Baltic States and 
Poland: Summary   
 
Let us summarize the results of the present chapter.  
 

We have reviewed the results of the two Baltic surveys (carried out1999 and 2001), as 

well as of the Polish one (from 2001). We have found that support for state 

environmental regulation was substantial in all the investigated countries and we could 

see that it became stronger in the Baltic States over the course of two years between 1999 

and 2001. By 2001, supporters of state-managed environmental reform constituted a 

majority of respondents in all the four countries. Could we conclude on the basis of this 

finding that state institutions in the three Baltic countries show signs of consolidation? 

Although such an interpretation would be conceivable, it becomes less obvious in light of 

the second finding. Contrary to our initial expectation, support for state-enforced 

environmental regulation measures was weaker in 1999 in three northwestern European 

countries (Denmark, Iceland and Sweden) than in the three Baltic countries. As the three 

Nordic countries can be viewed as established democracies, characterized by relatively 

high popular trust towards the state, choosing voluntary measures rather than state 

regulation by the citizens of these countries must be viewed as a remarkable result. 

However, as has been pointed out earlier, caution is necessary when drawing conclusions 

on the basis of this finding; while choosing voluntary measures as the proper way of 

carrying out environmental work may well mean distrust towards the state, it may also be 

an expression of opinion that voluntary measures are a more vital way of doing so 

without questioning the key role of the state in this process. Similar caution is of course 

needed when interpreting the Baltic results. Here however, we did not just measure the 

amount of support for the state as a regulator at a given point in time, but also detected a 

change of public opinion over the course of two years between 1999 and 2001. The 

change of public opinion was in favor of state regulation, giving us firm evidence that 

state intervention had in fact become more desirable there over the course of two years 

between 1999 and 2001. The evidence of substantial support for state action comes also 

from the results of the survey part related to regulation of alcohol consumption. A 
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substantial majority in all the Baltic countries (and Poland) expressed the opinion that 

curbing excessive alcohol consumption belongs to the duties of the state. Thus, while the 

results of the Nordic survey may be seen as inconclusive, the figures from the two Baltic 

surveys appear to show strong, and growing support for state intervention. The results of 

the Nordic survey are still valuable however, as they appear to show that the amount of 

support for state intervention is not necessarily greater in old democracies than in newly 

established ones.  

Measuring support for state intervention per se, however valuable it may be for 

judging the strength of state institutions in the four Eastern European countries, is not the 

main purpose of the present study; its main rationale is rather detecting correlation on the 

individual level between that support and explicit trust towards state political institutions 

and the political system. This task will be undertaken in the next two chapters.  
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CHAPTER 9: TRUST IN STATE INSTITUTIONS AND SUPPORT FOR 
STATE REGULATION. 
9.1 Introduction 
 

In Chapter 7 we presented two sets of questions, by which the concept of state 

legitimacy is being operationalized in this work. In this chapter we focus on the first set, 

entitled “Trust in state institutions”. The classification into different groups (sets) of 

questions is not a straightforward business and could, of course, have been done in 

several ways. As the label suggests, the main reason for grouping the survey questions 

into the current set was that they all more or less touch upon the issue of trust towards 

institutions, as well as persons who embody them. By contrast, the next set of questions 

will be dealing more explicitly with people’s willingness to use the official, established 

channels of influencing the political process, thus legitimizing the system of government. 

One could, of course, argue that even the current set of questions concerns this same 

problem. After all, if somebody believes that the last general election was “free and fair”, 

it is reasonable to assume, that the same person will be willing to use the ballot box to 

influence the political decision making. It is a justified objection and it underscores even 

more the fact that the categorization is slightly arbitrary and only done for analytical 

purposes. Ultimately, all of the questions and categories are concerned with people’s trust 

in the current system of government, the institutions which embody them and, as a result, 

their willingness to pursue their political goals through the officially sanctioned channels 

of influence.  

   After briefly reviewing the results on state trust per se, we will attempt to find out if 

these direct expressions of trust (or distrust) towards state institutions are correlated with 

support for state regulation. For this purpose, statistical (Pearson) correlation analysis 

will be used, as well as cross-tabulations.  

9.2 Trust in state institutions: An overview 

 
As some of the questions are dichotomous, all the survey questions where the interviewed 

person was asked to indicate his/her opinion on a 10- or 11-point scale have been 
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dichotomized. The respondents have been categorized into either “high”- or “low”-

scoring categories, meaning that they either had “low” or “high” trust towards the state 

institutions which interest us here. Only the high-scoring category is presented in Tables 

9.1 and 9.2. Even though the process of “dichotomization” implies some information 

loss, we capture the opportunity to better compare the results with each other. What 

method of dichotomization has been used? For the reasons explained in the previous 

chapter, the most optimal method of carrying out dichotomization of the 1999-year 

survey data appeared to be by excluding values “5” and “6” on the 10 degree scale from 

further analysis and treating them as the dividing middle point. Answers scoring 1 

through 4 have thus been classified as “low-scoring”, and those scoring 7 through 10 as 

“high-scoring”. As for the second survey of 2001, an 11-degree scale was used, which 

made it convenient to use the score “5” as the dividing middle point and exclude it from 

further analysis. Values 0 through 4 are recoded into “1”, meaning “Low Score”; values 6 

through 10 have been recoded into “2”, meaning “High Score”.18 The results from each 

of the survey questions are summarized in Tables 9.1 and 9.2, every figure representing 

the percentage of respondents scoring “high” on trust towards the state institutions as 

specified by the different questions. If a survey question was not originally coded using a 

10-degree scale (11-degree in 2001-year survey), there is information inside the table 

explaining which answers have been classified as “high-scoring” ones.   

   For the sake of making comparisons, the questions concerning support for state 

regulation have also been included into the summary tables. In this case, answers in favor 

of state intervention have been classified as an indication of trust towards the state; the 

respondents who supported state intervention have thus been classified as high-scorers.  

 

                                                
18Unless specified otherwise, all the survey questions using the 10- or 11-degree scale have been coded in a 
way where higher scores indicate higher trust towards the state and vice versa. 
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Table 9.1 Trust state institutions in the three Baltic countries, 1999 year survey. Each figure represents the percentage of 
respondents scoring “high”, indicating (directly or indirectly) trust towards the state. 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
Which do you think is more important for 
solving our environmental problems, state 
regulations or voluntary actions of engaged 
citizens and organizations? (The question was 
coded as a 10-degree scale, “1”meaning “state 
regulation” and “10” meaning voluntary 
activities. High-scoring respondents were those 
who indicated values 1 through 4 on the scale) 

39,9 53,5 43,3 

Trust in Election Fairness 78,1 79,6 74,8 
How easy is it for ordinary people to present their 
views to politicians? 

14,9 10,3 9,1 

How easy is it to get redress if you are treated 
improperly by a public authority.  

15,7 4,7 5,3 

How attentive are politicians to ordinary people’s 
views? 

13,0 7,9 10,6 

Have you been incorrectly treated by public 
authority? 

88,6 (“no”-answers) 86,6 (“no”-answers) 81,2 (“no”-answers) 

Trust towards president 82,5 53,4 89,0 
Trust towards Prime Minister 54,0 26,0 55,8 
Trust towards Parliament 36,6 20,3 16,1 
Trust towards courts 50,2 35,5 21,1 

 
 

Table 9.2 Trust state institutions in the three Baltic countries, 2001 year survey. Each figure represents the percentage of 
respondents scoring “high”, indicating (directly or indirectly) trust towards the state. 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
Which do you think is more important 
for solving our environmental 
problems, state regulations or 
voluntary actions of engaged citizens 
and organizations? 
(Two choices were given: “1”- “state 
regulation” and “2”-“voluntary 
actions”. Respondents choosing “1” 
were classified as “high-scoring”. 

71,5 63,1 57,8 73,9 

Do you think that it is the 
responsibility of the state to keep the 
alcohol consumption down? 

65,9 
(“yes”-answers) 

76,0 
(“yes”-answers) 

61,3 
(“yes”-answers) 

63,0 
(“yes”-answers) 

Trust in Election Fairness 77,8 85,9 76,5 89,9 
How easy is it for ordinary people to 
present their views to politicians? 

8,1 13,4 10,2 10,1 

How easy is it to get redress if you are 
treated improperly by a public 
authority.  

5,8 3,2 4,8 6,0 

How attentive are politicians to 
ordinary people’s views? 

5,0 4,6 5,1 6,5 

To what extent do you think public 
officials can be trusted? 

20,4 14,4 9,6 13,5 

To what extent do you think politicians 
can be trusted? 

8,3 6,2 5,7 8,6 

Have you been incorrectly treated by 
public authority? 

82,2  
(“no”-answers) 

84,8  
(“no”-answers) 

77,0  
(“no”-answers) 

85,6  
(“no”-answers) 

Trust towards president 77,6 78,3 59,2 68,2 
Trust towards Prime Minister 36,0 32,9 28,5 36,1 
Trust towards Parliament 31,5 24,9 19,9 31,0 
Trust towards courts 66,3 50,1 33,8 57,8 

 
A first glance at Tables 9.1 and 9.2 reveals some interesting and surprising facts. In all 

the three Baltic countries and in Poland a great majority of respondents lean towards the 
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view that the last general elections were free and fair. Around 80 percent of respondents 

in all the investigated countries express thus overwhelming confidence in the fairness of 

the electoral systems. Another interesting fact is the high percentage of respondents who 

lack negative experiences in dealing with public authorities. Here too, over 80 percent of 

respondents in all but one of the investigated countries, give (from the state legitimacy’s 

point of view) a positive response. Without drawing too far-reaching conclusions from 

the above-mentioned, we could safely say, that the gloomy picture of state trust in the 

former Eastern Europe may actually contain some “brighter” spots. Since daily meetings 

with state institutions, whether it is the police, or a clerk at the tax office, are vital in 

forming out perception of public institutions, lack of negative experiences in dealing with 

those could have far reaching consequences for the willingness to grant the state the role 

of a regulator (see discussion in Chapter 2 and Chapter 5). The remaining indicators 

convey a less optimistic picture, however. A great majority of respondents do not believe 

in a possibility of getting redress if treated badly by a public authority (even though a 

great majority did not experience poor treatment from these in the past year). When asked 

about the general possibilities of making one’s voice heard in political matters, and 

whether politicians in general listen to ordinary people’s views, the percentage of those 

scoring “high” ranges from 4,6 to 21,1 percent. As for the trust in specific institutions, the 

president has by far the highest percentage of high scores; the lowest percentage of high 

scores goes to the parliament. Although unrelated to the actual subject matter of this 

study, one observation that could be made about the popularity of the three political 

institutions reviewed here (i e the president, the government and the parliament) is that 

the percentage of high-scoring respondents comes in a descending order: president 

obtaining the highest percentage, followed by the prime minister (or government) with 

the parliament being the least trusted institution. It is as if institutional trust was heavily 

dependent on how personal (not collective) an institution was. A reminder of the 

totalitarian past?  

   Another stable feature, present in both the 1999- and the 2001-year results (already 

commented on in the previous chapter), is the high percentage of respondents supporting 

state regulation. In the 1999-year survey, the data concerns environmental regulation 

only; in the second, 2001-year survey state regulation of alcohol consumption was also 
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included. High support for state regulation of alcohol consumption in the 2001-year 

survey can be seen as an indication, that protection of the environment is not the only 

issue in which the respondents would like to see more state intervention. It is also 

interesting to note that support for state environmental regulation has grown substantially 

over the two-year period between the two surveys. While in 1999 the support averaged 

39,2 percent, in 2001 the corresponding mean value is 66.5 percent.19 As we have no data 

on support for state regulation of alcohol consumption from 1999, we are unable to say 

whether the amount of support has changed over the two years that passed between the 

two surveys. 

To summarize, in this part of our research, we have found mixed results concerning 

trust towards state institutions, surprisingly high on some indicators and very low on 

others. Support for state regulation, both concerning environmental protection and 

alcohol consumption is substantial and growing in one case. One important question 

remains: is it possible to see a coherence of views on the individual level? Is manifest 

trust (or distrust) towards institutions, per se, related to willingness to grant the state the 

mandate to act on the citizens’ behalf? This is the theme of the next section.

                                                
19The survey question dealing with support for the state as environmental regulator has been coded 
differently in 1999 and 2001-year surveys, which is why caution is in order when comparing their results 
with each other. See Chapter 8.  
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9.3 Institutional trust and support for state regulation: 
Correlation analysis. 
 

In the previous section we have introduced and discussed the set of survey questions 

that we used to obtain data on the issue of popular trust towards selected public 

institutions. We have also reviewed the results in their own right, looking at differences 

between countries as well as differences which had arisen in the time span between the 

two surveys. What follows now is the core subject matter of this chapter: exploring 

correlations between institutional trust and support for state intervention in the two policy 

areas. Correlation analysis involves a necessarily extensive and (it will be readily 

admitted) sometimes tedious methodological discussion and lengthy presentation of 

statistical data, the latter mostly in the form of tables. A thorough presentation of the 

statistical material and the methodology behind their analysis is a necessary stage in 

putting forward the evidence for the points being made here. It is, however, not necessary 

to read this part of the empirical chapter to follow the main argument; a reader who is not 

interested in the methodological issues, or the detailed presentation of the statistical 

results, is well advised to skip this part of the chapter and jump over to section 9.4, where 

the results are summarized. Should one choose to take the latter approach, the empirical 

elaboration could still serve as a reference.  

The exploration of possible correlations between state trust and support for state 

regulation will be carried out using Pearson correlation coefficient and cross tabulations. 

Tables 9.3 through 9.5 show the results of the former; Tables 9.8 through 9.16 the latter. 

We begin by looking at the results of Pearson Coefficient analysis. Before we discuss the 

actual results, a technical detail about the coding of the questions should be known.  

While all of the questions concerning support for state institutions per se have been coded 

in a way where a higher value on a scale corresponds to higher trust, this does not apply 

for the two questions about support for state regulation. Instead, the opposite is the case: 

the higher the value, the weaker support for state intervention can be assumed. In the 

1999 survey question about environmental regulation, the respondents were asked to 

choose a value on a 10-point scale, where the lowest value “1” meant “state regulation”, 
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and the highest value “10” meant “ voluntary activities by individuals and organizations. 

In the 2001-year survey, the same question has been transformed into a bipolar one, 

where value “1” meant “State Regulation” and value “2” meant “Voluntary activities by 

individuals and organizations”. As for the 2001-year survey question about alcohol 

regulation, the respondents were asked to choose one of four fixed alternative answers: 

“1. Totally agree”, “2. Rather agree”, “3. Rather disagree”, “4. Totally disagree”. So, 

even here the highest value indicates least support for state regulation.  

     

The important consequence of the coding issues just discussed is that if our initial 

hypothesis about a positive correlation between state trust and support for state regulation 

were to be confirmed, the correlation coefficients should assume negative values; 

ascending values on one variable should be matched by descending ones on the other 

one, and vice versa. Bearing this initial information in mind, let us now consider the 

results in the correlation tables.  
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Table 9.3 Correlation between support for state environmental regulation and state institutional trust. 
1999-year survey. Pearson correlation coefficient. 

Support for state environmental regulation  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania 

Perception of Election Fairness -0,088* -0,017 -0,005 
Perception of attentiveness of politicians to 
ordinary people’s views 

-0,060 -0,117** 0,111** 

Ability make once voice heard 0,002 0,025 0,073* 
Ability to get redress if maltreated by a public 
authority? 

0,024 0,034 0,141** 

Experience of poor treatment by a public 
authority 

0,007 0,013 0,010 

Trust towards the courts 0,060 0,033 0,045 
Trust towards the prime minister -0,083* 0,067* 0,038 
Trust towards the parliament -0,063 0,056 0,010 
Trust towards the president -0,085* 0,096** -0,022 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
 
 

Table 9.4 Correlation between support for state environmental and state institutional trust. 2001-year 
survey. Pearson correlation coefficient. 

Support for state environmental regulation  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

Perception of Election Fairness -0,005 -0,098** -0,057 -0,053 
Ability make once voice heard -0,040 0,015 -0,065* 0,011 
Ability to get redress if maltreated by a 
public authority? 

-0,014 -0,007 -0,074* 0,049 

Perception of attentiveness of politicians to 
ordinary people’s views 

0,052 -0,039 -0,035 0,028 

Trustworthiness of public officials -0,011 0,021 -0,064* -0,056 
Trustworthiness of politicians -0,009 -0,016 -0,062* -0,022 
Experience of poor treatment by a public 
authority 

0,059 -0,055 0,069* -0,062 

Trust towards the president 0,029 0,010 0,009 -0,030 
Trust towards the government 0,038 -0,022 0,015 -0,056 
Trust towards the parliament -0,014 -0,060 0,030 -0,050 
Trust towards the courts -0,014 0,020 0,019 0,023 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 9.5 Correlation between support for state alcohol regulation and state institutional trust. 2001-
year survey. Pearson correlation coefficient. 

Support for state alcohol regulation  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

Perception of Election Fairness -0.041 0.018 .221(**) 0.02 
Ability make once voice heard 0.053 .070(*) -0.017 0.04 
Ability to get redress if maltreated by a 
public authority? 0.03 0.046 -0.018 -0.037 
Perception of attentiveness of politicians to 
ordinary people’s views -0.026 0.032 -0.02 0.029 
Trustworthiness of public officials -.098(**) 0.012 -0.015 -0.003 
Trustworthiness of politicians -0.058 0.028 -0.006 -0.038 
Experience of poor treatment by a public 
authority -0.062 -.066(*) 0.057 -0.031 
Trust towards the president -0.059 -.087(**) -0.03 -0.02 
Trust towards the government -0.031 -0.019 -0.021 -.086(**) 
Trust towards the parliament 0.006 -0.017 0.016 -0.051 
Trust towards the courts -.074(*) -.104(**) 0.015 -.076(*) 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
 

Looking at the correlation tables, we first have to ask ourselves what kind of results 

would be convincing, concerning the expected connection between institutional trust and 

support for state regulation.  There is an important reason why we, in collecting the data, 

have chosen to look at four countries, as well as carrying out two rounds of surveys. The 

simple reason is that we would like to see if the results we obtain are consistent in a 

cross-country comparison, as well as over time. We look for consistencies to enhance our 

search for significant results, that is, tendencies and patters that are unlikely to be present 

by chance. This constitutes a vital and indispensible complement to the statistical test of 

significance, which is performed by calculating Pearson correlation coefficient. In other 

words – our search for significant correlation between popular trust towards state 

institutions and support for state intervention would be successful if we found a pattern of 

statistical correlation between these two categories of variables, which was persistent 

over time, or was present in most of the investigated countries, or both. Do we see such 

patterns in Tables 9.3 – 9.5? With one possible exception, the answer must be negative. 

The only possible exception is constituted by the correlation between popular trust 

towards the courts and support for state regulation of alcohol consumption (see Table 

9.5). We obtain statistically significant correlations in three of the four investigated 
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countries, which could be interpreted as a fairly strong indication of the expected 

tendency. Even though we are unable to confirm it in the results of the second survey (the 

question concerning support for state regulation of alcohol consumption was only present 

in the 2001 year survey), the result is still interesting and we should take a note of it. As 

for the other results, it is hard to find any convincing pattern. Although there are quite a 

few occurrences of significant negative correlations (and we are looking for correlations 

assuming negative values – see the comments at the beginning of this section), none of 

them is confirmed in the way just described. Based on these results, we therefore have to 

conclude that possible correlations between popular trust towards these selected state 

institutions and support for state regulation in the two policy areas is either weak or non-

existent.  

In the next section we will trace possible correlations further, by using cross tables. 
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Cross tabulations 
 

In order to explore possible links between trust in state institutions and support for 

state regulation using cross tabulations, the variables of the current set have been merged 

into several new, aggregated, dichotomous variables. If used in the right way, this 

aggregation procedure may help us to “extract” the “right” kind of individuals, in this 

case, the individuals whom we reasonably may expect to have a greater-than-average 

trust towards state institutions. By combining several variables into a dichotomized 

compound, there is a greater chance that the “extraction” is efficient. Once the 

aggregation and dichotomization are done we will investigate whether the high-scoring 

(high-trust) group differs substantially from the rest of the sample in its attitudes towards 

state regulation. Four aggregated variables have been constructed for the 1999 survey 

questions and five for the 2001 survey. The reason why we have an additional variable 

for 2001, is that several new questions had been added in that survey, some of which 

were well suited to be used in exploring relationships between institutional trust and 

support for the state as a regulator. These new questions were therefore included into the 

analysis. Other than that, conscious efforts have been made to keep the study of the 

results of the two surveys as uniform as possible. The exact way in which the questions 

have been aggregated is presented in Tables 9.6a and 9.6b 

 

    How to read the variable transformation tables 
 

The tables consist of three columns. The left column specifies the aggregated variables 

(indices) by their symbols (A, B, C, etc) and labels. The second, middle column shows 

the original survey questions, as well as their symbols (A1, B2, etc). It also tells which 

coding scheme has been used when processing answers to the questions. The third, right 

column shows, in a summary way, which conditions had to be fulfilled for the answers to 

be classified as either high- or low-scoring ones. The compound variable “Perception of 

responsiveness of institutions” (B) in Table 9.6a, for instance, taps information from two 

survey questions B1 and B2. In order to be classified as “high-scoring”, the respondent 
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had to state that according to his/her opinion, politicians were attentive, or very attentive 

to ordinary people’s views (“B1>6”), or (“OR”) that according his/her opinion, it was 

easy, or very easy for ordinary people to present their views to politicians (“B2>6”). In 

order to belong to the low-scoring category, the respondent had to state that he/she did 

not believe that politicians were attentive to ordinary people’s views (“B1<5”) and 

(“AND”) he or she had to express the view that it was rather hard for ordinary people to 

present their views to politicians (“B2< 5”).
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Table 9.6a Trust in State Institutions. Variable transformations, 1999-year survey: An overview. 
Dichotomous Aggregated 
Variable 

Original Variable(s) and coding 
methods 

Aggregation Method (Summary 
Expression) 

A: Election fairness A1: Do you believe that the last 
parliamentary election was free 
and fair? (Scale: “1”- 
“completely unfair; “10” – 
“completely fair”) 

 “2”= “High Score” : A1> 6. 
 
“1”= “Low Score” : A1<5. 
 

B: Perception of responsiveness 
of institutions 

B1: How attentive are politicians 
to ordinary people’s views? 
(Scale: “1”- “not attentive at all; 
“10” – “very attentive”) 
B2: How easy is it for ordinary 
people to present their views to 
politicians? (Scale: “1”- “very 
difficult; “10” – “very easy”) 

 
 “2”= “High Score” : IF B1 >6 OR 
 B2 >6 
 
“1”= “Low Score” : IF  B1 < 5 
 AND B2 < 5 

C: Fairness of institutions C1: How easy is it to get redress 
if you have been treated 
incorrectly by a public 
authority? (Scale: “1”- “very 
difficult; “10” – “very easy”)  
C2: Have you during the past 
year been treated incorrectly by 
a public authority? (“1” = 
“Yes”; “2”=”No”) 

 “2”= “High Score” : IF  C1 > 6 
 AND C2 = 2 
 
“1”= “Low Score” : IF  C1 < 5 OR 
 C2 = 1 
 

D: Trust in Institutions per se D1: How big is your personal 
trust towards the President? 
(Scale: “1” – “Have no trust at 
all”; “10” – “Have greatest 
trust”) 
D2: How big is your personal 
trust towards the Prime 
Minister? (Scale: “1” – “Have no 
trust at all”; “10” – “Have 
greatest trust”) 
D3: How big is your personal 
trust towards the Parliament? 
(Scale: “1” – “Have no trust at 
all”; “10” – “Have greatest 
trust”) 
D4: How big is your personal 
trust towards the courts? (Scale: 
“1” – “Have no trust at all”; “10” 
– “Have greatest trust”) 

 “2”= “High Score” : IF D1 > 6 
 AND  D2 > 6 AND D3  > 
6 AND D4 > 6 
 
“1”= “Low Score” : IF D1<5 OR 
 D2<5 OR D3<5 OR 
 D4<5 
 

 
    Why have the indices been constructed in the way shown in Tables 9.6a? and b? As 

stated earlier, the main intention behind the aggregation schemes was to effectively 

“extract” the individuals, of whom we could reasonably assume to have a higher-than-

average trust towards the state institutions. That is why the criteria for belonging to the 

“high score” group have been formulated in a rather stringent way. In variable D, for 
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example, in order to belong to the “high trust” category, an individual had to score “high” 

(that is, more than “5”) on each of the four questions dealing with trust towards 4 specific 

institutions of the state. In some cases however, this method turned out to be unfeasible, 

as the “high scoring” group, after the “stringent” filtering method had been applied, 

turned out to be too small (fewer than 10 individuals). In such cases, we used less 

stringent methods of delimiting the “high score” group (see variable “B”, “Perception of 

responsiveness of institutions”).  

 
 

Table 9.6b Trust in State Institutions. Variable transformations, 2001-year survey: An overview. 
Dichotomous Aggregated 
Variable 

Original Variable(s) and coding 
methods 

Aggregation Method (Summary 
Expression) 

A: Election fairness A1: Do you believe that the last 
parliamentary election was free and fair? 
(Scale: “1”- “completely unfair; “10” – 
“completely fair”) 

. 
“2”= “High Score” : A1 > 5 
“1”= “Low Score” : A1 < 5 

B: Perception of 
responsiveness of institutions 

B1: How attentive are politicians to 
ordinary people’s views? (Scale: “1”- “not 
attentive at all; “10” – “very attentive”) 
B2: How easy is it for ordinary people to 
present their views to politicians? (Scale: 
“1”- “very difficult; “10” – “very easy”) 

 “2”= “High Score” : IF B1 >5 OR 
 B2 >5 
“1”= “Low Score” : IF  B1 < 5 
 AND B2 < 5 
 

C: Fairness of institutions C1: How easy is it to get redress if you have 
been treated incorrectly by a public 
authority? (Scale: “1”- “very difficult; “10” 
– “very easy”)  
C2: Have you during the past year been 
treated incorrectly by a public authority? 
(“1” = “Yes”; “2”=”No”) 

“2”= “High Score” : IF  C1 > 5 
 AND C2 = 2 
“1”= “Low Score”:  IF  C1 < 5 OR 
 C2 = 1 
 

D: Trust in institutions per se D1: How big is your personal trust towards 
the President? (Scale: “1” – “Have no trust 
at all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 
D2: How big is your personal trust towards 
the Prime Minister? (Scale: “1” – “Have no 
trust at all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 
D3: How big is your personal trust towards 
the Parliament? (Scale: “1” – “Have no 
trust at all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 
D4: How big is your personal trust towards 
the courts? (Scale: “1” – “Have no trust at 
all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 

 “2”= “High Score”: IF D1 > 5 AND 
 D2 > 5 AND D3 > 5 AND 
 D4 > 5 
 
“1”= “Low Score”: IF D1<5 OR 
 D2<5 OR D3<5 OR 
 D4<5 
 

E: Trust in politicians and 
public officials 

E1: To what extent do you think that public 
officials can be trusted? (Scale: “1” – “Have 
no trust at all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 
E2: To what extent do you think that public 
officials can be trusted? (Scale: “1” – “Have 
no trust at all”; “10” – “Have greatest trust”) 

 “2”= “High Score”: IF E1 > 5 AND 
 E2 > 5 
“1”= “Low Score” : IF E1 < 5 OR E2 
<  5 
 

 
 
In order to make the cross-table analysis of possible correlations between state trust and 
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support for state regulation as clear and straightforward as possible, also the two 

variables dealing with state regulation have been dichotomized (the chosen method of 

dichotomization is summarized in Tables 9.7a and 9.7b). 

 
Table 9.7a Support for state regulation. Variable transformation: An Overview. 1999-year survey. 
State Regulation 
(Transformed 
Dichotomous 
Variable) 

Original Variables and coding Re-coding scheme 

Environment Which do you consider most 
important for solving our 
environmental problems, 
government regulations or 
voluntary activities by 
individuals and organisations? 
(Scale: ”1” – State Regulation; 
”10” – Voluntary Activities.) 

“1” = “I consider state  
environmental regulation  
most important”: ”1” through ”4” 
 
“2”= “I consider voluntary  
activities  most important”: ”7” through ”10” 
 
Values ”5-6” have  
been excluded from  
further analysis. 

 
Table 9.7b Support for state regulation. Variable transformation: An Overview. 2001-year survey. 
State Regulation 
(Transformed 
Dichotomous 
Variable) 

Original Variables and coding Re-coding scheme 

Environment Which do you consider most 
important for solving our 
environmental problems, 
government regulations or 
voluntary activities by 
individuals and organizations? 
(Two options: ”1” – “State 
Regulation”; ”2” – “Voluntary 
Activities”.) 

No re-coding necessary 
 
 

Alcohol 
consumption 

Do you agree with the following 
statement: The Government has a 
responsibility to keep alcohol 
consumption down? (”1” – 
”Completely agree”; ”2” -  
”Some-what agree”; ”3” – 
”Somewhat disagree”; ”4”- 
”Strongly disagree”) 

“1”= “In favour of state regulation”:  ”1” 
through ”2” 
 
 “2”=”Against state 
regulation”: ”3” through ”4” 

 

 
 

   After these initial remarks, let us analyze the results. We begin with the 1999-year 

survey. 
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CROSS TABLE ANALYSIS: 1999-YEAR SURVEY 
 

    The analysis of the following cross tables will be carried out along two lines.  

Firstly, we would like to know whether the high- and low-scoring groups on the 

independent variable (institutional trust) significantly differ from each other. By 

significant difference we, of course, do not mean a test of significance in the strict sense, 

but rather, that the difference in distributions between the high- and low-scoring groups 

along the dependent variable (support for government environmental regulation) achieves 

a certain minimum value. The minimum amount of difference is commonly set to 15, and 

this rule will also be followed here. Differences smaller than 15 are generally considered 

incidental (Aronsson 1999, p.152). 

Secondly, we will try to determine whether the differences between the high- and low-

scoring groups support the initial hypothesis. Our initial hypothesis was that the high-

scoring group was likely to be more favorable towards state environmental regulation and 

so, we would expect the percentage of respondents who emphasize the importance of 

state regulation to be higher in this group than in the low-scoring one. Let us look at the 

cross tables one by one
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1) Trust in election fairness 
 

Table 9.8 Cross Tabulation: Trust in election fairness and support for state environmental 
regulation. 1999 year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets) 
 Trust in election fairness 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 
 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

34,8 
(32) 

43,0 
(129) 

53,2 
(50) 

52,1 
(182) 

38,3 
(36) 

43,5 
(133) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

65,2 
(60) 

57,0 
(171) 

46,8 
(44) 

47,9 
(167) 

61,7 
(58) 

56,5 
(173) 

 Difference =8,2  
N=392 

Difference = 1,1 
N=443 

Difference = 5,2  
N=400 

 
In this part of the cross table analysis our goal is to discover whether people’s 

perception of the general elections being carried out in a correct and fair way is correlated 

with support for state environmental regulations. 

The high- and low-scoring groups differ little in their support for state environmental 

regulation. Estonia shows the highest difference, reaching 8.2 percent; it is, however, still 

far below the 15 percent value, which would be an indication that the detected difference 

is a significant one. 

Even though the difference between the high- and low-scoring groups is insignificant, 

it is still worthwhile to look for tendencies common for the three investigated countries, 

which by themselves could be taken as an indication that the low- and high-scoring 

groups differ in a systematic, non-accidental manner. A quick look at the table reveals, 

however, that the three investigated countries do not show a uniform tendency. In Estonia 

and Lithuania, the high-scoring groups have a higher percentage of respondents who 

favor state regulation than the opposite group; in Latvia we find the opposite relationship. 

It is thus, a mixed result, which only partially supports our initial hypothesis. 
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2) Perception of responsiveness of state institutions 
 
 

Table 9.9 Cross Tabulation: Perception of responsiveness of state institutions and support 
for state environmental regulation. 1999-year survey. 
 Perception of Responsiveness. 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

38,2 
(107) 

38,9 
(44) 

56,0 
(224) 

53,1 
(51) 

46,3 
(179) 

30,8 
(24) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

61,8 
(173) 

61,1 
(69) 

44,0 
(176) 

46,9 
(45) 

53,7 
(208) 

69,2 
(54) 

 Difference=0,7 
N=393 

Difference = 2,9 
N=496 

Difference=15,5 
N=465  

 
The focus of this part of our cross-table investigation is exploring possible correlations 

between popular perception of responsiveness of state institutions (and thus, their 

usability as channels of influence) and support for state environmental regulation. 

As Table 9.9 clearly shows, the low- and high-scoring groups of respondents differ 

little as far as support for state environmental regulation is concerned. Only in one 

country (Lithuania) does the difference reach 15.5 percent, which is a significant value.  

In two of the three investigated countries the percentages of respondents supporting 

government regulations or voluntary measures in the area of environmental protection are 

distributed in a way which is contrary to our initial hypothesis; the low-scoring groups 

contain a higher percentage of respondents who are in favor of state regulation than the 

opposite group. This applies to Lithuania, where the difference between low- and high-

scoring groups has reached a significant value. The result could suggest that some 

dimensions of state trust (in this case: perception of responsiveness of state institutions) 

are actually negatively correlated with support state environmental regulation. However, 

since the result is significant for one country only, it does not permit us to draw firm 

conclusions.
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3) Fairness of institutions 

 
Table 9.10 Cross Tabulation: Fairness of institutions and support for state environmental 
institutions. 1999-year survey. 
 Fairness of institutions 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

41,2 
(186) 

32,5 
(25) 

54,2 
(303) 

52,9 
(9) 

45,1 
(258) 

9,1 
(2) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

58,8 
(266) 

67,5 
(52) 

45,8 
(256) 

47,1 
(8) 

54,9 
(314) 

90,9 
(20) 

 Difference=8,7 
N= 529 

Difference=1,3 
N= 576 

Difference=36 
N=594 

 
In this part of the investigation the aim is to explore possible links between the 

perception of state institutions (authorities) as just and impartial and support for state 

environmental regulation. 

In only one of the investigated countries, Lithuania, there is a substantial, significant 

difference between the high- and low-scoring groups. Again however, this result does not 

support our hypothesis about the high-scoring high-trust group being more favorable 

towards state environmental regulation than the opposite group. It is the high-scoring 

group which has the highest percentage of respondents who prefer voluntary measures, 

and not the state.  

 

4) Trust towards selected state institutions 

 

In the fourth, final cross-table of the 1999-year survey, the aim is to run our dependent 

variable: support for state environmental regulations, against trust towards selected state 

institutions (see Table 9.11 for details).
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Table 9.11 Cross Tabulation: Trust in selected state institutions and support for state 
environmental regulation. 1999-year survey. 
 Trust in selected Institutions 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

38,5 
(149) 

36,4 
(24) 

55,8 
(289) 

37,5 
(15) 

43,7 
(234) 

33,3 
(9) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

61,5 
(238) 

63,6 
(42) 

44,2 
(229) 

62,5 
(25) 

56,3 
(301) 

66,7 
(18) 

 Difference= 2,1 
N=453 

Difference= 18,3 
N=558 

Difference = 10,4 
N=562 

 
Differences between the high- and low-scoring groups are insignificant for two 

countries (Estonia and Lithuania) and significant for one of them (Latvia). However, the 

distribution of percentages in both groups contradicts our initial hypothesis, with the 

high-scoring group having a lower share of respondents in favor of state regulation than 

the opposite group.  
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CROSS TABLE ANALYSIS: 2001 YEAR SURVEY 
 
 
1) Trust in election fairness 
 

 
Table 9.12a Cross Tabulation: Trust in election fairness and support for state environmental regulation. 2001-
year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Election Fairness  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

69,0 
(89) 

72,4 
(347) 

48,7 
(37) 

62,1 
(292) 

54,1 
(66) 

60,4 
(268) 

69,6 
(48) 

76,9 
(475) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

31,0 
(40) 

27,6 
(132) 

51,3 
(39) 

37,9 
(178) 

45,9 
(56) 

39,6 
(176) 

30,4 
(21) 

23,1 
(143) 

 Difference =3,4 
N=608 

Difference = 13,4 
N=546 

Difference = 6,3 
N=566 

Difference =7,3 
N=687 

 
 

Table 9.12b Cross Tabulation: Trust in election fairness and support for state alcohol regulation. 2001-year 
survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Election Fairness  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Yes 62,0 
(85) 

68,7 
(333) 

75,9 
(60) 

75,8 
(372) 

66,0 
(97) 

57,5 
(284) 

59,5 
(47) 

64,5 
(442) 

No 38,0 
(52) 

31,3 
(152) 

24,1 
(19) 

24,2 
(119) 

34,0 
(50) 

42,5 
(210) 

40,5 
(32) 

35,5 
(243) 

 Difference = 6,7 
N=622 

Difference = 0.1 
N=570 

Difference = 8,5 
N=641 

Difference = 5 
N=764 

 
The first four compound variables concerning institutional trust are identical to those 

already discussed in connection with the 1999-year survey (see above), there is thus no 

need to re-state what the main focus of each of the four sections is. The most important 

difference between the section dealing with the 1999-year survey results and the current 

one is the addition of the second “regulation” variable, namely, the one dealing with 
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attitudes towards state alcohol regulation. This gives us an opportunity to extend our 

comparisons, to deal not just with comparing the same sets of questions between the two 

surveys, but also between two variables concerning different sorts of state intervention 

(regulation).  

Similarly to the first survey results, differences between the low- and high-scoring 

individuals as far as the issue of support for state regulation is concerned are quite small, 

suggesting very weak, or non-existent correlation between generalized trust towards the 

state institutions (as represented here by the belief in election fairness). Only in one case, 

Latvia – support for environmental regulation – does the difference of percentages 

between the low- and high-scoring groups reach 13.4 percent, thus approaching the 

minimum “significant” value of 15. However, since this is an isolated case, the result 

may be viewed as most likely coincidental. On the other hand, looking at the results from 

all the four countries an interesting pattern emerges. As Table 9.12a shows, respondents 

scoring “high” on election fairness have consistently higher percentage of state 

environmental regulation supporters. However, the cross-tabulation concerning belief in 

election fairness and state alcohol regulation only partly confirms the same tendency. The 

overall conclusion must therefore be, that any correlation between the belief in election 

fairness and support for state regulation is very weak or non-existent. It is however 

interesting to note that the results contain some indication (albeit very weak) of a positive 

correlation between state trust and support for the state as a regulator. See Table 9.12a 

and 9.12b for detailed results.
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2) Perception of responsiveness of state institutions 
 

Table 9.13a Cross Tabulation: Perception of responsiveness of state institutions and support for state 
environmental regulation. 2001 -year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Perception of Responsiveness  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Government 
Regulations 

70,9 
(498) 

75,5 
(83) 

61,1 
(384) 

56,8 
(84) 

58,5 
(355) 

59,0 
(59) 

73,9 
(471) 

75,2 
(91) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

29,1 
(204) 

24,5 
(27) 

38,9 
(244) 

43,2 
(64) 

41,5 
(252) 

41,0 
(41) 

26,1 
(166) 

24,8 
(30) 

 Difference =4,6 
N=812 

Difference =4,3 
N=776 

Difference =0,5 
N=707 

Difference =1,3 
N=758 

 
 

Table 9.13b Cross Tabulation: Perception of responsiveness of state institutions and support for state alcohol 
regulation. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Perception of Responsiveness  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Yes 65,5 
(486) 

66,7 
(70) 

75,5 
(497) 

76,4 
(113) 

61,9 
(439) 

57,3 
(63) 

63,7 
(462) 

61,4 
(86) 

No 34,5 
(256) 

33,3 
(35) 

24,5 
(161) 

23,6 
(35) 

38,1 
(270) 

42,7 
(47) 

36,3 
(263) 

38,6 
(54) 

 Difference =1,2 
N=847 

Difference =0,9 
N=806 

Difference =4,6 
N=819 

Difference =2,3 
N=865 

 
As in the aforementioned case, here too there seems to be very little difference 

between preferences of the high and low-scoring groups, suggesting very little or no 

correlation between state trust (in this case: popular belief in perceptiveness of politicians 

to popular demands) and support for state environmental and alcohol regulation. The 

low-and high-scoring groups do not differ in any systematic way, which stresses the lack 

of possible correlations even more.  

 

3) Fairness of institutions 
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Table 9.14a Cross Tabulation: Trust in fairness of institutions and support for state environmental institutions. 
2001-year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Fairness of Institutions  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

71,5 
(605) 

75,6 
(34) 

62,1 
(533) 

68,0 
(17) 

57,5 
(416) 

59,3 
(16) 

73,7 
(579) 

72,9 
(35) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

28,5 
(241) 

24,4 
(11) 

37,9 
(325) 

32,0 
(8) 

42,5 
(308) 

40,7 
(11) 

26,3 
(207) 

27,1 
(13) 

 Difference=4,1 
N=891 

Difference =5,9 
N=883 

Difference =1,8 
N=751 

Difference =0,8 
N=834 

 
Table 9.14b Cross Tabulation: Trust in fairness of institutions and support for state alcohol institutions. 2001-year 
survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Fairness of Institutions   
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Yes 65,3 
(582) 

64,3 
(27) 

75,1 
(669) 

69,2 
(18) 

60,7 
(514) 

57,7 
(15) 

62,8 
(566) 

58,9 
(33) 

No 34,7 
(309) 

35,7 
(15) 

24,9 
(222) 

30,8 
(8) 

39,3 
(333) 

42,3 
(11) 

37,2 
(335) 

41,1 
(23) 

 Difference =1 
N=933 

Difference =5,9 
N=917 

Difference =3 
N=873 

Difference =3,9 
N=957 

 
Analogically to the review of the 1999 survey results, the purpose of the third part of 

the investigation is to explore possible links between the perception of state institutions 

(authorities) as just and impartial and support for state environmental regulation. New for 

this part is, of course, that we also look into possible links between the first-mentioned 

variable and attitudes towards state regulation of alcohol consumption. Similarly to the 

previously reviewed parts, a quick glance at the results (Tables 9.14a and b) reveals lack 

of any strong correlation between the two variables. The difference between the high- and 

the low-scoring groups amounts to no more than 5,9 percent. There seems to be no 

prevailing tendency concerning the character of the detected differences either; while in 
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the case of alcohol regulation the high-scoring group seems partly to be more 

sympathetic towards environmental state regulation (confirming our hypothesis), the 

opposite tendency is to be found in the case of attitudes towards state alcohol regulation 

(see Table 9.14a and b for details).  

 

4) Trust towards selected state institutions 

 
 

Table 9.15a Cross Tabulation: Trust in selected state institutions and support for state environmental 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in selected institutions  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Government 
Regulations 

72,2 
(458) 

74,2 
(118) 

61,6 
(400) 

68,0 
(68) 

56,9 
(343) 

57,4 
(35) 

72,9 
(415) 

74,8 
(95) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

27,8 
(176) 

25,8 
(41) 

38,4 
(249) 

32,0 
(32) 

43,1 
(260) 

42,6 
(26) 

27,1 
(154) 

25,2 
(32) 

 Difference =2 
N=793 

Difference =6,4 
N=749 

Difference=0,5 
N=664 

Difference =1,9 
N=696 

 
 

Table 9.15b Cross Tabulation: Trust in selected state institutions and support for state alcohol regulation. 
2001-year survey 

Trust in selected institutions  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has 
a 
responsibility 
to keep 
alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Yes 63,1 
(413) 

67,1 
(108) 

73,8 
(498) 

84,6 
(88) 

60,2 
(416) 

66,7 
(48) 

59,3 
(393) 

71,6 
(101) 

No 36,9 
(242) 

32,9 
(53) 

26,2 
(177) 

15,4 
(16) 

39,8 
(275) 

33,3 
(24) 

40,7 
(270) 

28,4 
(40) 

 Difference =4 
N=816 

Difference=10,8 
N=779 

Difference =6,5 
N=763 

Difference =12,3 
N=804 

 
Analogically to the 1999 survey review, part four of the cross-table analysis is aimed 
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at investigating correlation between trust in selected state institutions and support for 

state regulation. The difference between the high- and low-scoring groups, concerning 

percentages of those who support regulation, ranges from 0,5 to 12.3 percent. It is thus 

(formally) too small to give us reasons for drawing firm conclusions about possible 

correlations. However, looking at the character of the differences, they show a consistent 

tendency: the “high-scoring” group has a higher percentage of regulation supporters than 

the opposite group.  It is the first time we detect such a consistent tendency in the course 

of the cross-table analysis so far. Moreover, the tendency is consistent with our initial 

hypothesis, that a higher trust towards state institutions could be assumed to be positively 

correlated with support for regulation. Again however, we should be cautious when 

drawing conclusions, given the relatively small differences between the groups. Another 

important reason for caution is the fact that a similar tendency could not been found in 

the 1999 survey results. 
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5) Trust in politicians and public officials 
 

Table 9.16a Cross Tabulation: Trust in politicians and public officials and support for state environmental 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Politicians and Public officials  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Government 
Regulations 

72,4 
(560) 

72,7 
(40) 

62,1 
(500) 

57,1 
(20) 

56,4 
(387) 

67,7 
(21) 

74,0 
(548) 

78,9 
(30) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

27,6 
(214) 

27,3 
(15) 

37,9 
(305) 

42,9 
(15) 

43,6 
(299) 

32,3 
(10) 

26,0 
(193) 

21,1 
(8) 

 Difference =0,3 
N=829 

Difference =5 
N=840 

Difference =11,3 
N=717 

Difference =4,9 
N=779 

 
 

Table 9.16b Cross Tabulation: Trust in politicians and public officials and support for state alcohol 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentages of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Trust in Politicians and Public officials  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Yes 63,5 
(513) 

77,2 
(44) 

74,9 
(625) 

72,2 
(26) 

61,3 
(489) 

62,1 
(18) 

62,7 
(544) 

72,1 
(31) 

No 36,5 
(295) 

22,8 
(13) 

25,1 
(209) 

27,8 
(10) 

38,7 
(309) 

37,9 
(11) 

37,3 
(324) 

27,9 
(12) 

 Difference=13,7 
N=865 

Difference =2,7 
N=870 

Difference =0,8 
N=827 

Difference =9,4 
N=911 

 
Finally, in this part of the investigation we are going to look into possible correlations 

between people’s trust in politicians and public officials and support for state regulation. 

This variable includes questions which have been added in the 2001-year survey, 

therefore there was no corresponding variable in the 1999-year survey analysis. 

 

 In view of the results of the previous parts of the cross-table investigation, the results 

of the current one should not come as a surprise: again, there seems to be a lack of strong 

correlations between the variables. The differences between the low- and high-scoring 
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groups concerning the percentage of individuals who favor state regulation range from 

0,3 to 13,7 percent, never exceeding the “significance” level of 15, although a difference 

of 13.7 percent is very close to that figure. With the exception of Latvia (both 

environmental and alcohol regulation) the general tendency of the results may be 

interpreted as supporting our initial hypothesis: the higher-trust group contains a higher 

percentage of individuals supporting state regulation than the opposite group.  

 

9.4 Conclusion 
 

Both Pearson correlation and cross-table analyses reveal very weak or non-existent 

correlations between the set of variables we labeled “trust towards state institutions” and 

support for state intervention (regulation) in the areas of environmental protection and 

alcohol consumption.  

In the Pearson correlation part, we found only 6 significant correlations in total, and 

only 4 of them could be interpreted as supporting our initial hypothesis.  

In the cross-table analysis, there were a few occurrences of “significant” difference 

between the “high-scoring” (high-trust) and “low-scoring” (low-trust) groups, but they 

indicated an opposite correlation to that which we could expect given the initial 

hypothesis. Neither could we detect any correlation when looking at the general tendency 

revealed by the cross-table results; the high-scoring groups (that is – groups with high 

trust towards state institutions) were often less in favor of state regulation than the 

opposite ones. 

In the next part of the investigation, we will be looking for possible correlations 

between a different set of variables concerning state legitimacy (Political System 

Support) and support for state regulation in the two areas (environmental protection and 

alcohol consumption). Let us see if the findings of this chapter can be validated by the 

results we obtain there. 
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CHAPTER 10: POLITICAL SYSTEM SUPPORT AND SUPPORT FOR 
STATE REGULATION 
 

10.1 Introduction 
 

The aim of the present, second empirical chapter is exploring correlation between the 

respondents’ support for the political system and their support for the state as a regulator. 

Public support for the political system is viewed as a vital element of state legitimacy; the 

proper goal for this part of the investigation is thus exploring possible links between yet 

another aspect of state legitimacy and support for state action. Data on support for the 

political system have been obtained from those parts of our survey, which revolve around 

the following three themes: 

 

- Willingness of the respondents to use the established channels of political 

influence; 

- The respondents’ sense of duty towards the state and its political system 

- The respondents’ evaluation of the performance the present system of 

government.    

 

A detailed list of survey questions can be viewed in Tables 10.1 and 10.2.   

Like in the previous empirical chapter, a legitimate objection could be raised against 

the categorization of these particular survey questions as conveying information on 

political system support, thus making them distinct from the previous set of questions, 

dealing with institutional trust. After all, is not the willingness to use the established 

channels of political influence an expression of trust towards the institutions which 

represent it? If this is the case, is not the categorization into either of the two groups 

arbitrary? Such criticism is partly justified; the different levels of legitimacy are 

interlinked making any clear-cut categorization of the survey questions into distinct sets 

very hard to make. I do think however, that there is a real difference as to how these two 

sets of questions extract their information; whereas the previous set revolved around the 
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trust towards state institutions (in some cases calling them by their names), the current 

one focuses more on the willingness of political participation, which may or may not be 

linked to the respondent’s trust towards the institutions of the state. Indirectly we can, of 

course, infer about the existence of such a trust, but this way of obtaining information 

should be distinguished from asking the respondents direct questions about their view of 

a state institutions as legitimate or not. While we could reasonably expect similarities 

between the results obtained in the previous chapter and the ones which will be reviewed 

here, there could likely be differences too. 

We begin this chapter by an overview of the results on political system support. After 

this overview, we proceed by analyzing correlations between the political system support 

variables and the two variables related to the support of state regulation. For this purpose, 

we first apply the Pearson correlation coefficient method; thereafter we proceed tracing 

possible correlations by using cross tables.  
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10.2 Political System Support: An Overview 

 
Similarly like in the previous chapter, all the survey questions have been dichotomized, 

thus making comparisons between the results more straightforward. We divide the 

respondents into high- and low-scoring groups, the latter indicating their trust towards the 

political system as indicated by their answers to the different questions. Answering some 

questions included just stating “yes” or “no”; others required indicating an opinion on a 

10-degree scale (11-point in the 2001 survey); in one instance the possible answers 

included three choices. The way the respondents have been classified into the high-

scoring category has been indicated individually for each question. 
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Table 10.1 Political System support in the three Baltic States, 1999-year survey. Each figure represents 
the percentage of respondents scoring “high”, interpreted here as an indication of support for the 
political system. 
 
Survey Question Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
Is working in political parties an effective way to influence 
decisions in society? (Scale: “1”“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very 
Effective”, those scoring from 7 through 10 were classified as high-
scoring) 

35,8 38,1 42,6 

Is voting in elections an effective way to influence decisions in 
society? (Scale: “1”“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very Effective”, 
those scoring from 7 through 10 were classified as high-scoring) 

55,1 46,8 80,2 

Do you personally regard yourself as a supporter of any political 
party or do you have no such attitude towards any political party? 
(The question was coded in the following way: “1”=”strong 
supporter”; 2=”weak supporter”; “3”=”not a supporter”. “High scoring” 
respondents were “weak” and “strong” supporters”)  

31,9 37,3 26,5 

Did you vote in the last parliamentary election?  54,1 
(“yes”-
answers) 

62,4 
(“yes”-
answers) 

86,6 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring about 
improvements or resist deterioration in society. During the past 
year, have you contacted a politician? 

2,3 
(“yes”-
answers) 

7,6 
(“yes”-
answers) 

4,1 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring about 
improvements or resist deterioration in society. During the past 
year, have you contacted official in central or local government? 

10,6 
(“yes”-
answers”) 

21,2 
(“yes”-
answers) 

13,9 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring about 
improvements or resist deterioration in society. During the past 
year, have worked in a political party? 

1,2 
(“yes”-
answers) 

1,0 
(“yes”-
answers) 

2,6 
(“yes”-
answers) 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen to vote in public 
elections? (Scale: “1”“Not at all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”; those 
scoring from 7 through 10 were classified as high-scoring) 

85,4 87,0 91,3 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen never to try to evade 
taxes? (Scale: “1”“Not at all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”; those scoring 
from 7 through 10 were classified as high-scoring) 

93,5 91,6 95,3 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen always to obey laws 
and regulations? (Scale: “1”“Not at all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”; 
those scoring from 7 through 10 were classified as high-scoring) 

97,5 95,1 96,4 

I didn’t vote in the last election because it doesn’t make sense, it’s 
a waste of time. 

74,4 
(“no”-
answers) 

96,8 
(“no”-
answers) 

25,0 
(“no”-
answers) 

How well do you think did the former communist regime work? 
(Scale: “1”Very bad”; “10” –“Very Well” those scoring from 1 through 4 
were classified as high-scoring) 

67,7 77,7 58,2 

How well do you think does the present system of governing work? 
(Scale: “1”“Very Bad”; “10” –“Very Well” those scoring from 7 through 
10 were classified as high-scoring) 

45,3 28,3 28,0 
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Table  10.2  Political System support in the three Baltic States and Poland, 2001-year survey. Each 
figure represents the percentage of respondents scoring “high”, interpreted here as an indication of 
support for the political system. 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
Is working in political parties an effective way to 
influence decisions in society? (Scale: “0”“Completely 
Ineffective”; “10” –“Very Effective”. Those scoring from 
6 through 10 were classified as high-scoring) 

41,3 43,7 47,0 52,7 

Is voting in elections an effective way to influence 
decisions in society? (coding -see above) 

63,7 70,5 77,4 81,4 

Do you personally regard yourself as a supporter of 
any political party or do you have no such attitude 
towards any political party? 
(The question was coded in the following way: 
“1”=”strong supporter”; 2=”weak supporter”; “3”=”not a 
supporter”. “High scoring” respondents were either 
“weak” or “strong” supporters”) 

38,4 40,8 31,6 40,6 

Did you vote in the last parliamentary election? 67,5 
(“yes”-
answers) 

58,0 
(“yes”-
answers) 

82,5 
(“yes”-
answers) 

67,1 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted a 
politician? 

5,4 
(“yes”-
answers) 

6,5 
(“yes”-  
answers) 

4,0 
(“yes”-
answers) 

6,0 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted 
official in central or local government? 

21,6 
(“yes”-
answers”) 

17,5 
(“yes”-
answers) 

15,9 
(“yes”-
answers) 

16,9 
(“yes”-
answers) 

There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have worked in a 
political party? 

3,7 
(“yes”-
answers) 

1,7 
(“yes”-
answers) 

3,2 
(“yes”-
answers) 

3,5 
(“yes”-
answers) 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen to vote 
in public elections? (Scale: “0”“Not at all”; “10” –
“Very much”. Those scoring from 6 through 10 were 
classified as high-scoring) 

84,9 91,1 90,3 87,7 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen to 
obey laws and regulations? (coding – see above) 

97,5 98,2 96,5 97,1 

Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen to pay 
taxes? (coding – see above) 

96,1 95,2 95,4 86,4 

What is your overall judgment of the present 
governing system? (Scale: “0”Very bad”; “10” –“Very 
Good”. Those scoring from 6 through 10 were classified 
as high-scoring) 

71,3 78,7 87,2 79,1 

Where on this scale would you put the governing 
system in five years? (coding – see above). 

62,6 41,7 33,7 45,2 

 

While analyzing the status of trust towards the political system at a given point in time 

is not the primary purpose of this dissertation, it is nevertheless useful to briefly review 

these results per se, mainly to see whether some trends can be discerned; which areas of 

political system support do the respondents score high on, and where is the distrust most 

visible? When comparing the results from the two surveys (1999 and 2001) we can also 
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say something about the direction in which the state of public opinion is changing. The 

results are summarized in Tables 10.1 and 10.2.  

Among the areas containing a substantial percentage of respondents scoring “high” in 

trust towards the political system one area in particular stands out: in all the investigated 

countries a very high percentage of respondents scores “high” in the sense of duty 

towards the political system (both surveys). Voting in public elections, paying taxes as 

well as obeying laws and regulations belongs to the duties of a good citizen, according to 

a vast majority of the surveyed individuals. Between 84 and 97 percent of respondents in 

all the investigated countries have indicated that they agree or strongly agree with the 

statement that performing these actions is a citizen's obligation. When asked how 

effective they believe different channels of influencing political outcomes are, a 

substantial share of respondents state that they regard voting in public elections as such 

an efficient channel, followed by working in a political party.  

A radically different picture presents itself when we ask the respondents if they have 

ever used a more direct way of exercising influence over political outcomes: by 

personally contacting a responsible politician or public official, or by working for a 

political party. The percentage of respondents who state that they have worked for a 

political party does not exceed 3.7 (Estonia, 2001-year survey). Those who for the same 

reason have contacted a politician constituted on average just 5.1 percent of all 

respondents (in all countries, from both surveys taken together). A higher percentage of 

those interviewed have attempted to “bring about improvements or resist deterioration in 

society” by contacting an official in central or local government – between 10,6 and 21,6 

percent depending on country and survey. Voting in elections and contacting a 

government official stand out as the two most popular ways exercising political 

influence.  

 

The surveys included two questions about the respondents’ appreciation of 

performance of the present political system. In the 1999-year survey, they were asked to 

appreciate the performance of the former communist system on a 10-degree scale, 

followed by a similar assessment of the present governing system. When dichotomized, 

answers to the former question indicating between 1 and 4 degrees have been classified 
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as “high score”; those between 7 and 10 as “low score”. This categorization is justified by 

the assumption that dissatisfaction with the old system makes the respondent more prone 

to sympathize with the present one and conversely – a Communist nostalgia predisposes 

the respondent to be less appreciative of the post-communist order. In the 2001-year 

survey, the question about the old communist system was skipped, instead, the 

respondents were asked to assess the performance of the present system of government 

and after that what they thought its performance would be like in five years. All these 

questions (except the first one, about the performance of the Communist system) were 

dichotomized in the way identical to the one used earlier, that is, by classifying the lower 

part of the scale (0-4) as “low score” and the higher one (6-10) as “high score”. Let us 

have a brief look at the results. The number of those resenting the former Communist 

government varies among the three Baltic countries; it is highest in Latvia (69,9 percent) 

and lowest in Lithuania (51,5 percent). That means that the percentage of those feeling 

nostalgic about the former system varies between 30.1 and 48.5 percent. As for the 

question related to the performance of the present system of government, the respondents 

do not answer in a way which seems “consistent” with the way they answered the 

question about the communist rule, that is resentment towards the former communist 

government system does not necessarily mean satisfaction with how the current one is 

functioning. Only in Estonia is the percentage of those dissatisfied with the former 

communist system roughly the same as the percentage of those who are content with the 

current one; in the other two countries, those dissatisfied with the former communist rule 

far out-number those who are pleased with the current one.  

As for the 2001-year survey results, the percentage of “high scorers” is surprisingly 

high in all countries, if we look at the evaluation of performance of the present system of 

government; between 87,2 and 71.3 percent of respondents give the current system “6” or 

more on the 11-degree scale. Contrary to what we could expect, optimism concerning the 

future performance does not seem equally high; Estonia had the highest percentage of 

high-scoring optimists with 62,6 percent; in last place was Lithuania with just 33,7 

percent. 

What are the most important differences in the state of public opinion between the two 

surveys in the three Baltic countries? 



Chapter 10: Political System Support And Support For State Regulation 

 133 

Percentage of respondents who view voting in general elections as an efficient way of 

exercising influence over political outcomes has grown substantially between 1999 and 

2001 in Latvia and Lithuania, and diminished slightly in Estonia. The percentage of 

respondents who during the past year have worked for a political party has risen slightly 

in all the Baltic States. Also concerning another channel of exercising direct influence 

over the political process; contacting an official of a central or a local government, the 

share of respondents who stated having used this particular channel as risen in two of the 

Baltic countries (Estonia and Lithuania) and only slightly diminished in one of them 

(Latvia).  

Overall, the movements (changes) between surveys are quite small, but in cases where 

changes can be detected, most of them indicate a growing trust towards the political 

system, which could be interpreted as a sign of consolidation of these newly established 

democracies. It should also be noted that the overall pattern of response (concerning 

questions which were identical in both surveys) is similar in both surveys, thus indicating 

a high reliability of the obtained results, as well as their relative stability over time. 

After this overview, it is now time to proceed with the analysis of results concerning 

the main subject matter of the present chapter: detecting possible correlation between 

political system support and support for state regulation.  
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10.3 Political system support and support for state                  
regulation: Correlation analysis 
 

In the previous section we have introduced and discussed the set of survey questions 

that we used to obtain data on the issue of support towards the political system. We have 

also reviewed the results in their own right, looking at differences between countries as 

well as differences which had arisen in the time span between the two surveys. What 

follows now is the core subject matter of this chapter: exploring correlations between 

political system support and support for state intervention in the two policy areas. As in 

the previous chapter, it should be noted that it is not necessary to read the following 

empirical elaboration to comprehend the main argument; a reader who is not interested in 

the methodological issues, or the detailed presentation of the statistical results, is well 

advised to skip this part of the chapter and jump over to section 10.4, where the results 

are summarized. With the latter approach, the empirical explanation could still serve as a 

reference.  

In a similar way, as in the previous chapter, the exploration of possible statistical 

correlations between political system support and support for state regulation will 

proceed in two stages. First we will try to detect relationship between the two variables 

using Pearson Correlation coefficient and thereafter by the use of cross tables. We start 

by analyzing the results by means of the first-mentioned method. 

 

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
 

Results of correlation analysis are presented in Tables 10.3 through 10.5. Before we 

discuss the actual results, we need to reflect upon a technical issue concerning the coding 

of the survey questions. Specifically, it is necessary to be familiar with the way the 

questions have been coded in order to know what kind of correlations (positive or 

negative) could be expected if our hypothesis about the positive relationship between the 

two sets of variables were to be confirmed. The two variables dealing with state 

regulation have both been coded in a way where higher values indicate weaker support 
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for state regulation (see Tables 9.7a and 9.7b on page 112). As for the variables 

concerning trust towards the political system the picture is more complex; while most 

survey questions, where answers were supposed to be indicated on a scale were 

constructed in a way and where higher values indicated higher trust, the opposite was true 

with questions requiring a “yes” or “no” answer. Thus, we could expect negative 

correlations with the fore-mentioned variable type and positive ones with the latter. 

Therefore, to minimize the risk for confusion, the variables concerning political system 

trust will be reviewed here one by one; in each case we will clarify whether a negative or 

positive correlation could be expected between them and the two variables relating to 

state regulation. Only then will we review and discuss the results actually obtained. As 

most of the variables concerning trust towards the political system have been identical in 

both 1999- and 2001-year surveys, we will review the results of both surveys together 

when discussing a particular variable. As the survey question concerning state alcohol 

regulation has only been included in the 2001-year survey, any discussion about 

correlations between this particular variable and trust towards the political system will be 

limited to the results from that survey. 

 

1) Working in political parties as an efficient way to influence political outcomes 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “not efficient at all”; “10” -  “very efficient” (a scale from 1 

through 10 was used in the 1999-year survey) 

 

Since higher scores on the scale indicate increasing belief that voting in general 

elections is an efficient way to exercise influence decisions in society, we could expect a 

person choosing these scores to have greater belief in the rightness and efficiency of the 

political system. Therefore we could expect the Pearson correlation coefficient to assume 

negative values if our hypothesis positive linkage between support for state regulation 

and trust towards the political system turned out to be true. 

     

A quick look at the figures in the three Tables 10.3 through 10.5 reveals that only very 

weak correlation between the two variables could be detected. Only in two cases (see 
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Table 10.4 and 10.5) are there significant correlations. An interesting fact about the 

figures is that the correlations, however weak and insignificant, in many cases are 

negative, which is in line with our expectations. This is an interesting detail and it is 

worth noticing, even though the correlation in most instances is too weak to pass the 

formal threshold of statistical significance.  

 

2) Do you consider yourself a supporter of a political party? 

 

Type of coding: ranked data, 3 choices: “1” -  “strong supporter”; “2” -  “weak 

supporter”; “3” -  “not a supporter”. 

 

Since ascending scores denote decreasing interest in political parties, it could be 

assumed that respondents’ choice of higher scores point to his/her weaker support for the 

political system. Thus, if our initial hypothesis about a positive correlation between 

political system support and support for state regulation was to materialize, the Pearson 

correlation coefficient should assume positive values.  

The correlation tables show mixed results. There are in total 7 occurrences of positive 

correlation coefficients out of 11. This fact could be interpreted as a hint that the expected 

correlation between the two sets of variables could be traced. Again however, the use of 

caution is necessary due to the weak correlations overall. Only in two instances (Poland 

and Lithuania, support for state environmental regulation, 2001-year survey) do the 

correlations reach statistically significant values. The main conclusion therefore must be 

that any relationship between the two variables is rather weak, or non-existent. 

 

 

3) Is voting in elections an effective way to influence decisions in society? 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “not efficient at all”; “10” -  “very efficient” (a scale from 1 

through 10 was used in the 1999-year survey) 

 

    Since ascending values denote increasing faith in voting in public elections as a way of 
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exercising influence over political outcomes (which could be interpreted as increasing 

confidence in the political system), correlations between this variable and the two 

variables concerning state regulation could be expected to assume negative values, if our 

initial hypothesis was to be confirmed.  

The values found in the three correlation tables concerning this particular variable 

could be interpreted as partially confirming the hypothesis: there are in total 7 (out of 11) 

occurrences of negative correlations. Despite this fact, we are unable assert a correlation 

with certainty, as none of the correlations found are statistically significant. 

 

4) There are different ways of attempting to bring about improvements or resist 

deterioration in society. During the past year, have you contacted a politician? 

 

Type of coding: Dichotomous, two choices: “1” – “Yes”; “2”– “No”. 

 

The higher value in this case indicates a negative answer (the respondent has not 

contacted a politician), which can be interpreted as a sign of distrust towards the political 

system. We could thus expect the correlations to assume positive values if our hypothesis 

was to be confirmed.  

A brief look at the correlation tables reveals that, with one exception, only weak 

correlations could be detected and in most cases their direction counters our expectations. 

We can thus conclude that no expected correlations between this variable and the two 

variables concerning state regulation could be detected. 

 

5) There are different ways of attempting to bring about improvements or resist 

deterioration in society. During the past year, have you contacted official in central or 

local government? 

 

Type of coding: Dichotomous, two choices: “1” – “Yes”; “2”– “No”. 

 

Analogically to the previous variable, here too the higher value signifies a negative 

answer to the posed question (the respondent has not tried to contact an official in central 
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or local government). Once again, we could expect the Pearson correlation coefficient to 

assume positive values, if the expected positive relationship between support for state 

regulation and trust towards the political system was to be confirmed. 

The correlation tables show very weak correlations between the discussed variable and 

the two variables concerning state regulation. The results are pretty uniform: there is a 

consistent lack of statistical significance across the investigated countries and in the 

figures from the two surveys.  

 

6) There are different ways of attempting to bring about improvements or resist 

deterioration in society. During the past year, have you worked in a political party? 

 

Type of coding: Two choices: “1” – “Yes”; “2”– “No”. 

 

This survey question has been constructed in a way which is identical with the two 

previous ones; the higher value denotes a negative answer, which, if chosen by a 

respondent, could indicate distrust towards the system of government, i e the person did 

not work for a political party. Again then, we could expect the Pearson correlation 

coefficient to assume positive values if our initial hypothesis was to be confirmed.  

The correlation tables reveal mixed results, but on the whole, they do not confirm our 

hypothesis. We find in total 6 correlations (out of 11) with positive values, but only in 

one instance (State alcohol regulation, Latvia) does the Pearson correlation coefficient 

reach a statistically significant level (see Table 10.5). On the other hand, in one instance 

(State alcohol regulation, Lithuania) we find a significant correlation, pointing in the 

opposite direction, which further weakens our case. Any positive correlations between 

the variables are either extremely weak or non-existent. 

 

7) Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen to vote in public elections? 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “not efficient at all”; “10” -  “very efficient” (a scale from 1 

through 10 was used in the 1999-year survey) 
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Ascending values denote here stronger conviction that voting in public elections 

belongs to the duties of a good citizen. Deep conviction about the necessity to vote is 

treated here as a sign of loyalty towards the political system; thus, if there is empirical 

support for our hypothesis about positive relationship between support for the political 

system and support for state regulation, the Pearson correlation coefficient should assume 

negative values.  

The correlation tables show results which partly confirm our hypothesis: in 10 (out of 

11) instances we find negative values of the Pearson correlation coefficient. Again 

however, the expected direction of the correlations is not matched by significant values; 

only in one instance (Support for state environmental regulation, Lithuania, 2001-year 

survey) do we find a value which passes the official threshold of statistical significance. 

Nevertheless, the fact that the majority of values point in the expected direction (i e they 

are negative) is interesting and should be noted. 

 

8) Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen never to try to evade taxes? 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “not efficient at all”; “10” -  “very efficient” (a scale from 1 

through 10 was used in the 1999-year survey) 

 

Ascending values denote here stronger conviction that paying taxes belongs to the 

duties of a good citizen. Deep conviction about the necessity to share the financial burden 

of the state is treated here as a sign of loyalty towards the political system; thus, if there is 

empirical support for our hypothesis about positive relationship between support for the 

political system and support for state regulation, the Pearson correlation coefficient 

should assume negative values.  

 

The correlation tables show similar results to those we obtained when studying the 

previous variable. In 10 out of 11 instances the Pearson correlation coefficient assumes 

negative values, which appears to support our initial hypothesis. Unfortunately, only in 4 

instances (see Correlation Tables) does the coefficient reach statistically significant 

values. It is the latter fact that makes it necessary to be rather cautious when drawing 
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definite conclusions: any correlation detected is rather weak and could not be proved.  

 

9) Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen always to obey laws and regulations? 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “not efficient at all”; “10” -  “very efficient” (a scale from 1 

through 10 was used in the 1999-year survey) 

 

This survey question is constructed in a similar way to the two survey questions just 

discussed; thus, also in this case we could expect the correlation coefficient to assume 

negative values if the results were to confirm our initial hypothesis; strong conviction 

about the necessity to obey laws and regulations is treated here as a sign of distrust 

towards the political system.  

The results obtained here resemble very much those obtained when studying the 

previous variable: in majority of instances, the coefficient points in the negative direction. 

Again however, the results in all cases, but two, do not fulfill the formal requirement for 

statistical significance. Thus, the evidence is not sufficient to draw any firm conclusion 

and the correlation found may be coincidental. 

 

10) Voting in public election is pointless (“I did not vote in public elections because 

it doesn’t make sense”; 1999 -year survey only). 

 

Type of coding: Two choices: “1” – “Yes”; “2”– “No”. 

 

Originally, this variable was formulated as a statement, which the surveyed person 

could point to as justification for the fact that he/she had chosen not to vote in the last 

general elections. 

 

    In this case we regard the negative answer to the survey question as evidence for trust 

in voting as a good way of influencing political outcomes, thus indicating support for the 

system of government. If our hypothesis about positive relationship between this variable 

and the two variables concerning state regulation was to be confirmed, the Pearson 
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correlation coefficients should display negative values.  

The figures in correlation Table 10.3 indicate relatively weak correlation between the 

variables, none of them reaching statistically significant levels. Again however, it is 

worth noticing that they all assume negative values, a fact which may be interpreted as a 

partial confirmation of our original hypothesis.  

 

11) Perception of the old communist system of government (1999-year survey only) 

 

Type of coding: scale: “1” – “very bad”; “10” -  “very good”  

 

In this case we interpret the choice of lower values by the respondents as evidence of 

satisfaction with the present government system; nostalgia for the old communist system 

is assumed to be a symptom of discontent with the present state of affairs. If the 

hypothesis about positive relationship between support of the present governing system 

and support for state regulation was to be confirmed, the Pearson correlation coefficient 

should assume positive values.  

The results in Table 10.3 partially support our hypothesis. The correlation coefficient 

is positive in all three countries, and in two instances it reaches statistically significant 

values. Unfortunately, we do not have similar data from the 2001-year survey and are 

thus unable to verify the results any further.   

 

12) Evaluation of the present system of government 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “very bad”; “10” -  “very good” (a scale from 1 through 10 

was used in the 1999 year survey) 

 

In this case, we treat a respondent’s choice of higher scores on the 10-point scale (11-

point scale was used in the 2001-year survey) as evidence for his/her support for the 

present governing system; the reasons for this should rather be evident given the way this 

survey question is formulated. If our initial hypothesis was to be confirmed, the 

correlation coefficient should assume negative values. 



Chapter 10: Political System Support And Support For State Regulation 

 142 

The correlation tables reveal mixed results. In only 5 out of 11 instances does the 

correlation coefficient assume negative values. Of the five negative correlations only one 

is statistically significant. Therefore we conclude that practically no statistical correlation 

could be found between this variable and the two variables concerning support for state 

regulation. 

 

13) Expectation about the future development of the governing system (2001-year 

survey only). 

 

Type of coding: scale: “0” – “very bad”; “10” -  “very good”. 

 

This survey question is constructed in a similar way to the previous one; here we asked 

about the respondent’s expectation concerning the future development of the governing 

system. We assume that feeling confident about the future development makes the 

respondent feel positively about the current state; the respondent is in this case likely to 

support the new (post-communist) political system. Thus, we treat choice of higher scores 

on the 11-point scale as an expression of confidence the new system; the preference for 

the lower ones is therefore considered a sign of mistrust or disillusion. If our initial 

hypothesis about positive relationship between this variable and support for state 

regulation was to be confirmed, the Pearson correlation coefficient should assume 

negative values. 

The correlation tables (10.4 and 10.5) show mixed results, which on the whole give 

little support for our initial hypothesis. The Pearson correlation coefficient assumes 

negative values in only half of the instances. And, in only two instances does the 

coefficient reach statistically significant values. We may therefore conclude that there is 

little statistical evidence of correlation between the above-mentioned variable and the two 

variables concerning state regulation.  

 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient Analysis: Summary and final comment.  

 

    The Pearson Correlation analysis does not give us any basis to assert that a positive 
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relationship between political system support and support for state regulations indeed 

exists. Even though the correlation coefficients in many instances point in the expected 

direction, they for the most part do not reach significant values. Not even the results from 

the part of the survey where the respondents were asked directly how they evaluated the 

present system of government (in contrast to the old communist one) seem to be 

correlated with the way they answered the questions dealing with state regulation (see the 

analysis above). The main conclusion from this part of the analysis is therefore that no 

correlation between the two sets of variables could be found. 

     

It is now time for the second part of the correlation analysis, which will be carried out 

with the help of cross tables.  
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Table 10.3 Correlation between support for state environmental regulation and political system 
support. Pearson Correlation. 1999-year survey  
 Support for state environmental regulation  

Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
Working in political 
parties as an efficient 
way to influence 
political outcomes 

-.016 .031 -.045 

A supporter of a 
political party  -.022 .003 -.042 

Voting in elections as an 
efficient way to 
influence political 
outcomes 

.027 .032 -.011 

I have contacted a 
politician during the 
past year 

-.070(*) -.030 -.021 

I have contacted an 
official in central or 
local government during 
the past year 

-.052 -.045 .025 

I have participated in a 
political party during 
the last year 

-.030 .038 -.077(*) 

It belongs to the duties 
of a good citizen to vote 
in public elections 

.009 -.028 -.025 

It belongs to the duties 
of a good citizen to pay 
taxes 

.008 -.009 -.015 

It belongs to the duties 
of a good citizen to obey 
law and regulations 

-.002 -.063(*) .013 

Voting in public 
elections is pointless -.051 -.003 -.104 

Perception of the old 
communist government 
system 

.066(*) .033 .127(**) 

Perception of the present 
government system -.010 .074(*) .003 

*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 10.4 Correlation between support for state environmental regulation and political system 
support. 2001-year survey. Pearson correlation coefficient.  
 Support for state environmental regulation  

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
Working in 
political parties as 
an efficient way to 
influence 

-.070(*) -.046 -.045 -.052 

A supporter of a 
political party -.021 .087(**) -.018 .071(*) 

Voting in elections 
as an efficient way 
to influence 

-.059 -.048 -.059 -.019 

I have contacted a 
politician during 
the past year 

-.004 -.045 .006 -.005 

I have contacted 
an official in 
central or local 
government during 
the past year 

.019 -.057 .023 .059 

I have participated 
in a political party 
during the last 
year 

-.001 .026 .007 .009 

It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to vote in 
public elections 

-.049 -.027 -.118(**) -.053 

It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to pay taxes 

-.053 -.005 -.032 -.069(*) 

It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to obey law 
and regulations 

-.020 .010 -.063 .004 

Overall judgment 
of the present 
governing system 

.027 -.015 -.085(*) -.008 

 Expectations 
about the future 
development of the 
governing system 

-.034 -.011 -.080(*) .010 

*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 10.5 Correlation between support for state alcohol regulation and political system support. 2001-
year survey. Pearson correlation coefficient. 
 Support for State Alcohol Regulation  

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
Perception of 
working in 
political parties as 
an efficient way to 
influence political 
outcomes. 

0.016 0.039 -0.027 -.074(*) 

A supporter of a 
political party*** 

 
0,043 

 

 
0.014 

 

 
0,009 

 
. 019 

Voting in elections 
as an efficient way 
to influence 
political outcomes 

-0.054 0.007 0.017 -0,006 

I have contacted a 
politician during 
the past year 

-0.039 0.032 0.014 -0.047 

I have contacted 
an official in 
central or local 
government during 
the past year 

-0.002 -0.021 0.039 0.01 

I have participated 
in a political party -0.03 .090(**) -.097(**) 0.05 

“It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to vote in 
public elections” 

-0.038 -0.046 -0.016 -0.041 

“It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to pay 
taxes” 

-0.015 -.174(**) -.073(*) -.062(*) 

“It belongs to the 
duties of a good 
citizen to obey law 
and regulations” 

-0.022 -.065(*) -0.043 -0.029 

Overall judgment 
of the present 
governing system 

0.048 0.034 0.064 -0.053 

Expectations about 
the future 
development of the 
governing system 

0.045 0.059 0.064 -.075(*) 

*  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
*** Spearman Rho 
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CROSS TABULATION ANALYSIS 
 

In a similar fashion to Chapter 9, we begin this part of correlation analysis with a few 

methodological considerations.  

As in the previous chapter, the variables of the current set have been combined 

(merged) into several new, aggregated and dichotomous compounds. By combining 

several variables which tap similar types of information about the respondents, we are 

likely to effectively draw a line between the two, for our purposes,  interesting groups of 

individuals: those who have trust towards the current political system and those who do 

not have such a trust and hence do not fully support the new governing system and its 

rules. The analysis will then be carried out by mainly comparing these two groups with 

each other. Looking at each of the cross tabulations we will try to determine whether the 

two groups differ substantially in their attitudes and whether these differences conform to 

our expectations or not. Specifically, we will be looking at the percentages of individuals 

who are for or against state regulation within the high and the low scoring groups (i e 

groups of individuals with either high or low trust towards the political system). It is the 

difference in distributions of regulation-friendly and regulation-unfriendly individuals, 

between the high and the low scoring groups, which is central for our divagations. 

Another aspect of the analysis is looking at the direction of the observed tendencies: do 

the high and low-scoring groups differ in the way that is compatible with our hypothesis? 

If this was the case, we could expect a higher percentage of “regulation-friendly” 

individuals to exist in the high-scoring group. 

Similarly as was the case in Chapter 9, by combining the variables into compounds, 

our goal was to extract the “political system-friendly” individuals as effectively as 

possible. The effectiveness is achieved by formulating stringent criteria for belonging to 

the “high score” group.  

     

The variables which were deemed to tap information on political system support and the 

way they were combined into dichotomous compound variables are shown in tables 10.6a 

and 10.6b. The two variables dealing with support for state regulation have been 

transformed in the same way as in Chapter 9 (see page 112) 
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How to read the variable transformation tables 
 

The tables consist of three columns. The left column specifies the compound variables 

(indices) by their symbols (A, B, C, etc) and labels. The second, middle column shows 

the original survey questions, as well as their symbols (A1, B2, etc). It also tells which 

coding scheme has been used when processing answers to the questions. The third, right 

column shows, in a summary way, which conditions had to be fulfilled for the answers to 

be classified as either high- or low-scoring ones. The compound variable “Confidence in 

the party system” (B) in Table 10.6a, for instance, taps information from three survey 

questions B1, B2 and B3. In order to be classified as “high scoring”, the respondent’s 

confidence in the effectiveness of political work within political parties (survey question 

B1) had to amount to more than 6 on the 10-degree scale (“B1>6”); furthermore 

(“AND”), the respondent had to describe him/herself as either a supporter (or at least a 

weak supporter) of a political party (“B2 =1 OR B2=2”), or (“OR”) he/she must have 

stated to have worked for a political party during the past year (B3=2). Low scoring 

respondents were those individuals who, on the one hand, stated that they did not think 

working for a political party was an effective way to achieve political goals (“B1<5”) or 

(“OR”) were not supporters of any political party (“B2=3”) and (“AND”) for the past 

year did not work for any political party as a way to achieve improvements in the society 

(“B3=2”). 

After this brief introduction it is now time to begin the analysis. As the survey 

questions were in most cases identical in both the 1999- and the 2001-year surveys, we 

will analyze their results together. 
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Table 10.6a Political System Support. Variable Transformations: An Overview. 1999-year survey 
Dichotomous Aggregated 
Variable 

Original Variable(s) and Coding Methods Aggregation Method (Summary 
Expression) 

A:  Perception of voting in 
general elections as an 
effective way to influence 
political outcomes 

A1 Is voting in elections an effective way to 
influence decisions in society? (Scale: “1”-
“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very 
Effective”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF   A1 >6 
“1”=”Low Score”: ("1"): IF  A1 < 
5    

B: Confidence in the party 
system 

B1 Is working in political parties an effective way 
to influence decisions in society? (Scale: “1”-
“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very 
Effective”) 
B2 Do you personally regard yourself as a 
supporter of any political party or do you have no 
such attitude towards any political party? (3 
choices: “1”=”strong supporter”; 2=”weak 
supporter”; “3”=”not a supporter”.) 
B3 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have worked in a 
political party? (“1” – “Yes; “2” – “No”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF B1>6 
 AND (B2=1 OR B2=2)  OR B3=1 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF (B1<5 OR 
 B2 =3) AND B3=2 

C: Trust in contacting 
politicians and public 
officials as an efficient way 
to influence political 
outcomes 

C1 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted 
a politician? (“1” – “Yes; “2” – “No”) 
C2 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted 
official in central or local government? (“1” – 
“Yes; “2” – “No”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF C1=1 OR 
  C2=1 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF C1=2  AND 
C2=2 

D: Sense of duty towards the 
political system 

D1 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
to vote in public elections? (Scale: “1”“Not at 
all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 
D2 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
never to try to evade taxes? (Scale: “1”“Not at 
all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 
D3 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
always to obey laws and regulations? (Scale: “1”-
“Not at all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF D1 > 6 
 AND D2 > 6 AND D3>6  
“1”=”Low Score”: IF D1 < 5 OR  D2 < 5 OR D3 < 5 

E: Evaluation of the system 
of government and support 
for state environmental 
regulation. 

E1 How well do you think did the former 
communist regime work? (Scale: “1”Very bad”; 
“10” –“Very Well”) 
E2 How well do you think does the present system 
of governing work? (Scale: “1”“Very Bad”; “10” 
–“Very Well”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF E1 < 5 
 AND E2 > 5 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF E1 > 6 OR 
 E2 < 5 
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Table 10.6b Political System Support. Variable Transformations: An Overview. 2001-year survey 
Dichotomous Aggregated 
Variable 

Original Variables and Coding Methods Aggregation Method (Summary 
Expression) 

A:  Perception of voting in 
general elections as an 
effective way to influence 
political outcomes 

A1 Is voting in elections an effective way to 
influence decisions in society? (Scale: “0”-
“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very 
Effective”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF A1 >5  
“1”=”Low Score”: IF A1 < 5    

B: Confidence in the party 
system 

B1 Is working in political parties an effective way 
to influence decisions in society? (Scale: “0”-
“Completely Ineffective”; “10” –“Very 
Effective”) 
B2 Do you personally regard yourself as a 
supporter of any political party or do you have no 
such attitude towards any political party? (3 
choices: “1”= “strong supporter”; “2”= ”weak 
supporter”; “3”= “not a supporter”.) 
B3 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have worked in a 
political party? (“1” – “Yes; “2” – “No”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF B1>5 
 AND (B2=1 OR B2=2) 
  OR B3=1 
 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF  (B1<5 OR  
 B2 =3) AND B3=2 

C: Trust in contacting 
politicians and public 
officials as an efficient way 
to influence political 
outcomes 

C1 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted 
a politician? (“1” – “Yes; “2” – “No”) 
C2 There are different ways of attempting to bring 
about improvements or resist deterioration in 
society. During the past year, have you contacted 
official in central or local government? (“1” – 
“Yes; “2” – “No”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF C1=1 OR 
  C2=1 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF C1=2  AND 
C2=2 

D: Sense of duty towards the 
political system 

D1 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
to vote in public elections? (Scale: “0”“Not at 
all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 
D2 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
never to try to evade taxes? (Scale: “0”“Not at 
all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 
D3 Does it belong to the duties of a good citizen 
always to obey laws and regulations? (Scale: “0”-
“Not at all”; “10” –“Yes, Very Much”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF D1 > 5 
 AND  D2 > 5 AND 
 D3>5 
 
 “1”=”Low Score”: IF D1 < 5  OR 
D2 < 5 OR D3 < 5 

E: Evaluation of the system 
of government. 

E1 What is your overall judgment of the 
present governing system? (Scale: “0”Very 
bad”; “10” –“Very Good”) 
E2 Where on this scale would you put the 
governing system in five years? (Scale: “0”-
“Very Bad”; “10” –“Very Good”) 

“2”=”High Score”: IF E1 > 5 
 AND E2 > 5 
“1”=”Low Score”: IF E1 < 5 OR 
 E2 < 5 
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1) Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to influence political 

outcomes. 

 

   The first variable deals with the perception of voting as a good way to influence 

decisions in society. In the context of discussions about political system support, 

participating in the act of voting is crucial; in a liberal representative democracy, low 

election turn-out on the part of the citizens amounts to a withdrawal of consent and 

“delegitimation” of the political system (See Beetham 1991, and also discussion in 

Chapter 3). From this perspective, belief in general elections as an effective channel of 

exercising political influence may be seen as a crucial indicator of political system 

support. Looking at possible correlations between this variable and support for 

government regulations is thus an obvious way of trying to answer the more fundamental 

question about the relationship between state legitimacy and support for the state as a 

regulator. With this in mind, let us now look at the results in the cross tables. 

Distribution of supporters and non-supporters of state regulation within the high-

scoring and the low-scoring groups is quite similar; differences are generally small and 

never exceed a significant value of 15.20 Any correlations, if they exist, must be therefore 

assumed to be rather weak. However, even weak correlations could have some 

significance if we discovered a tendency; specifically, it would be noteworthy if the 

percentage of “pro-regulators” was higher within the high-scoring group (i e, the group of 

respondents which has greater confidence in the electoral process) than in the opposite 

group, as it would partially confirm our hypothesis. A brief look at the cross tables 

reveals a mixed picture. The percentage of “pro-regulators” is consistently higher in all 

the investigated countries in the case of environmental regulation, 2001 survey (see Table 

10.8b). It could be an interesting result if a similar tendency could be traced concerning 

state alcohol regulation and the environmental regulation from the 1999-year survey. 

Unfortunately, no similar tendency could be found there, it could thus not be confirmed. 

We can therefore conclude that no correlation could be found between trust in voting as a 

way to exercise political influence and support for state regulation. 

 

                                                
20Differences of 15 percent or more are commonly viewed as significant see Aronsson, p.152. 
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Table 10.8a  Cross Tabulation: Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way 
to influence political outcomes and support for state environmental regulation. 1999-year 
survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 
 Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to 

influence political outcomes 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

41,9 
(93) 

35,6 
(95) 

55,0 
(159) 

53,2 
(134) 

38,3 
(44) 

43,0 
(182) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

58,1 
(129) 

64,4 
(172) 

45,0 
(130) 

46,8 
(118) 

61,7 
(71) 

57,0 
(241) 

 Difference= 6,3 
N=489 

Difference =1,8 
N= 541 

Difference = 4,7 
N=538 

 

 
Table 10.8b Cross Tabulation: Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to influence 
political outcomes and support for state environmental regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of 
respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to influence 
political outcomes 

 

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Government 
Regulations 

68,3 
(190) 

73,1 
(377) 

61,5 
(142) 

65,0 
(356) 

50,0 
(67) 

61,5 
(319) 

73,4 
(102) 

74,4 
(476) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

31,7 
(88) 

26,9 
(139) 

38,5 
(89) 

35,0 
(192) 

50,0 
(67) 

38,5 
(200) 

26,6 
(37) 

25,6 
(164) 

 Difference =4.8 
N=794 

Difference =3,5 
N=779 

Difference =11,5 
N=653 

Difference =1 
N=779 
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Table 10.8c  Cross Tabulation: Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to influence political 
outcomes and support for state alcohol regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute 
numbers in brackets). 

Perception of voting in general elections as an effective way to influence political 
outcomes 

 

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Yes 63,3 
(188) 

66,7 
(348) 

71,5 
(173) 

75,8 
(429) 

64,8 
(107) 

57,7 
(326) 

58,3 
(95) 

63,6 
(458) 

No 36,7 
(109) 

33,3 
(174) 

28,5 
(69) 

24,2 
(137) 

35,2 
(58) 

42,3 
(239) 

41,7 
(68) 

36,4 
(262) 

 Difference =3,4 
N=819 

Difference =4,3 
N=808 

Difference =7,1 
N=730 

Difference =5,3 
N=883 

 

 

2) Confidence in the party system 

 

This variable focuses on the perception of political parties as a legitimate and effective 

channel of political influence. The three survey questions on which this compound 

variable is based tap information on three different aspects of confidence in the party 

system: 

- whether political parties constitute in his/her view an effective channel of political 

influence; 

- if the respondent regards himself/herself as a supporter of a political party; 

- if the respondent has worked for a political party during the past year. 

 

“High scoring” individuals are those, who responded to these questions in a way which 

could be interpreted as indicating confidence in political party system, that is, he or she 

viewed political parties as an effective channel to exercise influence; he or she is a 

supporter of a political party or, he or she has worked for a political party during the past 

year (see the formula in Table 10.6a and b). The high-scoring individuals are thus people 

who both support the political party system and feel personal attachment to a party. Let as 
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now turn to the results to see if the expected correlations could be found. 

The differences we find between the high scoring and the low scoring groups 

concerning the percentage of “pro-regulators” are quite small, never exceeding 14 

percent, which is below the 15 percent threshold of significance. Relatively high 

differences between the two groups of respondents may be found among the results from 

the 2001-year survey, in the part concerning support for environmental regulation (see 

Table 10.9b). There, in addition, we find that the differences are most consistent with our 

expectations: the regulation proponents out-number the regulation skeptics in the “high-

scoring” groups in all countries but one (Lithuania). Results in the remaining cross tables 

do not confirm these tendencies, however. In only 3 more instances the differences 

between the two groups of respondents confirm our thesis; in the remaining 4 cases the 

regulations proponents constitute a higher percentage in the low-scoring group. This fact, 

combined with relatively small differences overall, suggests that possible correlations 

between political system legitimacy, represented here by support for the party system, 

and support for state regulation are either very weak or non-existent.  

 
Table 10.9a Cross Tabulation: Confidence in the party system and support for state 
environmental regulation. 1999-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute 
numbers in brackets). 
 Confidence in the party system 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

40,4 
(205) 

37,7 
(29) 

52,4 
(284) 

56,3 
(58) 

43,7 
(234) 

30,3 
(20) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

59,6 
(303) 

62,3 
(48) 

47,6 
(258) 

43,7 
(45) 

56,3 
(302) 

69,7 
(46) 

 Difference=2,7 
N=585 

Difference =3,9 
N=645 

Difference = 13,4 
N=602 
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Table 10.9b  Cross Tabulation: Confidence in the party system and support for state environmental regulation.  
2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Confidence in the party system  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

70,3 
(497) 

77,5 
(124) 

60,3 
(429) 

70,7 
(106) 

59,1 
(348) 

58,4 
(73) 

71,8 
(439) 

80,7 
(163) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

29,7 
(210) 

22,5 
(36) 

39,7 
(283) 

29,3 
(44) 

40,9 
(241) 

41,6 
(52) 

28,2 
(172) 

19,3 
(39) 

 Difference =7,2 
N=867 

Difference =10,4 
N=862 

Difference =0,7 
N=714 

Difference =8,9 
N=813 

 
Table 10.9c  Cross Tabulation: Confidence in the party system and support for state alcohol regulation. 2001-
year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Confidence in the party system  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Yes 65,6 
(485) 

64,6 
(102) 

75,9 
(564) 

79,9 
(127) 

60,1 
(417) 

60,0 
(75) 

61,6 
(446) 

66,8 
(149) 

No 34,4 
(254) 

35,4 
(56) 

24,1 
(179) 

20,1 
(32) 

39,9 
(277) 

40,0 
(50) 

38,4 
(278) 

33,2 
(74) 

 Difference =1 
N=897 

Difference =4 
N=902 

Difference =0,1 
N=819 

Difference =5,2 
N=947 
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3) Trust in contacting politicians and public officials 

 

After looking at willingness to use political parties as an instrument of political 

influence, we turn now our attention towards the respondents' confidence of using 

another channel of such influence: by direct contacts with politicians and public officials. 

The high-scoring individuals in this case were those respondents who stated that they had 

tried to contact personally a politician or a public official to get their attention for the 

respondent's problems, during the period stretching one year back from the day of the 

survey (see Tables 10.6a and b). Let us see if this group of individuals, to a higher 

degree, prefers the use of state regulations than the opposite group of respondents. 

The results (see Tables 10.10a-c) point in different directions. In 5 (out of 11) 

instances the regulation supporters constitute a higher percentage of respondents within 

the high-scoring groups compared to the low-scoring ones. Thus, our hypothesis finds 

some support in, roughly, only half of the instances. Moreover, the differences in 

distributions of regulation skeptics and regulation sympathizers between the high- and the 

low-scoring groups are pretty small, never exceeding 9 percent. Any possible correlations 

between the variables can thus be said to be very small or non-existent. 

 
Table 10.10a  Cross Tabulation: Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an 
efficient way to influence political outcomes and support for state environmental 
regulation. 1999-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 
 Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an 

efficient way to influence political outcomes 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

40,9 
(247) 

32,5 
(25) 

54,4 
(303) 

50,3 
(84) 

42,4 
(241) 

46,8 
(51) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

59,1 
(357) 

67,5 
(52) 

45,6 
(254) 

49,7 
(83) 

57,6 
(328) 

53,2 
(58) 

 Difference = 8,4 
N=681 

Difference =4,1 
N= 724 

Difference =4,4 
N=678 
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Table 10.10b Cross Tabulation: Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an efficient way to 
influence political outcomes and support for state environmental regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of 
respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 
 

Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an efficient way to 
influence political outcomes 

 

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

71,4 
(543) 

71,4 
(160) 

64,6 
(511) 

56,8 
(113) 

57,7 
(385) 

60,3 
(91) 

72,6 
(512) 

77,7 
(150) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

28,6 
(217) 

28,6 
(64) 

35,4 
(280) 

43,2 
(86) 

42,3 
(282) 

39,7 
(60) 

27,4 
(193) 

22,3 
(43) 

 Difference =0 
N=984 

Difference =7,8 
N=990 

Difference =2,6 
N=818 

Difference =5,1 
N=898 

 

 
Table 10.10c Cross Tabulation: Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an efficient way to 
influence political outcomes and support for state alcohol regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of 
respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 
 Trust in contacting politicians and public officials as an efficient way to 

influence political outcomes 
 

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Yes 66,2 
(518) 

65,1 
(157) 

76,4 
(636) 

73,9 
(153) 

60,7 
(475) 

64,5 
(107) 

62,8 
(523) 

63,3 
(131) 

No 33,8 
(265) 

34,9 
(84) 

23,6 
(196) 

26,1 
(54) 

39,3 
(308) 

35,5 
(59) 

37,2 
(310) 

36,7 
(76) 

 Difference =1,1 
N=1024 

Difference =2,5 
N=1039 

Difference =3,8 
N=949 

Difference =0,5 
N=1040 
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4) Sense of duty towards the political system 

 

In this case, we investigate if individuals who display an enhanced sense of duty towards 

the state are more friendly-minded towards state regulatory activity than the opposite 

group. The underlining assumption is that the sense of duty towards the state and the 

political system could be an expression of trust towards them and their perception as 

legitimate. The high-scoring respondents in this case are those individuals who strongly 

agreed with the statements that it belonged to the duties of every citizen: 

a) to vote in public elections; 

b) to pay taxes; 

c) always to obey laws and regulations 

 

(see Tables 10.6a and b for details). Let us now see if the high-scoring groups contained a 

higher percentage of respondents who favored state regulation, which could be a 

confirmation of our hypothesis. 

A quick look at the cross tables reveals a result which in some respects confirms the 

hypothesis. In all instances but one (support for environmental regulations, Estonia 

1999), the supporters of state regulations constitute a larger percentage of respondents in 

the high-scoring group than in the opposite one. The differences in the distributions 

between the two groups are not high, but in one instance (Latvia, support for alcohol 

regulation), the difference exceeds 15 percent and could thus be regarded as significant. 

Even though the differences between the high- and the low-scoring groups are still 

relatively small, they almost all point in the expected direction. There are thus indications 

that the variable being investigated here: sense of duty towards the state and the political 

system, is indeed positively correlated with support for state regulation.
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Table 10.11a Cross Tabulation: Sense of duty towards the political system and support 
for state environmental regulation. 1999-year survey. Percentage of respondents 
(absolute numbers in brackets). 
 Sense of duty towards the political system 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

43,8 
(49) 

38,4 
(152) 

49,2 
(63) 

54,6 
(243) 

29,3 
(22) 

44,5 
(224) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

56,3 
(63) 

61,6 
(244) 

50,8 
(65) 

45,4 
(202) 

70,7 
(53) 

55,5 
(279) 

 Difference = 5,4 
N=508 

Difference =5,4 
N= 573 

Difference = 15,2 
N=578 

 
Table 10.11b Cross Tabulation: Sense of duty towards the political system and support for state environmental 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Sense of duty towards the political system  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

65,2 
(107) 

73,4 
(483) 

60,5 
(72) 

63,3 
(462) 

51,6 
(49) 

61,7 
(366) 

66,7 
(108) 

76,4 
(456) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

34,8 
(57) 

26,6 
(175) 

39,5 
(47) 

36,7 
(268) 

48,4 
(46) 

38,3 
(227) 

33,3 
(54) 

23,6 
(141) 

 Difference =8,2 
N=822 

Difference =2,8 
N=849 

Difference =10,1 
N=688 

Difference =9,7 
N=759 
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Table 10.11c Cross Tabulation: Sense of duty towards the political system and support for state alcohol 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 
 Sense of duty towards the political system  

Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 
The state has a 
responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Yes 65,7 
(115) 

67,0 
(450) 

61,3 
(76) 

78,0 
(594) 

59,0 
(69) 

61,5 
(414) 

56,4 
(119) 

64,6 
(425) 

No 34,3 
(60) 

33,0 
(222) 

38,7 
(48) 

22,0 
(168) 

41,0 
(48) 

38,5 
(259) 

43,6 
(92) 

35,4 
(233) 

 Difference =1,3 
N=847 

Difference =16,7 
N=886 

Difference =2,5 
N=790 

Difference =8,2 
N=869 

 

5) Evaluation of the system of government 

 

   The survey questions concerning the current variable differed slightly between the 

surveys. In the 1999-year survey, the respondents were asked to evaluate the former 

communist system on a 10-degree scale; thereafter using the same scale they were 

supposed to appraise the current system of government. They were classified as “high-

scoring” (i e satisfied with the current government system) if they gave low scores to the 

former communist system and high scores to the current one (see Tables 10.6a and 10.6b 

on pages 149 and 150).  

As for the 2001–year survey, the question about evaluation of the old government 

system was replaced by another one, where the respondents were asked to appraise 

his/her confidence in the future development of the present governing system. Those 

classified as “high-scoring” stated that they both had confidence in the present governing 

system and were confident about its future development.  

The focus of investigation here is thus the relationship between the stated trust towards 

the current governing system (and its future) and willingness to give the state the mandate 

to act as a regulator. Let us now see the results in the cross tables (See Tables 10.12a-c) 

     

The figures in the cross tables do not fully confirm our hypothesis. In 6 out of 11 cases 
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we find more supporters of state regulation within the high-scoring group than in the 

opposite one; as for the other cases, the distribution of regulation supporters versus 

regulation opponents goes counter to our initial hypothesis. The differences between the 

two groups concerning the percentage of regulation supporters are quite small too, 

reaching at most 8,1 percent. There are thus very few indications that the variables are 

correlated in the way we had expected. 

 
Table 10.12a Cross Tabulation: Evaluation of the system of government and support for 
state environmental regulation. 1999-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute 
numbers in brackets). 
 Evaluation of the system of government 
 Estonia Latvia Lithuania 
What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High Score 

Government 
Regulations 

37,7 
(101) 

38,7 
(36) 

56,1 
(175) 

57,1 
(40) 

41,1 
(150) 

43,2 
(32) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

62,3 
(167) 

61,3 
(57) 

43,9 
(137) 

42,9 
(30) 

58,9 
(215) 

56,8 
(42) 

 Difference = 1 
N=361 

Difference =1 
N= 382 

Difference = 2,1 
N=439 

 

 
Table 10.12b Cross Tabulation: Evaluation of the system of government and support for state 
environmental regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Evaluation of the system of government  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

What is more 
important to 
save the 
environment: 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Government 
Regulations 

70,3 
(369) 

68,5 
(122) 

61,4 
(320) 

58,3 
(63) 

55,5 
(318) 

63,6 
(42) 

73,7 
(421) 

78,5 
(95) 

Engaged 
Citizens 

29,7 
(156) 

31,5 
(56) 

38,6 
(201) 

41,7 
(45) 

44,5 
(255) 

36,4 
(24) 

26,3 
(150) 

21,5 
(26) 

 Difference =1,8 
N=703 

Difference =3,1 
N=629 

Difference =8,1 
N=639 

Difference =4,8 
N=692 
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Table 10.12c Cross Tabulation: Evaluation of the system of government and support for state alcohol 
regulation. 2001-year survey. Percentage of respondents (absolute numbers in brackets). 

Evaluation of the system of government  
Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

“The state has 
a responsibility 
to keep alcohol 
consumption 
down” 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Low 
Score 

High 
Score 

Yes 66,5 
(370) 

61,4 
(113) 

74,2 
(400) 

68,6 
(81) 

61,1 
(406) 

58,2 
(39) 

61,3 
(404) 

66,4 
(91) 

No 33,5 
(186) 

38,6 
(71) 

25,8 
(139) 

31,4 
(37) 

38,9 
(258) 

41,8 
(28) 

38,7 
(255) 

33,6 
(46) 

 Difference =5,1 
N=740 

Difference =5,6 
N=657 

Difference =2,9 
N=731 

Difference =5,1 
N=796 
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10.4 Political system support and support for state                  
regulation: Summary 
 

On the pages of this chapter following hypothesis has been put to the test: Persons with 

high trust towards the political system, i e people who support that system both by their 

lips (declaring trust) and by their deeds (making use of the officially sanctioned channels 

of political influence) are likelier to support state regulatory activity than the group of 

respondents which does not display similar trust. The data analysis was carried out by 

measuring correlations between several variables related to political system support and 

two variables concerning support for state regulation in two policy areas: environmental 

protection and regulation of alcohol consumption. Two methods of measuring 

correlations have been used: Pearson correlation coefficient and cross tabulations.  

When measuring the correlations by using the correlation coefficient, we were trying 

to determine the strength of correlations, as well as their direction. Although, we have 

found the correlations to point in the expected direction (i e a positive relationship 

between political system support and support for state regulation) in some instances, the 

correlations were generally very weak and only in very few cases statistically significant.  

As for the cross table analysis, we found a similar tendency: in only one instance: 

“Sense of duty towards the political system” did we find some evidence for a positive 

correlation between this variable and support for state regulation in the two policy areas. 

Even here however, the differences between the high- and the low-scoring groups (“high-

” and “low-scoring” refers here to the respective group’s trust towards the political 

system) did not generally reach levels which could be accepted as statistically significant. 

As for the other variables, the correlations found were even weaker, and in a few 

instances, they pointed in the opposite direction, that is, the low-scoring group contained 

a higher percentage of regulation supporters than the high scoring one (which contradicts 

our hypothesis). 

After carrying out the correlation analysis, we can thus conclude that we could not find 

sufficient evidence to confirm positive correlations between trust in the political system 

and support for state regulation in the two policy areas. 
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CHAPTER 11: SUPPORT FOR STATE REGULATION: ANALYSIS AND 
APPRAISAL  
 

In the foregoing chapters we have treated extensively the question of support state 

intervention in the three Baltic countries and Poland, as well as the wider implications of 

its presence, or lack. Specifically, we focused on the question of whether support for state 

intervention is related to trust in the in the political system and institutions of political 

representation. 

The main conclusion of the two empirical chapters dealing with support for state 

regulation as a function of state political legitimacy was that the correlation between 

these two sets of variables is generally very weak or non-existent. In other words, there 

appears to be little connection between the respondents’ stated trust towards the political 

institutions of the state and its political system, on the one hand and their willingness to 

accept state intervention in the area of environmental protection and regulation of alcohol 

consumption on the other. 

The aim of the present chapter is theory-inspired reflection upon these results. The 

analysis will be revolving around the following three main points: 

 

1) Do the results shed new light on the condition of state political capacity of the 

investigated countries?  

2) How could the results be explained? 

3) What could be the broader theoretical implications of the results? 

 

11.1 State trust and political capacity  
 

In Chapter 4 we reviewed the work of Robert Jackman and found that his way of 

measuring legitimacy differed significantly from the one adopted in this work (and 

indeed from that applied in much of the political science research in this field): rather 

than measuring legitimacy on the individual level, by carrying out surveys and obtaining 

data on people’s beliefs, his main focus of interest were broad characteristics of the 
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functioning of the state and its institutions. Specifically, he looked at the age of the 

institutions (the older they were the stronger the likelihood for them to be perceived as 

legitimate); at the use of political violence (or its lack) and, finally at the use of officially-

sanctioned, lawful channels of political influence by the citizens, rather than posing an 

open challenge to the political system. Instead of looking for evidence of legitimacy in 

the minds of the respondents, Jackman was more interested in the visible symptoms of 

the legitimate conditions. The present question is: are the two ways of measuring 

legitimacy likely to give us similar results? The outcome of our investigation could be 

interpreted as pointing to a possibility that results may in fact differ, depending how the 

questions about trust towards the institutions of the state are formulated.  Explicit faith in 

the political framework of the state and willingness to grant the state the mandate to act 

on the citizens’ behalf can be seen as two manifestations of state legitimacy; in the case 

of our study they seem to point in different directions. The two sets of variables are 

generally not correlated, which means that a person who has a strong faith in the 

institutions of the state is not necessarily willing to accept the state’s role as a regulator 

and vice-versa. I would argue that measuring state legitimacy by asking people about 

their willingness to grant the state the permission to act as a regulator is a similar way of 

taking the pulse of state legitimacy to that applied by Jackman; in both cases the center of 

our attention is focused on the practical consequences of legitimacy, rather than on 

people’s expressed confidence in the institutions of the state. Willingness to use the state 

to achieve national goals, such as environmental protection and limiting alcohol 

consumption may be viewed as an example of such a practical consequence21. The 

findings of our study, if correct (and confirmed by further studies) may have important 

consequences for the way we perceive problems of state legitimacy in the countries of the 

former Eastern Bloc (and, possibly, any country undergoing a political system change). 

Simply formulated, our results suggest that lack of explicit trust towards the political 

institutions of state does not necessarily mean that broad support for state action in 

different areas is missing. Furthermore, it means that lack of explicit trust towards state 

                                                
21The difference compared to the approach chosen by Jackman is of course, that his research agenda 
stressed the actual use of established channels of political influence on the part of the citizens, which was to 
be evident by the absence of open challenges to the political system; our approach on the other hand relies 
on the stated will of the citizens to use the state. 
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political institutions may only have a limited impact on the overall capacity of the state in 

many vital fields, as exemplified here by the areas of environmental protection and state 

alcohol regulation.  

 

11.2 Further implications of the study  
 

In Chapter 4 we discussed the practical meaning of legitimacy and we identified 

legitimacy as one of the key factors affecting policy implementation. Legitimacy of the 

state affects the overall conviction regarding the proper role of the state apparatus, about 

the kind of policies it should embark upon, about the size and scope of the welfare state 

and the amount of tax money it will be able to extract from its citizens to finance it. We 

have also pointed out that illegitimate institutions are likely to meet resistance from the 

citizens, and that the latter will rather engage in solving their problems on their own or by 

turning themselves to alternative institutions, thus avoiding the officially sanctioned 

political channels.  

     

Given the problems facing the newly democratized countries of Central and Eastern 

Europe, where general trust towards the state is believed to be low, it is surprising to find 

that there is broad support among the citizens for the view that the state, rather than the 

civil society should be in charge of managing environmental protection and curbing 

excessive alcohol consumption (see Chapter 8). Even though it may seem that state 

institutions in the newly democratized countries of Eastern and Central Europe have a 

long way to go before their legitimacy is secured, the citizens of those countries are 

favorably minded towards state intervention in certain areas. This raises the question 

whether state political legitimacy, measured as expressed trust towards state institutions 

and the political system, necessarily has a direct impact on the publicly accepted scope of 

state action. Our results suggest rather that we should make such assumptions with 

caution. 
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11.3 Attempt to explain 
 

Why do we find such a discrepancy between explicit trust towards the state and the 

political system on the one hand and support for state action in the two policy areas on 

the other? In the present section two tentative explanations will be considered. They are 

necessarily tentative, as the limitation of the present study to just two policy areas does 

not allow us to draw any definite conclusions. The first explanation has to do with the 

way people may conceive the role of the state on an abstract level; the second one 

touches upon the difference in the way people may perceive the political and the 

bureaucratic branches of the state. We start by considering the first-mentioned 

hypothesis. 

 

Diffuse state support? 
 

   The question we are asking here could be formulated like this: is it possible that 

people’s opinion on the proper role of the state are formulated on an abstract level, and 

that these abstract opinions are not influenced by the current situation concerning state’s 

performance? Or formulated differently: could it be that people are convinced about the 

strong case for state action in the two policy areas but, at the same time, do not regard the 

institutions of their own state (such as they currently appear to work), as worthy of 

entrusting with the two policy tasks? Such an explanation could seem plausible, 

considering the previous discussion on state legitimacy and political system support (see 

Chapter 7). Research results presented there reveal that diffuse system support (support 

for democracy) may not be much correlated with satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 

performance of their own state. Is support for state regulation in the two policy areas a 

case of “diffuse state support”? If this is the case, and if the situation here is analogous to 

that concerning democracy support, then our results could be said to follow a familiar 

pattern: the current performance of state institutions has only a limited impact on 

people’s more abstract opinion on the merits of democracy or the state as a regulator, and 

vice versa. If this is indeed the case, how does this finding influence the conclusions we 

can draw from the present study, concerning the political capacity of the four states? The 

first logical consequence would be caution when drawing a picture of state legitimacy on 
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the basis of data concerning support for state regulation only. If the hypothesis that 

support for state regulation constitutes a case of “diffuse” state support turned out to be 

true, then, according to our results, this kind of support may be detached from support for 

the current state institutions and the political system.   

     

On the other hand, I would argue that even if the interpretation just described were indeed 

valid, the discovery of diffuse state support would still be a significant one. It would 

mean that a substantial number of people (represented here by the respondents), is deeply 

convinced about the central role of the state in handling at least two vital societal 

problems (and more than likely, many more) and that this conviction is fairly immune to 

the weaknesses of the real-world state institutions. In other words, it would mean that, in 

some cases, the disillusion with the workings of the real world state institutions in the 

four countries did not lead to an all-out skepticism against the state as such.  

The hypothesis just described offers a possible explanation of the discrepancy between 

explicit state trust and support for the state as a regulator; how viable this explanation is 

will (hopefully) be a task for future research to determine. Intuitively, it is hard to 

imagine how support for state action in certain policy areas could not be influenced by 

the experience of the workings of current state institutions. And, as Bo Rothstein’s (see 

Chapter 4) findings clearly show, the willingness to grant the state the mandate to act in 

certain policy areas is heavily conditioned on the experience in dealing with public 

institutions. What Rothstein also points out is the fact that we should make a clear 

distinction between political-legislative institutions and the ones responsible for public 

policy implementation, in particular public bureaucracy. While studies of state political 

legitimacy usually focus on the former the vital role of the latter is often underestimated. 

Experience of fair treatment by public authorities may have a deep impact on one’s 

confidence in the state and on interpersonal trust. That brings us to the second hypothesis 

about possible reasons for weak correlation between state trust and support for state 

regulation in the investigated countries: the public perception of specialized state 

authorities.  
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A Bureaucratic Advantage? 
 

In Chapter 5 we discussed the role of bureaucracy in modern states and the 

legitimation problems which these kinds of political institutions may be faced with. We 

noted, among other things, that a bureaucrat usually lacks the democratic mandate and 

relies on his/her professional (or scientific) authority when taking decisions, which in 

many instances may have deep consequences for single citizens or their groups. The 

question we are asking here is following: Can the distance from democratic politics, a 

source of weakness for many bureaucracies, in some circumstances constitute their 

advantage? In Chapter 5 we discussed this question and found that positive perception of 

professional bureaucracy was indeed conceivable; there is evidence that some 

bureaucracies may indeed enjoy public trust which equals or exceeds that enjoyed by 

political institutions (Rothstein, 1998  p.107). In the newly established democracies of 

East and Central Europe, the turbulent and unstable political landscape may have 

weakened public trust in ‘politics’; however, it may have left untouched, or even 

strengthened the confidence many citizens feel towards branches of the state which are 

perceived as essentially technocratic and apolitical. Such apolitical branches of the state 

may be comprised of bureaucracies; in this case specialized public agencies, dealing with 

infrastructure, health care, defense, environment, and similar. Universities and other 

educational institutions could also be included into this category. Since the two policy 

areas, environmental protection and state alcohol regulation can be viewed as essentially 

apolitical, situated well in the domain of technocratic expertise, they could thus arouse 

positive connotations. State involvement in dealing with these issues would be carried out 

by apolitical, specialized agencies, populated by scientific experts, who are ‘competent’ 

(“unlike most politicians”).  

How plausible is this explanation? Our 1999- and 2001-year surveys included a battery 

of questions dealing with trust towards specific institutions and organizations. In the 

following tables, 11.1 and 11.2, we summarize these survey results. Among the 

institutions represented here, there are political, as well as bureaucratic ones, and, in 

addition, a couple of organizations of civil society. The two surveys  (1999 and 2001) 
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differ in the sense that the later one included a larger number of institutions in the 

institutional trust question battery; also, the 2001-year survey contains more information 

about trust towards specialized (technical) bureaucracy. Meanwhile in the 1999-year 

survey, the latter category of institutions is only represented by the military, and possibly 

the courts of justice, the later survey also included questions concerning trust towards the 

central bank, hospitals and last but not least universities22. For our purposes, it is 

interesting to see whether the specialized bureaucratic organizations surpass the political 

ones in securing public trust.  

 
Table 11.1 Trust Towards Institutions and Organizations. 1999-year survey. 
Mean Values* 
Trust Towards: Estonia Latvia Lithuania 

Political Parties 3,65 3,05 3,26 

Courts 5,37 4,68 3,70 

Police 5,02 4,67 3,82 

Prime Minister 5,45 4,05 5,62 

Military 5,70 5,44 4,88 

Parliament 4,88 3,90 3,43 

Churches 6,43 7,03 6,52 

Trade Unions 5,53 4,33 4,50 

Environmental “green” 

groups 

6,55 5,82 4,48 

Private enterprise 4,11 4,85 5,00 

President 7,42 5,57 8,09 

Mass media 5,48 5,70 6,75 
* The respondents were supposed to indicate their opinion on a 10 degree scale 
from 1 through 10. 
 

                                                
22 In the Polish survey there was also a question about trust towards “schools.” 
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Table 11.2 Trust Towards Institutions and Organizations. 2001-year survey. Mean Values* 
Trust Towards: Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland 

The President 6,62 6,72 5,44 5,87 

The Government 4,22 4,06 3,76 4,15 

The Parliament 4,04 3,69 3,32 3,91 

Political Parties 3,51 3,12 2,89 3,21 

Election Administration 

Authorities 

5,85 5,65 5,47 5,14 

Courts 5,79 4,97 3,97 5,25 

Police 5,32 5,04 4,11 5,53 

National Military 6,61 5,74 5,59 6,42 

Trade Unions 5,36 4,87 4,62 4,14 

Television, Radio 6,36 6,32 7,09 5,92 

Press (newspapers) 5,97 6,13 7,05 5,86 

Central Bank 6,48 6,01 5,46 5,45 

Universities 7,86 7,46 7,06 7,28 

Private Enterprises 5,18 5,00 5,70 4,33 

Churches 6,95 7,57 7,06 6,35 

Hospitals 6,72 6,85 6,55 6,17 

Schools ** - - - 7,11 
* The respondents were supposed to indicate their opinion on an 11-degree scale from 0 through 
10.  
 

 

A quick look at the tables reveals that the technocratic (bureaucratic) institutions do 

not differ much from other institutions concerning the public trust. Mean values hover 

around 6, and rarely exceed 7. There is, however, one exception: in the 2001-year survey, 

the average score received by “universities” exceeded 7 in all the four investigated 

countries. In Poland, also “schools” receive a high score (7.11). While our data on this 

particular subject is too scarce for drawing any far-reaching conclusions, it could be 

interpreted as an indication of a high status enjoyed by scientific knowledge and 
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institutions representing it. Could this be one possible explanation of the relatively high 

support for state intervention in the two “technocratic” policy areas? To verify this 

finding further, let us see if we can find statistical correlation between explicit trust 

towards these institutions and support for state regulation in the two policy areas. The 

results are summarized in Tables 11.3 and 11.4.  

 
Table 11.3 Correlations between trust towards institutions 
(organizations) and support for state regulation. Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient. 1999-year survey. 
 Support for state env. regulation 

Trust Towards: Est. Lat. Lith. 

Political Parties -.030 .051 .040 

Courts .060 .033 .045 

Police .010 .061 .031 

Prime Minister -.083(*) .067(*) .038 

Military -.093(**) .076(*) .025 

Parliament -.063 .056 .010 

Churches .003 .044 -.021 

Trade Unions -.017 .115(**) .075(*) 

Environmental “green” 

groups 
.002 .049 .066 

Private enterprise -.037 .064(*) .019 

President -.085(*) .096(**) -.022 

Mass media -.053 .053 .018 

Abbreviations: Est. = Estonia; Lat. = Latvia; Lith. = Lithuania. 
‘  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
‘’ Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
 

The results seem to support our hypothesis, at least in the part stemming from the 

2001-year survey. Trust towards the national military, police, hospitals, universities and 

schools is in many instances correlated with support for state regulation, especially 

regulation of alcohol consumption, where the correlation is stronger23. For example, in 

                                                
23Since both survey questions dealing with support for state regulation have been coded in a way where 
higher scores denoted decreasing support, positive correlation between these variables and trust towards 
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the table row concerning trust towards hospitals (Table 11.4), we find significant 

correlation in all the investigated countries but one; in two instances  
Table 11.4 Correlations between trust towards institutions (organizations) and support for state 
regulation. Pearson Correlation Coefficient. 2001-year survey. 
 Support for State Environmental 

Regulation 
Support for State Alcohol Regulation 

Trust Towards: Est. Lat. Lith. Pol. Est. Lat. Lith. Pol. 

President .029 .010 -.052 -.030 -0.059 -.087(**) -0.018 -0.02 

Government .038 -.022 -.048 -.056 -0.031 -0.019 -0.031 -.086(**) 

Parliament -.014 -.060 -.069 -.050 0.006 -0.017 -0.029 -0.051 

Political Parties .020 -.036 -.035 .000 0.02 -0.022 -0.048 -.075(*) 

Election 

Administration 

Authorities 

-.014 -.036 -.154(**) -.056 -0.006 -.065(*) .069(*) -.073(*) 

Courts -.014 .020 -.023 .023 -.074(*) -.104(**) 0.044 -.076(*) 

Police -.008 .022 -.054 -.027 -.078(*) -.084(**) 0.005 -.119(**) 

National 

Military 
-.020 -.029 -.019 -.060 -

.086(**) 
-.113(**) -0.03 -.106(**) 

Trade Unions -.055 .011 .013 .044 -0.014 -.106(**) -0.047 -0.055 

Television, 

Radio 
-.040 .037 -.015 -.022 -0.045 -0.033 0.05 -.185(**) 

Press 

(newspapers) 
-.065(*) .051 -.008 .036 -.070(*) -0.048 0.04 -.184(**) 

Central Bank .007 .042 .007 .063 0 .094(**) 0.041 -0.056 

Universities -.029 -.025 -.168(**) .001 -0.01 -0.02 -0.006 -.096(**) 

Private 

Enterprises 
.054 .060 .026 .063 0.008 0.012 0.039 -0.054 

Churches -.030 -.049 -.063 -.003 -0.064 -.135(**) -.071(*) -.197(**) 

Hospitals .027 -.023 -.080(*) .007 -
.177(**) -.100(**) -0.035 -.078(*) 

Schools - - - -.052 - - - -.115(**) 
Abbreviations: Est. = Estonia; Lat. = Latvia; Lith. = Lithuania; Pol. = Poland 
‘  Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 
‘’ Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
 

correlation is significant at the 0.01-level. Hospital is a non-political institution, 

populated by specialists detached from the political sphere; if a respondent had good 

                                                
institutions should result in Pearson correlation coefficient assuming negative values, see discussion in 
Chapters 9-10.  



Chapter 11: Support for State Regulation: Analysis and Appraisal 

 174  

experience in dealing with hospitals and trusts their personnel, it is conceivable that 

he/she would not object state intervention in curbing excessive alcohol consumption, 

since these policy regulations would be the responsibility of a similar category of experts. 

Can the typical bureaucratic attributes of reliance on expert knowledge and scientific 

rather than democratic authority, the attributes that we previously identified as the main 

sources of vulnerability for bureaucracies, in this particular case constitute their 

advantage? Our data suggest it could be the case and this would partially explain the high 

levels of support for state intervention in the two policy areas, as well as the lack of 

correlation between that support and trust towards the more politicized branches of the 

state. Expressed differently, we may have finally found the expected correlation between 

explicit trust towards the state and support for state intervention in the two policy areas. 

We have found the correlation at the cost of extending the notion of the state to 

institutions normally not associated with it, but ones, which nevertheless firmly belong to 

its non-political bureaucratic branches. This brings us to the final point in our discussion 

of the research results: different ways of defining state legitimacy and the inferences we 

can make on the basis of state legitimacy about the status of political capacity.  

Bo Rothstein (quoted earlier) pointed out that a majority of studies on state legitimacy 

focused solely on the functioning of political-legislative institutions and that the role of 

state bureaucracy in the legitimation of state power is often underestimated (Rothstein, 

1998 p.104). In other words, investigations into state political legitimacy often treat the 

latter as synonymous with trust towards the institutions and processes on the input side of 

the democratic system. Also studies of state legitimacy in Eastern and Central Europe 

have traditionally been biased towards the political input side (see for instance Rose, 

Maley et al. 1994; Mishler and Rose 1999). The picture of state legitimacy in countries of 

Eastern Europe being painted in these studies is sometimes one of serious concern, 

pointing out low popular trust towards the political institutions and the politicians or 

public officials populating them, and to the fact that the citizens do not see much sense in 

using their democratic right to vote in public elections (McManus-Czubinska, Miller at 

al. 2004). Yet, most of our daily meetings with the state happen through contacts with 

street level bureaucrats, and it is hard to imagine how these would not shape our 

perception of the state, including our views concerning the extent of the proper domain of 
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state action (Peters, 1996; Rothstein, 1998).  

Here we need to point out that also this study has followed the familiar pattern: 

majority of the survey questions concerning institutional trust and political system 

support have been inspired by World Value Surveys (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). The 

marked focus of the latter surveys on citizens’ trust in the democratic input side of the 

political system has been followed here. This was done consciously, as our purpose was 

finding out whether confidence in the workings of the democratic institutions results in 

support for state intervention. Specifically, the aim was to see whether trust in the 

democratic input side of the political system could be treated as a proxy for the overall 

state legitimacy, in which case correlation on the individual level between democratic 

trust and support for state intervention could be expected. Since such a correlation has not 

been discovered here, the results of our study seem to strengthen Rothstein’s case. They 

appear to show that expressed trust towards the democratic workings of the state, or its 

lack, does not necessarily affect popular support for the state’s bureaucratic branch or the 

extent of the legitimate domain of state action. Thus, while popular trust towards the state 

may (and often is) treated as an intrinsic democratic value, it is still worth asking 

questions about the further implications of low trust towards its political (input) branch 

for its capacity as policy implementer. 

To restate, the main idea of this dissertation has been exploring links between 

expressed trust towards the state and support for state intervention (regulation) in two 

policy areas: support for state-managed environmental protection and state-managed 

control of alcohol consumption. Our results show clearly that support for state 

intervention may not be directly linked to explicit trust towards the political institutions 

of the state or its political system, a fact which puts the practical implications of explicit 

state trust in a new perspective.24 Low popular trust towards the political institutions does 

not necessarily entail popular distrust towards non-political state bureaucracy, which 

means that state capacity to act effectively in many policy areas may not necessarily be 

affected as adversely as one could expect.  

  
‘Culture’ of state dependence? 
                                                
24In Chapter 5 we differentiated between political and bureaucratic institutions of the state (see discussion 
on page 55). 
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In some respects, the results of the present study are hardly surprising. Is it not 

conceivable that the views of the respondents on the issue of desirability of state 

intervention could partly be explained by a ‘culture’ of dependence on state action? After 

all, the citizens of the newly democratized countries of East- and Central Europe have in 

the past sometimes been accused of passivity and excessive reliance on government 

action, a fact which could easily be clarified with reference to their communist past 

(Kupferberg 2002). At that time, there were scarcely any other ways of dealing with 

societal issues than going through the state bureaucracy or (as most often was the case), 

passively waiting for government authorities to deal with them, while taking matters in 

one’s own hands was discouraged and often penalized. This fact, compounded by the 

widely discussed shortage of social capital in these societies could, at least partially, 

account for the willingness to rely on state regulation, as contrasted with initiatives and 

actions by individuals and the civil society (Kolankiewicz 1996; Mondak and Gearing 

1998; Paldam and Svedsen 2001). Willingness to go through the state, may of course not 

only be an old habit, inherited from a totalitarian regime; earlier in this chapter we have 

pointed to another possibility, namely, that citizens may have had positive experiences 

with parts of the old state apparatus. Could the ‘culture’ of state dependence be studied in 

the wider context of exploring the political culture? With some risk of diluting the latter 

term, the answer is probably a positive one. Even though the notion of political culture 

has traditionally been associated with the names of Lijpahrt, Verba and Almond and their 

particular classifications of different political ‘cultures’, the general definition of the term 

talks about set of deep-seated values, which characterize a society, within which the 

political system operates (Political Science 2008; Kavanagh 1972). In this context, we 

could argue that the degree to which there is public demand for state intervention in 

different policy areas could be one more instance of these fundamental values, which 

distinguish one society’s political culture from another’s, and cannot be ascribed to any 

particular, political ideology. This could be viewed as yet another classification of 

political cultures, in addition to the parochial, subject and participant political cultures 

discussed by Almond and Verba, or the coalitional and contradictive political cultures of 

political elites discussed by Lijphart (Almond and Verba 1963; Lijphart 1968). Since 
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support for state intervention in the two policy areas was massive in all the investigated 

countries, it is very likely detached from the political sympathies of the surveyed 

individuals, which suggests that the phenomenon has more to do with the local political 

culture than with particular political ideas. If we are right in supposing that the current 

culture has been formed by the decades of communist rule, then another intriguing 

research question presents itself: is it generally true that political culture is not given, but 

is actually formed and re-shaped by the very political institutions which it helped to 

create in the first place? Rothstein seems to suggest exactly that (see Chapter 2), and also 

Friedman does it, when he writes about the “tax-paying culture” of South Africa. In the 

latter example, the authors show how the effective and, at least in the eyes of the white 

population, fair tax collection system of the Apartheid era has helped to create a habit of 

tax paying, which appears to have outlived the former regime. The tax collection 

authority seems to have secured legitimacy of its own, imbedded in a culture of quasi-

compliance. Similarly, the tradition of dealing with professional bureaucracies in the 

former Eastern Bloc societies may have generated a tradition of trust towards the latter, 

which has outlived the former regime and transcends any sympathies individual citizens 

may have with particular political ideologies. It is this “habit” that Levi calls quasi-

voluntary compliance and views it as essential for the normal day-to-day functioning of 

public institutions. While legitimacy stemming from the proper composition and 

functioning of the political institutions is always desirable and should be sought after: it is 

the latter form of “quasi-legitimacy” that is the most essential form of legitimacy for a 

majority of institutions in their daily dealings with state citizens. It is the existence of this 

semi-compliance, or its lack, which makes much of the difference between an efficient, 

well functioning state institutional framework and a poorly-working one. Thus, the fact 

that a substantial part of the citizenry, in the four Eastern European countries, seems to 

favor state intervention in two significant policy areas can hardly be overestimated. It 

likely indicates the existence of an expectation of state action, which is pretty immune to 

the turbulence of the democratic politics. This fact still reinforces our argument about the 

insufficiency of appreciating the condition of state legitimacy by only concentrating on 

public trust towards the input side of the political system and its decision making bodies 

or, more broadly, on the explicit trust towards state political institutions. The studies of 
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Hlophe and Friedman suggest the existence of inertia in the attitudes towards the state 

executive (bureaucratic) bodies, which under certain conditions can work to the 

advantage of the latter (Hlophe and Friedman 2002; Friedman 2003; Levi 2005). 

Studying the tradition of public attitudes towards state bureaucracy could be made within 

the framework of political culture research and does not have to be limited to transitional 

democracies or individual countries. In Chapter 4 for instance, we noted Rothstein’s 

remarks about the differences in the public views on the legitimate extent of state domain 

in the United States and Western Europe.25 The citizens of Western Europe and those of 

the United States seem to give different answers to the fundamental question “What 

should the state do?”. The cultural inertia of general attitudes towards the state appears to 

make its mark also in this case; the Europeans have learned to rely on state powers for the 

provision of welfare far more than the Americans. This specific layer of political culture 

can be a source of ‘quasi-legitimacy’ for the state and is therefore of substantial 

significance in those democratization studies, which focus on state capacity and its 

dependence on state legitimacy. 

 

Methodological Implications 

 

   On a different note, it is also important to restate and underline the methodological 

point made here; that is, the proper way of appreciating state legitimacy in transitional 

democracies. Is asking a direct question about personal trust towards institutions and 

governing systems an optimal way of extracting information about state legitimacy? It is 

not hard to imagine how this way of posing questions may lead to serious validity issues. 

Expression of distrust towards political institutions, politicians and political systems may 

be an expression of protest, an honest one for sure, but one that not necessarily entails a 

radical rejection of the latter. The two sets of survey questions which have been analyzed 

in the present dissertation could both be viewed as, each in its own way, tapping 

information on state legitimacy in the four investigated countries. The fact that the two 

ways of measuring legitimacy do not correlate could, perhaps, partly be explained by 

these validity issues. I would argue that mapping the status of a phenomenon as complex 

                                                
25 See the discussion on page 46 
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as legitimacy requires a battery of different survey questions, which tap the information 

in both direct and indirect ways. Moreover, the questions need to be constructed to obtain 

data on legitimacy of both the input and the output side of the state institutional 

framework. According to Rothstein, legitimacy of the state output side includes, 

basically, three main areas: 

 

a) willingness to tolerate intervention of the state; 

b) willingness to accept the decisions of the state to the extent that they are aimed at 

influencing the behavior of groups and individuals; 

c) willingness to cooperate with state administration in the process of 

implementation, when the former has defined goals or has set limits for what is to 

be achieved (Rothstein 2001) . 

 

Issues like these pertain to the perceived legitimate domain of state action. The extent 

of this domain is not a simple function of the political-democratic side of the equation, 

but is also dependent on the popular perception of state bureaucracy, that is, the 

implementing (output) side of the government system. State bureaucracy has proved 

capable of securing legitimacy in its own right, by using a variety of strategies, one of 

which includes promoting its professional ethos (Rothstein 1994, p.129). Surveys aimed 

at measuring state legitimacy should explicitly include questions meant to obtain 

information on the status enjoyed by the administrative output side, and not just the 

popular opinion on the workings of the democratically elected bodies. 

 From this point of view, asking questions concerning the respondents’ views on the 

proper role of the state, an approach applied in this work, could be seen as a measure to 

include this vital aspect of state trust into research on state legitimacy and 

democratization.  

 

The methodological issue referred to here is a vital one. It shows clearly that state 

legitimacy cannot always be equaled with explicit trust towards its government system 

and institutions. Explicit trust towards the latter does not predetermine support for the 

state as a regulator in vital policy areas, which is indicative of acceptance of the state as 
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policy implementer. The methodological arsenal employed for the measurement of 

legitimacy should therefore be substantially extended and include ways of finding out 

how the subjects (citizens) conceive of the proper role of the state, that is, the legitimate 

extent of state domain.  

     

Legitimacy is not a binary variable, allowing just two “either - or -” values. Robert Dahl 

described legitimacy as a ‘reservoir’. As long as the reservoir of legitimacy is not 

permitted to drop below a certain level, stability can be maintained, if it falls below that 

level, stability is endangered (Dahl 1988). Between perfect legitimacy and complete lack 

of it, there are instances of semi-acquiescence and quasi-legitimacy, when trust towards 

the state is not explicit, but still can be assumed to exist. Trust resulting from previous 

positive experiences in dealing with state bureaucratic apparatus, expressed by positive 

attitudes towards state intervention, may be an instance of such quasi-legitimacy. As this 

kind of legitimacy can benefit the state in periods of transition from one governing 

system to another, it is important to devise methodological tools to detect its existence. In 

this way, our ability to predict the strength and capacity of state institutions may 

substantially improve. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 

In this final chapter, let us now recapitulate the main argument of the present study. 

The aim of the study was to explore links between expressed trust towards the state (its 

institutions and the political system) and support for the state as a regulator in two policy 

areas: environmental protection and curbing excessive alcohol consumption. To the 

extent that expressed trust towards the state can be treated as an indicator of its 

legitimacy, the aim of the study was then to verify how much congruence there is 

between such measurement of legitimacy and the willingness to make practical use of 

state powers to resolve societal problems. The aim is then to explore the practical 

consequences of legitimacy, whether state legitimacy, measured as expressed trust 

towards its institutions and the political system, results in greater willingness to grant the 

state the mandate to act as a policy implementer. In the course of the argument it is 

furthermore discussed whether support for state intervention in itself could not be 

regarded as an indicator of state legitimacy; if this indeed is the case, then the present 

study really amounts to exploring correlation between two ways of appraising state 

legitimacy. Four Eastern European countries have been included into the study: Estonia, 

Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. The choice of these countries mattered only to the extent 

that they could be viewed as transitional democracies. Studying state legitimacy is seen 

as vital in studies of democratization, because legitimacy is a precondition for building-

up effective state institutions, which in their turn are essential for the survival of the very 

democracy that is being established. Moreover, state is viewed as an indispensable actor 

in tackling societal, global problems such as the ones which have been selected here: 

health issues and environmental protection. But in order to fulfill these functions, state 

institutions must enjoy some amount of legitimacy; legitimacy has thus a high 

instrumental value if the state to perform its regulatory tasks. State capacity is presumed 

to be directly dependent on the amount of legitimacy it enjoys. The question is, however, 

what is the proper way of measuring legitimacy of the state. In particular: can state 

legitimacy be justly appreciated by focusing on explicit trust to its institutional 
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framework, its governors, and its political system? Is lack of such an explicit trust among 

a substantial number of residents in a country a reason to be worried about state capacity 

in that country? 

In Chapters 9 and 10 we have tested different batteries of questions concerned with 

expressed trust towards state institutions and the political system against two other 

questions dealing with support for state regulation in the two policy areas, to see whether 

trust towards the former would be followed by support for the latter. With a few 

exceptions, our results were negative: explicit trust towards the state was not 

automatically followed by support for state regulation. Our results suggest as such, that 

explicit trust towards the state, especially towards its democratic decision making bodies, 

may be an insufficient indicator of its legitimacy, if we, by the latter term, also mean 

readiness to make use of state powers to achieve societal goals. The results underscore 

the complexity of legitimacy and the care that must be taken concerning the choice of 

indicators by anyone wishing to explore it. In the case of the four investigated countries, 

the results also mean that even though explicit trust towards the state cannot be taken for 

granted (though it is surprisingly high on some indicators), levels of support for state 

intervention were high in all the investigated countries and had even increased over the 

two years between the two surveys (1999 - 2001). This result shows that the state may 

actually enjoy higher trust in those societies than could be inferred from the data 

concerning explicit trust towards state institutions and the political system, provided that 

support for state intervention could be regarded as an indirect indicator of state trust.  

The four Eastern European countries were in the years 1999 – 2001 by all standards 

transitional democracies. Under these circumstances, we could expect the position of the 

state to be particularly volatile; levels of trust towards its institutions, both indirect and 

direct, could be expected to be low. The more surprising was therefore the result of the 

comparison we carried out in Chapter 8: it showed substantially higher levels of support 

for the state intervention as an environmental regulator than in three Nordic countries of 

Sweden, Denmark and Iceland. It will be readily admitted that it is highly debatable what 

conclusions could be drawn from this result (see discussion in Chapter 8). It shows, 

however, that support for state intervention cannot be taken for granted even in so called 

“established democracies”; the amount of this support may not be a simple function of 



Summary and Conclusion 

 183  

the age of the governing system. In Chapter 11 we pointed out to one possible 

explanation for these findings: the particular “political culture” of the former Eastern 

Bloc countries. Given their communist past, there may be a particular tradition of state-

dependence in this region. Whilst we are not able to verify this hypothesis within the 

bounds of the present study, it is in-line with previous findings by, among others, 

Friedman, who showed that state institutions may be an important factor in molding a 

particular ‘culture’ of relationship with the state (like the ‘habit’ of paying taxes), and the 

latter tends to outlive the institutions which helped to create it in the first place. The 

tradition of state reliance, if its existence could be confirmed by further studies, is a 

possible source of legitimacy for some state institutions in these countries, which these 

states could take advantage of. It would mean that the state has a given position as a 

regulator, even though explicit state trust is in many cases lacking. This finding, if 

correct, has thorough implications for the methodological approaches taken in 

democratization studies that focus on state legitimacy. It means that explicit trust, 

especially towards the input side of the political system, cannot be regarded as a sole and 

reliable indicator of state legitimacy. The picture of citizens’ relationship towards the 

state is often much more complex and the methodological arsenal employed to measure 

state legitimacy should always take it into account.  
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