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Abstract 
Why are people in post-communist countries less politically active than in mature democracies? 

Just before and after the collapse of Communism, the new democracies witnessed a massive 

political engagement of citizens, be it in demonstrations or elections. The recent years, however, 

reveal the political passivity of post-communist citizens. It begs the question which factors are 

responsible for disenchantment from politics. More specifically, we ask whether the communist 

legacy of political apathy and the economic and political conditions of post-communist societies 

m      f       v    l ’   c            g g       l   c . W   x  c   h          f     v    l     

contextual predictors to be related to political participation, namely, economic, political and 

cultural ones. We employ the European Social Survey 2008 data and use multi-level regressions to 

test our hypotheses. On the one hand, political participation in post-communist democracies is 

explained by a so-called composition effect: because there are more people in post-communist 

countries of a certain socio-economic status and with certain political values, levels of 

participation are lower. On the other hand, we found that political engagement is also shaped by 

country-level factors. The novelty of our research is that we consider social trust at both individual 

and contextual levels as predictors of both institutionalized and non-institutionalized political 

participation. Our results support the claim that the deterioration of social trust in post-communist 

countries during the communist regime and after its fall has a profound negative impact on 

    v    l ’ w ll  g             c           l   c . 

Key words: political participation; social trust; political efficacy; corruption; inequality; post-

communism 
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Why are citizens in post-communist countries less politically active than in West European 

societies? The contextual impact of social trust  

 

Why are people in some countries more politically active than people in other countries? The 

inclination of post-communist citizens to participate in political life is systematically lower 

compared with people living in mature democracies. This paper examines whether contextual 

f c       fl   c      v    l ’   l   c l  c             wh    x      h    x l      ff    c      

aggregated rates of political activity. More specifically, we analyze factors that are associated with 

the communist legacy and post-communist transition and at  h    m    m  m      f       v    l ’ 

decisions to engage in politics. In line with, for instance, Van Deth et al. (2007), we distinguish 

between three forms of participation: voting, participation in party politics, and protesting. 

Referring to other studies on political involvement, we expect six contextual predictors to be 

related to the individual willingness to participate in politics, namely, general atmosphere of social 

trust, economic growth, (in)equality, corruption levels, government effectiveness, and historical 

experience with democracy.    

Several recent studies have already suggested that contextual effects, like, corruption 

(Olsson, 2014), type of political regime, including post-communism (Bernhagen and Marsh, 2007; 

Hooghe and Quintelier, 2014; Letki, 2003), institutional effectiveness, inequality, and economic 

growth (Van Deth and Elff, 2004; Schroeder, 2008; Christensen, 2011; Hooghe and Marien, 2013) 

and other conditions (for instance, Geys, 2006; Kostadinova, 2003; Van der Meer, Van Deth, and 

Scheepers 2009; V áblík vá, 2014) m      f       v    l ’   c           g g       l   c . H w v  , 

one of the key notions pointed out by Putnam (1993) and others (cf. Fukuyama, 1995) – social 

trust as a contextual factor – has attracted less attention.  Only a few scholars tested the impact of 

c    x   l   c  l            l   c l      c        (R ll       R   , 2008; Bäck, 2011; N     , 2002 ; 

Rothstein, 2011; Kim, 2014). To our best knowledge, none of these studies systematically 

compared trends in both conventional and unconventional participation. 

Hence, there is still a significant lacuna in the existing literature as we lack comprehensive 

research on the connection between aggregated levels of social trust (among other country-level 

variables) and political participation. Thus, the aim of this paper is to address this caveat and cut 

into the question whether the level of contextual social trust (the average level of social trust in a 

country) significantly shapes political participation. The cross-level interaction effect between 

contextual and individual levels of social trust on the modes of political participation tested in this 

research adds to the novelty of this study. Moreover, this effect is tested for three modes of 

political participation, which makes the analyses more fine-grained (in contrast to most other 

studies that only investigate one or two modes).  

Our primary focus is on post-communist societies. We disentangle the concept of post-

communism as a set of economic, political and social variables that define post-communism as a 

stage or c    x   f   l   c l      f  m     . I   h  l           h    f         f  h  “c    x ”         

to describe the political system and economic conditions, as well the socio-demographic 

composition of a society. These factors are believed to exert an influenc         v    l ’   c       

    b l  g     h  “ x     l”               lm  f    ’   w    fluence sphere. In this study, we 

conceive post-communism as a set of various contextual factors that influence the attitudes and 

behaviour of citizens in post-communist societies (V áblík vá, 2014; Pop-Eleches and Tucker, 

2011; Klandermans and Van Stralen, 2014). These contextual effects refer to present institutional 

settings, economic conditions, common norms and values, as well as the past collective experience 

of the citizens that lived through the communist regime and its collapse. We expect that the 
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c    x   l f c     c       l   x l     h    m  k bl  “  v  g  c ”  f     -communist societies 

from mature democracies with regard to participation.   

Multi-level analysis presupposes that, on the one hand, the lower levels of political 

participation in post-communist democracies could result from a so-called composition effect: 

because there are more people in post-communist countries who do not trust their fellow citizens, 

levels of political participation are lower. In a similar vein, the fact that some societies are more 

politically apathetic than others could be due to the fact that some societies have a larger 

proportion of people with lower levels of education, lower individual incomes, or lower levels of 

political interest.  

On the other hand, we have good reasons to believe that the levels of political engagement 

of post-communist citizens are shaped by country-level factors. In other words, we presume that 

the striking differences in participation between Western democracies and post-communist 

countries are also due to the nature of the societies in which these citizens live (Pop-Eleches and 

Tucker, 2011). This implies, for instance, that even well-educated, efficacious, and trusting post-

communist citizens are less inclined to engage in political activities than their counterparts in 

mature democracies because they are embedded in a distrustful society (Sztompka, 1999). The 

overall context individuals are nested in has to be taken into account to explain varying levels of 

political participation. In sum, our analysis cuts into the role of the context in shaping political 

participation.  

The structure of this paper is as follows. First, we will outline which individual and 

contextual factors arguably matter for political participation. We distinguish between economic, 

political and cultural facets of post-communism. Next, we present the data and research design, 

which will be followed by the results. The paper concludes with a discussion of the findings.  

 

Explaining political participation: theories and hypotheses   
 

Does having experienced communism diminish political activeness? Post-communism as a certain 

   g   f “  m c    c   v l  m   ” h   m    f c   . W  c    h  k  b     h   m  c   f “l v  g      

post-c mm      c      ”         c            w  b     w ys: individual and contextual. We will 

briefly focus in this section on the distinction between these two types of effects and the 

relationships between macro and micro level variables analyzed in this chapter (Figure 1). For 

reasons of brevity, we      h  g     l v    bl  “  l   c l      c       ”     h   F g   , b      c   b  

specified for different forms of political participation, such as voting and protesting.   

 

[FIGURE 1 about here] 

 

Scholars have proposed a number of macro-level explanations to account for cross-country 

differences in political participation, such as differences in turnout (Geys, 2006; Dalton, 2004; 

Bühlm        F     g, 2006; f   the post-communist region: Barnes and Simon, 1998; 

Kostadinova, 2003; Armingeon, 2007) and non-electoral political participation (V áblík vá, 2014; 

Armingeon, 2007).  

For now, it is important to acknowledge that the relationships observed at the macro-level, 

depicted as arrow A in Figure 1, can be the result of different underlying processes. Macro-level 

effects on individual political participation can arise in three different ways (Ruiter and Van 

Tubergen, 2009; Coleman, 1990). We can distinguish contextual, individual, and cross-level 

interaction effects. First, macro-level effects can be compositional in nature. In that scenario, 
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macro differences arise because of the unequal distribution of individual characteristics (arrow B), 

which in turn influence     v    l ’   l   c l b h v     (    w C). Second, in line with for instance 

P    m’  c        f  h  gh  (1993), c       ch   c       c  c    l   h v    c    x   l  ff c     

political participation. If that is the case, properties of countries have a direct effect on 

participation over and above individual characteristics (arrow E). In this theoretical section, I will 

discuss three contextual effects, based on three sets of country characteristics: their economic, 

political-institutional, and cultural properties.  

Third, cross-national differences can be the result of cross-level interaction effects (i.e. 

arrow F type of relationships). If so, certain characteristics of countries condition the relationship 

between important individual characteristics and political participation. For instance, a higher 

income could perhaps lead to more participation in Western democracies, but decrease 

participation in post-communist countries.  

In all cases, the influence on individual political participation leads to aggregate outcomes 

in national political activeness (arrow D). In the following discussion, I will elaborate on the most 

prominent micro and macro effects on participation that (might) distinguish post-communist 

countries from other mature democracies, namely, economic, political-institutional, and cultural 

factors. In other words, I am going to investigate arrows C, E and F.  

Economic factors  

 

The first argument refers to a very popular belief that economic conditions explain the lower 

participation levels of post-communist citizens. Different theories of political participation, 

  m c    z          m      z        g    h    c   m c g  w h g v       l  “ h  l x   ”    

participate, because, on the one hand, it reduces material insecurities and, on the other hand, a 

higher income insures that people can invest more of their time in political issues – this is also 

what the post-materialist thesis suggests (Van Deth, 1983; Inglehart, 1997). Economic factors are 

closely related to the so-called socio-economic standard model (SES) of political participation 

research that has been developed by Verba and colleagues (Nie et al, 1969; Verba and Nie, 1972: 

123-137; Verba et al, 1995). The socio-economic status of an individual is represented by three 

components: education, income, and occupational status; all three variables strongly positively 

correlate. Individuals with more intellectual resources (meaning a higher level of education) and 

more material resources (a higher income or higher occupational status) are more active in politics 

than persons with fewer resources. It is argued that resources lead to political participation in the 

sense that individuals with more resources can exert more pressure on politicians. Moreover, 

resources stimulate political interest and form participatory political attitudes that make citizens 

more responsible for their country and thus more willing to participate (Dalton, 2004). Thus, we 

assume that socio-economic status has a positive effect on all three modes of participation: People 

of higher socio-economic status are more likely engage in political participation, be it voting 

(H1a), party (H1b) or movement (H1c) activities. 

 The literature demonstrates that there is also a contextual effect of economic development 

on participation: in countries where people are economically better off, citizens vote and protest 

more often (Lipset, 1959; Dahl, 1971; Sedehi and Tabriztchi, 1974; Przeworski and Limongi 1997; 

Dalton, 2004; Teorell et al, 2007).  

There are several theories that illuminate this relationship. Some authors assume that active 

  v lv m     f c   z         l   c   c   ll  c     b        g v   m   ’   ff c  v          

economic development. Others explain it in a reverse way: the process of economic development 

leads to social change that also alters the political culture of a nation and that is associated with the 
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rise of new forms of political participation (Nie et al, 1969: 362; Inglehart, 1997; Dalton, 2004). 

The causal chains between economic development and political participation consist of a set of 

simultaneous processes that are acquired along economic growth: industrialization, urbanization, 

educational expansion, the rise of new communication (media) technologies, mobilization, and 

increasing political incorporation that helps people to get involved in political life in a society 

(Weitz-Shapiro & Winters, 2008: 1). Put it differently, national economic growth generates and 

creates the access to resources. However, it is difficult to actually distinguish between the 

individual and macro-level effects of economic factors on participation. Do people participate 

because they become better-off? Or do poorer people also participate more in richer countries?  

Empirical studies suggest that with the increases in the supply of material resources, the 

general level of participation increases naturally, even among the relatively poor (for instance, 

Inglehart, 1997). One argument for this is that rich countries generally implement extensive social 

welfare systems that not only facilitate the development of civic engagement, but also make 

citizens feel safer (because the system guarantees basic socio-economic needs) and consequently 

make them more willing to take a political action (Van Oorschot and Arts, 2005; Lancee and Van 

de Werfhorst, 2011; Alber and Kohler, 2008). Another argument suggests that in wealthier 

countries people are more involved in civic associations, private charities, voluntary organizations 

 h              ch “     c       ”  k ll  (W lz  , 1998; P chl       W ll c , 2009).      ver, Nie, 

Powell, and Prewitt (1969) argue that although individuals of higher social-economic class 

participate more (individual-level effect), their success in achieving political goals is presumably 

spread and motivates others to participate as well. Therefore, low socio-economic status citizens 

might henceforth participate more in the manner of high-SES participants (contextual-level effect). 

All in all, we assume that national economic conditions have an influence on individual political 

activity. 

To sum up, the arguments above lead to the following hypothesis: People who live in 

countries with a higher level of socio-economic development more frequently vote (H2a) and 

participate more often in party (H2b) and movement (H2c) politics. 

If the hypothesis holds true, it could explain why economically less developed post-

communist countries have lower rates of participation than mature democracies. Moreover, it 

could account for differences among the post-communist countries, although Duch (1998) could 

not find support for this hypothesis within this region.  

 Equality is another contextual economic indicator that explains participation (Uslaner and 

Brown, 2005; Alesina and La Ferrara; 2000; Van Deth et al, 2007; Schroeder, 2008). If resources 

are equally distributed, it means that access to participation is also more equal. Higher levels of 

political participation thus tend to be accompanied with higher levels of equality. The reverse is 

also true. A large literature on democratization argues that inequality erodes the sense of social 

trust and there is some evidence that inequality even lowers rates of political participation in 

democratic societies. As Lancee and Van de Werfhorst (2011) notice, in more unequal societies 

people tend to abstain from participation because they feel more disadvantaged and more anxious 

than they would have been in more egalitarian societies. In their empirical study, they find 

evidence that independent of individual resources, higher inequality indeed hinders political 

engagement. Uslaner and Brown (2005) support the argument by saying that in unequal societies 

people think that they are not represented; they feel powerless and therefore they engage in less 

societal interaction. Informed by these theoretical insights, we predict that relatively higher 

inequality rates in post-c mm        c       h          v    l ’   l   c l   v lv m   : In countries 
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with more socioeconomic equalities, people politically participate more frequently in elections 

(H3a), party (H3b) and movement (H3c) politics.  

 

Political factors  

 

According to the second set of effects, it is plausible that political institutions and their outcomes 

have an impact on attitudes citizens hold about politics, and that the post-communist countries 

have distinct features in this regard. The literature considers a wide array of institutional effects on 

political behaviour, both subjective and contextual: political and electoral systems, political 

  l   z     ,  cc       g v   m    l             ,   ff        l c   , c   z   ’ expectations, 

evaluations of political institutions, years of democratic experience and other (Freitag and 

Stadelmann-Steffen, 2010; Freitag, 2010; Powell, 1986; Niemi et al, 1991; Christensen, 2011). 

However, we are not going to delve into all these contextual factors, as we focus on the effect of 

post-communism and the variables that are particularly related to it.  

At the individual level, political efficacy is conceived as being one of the most decisive 

f c      h            v    l’    cl               icipate (Lane, 1959; Campbell et al, 1954; Warren, 

1999; Morrell, 2005; Klandermans et al, 2008; della Porta and Reiter, 2012). Political action is 

more likely to be undertaken by citizens who have the feeling that they can bring about changes. 

Following the conceptualization of Lane (1959), we distinguish between internal and external 

political efficacy. Internal efficacy is self-understood competence to influence political outcomes, 

wh       x     l  ff c c    fl c         c  v   g v   m   ’          v   ss (Barber, 1984).  

Although there is empirical support for the claim that both dimensions of political efficacy 

positively contribute to all modes of participation (Almond and Verba, 1989; Barnes and Kaase, 

1979; Verba et al, 1995; Karp and Banducci, 2008), it is popularly assumed that external political 

efficacy (a citizen thinks that his/her voice is heard) more strongly encourages conventional 

participation, while internal efficacy is a condition for both party and movement politics, as 

efficacious citizens not only learn about the political outcomes and consequences, but also know 

the ways how to influence those outcomes (Gamson, 1968: 48; Sheerin, 2007). Thus, we formulate 

the following expectations: Individual sense of external efficacy leads to more active involvement 

in electoral (H4a) and party (H4b) politics, and less active involvement in movement politics 

(H4c); Individual sense of internal efficacy leads to more active involvement in electoral (H5a), 

party (H5b) and movement (H5c) politics.  

 From the contextual perspective, corruption features the ineffectiveness of an institutional 

setting of a country (Rothstein, 2011). Political corruption has been known for many damaging 

 ff c  ,   cl    g c   z   ’   l   c l      g g m   . Uslaner (2002) claims that corruption in a 

society proves to be a counter-motivator of political participation. The acceptance of corruption 

diminishes the importance of legal channels to influence politics. For instance, McCann and 

Dominguez (1998) find that the suspicion of corruption among political elites depressed 

participation in Mexican elections between 1986 and 1995. In a similar vein, scholars analyzing 

the US and Britain also come to the conclusion that electoral participation erodes as a result of 

corruption scandals (Bowler and Karp, 2004; Blass et al, 2012). Hooghe and Quintelier (2014) find 

that higher corruption levels significantly negatively affect both institutionalized and non-

institutionalized political participation in European democracies. 

Kostadinova (2012) asserts that the negative impact of corruption is even more devastating 

in countries transitioning from a totalitarian system to democracy. When governments are 

dishonest, ordinary citizens lose trust in the new system and it deters them from public 
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engagement. We should keep in mind that voluntary political participation is not yet a habit in 

post-communist countries. It simply means that corruption leaves no room for participatory skills 

and civic virtues to flourish. In her studies based on Eastern European democracies, Kostadinova 

(2012; 2003) finds that with regard to electoral behaviour, corruption perceptions discourage 

people from voting (for instance, because of the fear of buying votes). On the other hand, the 

World Values Survey and Comparative Study of Electoral Systems data demonstrate that 

corruption instead propels some forms of protest participation. Kostadinova concludes that 

disenchanted citizens with little faith in the efficacy of the electoral process will search for other 

ways to express their anger about the practices of corrupt policies. Hence, we propose the 

following hypotheses: In countries with higher levels of corruption individuals less likely 

participate in voting (H6a) and party politics (H6b); In countries with higher levels of corruption 

individuals more likely participate in protest politics (H6c). 

 Moreover, another political-institutional factor widely considered in the post-communist 

context is so-called government effectiveness. By government effectiveness we refer to the ability 

of a government (among other capabilities) to effectively implement decisions, provide qualified 

services and meet the objectives of a society (cf. World Bank Governance Indicators). The more a 

government is effective in this sense, the higher the level of social welfare in a country. Scholars 

argue that when post-communist democratic institutions are in a period of flux (instability), 

governments are not effective and therefore it creates barriers for participation (Duch, 1998). The 

Soviet-type legacies of the political/administrative setting are believed to be still rooted (to a 

certain level) in post-communist political institutions. As Norgaard, Ostrovska and Hansen (2000) 

    c , “ h   x   m    l   c     c     l (   c w)   c      m k  g      c     “l       

h l l       ”,    l c l       g    l   m            , wh  w              c  v  g v         l   

g    l     f             f   c     ”.  h  ,  h             l        m       h       -communist 

institutions (governments) are ineffective because structural properties are legacies of the 

incumbent socialist systems with certain (legal and illegal) rules and norms. The perceived 

cl     l    c         f  h               h       c   z   ’ b l  f  h    h   c     fl   c    l   c      

thus diminish the willingness to participate in it. On the other hand, it might hold true that 

government ineffectiveness encourages people to take to the streets to protest against it. Thus, the 

subsequent hypotheses can be formulated: The more effective a government, the more likely 

individuals are to participate in elections (H7a) and party politics (H7b), but the less likely 

individuals are to participate in movement politics (H7c). 

 Finally, I presume that the years of stable democracy of a country also has an impact on 

whether citizens more actively participate in politics (Van Deth and Elff, 2004; Hooghe and 

Quintelier, 2014). The assumption implies that through the years of democracy citizens learn 

democratic procedures and routines, including political participation. In other words, the longer 

citizens live in a democracy, the more they are used to the rules of the democratic game. It would 

not only help us to distinguish between mature and post-communist democracies, but also between 

so-called Western and Southe   E        c          h   m      m c    c                 h  1970’ . 

The hypothesis thus suggests: the more years of democracy a country experiences, the more 

citizens are likely to participate in voting (H8a), party (H8b), and movement (H8c) politics. 

Social trust as a cultural factor 

 

A third set of effects stresses that citizens are exposed to their socio-cultural environment and its 

norms about participation (for instance, Schwartz, 2006). Social trust is one of the prominent 

attributes of the socio-cultural environment. Social trust as a personal trait might lead to 
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    v    l ’ w ll  g             c           l   c .  h   x l         f  h                 h          g 

people care about each other and thus feel a moral duty to be involved in common affairs (Putnam, 

1993; 2000; Seligman, 1997). It is argued that social trust encourages individuals to participate in 

the pursuit of the commons, as trust provides us with the assurance that political action will be 

worthwhile. Thus, it overcomes the rational choice dilemma of the lack of effectiveness of 

individual political action, since social trust is not only about what you get, but also what you give. 

In this manner, successful cooperation based on trust gives people satisfaction in what they do 

(Putnam, 1993; Fishkin, 1995: 148). Political action stimulated by social trust endows us with a 

sense of belonging to a collective identity and pride for struggling for good and right values 

(Klandermans, 2003; Dahl, 1998). Following the reasoning entrenched in social capital theories, 

we hypothesize that: Individual sense of social trust leads to more active participation in elections 

(H9a), party (H9b) and movement (H9c) politics.  

 Moreover, it may be that social trust makes us more active democrats because it is tightly 

related to social embeddedness or participation in voluntary civic organizations. Social capital 

theorists assert that more trustful people tend to join organizations, and vice versa, organizations 

teach individuals to have trust in other fellows (Van Deth, 2001; Hooghe and Stolle, 2003). 

N  w  k   f c v c   g g m    f  c     l k  “ ch  l   f   m c  c ” wh    c   z    l      k ll   f 

participation (Hooghe and Stolle, 2003). The general claim is that participation in associations 

“   ll   v  ”    national-level participation in politics. Thus, we expect that: Individual’s 

involvement in social networks (social embeddedness) leads to more active participation in 

elections, party and movement politics (H10a, H10b and H10c, respectively). 

 From the culturalist perspective, social trust is a property of contexts, not only of 

individuals (Kawachi, Subramanian and Kim, 2008). Put differently, it is a collective level 

resource and comprises a contextual climate (Subramanian, Lochner and Kawachi, 2003). This 

approach asserts that political participation differs cross-nationally because cultural settings and 

norms differ. In other words, cross-national differences in political behaviour are attributed to 

differences in culture (Duch, 1998). This type of explanation first of all refers to one of the most 

important arguments of Almond and Verba in their study The Civic Culture (1963), namely that 

the political culture influences whether and in what way people participate in politics. Their study 

for instance concludes that even those who possess a lower socio-economic status are inclined to 

actively participate when a civic culture is prevalent. Thus, the culturalist approach presupposes 

that an atmosphere of social trust in a country propels people to participate in determination of 

their own affairs. In a socially trusting environment people feel more comfortable with 

participation. Even distrustful people participate more if the general atmosphere is trustful. 

Empirical research also lends support to the argument that countries with a longer 

  m c    c             m         h gh   l v l   f             l   c l  c  v  m (Bäck, 2011; 

Inglehart, 1997: 188; Almond and Verba, 1963; Hooghe and Quintelier, 2014). For instance, Iglič 

    Fáb  g   (2007) show that trust as a contextual attribute is one of the strongest predictors of 

involvement in social networks in European democracies. Social networks are collective 

endeavours and participation (in these networks) largely depends on the contextual level of trust. 

Moreover, Warren (1999) tested the contextual effect of trust as a predictor of voting in the United 

States. Panel data demonstrate that in more trusting environments people tend to vote more often. 

He assumes that the same logic may apply to other types of participation. 

I      m l   v   , P    m   g     h     c  l          v        “  bl c g   ” w  h       v  

spill-over effects on political participation (Putnam, 1993; 2000). His study of the Italian regions 

pointed out that democracy works better in an environment of high social capital (hence, social 
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     ): “S  ck   f   c  l c     l,   ch         ,    m         w  k ,         b    lf-reinforcing and 

cumulative. Virtuous circles result in social equilibrium with high levels of cooperation, trust, 

reciprocity, civic engagement and well-being, as well as honesty and law- b    g    ” (P    m, 

1993: 111, 177). In other words, Putnam (2000: 20) contends that there may be positive spill-over 

effects from the societal level to individuals, so that poorly connected individuals benefit from a 

well-c    c    c mm      (cf. Bäck, 2011). L k w   , U l     (2001: 108)   g     h       l  

who live among trusters may not actually become trusters themselves, but they may adopt the 

behaviour of trusters (for instance, inhibit habits of participation).  

The reverse is also true. Putnam (1993: 115) explains that societies can also be locked in a 

vicious circle of distrust. Distrust is defined as a common legacy of the post-communist countries. 

Sztompka (1999) has argued that the thorough dominance of social life by the Communist Party 

     g  h  S v                c     “bl ck c l    ” ch   c    z   b  w                    f  h  

social sphere. These cultural paths that are inherited from the past are resistant to change and 

influence our present.  

Hence, we presume that the culture of distrust has a significant harmful contextual effect on 

    v    l ’                   c           l   c . Ev    f  h           v    ll         g,  h   w ll 

participate less when they live in a distrustful society. For this reason, the individual-level impact 

of generalized trust may vary across countries (Van Deth et al, 2007). To sum up, we formulate the 

following hypothesis: people who live in more trustful countries have a higher propensity to be 

active in elections (H11a), party politics (H11b) and engage in movement politics participation 

(H11c).  

Moreover, I also expect a cross-level interaction effect between individual social trust and 

contextual factors. F         c , Igl č     Fáb  g   (2007) notice that individual social trust is a 

stronger predictor of political participation in Western cultures than in Eastern European societies. 

Thus, I hypothesize that in prosperous, politically advanced, and socially trustful societies, the 

effect of individual social trust on voting and participation in party and movement politics is 

stronger compared to less developed societies (H12a, H12b and H12c, respectively). In other 

words, I will test the interaction effects between individual social trust and all contextual indicators 

( DP     c     ,  INI, c             c      , g v   m    ’  ff c  v     ,        f   m c  c , 

and contextual social trust) employed in the analyses. To conclude, all hypotheses are summarized 

in Table 1. 

 

[TABLE 1 about here] 

 

Data and research design  

Data 

 

We will use the data from the fourth wave of the European Social Survey (ESS, 2008). Compared 

to the other waves (for instance, 2002, 2010 and 2012), the wave of 2008 embraces the largest 

number of European post-communist democracies. In total 27 democratic societies were selected: 

26 European countries plus East Germany as a post-communist society.
1
 Most of the countries 

                                                        
1
 Countries/societies included as mature/established democracies are: Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, 

France, Greece, Germany-West, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and 

the United Kingdom. Post-communist democracies: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany-East, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
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included are members of the EU; We also added Norway and Switzerland, which are 

internationally acknowledged as fitting the highest democratic standards. All in all, the analyses 

include more than 40,000 respondents (N1) from 27 societies (N2).  

5.3.2 Dependent variables 

 

Voting. – We m       v    g w  h  h  q       : “D       v        h  l    [c      ]        l 

election in [month/year]? Yes/N ?” (v    bl    m : v   
2
).  

Party politics participation. – Other party politics participation activities are tapped with 

these items: 1) Contacted politician or government official last 12 months (variable name: contplt); 

2) Worked in political party or action group last 12 months (wrkprty); 3) Worn or displayed 

campaign badge/sticker (badge); 4) Member of a political party (mmbprty). Answers: yes=1; no=0. 

The dichotomized scoring to measure participation in these activities is applied: 1 is given to the 

respondents who participated in at least one of the mentioned activities, and they get a 0 score if 

they did not participate in any of the activities. 

Movement politics participation. – Participation in movement politics is gauged by these 

indicators: 1) Signed a petition in last 12 months (sgnptit); 2) Taken part in lawful public 

demonstration last 12 months (pbldmn); 3) Boycotted certain products in last 12 months (bctprd). 

 h     w   c   g      c        f “   ” (1)     “  ” (0). As the distributions is skewed (around 70 

per cent of the respondents did not participate in any activity), the dichotomized scoring was 

employed, score 1 meaning participation in at least one movement activity, and 0 indicating non-

participation.  

 

Independent variables 

 

Socio-economic status is measured by two indicators: education and (perceived) income. 

 Education. – E  c      l v l (   lvl )  f                m           f ll w : 1 = “L    

 h   l w     c          c     ”; 2 = “L w     c          c      c m l    ”; 3 = “U     

  c          c      c m l    ”; 4 = “P   -secondary non-            c      c m l    ”; 5 = 

“            c      c m l    ”. 

Perceived income. – We measured perceived income with a question about how the 

            “f  l  b    h    h l ’    c m    w     ” (hincfel).
3
 The answer categories are 1 = 

“V      ff c l  (   l v )              c m ”; 2 = “C    g              c m ”; 3 = “D ff c l  (   

l v )              c m ”; 4 = “L v  g c mf    bl               c m ”.  

Socio-economic development. – The socio-economic level of a country is measured by its 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita (the household income, standardized by purchasing 

power parity/PPP in US$) in 2008. The figures are obtained from the Central Intelligence Agency 

(CIA) World Factbook. To avoid very small parameter estimates, in the analysis the real numbers 

of GDP were divided by 1000. 

Inequality. – The Gini coefficient measuring inequality of income and wealth is proposed 

to be an accurate indicator of actual inequality within a society. We use 2008 figures (or adjacent 

figures when figures were missing for 2008) obtained from The Organisation for Economic Co-

                                                        
2
 We also include the original variable names of the ESS database for the ease of the replication of the analyses. 

3
  h     g   l q           m       h    h l ’    c m  (H    h l '      l       c m , all sources) was not 

chosen because of many missings of this value. Instead, following Hooghe and Quintelier (2014), the perceived 

income was considered. Correlation between the two variables is 0.50. 
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operation and Development (OECD). Data for Switzerland and Hungary are from 2009. Data for 

Cyprus, Lithuania, Latvia and Romania come from the World Bank Organization (2008), for 

Bulgaria – 2007, for Romania – 2009. The 2008 data for East Germany are found in Grabka et al 

(2012). The Gini coefficient is measured after taxes and transfers of total population. 

Theoretically, the inequality index ranges from 0 (no inequality) to 1 (perfect inequality). Thus we 

 x  c   h    h  h gh    INI    q  l    c  ff c      f   c         ,  h  l w        h  c      ’  

participation rates.  

Political trust. – We use political trust as a proxy of external efficacy. The ESS 2008 

survey does not provide the items that were originally used in the American Elections Studies to 

measure external political efficacy (Niemi et al, 1991). The closest indicator to it is political trust, 

which refers to the perceived trustworthiness of the governmental institution and assumingly 

          f  l  g  h    h            ’  v  c     h    . P l   c l                    l z   b  

m       g           h  m     m                      f     l   c l      m     g  h   q       : “Pl     

tell me on a score of 0-10 h w m ch            ll          ch  f  h               I         ”.  h  

f ll w  g              w               )  h  c      ’     l  m    (      l); b)  h  l g l      m 

(trstlgl); c) the police (trstplc); d) politicians (trstplt); e) political parties (trstprt). The answer 

categories ranged from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust). The general score of political trust 

for each individual is the mean of the items. Individuals are included if they at least provided an 

answer on two items (out of five); otherwise (if there is only one item or none) the case is missing.   

Political awareness. – This variable serves as a proxy of internal efficacy. The ESS 

questionnaire does not include questions that accurately measure internal political efficacy. In line 

with some other studies (for instance, Hooghe and Marien, 2013: 140), we use political awareness 

as a proxy variable representing internal efficacy, because the association between these two 

variables is strong. Political awareness is defined as the extent an individual pays attention to 

politics and understands what he or she has encountered (Zaller, 1992: 21). Political awareness at 

 h      v    l l v l    m        b   h     w      c     :  ) “H w  f           l   c     m    

c m l c      h       c  ’     ll             wh      g   g   ?” (  lcm l) (1 = f  q    l ; 2 = 

  g l  l ; 3 =  cc      ll ; 4 =   l  m; 5 =   v  ); b) “H w   ff c l                 f          

m k       m        b      l   c l       ?” (  l c ) (1 = v      fficult, 2 = difficult; 3 = neither 

  ff c l ,         ; 4 =     ; 5 = v        ).  h     w     m  m       l  c    l    (P      ’  r = 

0.47), which allows us to compose a single variable. The cases with an answer to only one 

question are also taken into account.  

Political interest. – Another important variable that assumingly predicts political 

participation is political interest. We will therefore add this as control variable. It is measured in 

 h  ESS    v   w  h            q       : “H w            w  l                       l   c ?” 

(polintr) (1 = not at all interested; 2 = hardly interested; 3 = quite interested; 4 = very interested). I 

include political interest in the analysis because it is closely related to political awareness, 

however, I keep these two variables separate.    

Corruption. – The data for corruption perception come from the Eurobarometer (EB) 2009 

(“A          f E           w     C         ”).  h  EB       w   ch      b v   h            c  

International report, for the purpose to differentiate between West and East Germany. The 

differences with regard to the corruption perception levels between these two parts of Germany are 

      b    v   l         (Cl m   , 2000; Pázmá   , 2011).  h        v      x  f c          

perception of the given c            f  m   b  Pázmá    (2011). H  ch     h    q            f  m 

 h      x: 1) “ h       c             l c l                 (    c      )”, 2) “ h       c             

  g    l                 (    c      )”, 3) “ h       c                    l   stitutions in (our 
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c      )”. All  f  h m h v  f       w   c   g     : “    ll   g   ”, “         g   ”, “        

    g   ”, “    ll      g   ”. P  zm     c             c  f  m      f c       l           v   h  

consistency of the index across all countries and regions. The analysis shows that the reliability of 

 h      x    h gh w  h   C   b ch’   l h   f 0.93. Pázmá    (2011: 63) c  cl      h   “ h   h    

questions form an additive index with a scale from zero to nine. The respondent does not perceive 

any corruption at all when his answers result in a value of zero and perceives rampant corruption 

wh   h   q             l       v l    f     ”.
4
   

Government effectiveness. – The government effectiveness coefficient provided by the 

World Bank research programme is one of the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) capturing 

the dimensions of good governing across the countries. Government effectiveness captures 

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

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

 h  c    b l     f  h  g v   m   ’  c mm  m         ch   l c   . P  c    l     k  f c         

ranges from 0 (lowest) to 100 (highest). The higher values of the coefficient indicate better 

governance scores (WGI, Country data reports, 1996 – 2012).  

Years of democracy is measured by the years of stable democracy since 1919. The accurate 

data is obtained from the Polity IV Annual Time Series. The Polity IV data series includes 

democracy and autocracy indicators for over 160 countries from 1800-2013. Both the democracy 

and autocracy indicators were constructed as 21-point scales based on an assessment of political 

competition and participation. The scale ranges from -10 to +10, with -10 to -6 corresponding to 

autocracies, -5 to 5 corresponding to anocracies, and 6 to 10 to democracies (The Polity Project). 

Social trust (individual level). – The ESS 2008 survey operationalizes social trust by using 

three questions: 1) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you 

c  ’  b      c   f l       l ng with people? (ppltrst); 2) Do you think that most people would try to 

take advantage of you if they got a chance or would they try to be fair? (pplfair); 3) Would you say 

that most of the time people try to be helpful or are they mostly looking out for themselves? 

(pplhlp). For each question, the respondents were asked to indicate their consent on a scale from 0 

to 10, where 0 means the lowest and 10 the highest agreement. A principal component analysis of 

the three trust questions showed that they load on one scale quite strongly (the first component 

explains between 58.7 and 78.3 per cent of the variance in each of the 27 societies). Other research 

(for instance, Zmerli and Newton, 2008) also demonstrate that trust and the perceptions that people 

are fair and helpful indicate a single dimension, therefore my decision is to summate each 

    v    l’                h     h    q               v     h    mb   b   h   . I   h  c     wh    

only one or two questions are answered, accordingly one score or the sum of the scores divided by 

two are counted.  

Social embeddedness. – The ESS measures the participation in (voluntary) associations 

    g  h   q       : “W  k          h   [ h     l   c l]   g                 c       l    12 m   h ” 

(wrkorg). In addition, we include two other types of associational participation: membership in 

labour unions and religious attendance. Participation in these organizations may foster face-to-

face contacts and function as a stepping stone to political participation (Newton, 1999; van der 

Meer and Van Ingen, 2001; Warren, 2001; Norris, 2002a). Trade union membership (mbtru) is 

                                                        
4
 However, data for Norway, Switzerland and Croatia were not available in the EB study. Thus, the values from the 

Transparency International were taken for these countries and the scores were adjusted to fit the same measurement 

scale. The data on the TI Corruption perception indexes are available online 

<http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi/cpi_2009#results> 
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measured as a dichotomous variable (1 = yes; 0 = no). Religious attendance (rlgatnd) measured 

how often respondents attend religious services apart from special occasions. Answers ranged on a 

seven-       c l  f  m “  v  ” (1) “   m     h     c    w  k” (7). D       h    ff                 

function of these organizations, I keep all three variables (social embeddedness, union membership 

and religious attendance) separate.   

Social trust (country level). – Aggregated mean of the items of social trust of individuals in 

a particular country is counted.  

Age and gender. – Ag     m            h  ESS      w  h  h  v    bl  “R         ‘   x c  

 g          ” ( g  ).    der is coded as a dichotomous variable (gndr): (0) = Female, (1) = Male. 

 

Describing country differences  

 

Table 2 provides an overview of the 27 societies included in the study and their scores on the 

country-level variables. It shows that the mean levels of contextual social trust, corruption, 

government effectiveness, GDP, and years of democratic experience significantly differ between 

 h   w    m l    f   c      .  h  , w   b   v   h    h         b    c  b h     h          f “    -

c mm    m”  h   c   b  unraveled by a set of contextual-level factors. In contrast, some other 

scholars, for instance Lasinska (2013: 189), use post-communism as a dummy variable, but we 

deliberately did not include this dummy because it is already captured by theoretically more 

meaningful variables. In other words, the characteristic features of post-communist countries are 

already incorporated by the other measures in our study.  

It is important to note that one can also notice considerable differences within the two 

samples. For instance, levels of social trust are remarkably lower in Greece and Portugal, 

compared to other Western democracies, while in Estonia or East Germany contextual social trust 

is of the same level as in mature democracies. In regard to economic development, the two 

country-sets are more distinct, although Portugal, the poorest country among the mature 

democracies, would better fit in the post-communist context. It is also worth noting that there are 

no considerable differences between the country-sets with regard to income inequality, and within 

the groups the differences are also modest (except maybe for Portugal within the mature 

democracies, and Lithuania and Latvia within the post-communist ones). With regard to 

corruption, there is more variation within the sample of mature democracies (for instance, Greece 

and Cyprus are perceived as being highly corrupt). Last, but not least, post-communist 

governments seem to be less effective, with some noticeable differences, for instance, Estonia, 

Slovenia and Czech Republic.  

Because of the relatively small number of countries and specifics of the sample, we did not 

include several other country level variables, for instance, the Freedom House index (measuring 

 h  c      ’    g     f   l   c l f     m      c v l l b      )     H m   D v l  m        x,       

is unlikely that these variables can account for the differences in political participation between the 

democratic countries in Europe. There are some minor differences between the chosen countries in 

regard to the Freedom House index, but these differences are rather small to have a significant 

impact on cou    ’  l v l  f      c       . W  proceed with the descriptive analysis of these 

participation levels.  

 

[TABLE 2 about here] 

 

If we compare countries based on the aggregated data on three different modes of political 
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participation, we observe remarkable differences in the average amount of political participation 

across countries, especially in party politics (other than voting) and movement politics activities 

(Figures 2, 3 and 4). As we can see, Denmark, Norway, Ireland and Finland have the highest 

overall level of political participation and are much more active than the least engaged post-

communist countries, like, Bulgaria, Poland, Romania and Slovakia.  

 

[FIGURE 2 about here] 

[FIGURE 3 about here] 

[FIGURE 4 about here] 

 

The data is summarized and the countries are grouped according to the levels of participation in 

Table 3. Although only party politics (other than voting) and movement politics participation is 

taken into account in this table, the same distribution of the countries would be found if we would 

consider voting, as party politics and participation in elections highly correlate with each other. 

The table depicts that almost all post-communist countries, together with Portugal and Greece, 

belong to the countries with the lowest average level of political activities. Belgium, Cyprus, 

Netherlands, Croatia and Spain take a moderate position. They constitute a first group of countries 

whose citizens engage more actively in politics than in the remaining post-communist region. Then 

we have France, Germany (both sides), Switzerland, Ireland and United Kingdom with high 

engagement in one type of political activities (party or movement politics). Furthermore, citizens 

of another group of mature democracies participate in politics on average even more: Denmark, 

Finland, Norway and Sweden have the highest level of participation in both party and movement 

politics. In Sweden, for instance, 61 per cent of the citizens reported to have been engaged in at 

least one social movement activity. 
 

[TABLE 3 about here] 
 

To conclude, the aggregated-level data proves that post-communist citizens are indeed less likely 

to engage in a range of political actions than citizens of mature democracies. However, the 

mechanisms underlying these correlations have not yet been explored in sufficient detail in the 

political science literature, thereby leaving many unanswered questions. At this point, the 

following questions arise. Why are countries that experienced communism less politically active? 

Let us turn to this question in following sections.  

 

Analysis and results  

 

Method 

 

We focus on cross-national variations, rather than variation within countries. To investigate and 

decompose the country-level variance, we will make use of multilevel methods. This takes into 

account the hierarchical nature of our data, since individuals (level 1) are clustered within 

societies/countries (level 2) (Snijders and Bosker, 1999)
5
.  

Multi-level modelling (Goldstein, 1995; Snijders and Bosker, 1999) is a method explicitly 

designed to deal with clustered data. The two main reasons to use this method are, first, to obtain 

correct standard errors and test statistics, and, second, to model explicitly the degree of 

                                                        
5
 We used the genlinmixed command in SPSS. 
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heterogeneity across clusters. We have more than 43,000 observations (43709 – when we use 

voting as a dependent variable; 46311 – other party politics activities; 46226 – movement politics 

activities) observations at the individual level and 27 at the society level. The dependent variables 

are dichotomous. For ease of interpretation, the estimates are translated into odds ratios (expB).  

 

Results 

 

We started with models with only an intercept (empty models). Thus, we can consider in which 

degree the variation in political participation is explained by the country in which people live. 

Respondents with one or more missing values on any of the variables were left out of the analyses. 

Hence, subsequent models are all based on the same set of respondents.  

In the empty model applied on voting the residual variance at the country level is 0.502. 

This means that the intra-class correlation (the ratio of the between-cluster variance to the total 

variance) is 0.13.
6
 It is the proportion of the total variance in Y that is accounted for by the 

clustering. It implies that 13% of the variation in voting is explained by the country in which 

people live. For the two other indicators of political activeness (participation in party politics and 

protesting), the residual variance at the country level is 0.243 and 0.811, respectively. Hence, 

respectively 7% and 20% of the variance of party politics participation and of protest participation 

is explained by the country in which people live.   

In sum, there are country level differences in political participation. The question is, 

whether these diminish when we control for all individual level variables. The second set of 

models takes these composition effects into account. 

 

Individual factors 

 

We explain differences between countries if the between country variance is reduced, either by 

context effects or by composition effects of the individual-level variables. First, we added all 

individual-level variables to the empty model. The estimates of these baseline models are depicted 

in Table 4. The results show that about 16% ([0.502 - 0.423]/0.502) of the cross-national variation 

in voting can be explained by the unequal distribution of individual characteristic across countries. 

Moreover, 46% ([0.243 - 0.132]/0.243) and 16% ([0.811 - 0.682]/0.811) of the variance in party 

politics and movement politics participation is explained, respectively. 

Which individual level factors explain cross-national variation in political participation? 

We will discuss the empirical evidence for the hypotheses one by one below. 

Hypotheses H1a–c stated that people of higher socio-economic status more often engage in 

political participation. As it was already mentioned, to measure socio-economic status we took 

education and perceived financial situation into consideration. In line with hypothesis H1a, the 

results show that education and perceived financial situation indeed both have a significant 

positive effect on the propensity to vote (expB= 1.131 and 1.170, respectively). It reads, for 

instance, that the odds of voting for people who score one unit higher on the perceived income 

scale are 17% higher than the odds of people with a lower perceived income. 

                                                        
6
 The intra-cl    c    l         c lc l     w  h  h  f ll w  g f  m l : ρ = v  (0)/[v  (0) + π

2
/3] (Snijders and 

Bosker 1999: 224; cf. Ruiter and Van Tubergen 2009: 878). In random-effects logistic models, the individual-

l v l v     c      m        f x               π
2
/3 ≈ 3.289 (S  j         B  k   1999: 229; cf. V   D  h     Elff 

2004: 490). 
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However, when it comes to other party politics activities, the hypothesis (H1b) is only 

partially confirmed, as perceived income is not a significant predictor, while education still is.  

F   ll ,  h    m      l      l     m v m      l   c  (H1c):  h   ff c   f    ’     c  v   f    c  l 

situation is not significant, whereas education stimulates engagement in protest behaviour. In sum, 

more educated people participate more, be it in voting, party and movement politics activities, 

while perceived income only significantly predicts voting. Hence, H1a–c are largely confirmed. 

Now we will turn to the individual levels of external and internal efficacy. We 

hypothesized that external efficacy leads to more active involvement in electoral (H4a) and party 

(H4b) politics, but less active involvement in movement politics (H4c). If we take a look at the 

individual level effects in Table 4, we indeed find empirical evidence for these hypotheses. 

Political trust, as a proxy of external efficacy, has a significant positive effect on the propensity to 

vote and be involved in party politics activities (H4a and H4b). In contrast, it is also true that 

people who are more politically trusting (and thus, we presume, have higher levels of external 

efficacy) participate in movement politics less often (expB = 0.933). Hence, a one unit increase in 

the individual level of political trust decreases the odds of movement politics participation by a 

factor of 0.93. To illustrate: put simply, if the average individual level of political trust would 

increase one unit (from 4.27 to 5.27), we predict that involvement in protesting, which overall 

averages 29.0 per cent in these societies, would drop to 27.5 per cent.
7
  

We observe a slightly different picture if we consider the effects of internal political 

efficacy. In Hypotheses 5a–c we expected that internal efficacy leads to more active involvement 

in electoral, party, and movement politics. We took individual political awareness as a proxy of 

internal political efficacy. Indeed, the analysis shows that there is a significant positive effect of 

political awareness on voting (expB = 1.118), participation in party politics (expB =1.176) and 

movement politics (expB =1.125). These findings thus corroborate the Hypotheses 5a–c: the more 

someone feels efficacious to understand and influence political affairs, the more s/he is ready to 

participate in different kinds of political activities. Furthermore, we also included political interest 

as a control variable and find a strong and significant effect of this variable for all types of 

participation (expB =1.726 for voting; expB =1.609 for party politics, and expB =1.556 for 

movement politics).  

Hypotheses H9a–c predicted that people with a stronger sense of social trust are more 

likely to actively participate in elections, party politics, and movement politics. The findings show 

that there is a positive significant effect of social trust on voting (H9a) and movement politics 

(H9c). For instance, the odds ratio for protesting is 1.049, meaning that those with a one unit 

higher score on the social trust scale are 1.05 times more likely to be active in protesting, holding 

all other factors constant. However, at the same time we find that the effect of social trust on other 

party politics activities is negative (thus H9b is rejected). This result is somewhat in line with 

Hooghe and Quintelier (2014), who find a non-significant effect of social trust on institutionalized 

participation (party politics activities except voting).  

Furthermore, the results show that social embeddedness is an important individual level 

predictor for voting, party and movement politics. A higher degree of social embeddedness 

increases the odds of voting by a factor of 1.67; for other institutionalized activities and movement 

politics the odds are even increased by a factor of 4.89 and 3.06, respectively. This clearly 

confirms Hypotheses H10a–c.  

                                                        
7
 The calculation is as follows: the overall probability to be involved in movement politics is 0.29, the odds is therefore 

0.29/0.71 = 0.408 to 1. Multiplication by 0.93 yields the odds of 0.380, which is similar to a probability of 0.380/1.380 

= 27.5%. 
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Finally, we have also controlled for gender and age. The analysis shows that older people 

are more likely to go to the ballots, but less likely to protest and engage in party politics activities. 

Regarding gender, the ESS data reveal that women participate more in elections and in protest 

politics. Similar findings for non-institutionalized (movement) participation were obtained by 

Hooghe and Quintelier (2014).  

 

[TABLE 4 about here] 
 

Contextual factors  

 

The models with individual-level effects we have presented thus far form the baseline against 

which the contextual variables can be assessed. Following e.g. Van Deth and Elff (2004), we will 

expand the baseline model with each of the country-level variables separately, in order to trace the 

impact of these contextual factors. Hereby, we will rely on the comparison of models in terms of 

their respective country-level intra-class correlation and their respective country-level variance. 

We have computed the relative reduction of the country-level variance parameter and relative 

difference of the country-level residual intra-class correlation (see Tables 5, 6, 7). Due to 

multicollinearity, parameter estimates and standard errors are biased if we would consider a full 

model.
8
 In each regression model of voting (also the base model), we also included a dummy 

variable (not shown in Table) to denote the countries in which voting is compulsory (Belgium, 

Greece, and Cyprus). 

Which factors in the model explain cross-national variation in political participation? we 

discuss the empirical evidence for the hypotheses one by one below. 

Economic factors. We find mixed support for hypothesis H1c. The results show that the 

GDP has no contextual effect on voting (the effect is not significant). Statistically significant 

positive effects of GDP are obtained for other party politics activities and protesting. Hence, in 

more prosperous societies, levels of collective actions are higher. This variable reduces both the 

country-level variance and residual intra-class correlation by about 30 per cent (party politics) and 

50 per cent (movement politics). This finding is in line with previous research (for instance, Roller 

and Rudi, 2008) that argues that there is a stronger effect of socio-economic resources in the case 

of non-electoral participation compared to electoral participation.  

Economic inequality is another contextual aspect that was included in the analysis. We 

presumed that inequality might deter individuals from electoral participation. This negative effect 

is indeed significant. For the individual inclination to protest, inequality proves to have a 

significant negative effect as well, although it is rather small: the higher the economic inequality in 

a society, the less individuals are inclined to engage in movement politics. We however find an 

insignificant effect of GINI on party politics participation. Hence, H1d can be confirmed, with 

some reservations.  

Political factors. We observe that perceived levels of corruption have a non-significant 

effect on voting, but a small significant effect on party politics activities, and a highly significant 

effect on protesting. The results show that including corruption levels reduce the country level 

variance by about 50 per cent. A higher score on the corruption index (which means that the 

                                                        
8
 Especially corruption, social trust, and government effectiveness are strongly related. We find for instance high 

P      ’  c    l       ( =27) b  w      c  l           c          (-0.83), government effectiveness (0.85) and years of 

democracy (0.69).    
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system is perceived as fair and transparent) leads to higher levels of protest. This finding 

contradicts my hypothesis, but is in line with Hooghe and Q     l   ’  (2014) f     g . S  c  

corruption levels correlate with democratic experience (r=-0.70) and government effectiveness 

(r=-0.71), it is not surprising that we find similar results for the latter two political factors. They 

stimulate protest participation and, to a somewhat lesser degree, party politics participation. Years 

of democracy most strongly reduces the country-level variance in party politics participation 

(about 25 per cent).  

Cultural factors. The results show that one unit increase in the national level of social trust 

is associated with a 21% and 88% increase in the odds of participating in party politics and 

movement politics, respectively. Hence, contextual social trust proves to have an independent 

explanatory power of predicting the levels of political participation. This variable particularly 

decreases the country-level variance and intra-class correlation for movement politics; it reduces it 

by more than 40 per cent. The effect of contextual social trust on voting is however not significant.   

 

[TABLE 5 about here] 

[TABLE 6 about here] 

[TABLE 7 about here] 

 

Cross-level interactions 

 

We predicted that the context moderates the direct individual level effects of social trust on voting, 

participation in party politics, and movement politics (H12a–c). To test these interaction effects, 

we included cross-level interaction terms for social trust and each of the contextual effects (GDP 

    c     ,  INI, c             c      , g v   m    ’  ff c  v     ,        f   m c  c      

contextual social trust). For reasons of space, we will only report the significant interaction effects. 

These are shown in Tables 8 to 10. To avoid multicollinearity, we mean-centered both the 

individual-level social trust and all contextual variables before computing the interaction terms.   

 With regard to voting, we only observed a significant (and positive) direct contextual effect 

of socio-economic equality. Table 8 shows that we find that GINI does not only matter due to its 

direct effect; it also has an impact on the relationship between social trust and voting. The negative 

effect implies that social trust has a weaker effect on the propensity to participate in the polls when 

a society is more unequal. All other interaction effects are positive, which indicates that the effect 

of social trust is stronger when a society is more trustful, more affluent, less corrupt, more 

effectively governed, and more mature regarding its democratic experience. However, the effects 

are not strong and, except for GINI, the models with interaction effects do not yield reductions of 

the country-level variance and intra-class correlation.  

 When the interactions are included in the models of party politics (see Table 9), we observe 

again that social trust is negatively related with political engagement, holding all other individual 

factors constant. Furthermore, the results indicate that this negative relationship is significantly 

weaker the more the societal context is characterized by social trust, high standards of living, 

equality, low levels of corruption, governmental effectiveness, and long-term democratic 

experience. Apparently, it seems that being actively involved in institutionalized politics makes 

      c  ll  c   c l             m    l f      ’              l      ,      h    ff c          g      

unprosperous and dishonest societies. The extent to which the inclusion of the variables and the 

interaction terms reduces the country-level heterogeneity differs, but generally it is rather small. 

 Lastly, concerning engagement in movement politics, all interaction terms are significant, 
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except for GINI. The results depicted in Table 10 reveal that social trust stimulates participation in 

protest activities, and generally this effect is significantly stronger in societies that are less socially 

trustful, less affluent, more corrupt, have less effective governments, and a shorter democratic 

legacy. In for instance Bulgaria (ExpB=1.151; p=0.000) and Romania (ExpB=1.113; p=0.013) the 

direct effect of trust on protest participation is highly significant, in contrast to countries such as 

Denmark (ExpB=1.026; p=0.522) and the Netherlands (ExpB=1.092; p=0.047).  

 

[TABLE 8 about here] 

[TABLE 9 about here] 

[TABLE 10 about here] 

 

Conclusions and discussion 

 

In this paper we tried to explain why citizens in post-communist democracies engage less actively 

in politics. We did so by constructing a multi-level model that included individual level and 

country level variables. We assumed that low levels of political participation in the new 

democracies cannot be explained only by individual level factors. Even after two decades since the 

collapse of Communism, the new democracies differ substantively from the older democracies in 

several economic, political and cultural respects. Hence, the contextual explanatory levels must be 

considered. The empirical results of the multi-level models can be summarized in four points.   

The first obvious conclusion is that the analyses reveal compositional effects on the levels 

of participation. This means that the observed country differences in political activeness can be 

partly explained by different distributions of individual characteristics between countries. We 

found that almost all individual factors we included in this study have a significant effect on 

voting. Among them, the positive effect of political interest and social embeddedness are the most 

considerable. The tested individual-level variables also determine whether a citizen would embark 

on party politics activities, yet, quite surprisingly, perceived financial situation (the indicator of 

SES) proves to be less relevant. The latter variable is also insignificant for movement politics, 

while all other individual-level factors are predictors. So we can conclude that people mobilize for 

protest activities regardless from their financial resources. Protest politics is embarked on by both 

rich and poor people. It is worth noting that women and younger citizens protest more often and 

that protesters are less politically trustful.  

Second, we found that social trust is generally linked positively to voting and participation 

in movement politics, even when controlling for other factors. This finding thus confirms previous 

studies that suggest that social trust has a positive effect on collective actions, such as protesting. 

However, the effect appears to be modest compared to other factors at the individual level (in line 

w  h, f         c , Bäck, 2011; V   D  h, 2001; N        , 2008; R ll       R   , 2008).    

compare, the influence of social embeddedness (another component of social capital) on the 

willingness to engage in politics seems to be much stronger.  

Third, macro characteristics have an influence over and above the effect of the individual 

level variables. Hence, the hypothesized country-level variables (such as corruption levels, 

government effectiveness, economic prosperity) to explain political participation are important. 

Our key variable of interest, contextual social trust, had a positive impact on being active in 

movement and party politics. More generally, our findings indicate that the cultural and 

institutional contextual aspects were less relevant for predicting voting and institutionalised 
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participation, but it in particular did promote participation in non-institutionalised activities outside 

the formal political sphere.  

Yet, except inequality, none of the various contextual indicators play an important role in 

explaining cross-national differences in voting in Europe. Thus, it gives and extra argument that it 

is important to distinguish voting from other types of participation. Voting is a special case: for 

this form of political participation, only societal equality matters. We also controlled for 

compulsory voting, which reduced the country-level variance. It could very well be that voting is 

influenced by other institutional factors I did not included, such as the type of electoral system 

(m j                        l),    ,  cc     gl ,  h        f   m c  c  (“W   m      ”    

consensus), in line with other studies, for instance, Roller and Rudi (2008). However, the 

distribution of different electoral systems does not seem to differ between Eastern and Western 

democracies.   

 h        ,  h         ch c  f  m   m     f  h  “c    x   l” h    h    : l w   c m  l v l , 

lack of efficient government, high levels of corruption, few years of democracy and low contextual 

social trust have a strong negative effect on political participation levels. These findings are in line 

with previous research, of for instance Hooghe and Quintelier (2014).  

Fourth, we have also examined the interplay between social trust, forms of political 

participation, and the context, understood as cultural, socio-economic, and institutional societal 

aspects. The most remarkable finding concerned the interaction between the contextual 

circumstances and social trust in shaping political participation. The results showed that the effect 

of social trust on participation is moderated by the context. For instance, the interplay between 

individual and contextual social trust has a significant effect on voting, party politics activities and 

protesting. Moreover, the socio-economic and political-institutional aspects also proved to be 

relevant: they also shape the effect of social trust on the propensity to be politically active. 

However, the specific effect depends on both the forms of participation and the societal 

characteristic under consideration. The results show that there are differences in the direct effect of 

social trust, dependent on societal characteristics. The impact of social trust on participation 

depends on the context in which the political activities take place. Put simply, in more trustful, 

prosperous and advanced societies, social trust has a stronger positive effect on voting. 

Involvement in institutionalized politics is negatively related with social trust, and this association 

is stronger in unprosperous and dishonest societies. Finally, social trust stimulates protest 

participation, and this effect is stronger in societies that are less socially trustful, less affluent, 

more corrupt, have less effective governments, and a shorter democratic legacy. Taking this 

particular context of the study into account, in post-communist societies the merit of social trust on 

protest participation is more pronounced: in these countries the possession of social trust motivates 

citizens to involve in movement activities more vigorously compared to people from Western 

democracies who also possess the same amount of social trust.  

To conclude: the societal context matters. In this way, this study helps to shed new light on 

the often-debated question: why participation levels remain so low in post-communist 

democracies? The results of the analysis suggest that the historical legacy of having a communist 

regime is insufficient, but still important to explain these low levels. However, the specific effect 

of post-communism is difficult to pin down, because many important variables (like corruption 

and social trust) correlate so strongly with each other. Therefore, one cannot easily single out only 

one contextual effect. Obviously, post-communism comprises a whole set of interrelated 

dimensions and it is difficult to disentangle all the context level variables. Consequently, it is 

difficult to unreservedly answer the question which factors are responsible for disenchantment 
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from politics: did people return to the communist-era habits and political apathy, or does this 

process more accurately reflect the economic and political developments (or disillusions) of post-

communism. The latter refers for instance to the fact that the effort of participation has not been 

rewarded by better living conditions.  
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Figure 1 The relationship between country characteristics and political participation 
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Table 1 Overview of the hypotheses 
Factors Levels Hypotheses 

Economic 

factors 

Micro level H1a-c People of higher socio-economic status more likely engage in political 

participation, be it voting (H1a), party (H1b) or movement (H1c) activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Macro level 
 

H2a-c People who live in countries with a higher level of socio-economic development 

more frequently vote (H2a) and participate in party (H2b) and movement (H2c) politics. 

 

H3a-c In countries with more socioeconomic equalities, people politically participate 

more frequently in elections (H3a), party (H3b) and movement (H3c) politics. 

 

Political 

factors 

Micro level 

 

H4a-c External efficacy leads to more active involvement in electoral (H4a) and party 

(H4b) politics and less active involvement in movement politics (H4c);  

 

H5a-c Internal efficacy leads to more active involvement in electoral (H5a), party (H5b) 

and movement (H5c) politics. 

 

 Macro level H6a-c In countries with lower levels of corruption individuals more likely participate in 

voting (H6a) and party politics (H6b), but less likely participate in protest politics (H6c).  

 

H7a-c The more effective a government, the more likely individuals participate in 

elections (H7a) and party politics (H7b), but the less likely individuals participate in 

movement politics (H7c). 

 

H8a-c The more years of democracy of a country, the more citizens are likely to 

participate in voting (H8a), party (H8b), and movement (H8c) politics. 

 

Cultural 

factors 

Micro level H9a-c Individual social trust leads to more active participation in elections (H9a), party 

(H9b) and movement (H9c) politics. 

 

H10a-c Individual involvement in social networks (social embeddedness) leads to more 

active voting (H10a), participation in party (H10b) and movement politics (H10c). 

 Macro level H11a-c People who live in more trustful countries have a higher propensity be active in 

elections (H11a), party politics (H11b) and engage in movement politics participation 

(H11c). 

 

Interaction 

effects 

Micro X 

Macro level 

H12a-c In societies that are more economically and politically advanced and have 

higher levels of contextual social trust, the effect of individual social trust on 

participation in elections, party and movement politics is stronger than in less advanced 

societies (H12a, H12b and H12c, respectively). 
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Table 2 Country-level characteristics  
 Contextual 

social trust 

(ESS) 

GDP (PPP) per 

capita 2008
*
 

Gini 

inequality 

coefficient  

2008
**

 

Corruption 

perception 

index 

2009
***

 

Government 

effectiveness 

coefficient  

2008
****

 

Years of 

democracy 

since 1919  

until (and 

included) 

2008
*****

 

Mature 

democracies 

5.47 36,586 0.29 6.2 90.65 77 

Belgium 5.27 36,322 0.27 6.5 87.86 85 

Cyprus 4.54 28,381 0.29 7.7 89.32 44 

Denmark 6.79 38,208 0.24 3.3 99.51 85 

Finland 6.32 36,844 0.26 5.3 99.03 89 

France 4.91 34,262 0.29 6.4 91.26 84 

Germany – 

West 

5.35 35,740 0.29 6.5 89.81 75 

Greece 3.65 30,661 0.33 8.1 71.84 67 

Ireland 5.88 42,780 0.29 7.3 88.83 88 

Netherlands 5.93 40,434 0.29 5.0 94.17 85 

Norway 6.51 55,199 0.25 5.2 97.09 85 

Portugal 4.17 22,264 0.35 7.4 82.04 54 

Spain 4.93 30,757 0.32 7.2 79.13 43 

Sweden 6.37 37,526 0.26 4.9 98.06 90 

Switzerland 5.90 42,841 0.30 5.1 98.54 90 

United 

Kingdom 

5.52 36,571 0.34 6.3 93.20 90 

Post-comm. 

democracies 

4.45(*) 19,690(*) 0.30  7.3(*) 71.27(*) 26(*) 

Bulgaria 3.63 12,372 0.28 7.9 52.91 19 

Croatia 4.14 16,474 0.29 7.7 71.36 9 

Czech 

Republic 

4.82 25,755 0.26 7.2 81.07 39 

Estonia 5.37 20,754 0.33 6.6 83.98 32 

Germany – 

East  

5.10 23,040 0.24 6.9 89.81 33 

Hungary 4.32 19,830 0.27 7.8 75.24 19 

Latvia 4.80 17,801 0.37 7.5 70.87 32 

Lithuania 4.33 18,855 0.38 7.6 72.82 32 

Poland 4.23 17,560 0.31 6.6 67.48 26 

Romania 3.65 12,698 0.30 7.6 45.63 13 

Slovakia 4.31 22,242 0.26 7.0 77.67 39 

Slovenia 4.71 28,894 0.24 7.5 84.95 18 

Notes: (*) indicates a significant difference from the mean of mature democracies (p <0.01; df=24). 

Countries are grouped as mature and post-communist democracies and ranked in alphabetical order.  

Sources:
*
CIA World Factbook data 

**
OECD data; WBO data; Grabka et al, 2012.  

*** 
Eurobarometer, 2009; Transparency International data. 

**** 
WBO data  

***** 
The

 
Center for Systemic Peace data. 
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Figure 2 Aggregated levels of voting 
Source: European Social Survey, 2008.  

 

 
Figure 3 Aggregated levels of participation in party politics 
Source: European Social Survey, 2008.  
Reading example: 43% of the respondents in Norway participated in at least one party politics activity. 
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Figure 4 Aggregated levels of participation in movement politics 
Source: European Social Survey, 2008.  
Reading example: 61% of the respondents in Sweden participated in at least one movement politics activity. 

 

Table 3 Countries according to the levels of participation in party (other than voting) and 

movement politics.   
 High level of 

participation in 

movement politics  

 

Moderate level of 

participation in 

movement politics  

Low level of 

participation in 

movement politics  

High level of 

participation in party 

politics  

Denmark, Finland, 

Norway, Sweden  

Ireland 

 

 

Moderate level of 

participation in party 

politics  

France, Germany-West, 

Germany-East, 

Switzerland, United 

Kingdom  

Netherlands, Belgium, 

Cyprus, Croatia 

 

Low level of 

participation in party 

politics  

 Spain, Slovakia Greece, Portugal, 

Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, 

Romania, Slovenia 

Source: ESS 2008.
9
 

  

                                                        
9
 High level of participation in party politics: >0.30 

Moderate level of participation in party politics: 0.21 – 0.30 

Low level of participation in party politics: <0.20 

High level of participation in movement politics: >0.40 

Moderate of level participation in movement politics: 0.21 – 0.40 

Low level of participation in movement politics: <0.20 
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Table 4 Multi-level logistic regression of political participation in 15 mature and 12 post-

communist democracies 
 Voting Party politics Movement 

politics 

 exp B SE  exp B SE  exp B SE  

Constant 0.046 .151 0.021 .111 0.085 .177 

Individual:       

Age 1.021
****

 .001 0.997
***

 .001 0.982
****

  .001 

Gender 0.903
****

 .026 1.016 .026 0.750
****

 .025 

Education 1.131
****

 .012 1.106
****

 .011 1.234
****

 .010 

Perceived financial 

situation 
1.170

****
 .017 0.998 .018 1.003 .016 

Social trust 1.033
****

 .007 0.979
***

 .008 1.049
****

 .007 

Political trust 1.127
****

 .007 1.017
**

 .008 0.933
****

 .007 

Political awareness  1.118
****

 .015 1.176
****

 .016 1.125
****

 .015 

Political interest 1.726
****

 .018 1.609
****

 .017 1.556
****

 .016 

Embeddedness 1.669
****

 .052 4.868
****

 .033 3.062
****

 .033 

Trade union member 1.256
****

 .030 1.277
****

 .029 1.373
****

 .027 

Religious attendance 1.128
****

 .010 1.080
****

 .010 0.992 .009 

       

Variance country 0.423
****

 0.120 0.132
***

 0.038
****

 
 
 0.682 0.197  

N1 (Individuals) 43709  46311  46227  

N2 (Countries/Entities) 27  27  27  

Source: ESS 2008. 

Notes: *p < 0.10, 
**

p<0.05, 
***

p<0.01, 
****

p<0.001. 

 
Table 5 Multi-level logistic regression of voting in 15 mature and 12 post-communist countries  
  Country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 Variance 

parameter 

  Intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio 

SE Estimate SE Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Base model + 

compulsory dummy 

-- -- 0.234
***

 0.068
 
 -- 0.0664 -- 

Country variables:        

Contextual social trust 1.055  0.110 0.242
***

 0.071 -3.4 0.0685 -3.2 

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.002 0.005 0.242
***

 0.071  -3.4 0.0685 -3.2 

Gini inequality coeff. 0.004
** 

 2.382 0.198
***

 0.059
 
 15.4 0.0568 14.5 

Corruption perc.  1.035
* 
 0.057 0.240

***
 0.071 -2.3 0.0680 -2.4 

Government effectiv. 1.002 0.007 0.243
***

 0.072  -3.8 0.0688 -3.6 

Years democracy 1.000 0.003 0.244
***

 0.072
 
 -4.3 0.0691 -4.0 

        

N1 43709       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 

Notes: 
*
p < 0.10, 

**
p<0.05, 

***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 

Each line in the table represents a model that contains a different contextual variable as predictor. Each model also 

contains all individual-level predictors (see Table 4). The estimates of the effects of these variables are omitted from 

this table because they do not differ substantially from the estimates obtained for the baseline model. In the base model 
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also a (highly significant) dummy has been added for countries where voting is compulsory (Greece, Cyprus, 

Belgium). 

Table 6 Multi-level logistic regression of party politics in 15 mature and 12 post-communist 

countries 
   Country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 Variance 

parameter 

  Intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio  

SE  Estimate SE 

(sig) 

Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Base model -- -- 0.132
***

 0.038
 
 -- 0.0386 -- 

Country variables:        

Social trust 1.208
**

  0.073 0.108
***

 0.032
 

18.2 0.0318 17.6 

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.010
***

  0.003 0.093
***

 0.028
 
 29.5 0.0275 28.8 

Gini inequality coeff. 0.087  1.939 0.129
***

 0.038  2.3 0.0377 2.3 

Corruption perc.  1.074
*
 0.040 0.121

***
 0.036

 
 8.3 0.0355 8.0 

Government effectiv. 1.011
**

 0.005 0.114
***

 0.034
 
 13.6 0.0335 13.2 

Years democracy 1.007
***

 0.002 0.100
***

 0.030 24.2 0.0295 23.6 

        

N1 46311       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 

Notes: 
*
p < 0.10,

 **
p<0.05, 

***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 

Each line in the table represents a model that contains a different contextual variable as predictor. Each model also 

contains all individual-level predictors (see Table 4). The estimates of the effects of these variables are omitted from 

this table because they do not differ substantially from the estimates obtained for the baseline model. 

 

Table 7 Multi-level logistic regression of protesting in 15 mature and 12 post-communist 

countries 
   Country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 Variance 

parameter 

  Intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio (sig) 

SE  Estimate SE 

(sig) 

Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

diff to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Base model -- -- 0.682
****

 0.197  -- 0.1717 -- 

Country variables:        

Social trust 1.882
**** 

0.132  0.367
****

 0.183  46.2 0.1004 41.5 

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.030
**** 

0.005  0.314
****

 0.090  54.0 0.0871 49.3 

Gini inequality coeff. 0.001
*
  4.239 0.639

****
 0.183  6.3 0.1627 5.2 

Corruption perc.  1.443
****

 0.061 0.302
***

 0.087 55.7 0.0841 51.0 

Government effectiv.  1.045
****

 0.008 0.328
***

 0.094 51.9 0.0907 47.2 

Years democracy 1.021
****

 0.004 0.339
****

 0.097 42.8 0.0934 45.6 

        

N1 46226       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 
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Notes: 
*
p < 0.10, 

**
p<0.05, 

***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 

Each line in the table represents a model that contains a different contextual variable as predictor. Each model also 

contains all individual-level predictors (see Table 4). The estimates of the effects of these variables are omitted from 

this table because they do not differ substantially from the estimates obtained for the baseline model.   

 
Table 8 Multi-level logistic regression of voting in 15 mature and 12 post-communist countries  
   country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 variance 

parameter 

  intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio  

SE Estimate SE  Relative 

difference 

to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

difference 

to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Base model + 

compulsory dummy 

-- -- 0.234
***

 0.068
 
 -- 0.0664 -- 

Cross-level 

interactions: 

       

Individual social trust 1.043
**** 

0.008      

Contextual social trust 1.047 0.109 0.235
***

 0.069 -1.5 0.0667 -0.5 

Social trust * 

contextual social trust 

1.036
**** 

0.008      

        

Individual social trust 1.039
***

 0.008      

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.002 0.046 0.240
***

 0.071
 
 -2.6 0.0680 -2.4 

Social trust * GDP  1.001
**

 0.0004      

        

Individual social trust 1.037
****

 0.007      

Gini inequality coeff 0.004
**

 2.367 0.195
***

 0.058 16.7 0.0560 15.7 

Social trust * Gini 0.638
***

 0.170      

        

Individual social trust 1.041
****

 0.008      

Corruption perception  1.034 0.055 0.237
***

 0.070 -1.3 0.0672 -1.2 

Social trust * 

corruption 

1.013
***

 0.004      

        

Individual social trust 1.038
****

 0.008      

Government 

effectiveness  

1.003 0.007 0.242
***

 0.071 

 

-3.4 0.0685 -3.2 

Social trust * 

government 

effectiveness 

1.001
**

 

 

0.001      

        

Individual social trust 1.038
****

 0.008      

Years democracy 1.000 0.003 0.241
***

 0.071 -3.0 0.0683 -2.9 

Social trust * years 

democracy 

1.001
**

 

 

0.0002      

        

N1 43709       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 

Note: 
*
p < 0.10, 

**
p<0.05, 

***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 
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Table 9 Multi-level logistic regression of party politics in 15 mature and 12 post-communist 

countries 
   country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 variance 

parameter 

  intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio  

SE Estimate SE  Relative 

difference 

to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

difference 

to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Base model -- -- 0.132
***

 0.038
 
 -- 0.0386 -- 

Cross-level 

interactions: 

       

Individual social trust 0.977
***

 0.008 0.110
***

 0.033 16.7 0.0324 16.1 

Contextual social trust 1.218
*** 

 0.074      

Social trust * 

contextual social trust 

0.972
****

 

 

0.008      

        

Individual social trust 0.977
***

 0.008 0.095
***

 0.028 28.0 0.0281 27.2 

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.011
****

 0.003      

Social trust * GDP  0.998
****

 0.0003      

        

Individual social trust 0.979
***

 0.008 0.133
***

 0.039 -0.8 0.0389 -0.8 

Gini inequality coef 0.085 1.967      

Social trust * Gini 1.761
***

 0.195      

        

Individual social trust 0.977
***

 0.008 0.122
***

 0.036 7.6 0.0358 7.3 

Corruption perception  1.076
*
 0.040      

Social trust * 

corruption 

0.985
****

 0.004      

        

Individual social trust 0.977
***

 0.008 0.119
***

 0.035 9.8 0.0349 9.6 

Government 

effectiveness  

1.011
*
 

 

0.005      

Social trust * 

government 

effectiveness 

0.998
****

 

 

0.001      

        

Individual social trust 0.977
***

 0.008 0.102
***

 0.030 22.7 0.0301 22.0 

Years democracy 1.007
***

 0.002      

Social trust * years 

democracy 

0.999
****

 

 

0.0002      

        

N1 46311       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 

Notes: 
*
p < 0.10, 

**
p<0.05, 

***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 

Each line in the table represents a model that contains a different contextual variable as predictor. Each model also 

contains all individual-level predictors (see Table 4). The estimates of the effects of these variables are omitted from 

this table because they do not differ substantially from the estimates obtained for the baseline model.   
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Table 10 Multi-level logistic regression of movement politics in 15 mature and 12 post-

communist countries 
   country-level residual variation 

 Effect of 

country 

variable 

 variance 

parameter 

  intra-class 

correlation 

 

 Odds 

ratio  

SE Estimate SE  Relative 

difference 

to 

baseline 

model 

(%) 

Estimate Relative 

difference 

to baseline 

model (%) 

Base model -- -- 0.682
****

 0.197  -- 0.1717 -- 

Cross-level 

interactions: 

       

Individual social trust 1.049
****

 0.007 0.365
****

 0.104 46.5 0.0999 41.8 

Contextual social trust 1.898
****

  0.131      

Social trust * 

contextual social trust 

0.969
****

 0.008      

        

Individual social trust 1.051
****

 0.007 0.304
****

 0.087 55.4 0.0846 50.7 

GDP per capita 

(:1000) 

1.030
****

 0.005      

Social trust * GDP  0.999
****

 0.0003      

        

Individual social trust 1.050
****

 0.007 0.302
***

 0.087 55.7 0.0841 51.0 

Corruption perception  1.425
****

 0.061      

Social trust * 

corruption 

0.986
****

 

 

0.004      

        

Individual social trust 1.050
****

 0.007 0.336
***

 0.097 50.7 0.0927 46.0 

Government 

effectiveness  

1.045
****

 0.008      

Social trust * 

government 

effectiveness 

0.998
****

 

 

0.001      

        

Individual social trust 1.050
****

 0.007 0.341
***

 0.098 50.0 0.0939 45.3 

Years democracy 1.021
****

 0.004      

Social trust * years 

democracy 

0.999
***

 0.0002      

        

N1 46227       

N2 27       

Source: ESS 2008. 

Notes: 
*
p < 0.10, 

**
p<0.05,

 ***
p<0.01, 

****
p<0.001. 

Each line in the table represents a model that contains a different contextual variable as predictor. Each model also 

contains all individual-level predictors (see Table 4). The estimates of the effects of these variables are omitted from 

this table because they do not differ substantially from the estimates obtained for the baseline model.   

 

 
 


