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Institutional trust

Karin Dyrstad and Ola Listhaug
A successful building of new democracies will depend on the development of a viable political culture that brings citizens together independent of location within the cleavages and divides of society. This has been a critical part of the democratization process in the Yugoslav successor states. The purpose of this chapter is to investigate how far these countries have come in establishing citizens’ trust in institutions. We see institutional trust as a key aspect of political culture. Much of the interest in the democratic development in the successor states has focused on choice of new institutions, including the complex institutional structures that have been implemented in many countries, with Bosnia-Herzegovina as the most striking case. Instead of analyzing these new institutions in detail, we study how citizens evaluate their institutions, with an emphasis on the publics’ confidence in the main national institutions, specifically the parliament, civil institutions, order institutions (such as the armed forces, the police, and the justice system), and, for comparison, trust in the European Union. 
The advantage of studying trust in institutions instead of the institutions themselves is that it is hard to determine a priori against which criteria institutions should be evaluated. Due to the inherent intricacy of domestic institutions, they are also difficult to compare. Comparing trust in the same institutions, on the other hand, is relatively straightforward. Previous research has shown that institutional performance is a key determinant of political trust,
 and institutional trust can therefore be seen as a simple performance indicator on how citizens evaluate their institutions. 
If citizens develop confidence and trust in the new institutions, this indicates that the institutions are working. We know from previous research that it is difficult to establish clear criteria or cut-off points for high and low trust, and that comparisons over time or across countries are necessary in order to evaluate how well institutions are doing. This means that reported levels of trust should not be interpreted in absolute terms. However, repeated measurements over time as well as cross-country comparisons provide information on relative values. In this chapter, we rely on a set of measurements from one time point as we compare levels of institutional trust in the successor states at the end of the first decade in the new millennium (2008-2009). In addition to comparisons among the successor states, we compare the post-Yugoslav countries to a group of post-communist countries in Eastern Europe to see how well the successor states have fared relative to a set of countries with different communist legacies. Needless to say, there are several important differences between the Titoist brand of communism and Soviet-style communism, not to mention also Nicolae Ceauşescu’s variation of the Soviet formula in Romania and the Maoist version of communism introduced in Albania by Enver Hoxha; still, this comparison provides useful information, as both groups of cases are countries that have attempted a democratic transformation in the years after 1989. Finally, a third comparison will be between the mature democracies of Western Europe and the Yugoslav successor states. While a first assumption would be that levels of trust should be higher in mature democracies than in countries attempting to develop or consolidate democratic systems, previous research has voiced concern for the decline of trust in these countries.
 This research has not, however, established the case for a pervasive decline, but rather led to nuanced interpretations of trust trends in mature democracies. In a previous publication, using the most recent comparative data from developed countries to assess confidence in parliament, we found that there was almost perfect aggregate stability in the democracies of Western Europe.

Most scholars agree that trust in institutions is an important factor for the integration of citizens into the polity and for the formation of a strong basis for democracy in a country.
 Several institutions are candidates for study, but we have chosen three national institutions as being of particular interest: parliament, civic institutions, and order institutions. In addition, we include confidence in the European Union. In all post-Yugoslav countries, EU membership has been viewed as attractive, albeit to a varying degree and also with some fluctuations over time, and information on trust in the EU complements data on trust in domestic institutions. 
Among national institutions, confidence in parliament is a core element in any political system that will mature into a well-functioning democracy.
 The main reason for this is that parliament is the institution that is most clearly strongly linked to elections, giving the institution a basis for legitimacy that is more direct than for other institutions. By contrast with ministers and their deputies in governments and party leaders, members of parliament are elected, which increases their accountability. In the chain of delegation of political power from citizens to state bureaucracies, parliamentary elections play a prime role.
 
Confidence in parliament is related to political conflicts because parliament is the major arena of competition between political parties. Although the parliament as an institution that embodies the principles of democracy may benefit from trust on the part of citizens, the parliament is also the arena of political parties. In general, political parties enjoy lower levels of trust from citizens. This is caused partly by conflicts between political parties, as parties in democratic systems compete for access to influence and power both within the parliament and through the hierarchy of civil service and other government institutions. Obviously, there is a need for consensus about principles of trust in institutions, but we need to be aware that parliament is not only an institution for political cooperation but also an institution characterized by competition and conflict.

In addition to parliaments, we study trust in two other sets of national institutions: Civic institutions, which include civil services and social security, and order institutions, including the armed forces, police, and the justice system. These two sets of institutions provide additional information on how well the state fares in providing basic public services and a security net, as well as the rule of law, to its citizens. In the Yugoslav successor states in particular, nostalgia for an idealized past remains widespread,
 and in most counties, many people continue to regret the dissolution of Yugoslavia.
 It is likely that present institutions are evaluated against the backdrop of Yugonostalgia. Citizens' trust in the states' ability to deliver basic goods like material safety and protection could therefore be an important indicator of the consolidation of the new, democratic states. 
There are at least two ways to interpret trust in the European Union. First, it can be seen as an indicator of lack of trust in the country’s own institutions. If a country is not able to build efficient institutions, or does not integrate citizens into the polity, membership in supranational institutions may appear more attractive than if national institutions are working well. The competing expectation is a spill-over effect of trust in national institutions onto supranational institutions, i.e., that trust in domestic institutions also increases trust in supranational institutions. As citizens experience that their own institutions deliver what they promise and are generally trustworthy, they should also be more likely to trust other, even more distant institutions, including the European Union. This is in line with cultural theories of political trust.
 
The assessment of the European Union may also have elements of wishful thinking and include too high expectations of benefits, especially of economic goods, that a country can obtain from joining the EU. At the time our data were collected, the economic crisis in the Euro zone, which first became visible with the Greek debt crisis from early 2009 on, was still not very pronounced, and the view of EU membership as a quick fix to internal problems, was perhaps not yet as unrealistic as it would appear only a few years later.

At the time our data were collected, among the Yugoslav successor states only Slovenia was a member of the European Union. Slovenia became a member in 2004, and part of the euro zone from 2007. Croatia became a member in 2013. Thus, at the time the survey was conducted, the latter was well into membership negotiations with the EU; so even if not yet a member state, Croatia was well ahead of other Yugoslav successor states to its south, in the application process and had stronger ties with the EU than the other successor states. Croatia had applied for EU membership in 2003, started negotiations in 2005, and, as already mentioned, became a member in 2013. By comparison, Macedonia applied for membership in 2004 and was granted candidate status in 2005, but has yet to be admitted to the organization. Montenegro applied for membership in 2008 and was granted candidate status in 2010. Serbia was identified as a potential candidate in 2003,applied for membership in 2009 and was granted candidate status in 2012, while at present, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo are still listed as "potential candidates". The relationship between each country and the EU is relevant for the interpretation of confidence in the EU. In 2008, all successor states had some status in the often long-term process of achieving membership in the European Union, but were at different stages. With the exception of Slovenia and, to a lesser extent, Croatia, the question of confidence in the EU is linked to institutions that are more distant than the domestic institutions, and should be interpreted differently. 
The interaction between confidence in national and international institutions is an important topic to study in its own right. However, for the purpose of nation-building and developing a stable democratic system, we consider confidence in domestic institutions to be a more important factor. In sum, we compare trust among the Yugoslav successor states with baseline democracies such as one finds in Western Europe, with other post-communist countries, and we compare different types of trust within each country. 
Variations in institutional trust

Several factors help explain variations in institutional trust; some are relevant for all forms of trust in institutions, while others are specific to a particular institution. The three most common explanations are type of electoral system, policy distance, and performance evaluations. During the last decade, much research has been to the study of effects of the choice of electoral systems of parliaments. In particular, a majoritarian system vs. a proportional system can create parliaments that have quite different properties.
 These, in turn, may have an impact on the citizens’ trust in parliament. A majoritarian system with two dominant parties can have an advantage in creating a stronger accountability while a proportional system with several parties can lead to a better representation of groups in the electorate. Both accountability and representation are institutional properties which should be positively related to political trust. However, both cannot be maximized simultaneously in either majoritarian or proportional systems.
 This may at least partly explain why it is difficult to find strong relationships between trust and institutional characteristics. This is not valid only for trust in parliament but also for other institutions. A partial exception is the work of Pippa Norris. Her analysis gives some advantage to majoritarian institutions as these have higher trust levels than proportional systems. In an article published in 2009, Listhaug, Aardal, and Ellis analyzed several indicators of trust using Central and Southeast European States (CSES) data, but did not find institutional effects.
 This lack of systematic findings is reproduced in a more recent analysis of the latest available wave of data from European Value Study (EVS) and the World Value Study. Institutional design apparently does not influence confidence in parliament, possibly because each different system may have its own advantages which may cancel each other out.

While institutional effects have been somewhat elusive to find, as discussed above, previous research has demonstrated several factors that have an impact on political trust. Based on the early study by Miller, political distance between mass publics and government on salient policy issues is seen as a driver of cynicism.
 When governing elites take positions that are in opposition to the positions of citizens, political confidence will weaken. In addition to issue effects, ideology will play the same role. One of the most common distance effects is between the ideological distance of citizens on the left or right and the ideological location of the government. If the government is located on the right (most likely on the center-right), trust is normally higher on the right side of the ideological spectrum. When the government is recruited from the left or center-left trust is higher on the left. However, in the Yugoslav successor states, policy distance may well be linked to factors other than left-right distance, as political polarization is associated with policies that are based on ethnic and religious divides. With the violent breakup of Yugoslavia, ethnic affiliation was turned into a main political cleavage. The polarization along such lines goes deep and is attached to emotional factors which add strength to the impact of policy distance on trust.

A somewhat parallel mechanism to policy distance is the effect of winning and losing in elections. A large body of literature has found that winners are more trusting than losers but that the winner-loser gap varies in size and that the legitimacy of democracy is dependent on support from those who are on the losing side in the election.
 For support of democratic principles, the gap between new and old democracies is especially large, with lower support in new democracies.

Trust also depends on government performance. In good times, government and the political system in general will benefit. Performance includes primarily how well the economy works, commonly measured by both macroeconomic indicators such as growth, employment, inflation, and individual level indicators like personal income and employment status. The expectation is that positive economic outcomes will increase trust levels, primarily because the government will get credit for the good times. With the exception of Slovenia, and to a lesser extent Montenegro, Serbia, and Croatia, most of the Yugoslav successor states have failed to generate stable economic growth, and continue to face high unemployment rates. (In 2012/2013, Montenegro and Serbia recorded lower rates of unemployment, as shown in Table 1.2 in Sabrina Ramet’s introduction.) 

While the main analysis in this chapter is based on a comparison across countries with an emphasis on the Yugoslav successor states, other post-communist countries and also established democracies in Western Europe, previous research has also made some efforts to study developments of trust over time. These studies have included a limited number of countries since the main data sets with comparable over time data are available for a small number of countries, and exclude most of the post-communist and post-Yugoslav states. 
Focusing on trust in parliament, and including countries where we have data from at least two data sources, notably, the most recent is EVS from 2008/2009; we found that confidence in parliaments in Western Europe was stable.
 In the new and aspiring democracies, there was a marked decline in confidence levels measured both as average change for the countries combined, and as the number of countries which experienced a decline in confidence during the period. For the Yugoslav successor states, the picture is mixed. Three countries -- Macedonia, Montenegro, and Slovenia -- registered an increase in confidence in parliament, and three countries -- Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Serbia -- experienced a decline during the period 1996/1998--2008/2009. The increase in trust was particularly strong in Macedonia, which might be explained as an effect of the Ohrid peace agreement (2001), which led to a stronger integration of the large Albanian minority in the country, and consistently higher levels of trust in this group.
 It is also worth noting that not only did political trust record improvement, but also social trust showed a consistent improvement.
 
A separate piece of research shows that Bosnia-Herzegovina has had not only a decline in political trust but also a marked decline in social trust, measured by the percentage of respondents who agree that most people can be trusted. Ringdal and his collaborators have shown that there has been a decline in social trust, as measured by various surveys from 1998 to 2007. They argue that this “may indicate a weakening of the social cohesion of Bosnia.”
 

There are also other aspects of social trust that may have political implications. According to the aforementioned study, while people have trust in their family and relatives, few people trust people of other nationalities. The implication of this would be that the more homogeneous regions have higher levels of social trust while more heterogeneous regions have lower levels of social trust. This gives a negative picture for a successful integration of ethnically diverse societies, like Bosnia-Herzegovina. On a more positive note, the authors find several exceptions to this rule.

Political events and structures, like power sharing mechanisms and peace agreements may change political attitudes.
 It is much more difficult to change political attitudes when they are rooted in relatively stable social and ethnic structures which are based on cleavages with a long history. The improvement in both political and social factors that Macedonia has experienced is interesting and encouraging, while the decline in social as well as political trust in Bosnia-Herzegovina
 gives less hope for a positive development in society and polity.

The linkages between social trust and political trust are overlooked and should be more closely studied. There is an interplay between social trust and political support indicators, but it has been difficult to sort out the relationship between the two variables and any possible causality.
 However, it seems likely that the chance of a well-functioning society as well as the strength of democracy will improve if there is an increase in both social trust and political trust. Although it is difficult to draw clear conclusions from these observations, it is possible to offer different interpretations based on the survey data from the two countries. In Macedonia, a political event – in the form of a peace agreement – could increase political trust through stronger integration of the largest ethnic minority. In Bosnia, a decline in trust in other people (generalized social trust) could possibly weaken political trust. It could also be that both social and political trust are affected by the same factors. 
There has been a consensus in political behavior research for a long time that politics must be used to explain politics. Social factors are less relevant, and are often proxies for political factors. This view might hold in the Yugoslav successor states, but it is likely that social factors might be more important for the formation of trust in the post-Yugoslav region than in established democracies. The reason for this is that social conditions, and especially cleavages of ethnicity, religion and associated variables are linked with emotions that are effective in the politicization of such cleavages. 
When studying institutional trust in emerging democracies, and in particular, those with a history of armed conflict and deep social cleavages, it is important to bear in mind that democracy does not mean only rule by the majority; it should also entail protection of basic minority rights, and represents a system of institutionalized competition and conflict, where disagreement is resolved peacefully within the political system.
 A large difference in how the majority and the minority perceive key institutions indicates that the new institutions lack legitimacy in certain segments of society. This lack of legitimacy, in turn, could be a source of potential instability and an obstacle to political consolidation. As ethnic affiliation continues to be an important cleavage in several of the Yugoslav successor states, we will pay particular attention to minorities' confidence in institutions. This is particularly important in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, but is also an important issue in Croatia and Macedonia.
In the following, we describe the data and methods used in the empirical analysis in this chapter. 
Data and methods

The most recent comparable survey data which include virtually all European countries is the 4th wave of the European Values Study (EVS), with most of Western and post-communist Europe, and all the Yugoslav successor states, including Kosovo.
 The survey was carried out in 2008, except in the case of Macedonia and a handful of other countries where the study was conducted in 2009.
 The sample size varies from 808 in Iceland, to 2,075 in Germany. In total, the study includes about 26,000 respondents from Western Europe, 10,500 respondents from the Yugoslav successor states, and 18,000 from other post-communist countries. Western Europe is represented by Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Great Britain, and Northern Ireland. From Eastern Europe, the EVS covers Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic, and Ukraine. Table 4.1 presents sample sizes in the Yugoslav successor states. 
PLEASE INSERT TABLE 4.1 ABOUT HERE
The recent history and political development of the Yugoslav successor states are well described elsewhere in this volume; here, we limit ourselves to presenting the main events in the shape of a time line, which visualizes main events from 1990 to 2008 (independence, armed conflicts, and peace agreements) in the seven countries (see Figure 4.1). 

PLEASE INSERT FIGURE 4.1 ABOUT HERE
The figure illustrates that at the time the survey was conducted, Slovenia had enjoyed independence for about 17 years, while Kosovo, at the other end, had declared independence only a few months earlier.

As described above, we compare four forms of institutional trust: trust in the parliament, civil institutions, order institutions, and the EU. Trust in parliament is measured through a question "How much confidence do you have in the parliament?" with four possible answers, ranging from "a great deal" to "none at all". Confidence in civil institutions is measured through an index composed of answers to the questions on confidence in civil service and social security system, while confidence in order institutions is an index consisting of the mean value of confidence in the armed forces, the police, and the justice system. All variables were rescaled so that high values denote high levels of trust.

Individual level explanatory variables include basic socio-demographic characteristics like gender, age, level of education, income, measured as monthly household income in 1,000 Euros, purchasing power parity corrected, and employment status, measured through a dichotomous variable which takes the value of 1 if the respondent was unemployed, and 0 otherwise. Measures of income and unemployment give an indication of socioeconomic status, and are interpreted as rough measures for institutional performance at the individual level. 
As another indicator for institutional performance, we include a dichotomous variable for whether maintaining order should be the most important goal for the country. Given the turmoil that accompanied the emergence and consolidation of these states and their political institutions, this is a relevant dimension for evaluating the performance of the parliament. We expect that people who assign priority to maintaining order have higher trust in parliament than citizens with other value priorities. 
In addition, we include measures of social trust, minority status, religiosity, and a measure of parents' economic background. Parents' economic status when the respondents were 14 years old is included as a measure of the relevance of Yugonostalgia. The idea is that a positive assessment of the economic situation of the family in the past will cast the current situation in a negative light and reduce trust in contemporary political institutions. The variable ranges from 1-4, where the values of 1 and 4 translate respectively into answering "yes" and "no" to both a question in parent(s) had problems making ends meet, and had problems replacing broken things. The intermediate values of 2 and 3 indicate mean answers of "to some extent" and "a little bit" to both questions. We expect that people who hold a favorable evaluation of their parents' economic status when they were young will have less trust in parliament. 
The EVS did not include questions on ethnic identity; so to distinguish between minority and majority we use the language of the questionnaire, which was available in different versions in each country (e.g., Serbian and Albanian in Kosovo, Bosnian, Serbian, and Croatian in Bosnia-Herzegovina). It is therefore not possible to identify members of smaller minorities, such as Turks, Gorani, and Roma. In addition, persons other than Croats living in Croatia, persons other than Albanians living in Kosovo, and persons other than Bosniaks living in the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in Bosnia-Herzegovina are coded as minorities, along with Catholics in Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro, and Muslims in Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia, and the Republika Srpska, thus covering the most politically charged religious affiliations. 
Empirical Analysis

Figure 4.2 shows the levels of trust in Western Europe, post-communist Europe, and the Yugoslav successor states. The dashed line indicates the average of the 12 mean values displayed and serves as a point of reference.
 The figure shows that overall, trust is higher in Western Europe than in the Yugoslav successor states. Levels of trust are lowest in post-communist Europe. In the latter group of countries, however, the level of trust seems to vary more with the type of institution Apart from trust in the EU, the level of trust is systematically higher in Western Europe, and lower in most of post-communist Europe, with the (post-communist) Yugoslav successor states somewhere in between. 
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Starting with domestic institutions, we see that across the three country groups, order institutions enjoy the highest level of trust, followed by civil institutions, while trust in the parliament is a bit lower. While the absolute level of trust varies across the three groups of countries, the relative trust that domestic institutions enjoy is the same in Western Europe as in post-communist Europe and in the Yugoslav successor states: Order institutions -- the police, armed forces, and the justice system -- are more trusted than the parliament, with civil institutions positioned in the middle. 
 In Western Europe, the parliament and the EU receive about the same level of trust. A closer look at Western Europe shows that Western Europe, in particular Denmark, The Netherlands, and Germany, reports a level of trust in parliament that is at least equal to trust in the EU or higher. In southern Europe, especially in Italy, Portugal, and Greece, trust in the EU is higher than trust in parliament. In the group of post-communist countries, which include many newer member states, the EU enjoys much higher trust than the domestic parliament. Looking within the group of countries, the only exceptions to this are Lithuania, Russia, and the Slovak republic, where the difference is small.

Turning to the Yugoslav successor states, trust in the EU is higher than trust in the parliament, but slightly lower than trust in the order institutions and about the same as trust in the civil institutions. In sum, as a group, the Yugoslav successor states seem to have attained a decent level of political trust compared to the other new democracies in Europe. 
Moving beyond the groups of countries, Figure 4.3 makes the same comparison as Figure 4.2, but within the group of successor states to the Yugoslav successor states. 
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Overall, we see the same pattern as in Figure 4.2 of relative levels trust in domestic institutions. Order institutions enjoy the highest levels of trust, followed by trust in civil institutions, with trust in parliament ranked the lowest. The exception is Montenegro, where order institutions enjoy less trust than civil institutions. 
Trust in the EU, on the other hand, is consistently higher than trust in the parliament, but the differences are small, and only in Slovenia and Kosovo do people trust the EU more than they trust the most trustworthy domestic institution. Generally speaking, these two countries also see the highest levels of trust, not only in the EU, but also in the domestic institutions, followed by Macedonia, Montenegro, and to a lesser extent, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and Serbia.

The high levels of trust in Slovenia and Kosovo, the oldest and newest of the successor states, require an explanation. The high level of trust in Slovenia could be simply the result of relatively functional institutions, developed through (at the time of the survey) almost two decades of independence. Slovenia was also one of the wealthier republics in Yugoslavia, and has kept its economic advantage relative to the other Yugoslav successor states also after independence.

As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the recent history of Kosovo includes a brand new declaration of independence after decades of struggle. One interpretation of the high levels of trust in Kosovo is a honeymoon effect, i.e., it is more a declaration of pride and satisfaction in having established these institutions, than a realistic assessment of how well they perform.
 This argument is also supported by a comparative study of Yugonostalgia, which found that feelings of a Yugoslav identity and of regret of the dissolution of Yugoslavia were much less common in Kosovo than in most of the other countries.
 Some research has also found a high level of institutional trust in in weak or in new democracies.
 
The last part of our analysis is centered on individual level determinants of trust in parliament in the Yugoslav successor states, using multivariate analysis. Table 4.2 shows the results. One of the most striking patterns is the relative importance of the differences between countries compared to individual-level differences. The share of explained variance, adjusted R2, is low in the country-specific models, but higher in the combined model which includes a set of variables for each country. Additional analyses indicate that about 18% of the variance in trust in parliament is found at the country level.
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Still, several of the individual level explanatory variables have statistically significant effects on trust in parliament across countries. Starting with the basic socio-demographic variables, we do not find evidence for any difference in trust between men and women. Age appears to increase political trust in a majority of the countries, with the exception of Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Macedonia. In some countries, especially Bosnia-Herzegovina, we find a weak curvilinear effect of age, so that trust is highest among the youngest and oldest respondents. However, all these effects are small and should not be given much weight. Using the overall model, the predicted difference between the youngest and oldest respondents is only about .25 on a scale from 1-4. The substantial effect of education is also small, even if (close to) statistically significant in several countries. Overall, trust in parliament seems to be slightly lower among those with the highest level of education. 
The two variables that measure material well-being, monthly income and being unemployed, produce somewhat inconsistent results. Contrary to expectations, income has a negative, statistically significant effect on trust in parliament both in the combined, overall model including all the states (Table 4.2), and in the state-specific models for Montenegro and Kosovo. 
Quite surprisingly, being unemployed is associated with higher levels of trust in Croatia, but a similar-sized, negative association in Kosovo, and no significant association in the other countries or in the combined model. In sum, we find little effect that those who are worse off economically display less trust in parliament than others.

As expected, people who assign priority to maintaining order express more trust in parliament than others. This holds true in the overall model as well as in Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, and Kosovo specifically, and the effect comes close to statistically significant also in Slovenia. 
In Slovenia and Croatia, the number of minority respondents was not sufficient to estimate the effect of belonging to a minority group, and in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, and Macedonia, we find no difference between minority and majority members in society. However, both in Kosovo and Montenegro, the (Serb and Albanian) minorities displays clearly less political trust than the majority population, and the effects are quite strong, especially in Kosovo As noted before, the share of explained variance is higher in Kosovo than in the other countries, and the difference between the minority and majority population accounts for about one third of this. 
Finally, turning to the social variables, we find a robust, positive effect of religious attendance and social trust in most countries, as well as in the combined country model. With the exception of Macedonia and, to less extent, Montenegro, the variables that account for country differences are statistically significant with relatively strong effects. The reference category is Slovenia. We saw in Figure 4.3 that Macedonians have about the same level of trust in parliament as Slovenes; so this is as expected. Also the level of trust in parliament in Montenegro is similar to the level of trust observed in Slovenia, albeit a bit lower. The sizeable effects of the other dummy variables indicate that the differences illustrated in Figure 4.3 cannot be explained as a result of underlying differences in the distribution of individual level characteristics such as income and education. Moreover, as discussed at the outset of the analysis, the difference appears to be larger between countries than within countries. 
Conclusion

An important part of the democratization process in new democracies is the building of institutions with the support of citizens. We are thinking both of level of support as well as of support that cuts across cleavages in society. Using comparisons of confidence between the main groups of countries, we find that the Yugoslav successor states as a group have lower confidence levels than the established democracies in Western Europe. But the Yugoslav successor states fare somewhat better than other post-communist countries. 
The Yugoslav successor states exhibit a familiar pattern with the order institutions receiving the relative highest confidence levels. Given the high levels of conflict in these countries, this is an interesting and perhaps surprising finding. 
 Parliament is a key political institution both in old and in new democracies. Parliaments in Western Europe have exhibited the highest confidence levels, while post-communist countries are at the bottom and the Yugoslav successor states are in the middle. It is also striking that the EU seems attractive for the new democracies, and especially the post-communist countries. Confidence in the EU is also high in the Yugoslav successor states but not quite as high as among the publics in other post-communist countries. 
As discussed previously, trust in the EU can be explained as a spillover effect of trust in domestic institutions, or an expression of discontent with national institutions, i.e., a more distant institution is perceived as more trustworthy than the closer, more familiar domestic institution. Based on our empirical results it seems that the latter explanation is more plausible. 
 To build institutions with support from citizens is an important part of the democratization process. But level of confidence is not the only factor that we need to be concerned about. If we find large variations across cleavages and divides in a society this might signal that institutions are not working equally well for all social and political groups. In general we find small differences in trust by demographic variables (age, gender, and age). Not even for majority – minority groups do we observe consistent differences in three of the countries (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, and Macedonia), 
Tables and figures

Table 4.1. Sample size, Yugoslav successor states, frequency and percent

	Yugoslav successor states
	N
	Percent
	Data collection period

	Slovenia
	1,366
	13.0
	March - July 2008

	Croatia
	1,525
	14.5
	May - October 2008

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	1,512
	14.4
	July 2008

	Serbia
	1,512
	14.4
	July 2008

	Montenegro
	1,516
	14.4
	November-December 2008

	Kosovo
	1,601
	15.2
	July-October 2008

	Macedonia
	1,500
	14.2
	July 2008 - early 2009

	Total
	10,532
	100
	Marc 2008 – early 2009


Table 4.2. Determinants of trust in parliament in the Yugoslav successor states, overall and by country

	
	Overall
	Slovenia
	Croatia
	Bosnia
	Serbia
	Montenegro
	Kosovo
	Macedonia

	Male
	0.013
	0.041
	0.069
	-0.087
	-0.009
	0.029
	-0.052
	0.02

	
	(-0.69)
	(-0.84)
	(1.66)+
	(-1.63)
	(-0.23)
	(-0.56)
	(-1.1)
	(-0.4)

	Age, years
	0.003
	0.004
	0.005
	0.002
	0.004
	0.002
	0.004
	0.000

	
	(4.76)**
	(2.90)**
	(3.84)**
	-1.2
	(2.79)**
	(-1.03)
	(2.58)**
	(-0.13)

	Level of education
	-0.032
	0.015
	-0.009
	-0.047
	-0.034
	-0.063
	0.035
	-0.07

	
	(3.96)**
	(-0.76)
	(-0.51)
	(1.80)+
	(1.79)+
	(2.58)*
	(1.68)+
	(3.11)**

	Unemployed
	-0.005
	-0.017
	0.162
	-0.053
	0.046
	0.046
	-0.195
	-0.066

	
	(-0.21)
	(-0.12)
	(2.74)**
	(-0.85)
	(-0.86)
	(-0.79)
	(3.79)**
	(-1.16)

	Monthly income, EUR1000, ppp
	-0.024
	0.02
	0.017
	0.01
	0.079
	-0.137
	-0.375
	-0.042

	
	(2.16)*
	(-0.95)
	(-0.91)
	(-0.15)
	(1.79)+
	(2.77)**
	(6.07)**
	(1.84)+

	Maintain order
	0.117
	0.092
	0.102
	-0.002
	0.113
	0.27
	0.245
	0.01

	
	(6.14)**
	(1.67)+
	(2.24)*
	(-0.04)
	(2.68)**
	(5.25)**
	(5.19)**
	(-0.2)

	Parents were well off
	0.02
	0.014
	0.035
	-0.056
	0.02
	-0.022
	0.134
	-0.007

	
	(2.29)*
	(-0.6)
	(1.82)+
	(2.10)*
	(-1.03)
	(-0.89)
	(5.81)**
	-(0.32)

	Minority
	-0.233
	
	
	0.027
	0.11
	-0.298
	-0.75
	0.049

	
	(8.63)**
	
	
	(-0.5)
	(-0.79)
	(5.98)**
	(11.68)**
	(-0.63)

	Religious attendance
	0.045
	0.05
	0.04
	0.056
	0.007
	0.015
	0.061
	0.038

	
	(8.20)**
	(3.94)**
	(3.62)**
	(4.04)**
	(-0.55)
	(-0.93)
	(3.60)**
	(2.22)*

	Social trust
	0.182
	0.146
	0.084
	0.221
	0.333
	0.192
	0.161
	0.179

	
	(7.58)**
	(2.53)*
	(-1.64)
	(3.54)**
	(5.02)**
	(3.26)**
	(1.99)*
	(2.79)**

	Croatia
	-0.727
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(18.74)**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	-0.392
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(9.05)**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Serbia
	-0.707
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(17.55)**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montenegro
	-0.077
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(1.82)+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	0.392
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(9.05)**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Macedonia
	-0.036
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.92)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	2.163
	1.877
	1.193
	1.983
	1.442
	2.467
	2.161
	2.505

	
	(34.69)**
	(13.75)**
	(9.82)**
	(11.65)**
	(11.76)**
	(15.71)**
	(13.53)**
	(15.91)**

	F statistics
	131.13
	3.96
	4.77
	5.48
	5.15
	11.48
	36.86
	3.21

	R2 adjusted
	0.22
	0.04
	0.03
	0.04
	0.04
	0.09
	0.24
	0.02

	N
	7,379
	718
	1,110
	965
	1,079
	1,098
	1,132
	1,277


Note: + p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01. The table displays regression coefficients with t statistics in parenthesis. 
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Figure 4.1. Main events in the Yugoslav successor states, 1990 to 2008
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Figure 4.2. Level of political trust, by country group
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Figure 4.3. Mean level of political trust in the Yugoslav successor states, by country
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