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ABSTRACT 

 
Examining the relationship among government performance, service satisfaction 

and trust in government advocated by the New Public Management, this research 

contributes to a better understanding of the performance-trust hypothesis and its 

assumptions.  This study evaluates the satisfaction link of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, investigating influences on service satisfaction and how these translate into 

trust.  In particular, two implicit assumptions of the performance-trust hypothesis are 

explored.  First, citizen experience with public services is examined as a measure of 

specific support for government.  Second, the role of citizen interactions with the 

bureaucracy is assessed, specifically identifying the influence of citizen attitudes toward 

public administrators on general trust in government.   

The performance-trust hypothesis poses that improved government performance 

leads to more satisfied citizens, thus resulting in higher levels of citizen trust in 

government.  Although empirical research has supported the link between satisfaction 

with public services and trust in government, the implicit assumption that satisfaction is a 

function of specific support for government, impacted by citizen experiences with 

government services, requires further evaluation. Examining the relationship between 

using a particular government service and evaluations of the effectiveness of that service, 

these findings show that service users have significantly different evaluations of 

government services than non-service users.  Personally experiencing the service delivery 

of a particular government program results in higher levels of service satisfaction 

compared to levels among those who have not personally used the program.   
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A second implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is that 

evaluations of public administrators based on citizen interactions during service delivery 

influence trust in government.  Although the performance-trust hypothesis assumes that 

citizen evaluations of bureaucrats are based on specific support for government, only one 

component is emphasized, output-based trust—or perceptions of bureaucratic 

competence—while the second dimension, process-based trust—or perceptions of the 

caring of public administrators—is overlooked.  These findings indicate that attitudes 

toward bureaucrats do influence trust in government broadly.  However, it is not only 

competence that influences trusting attitudes, as expected by the performance-trust 

hypothesis, but also caring.  In fact, process-based trust may have a greater impact on 

citizen trust in government than output-based trust. 
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

 

Research Questions  

  
Although declining levels of trust in government have been well documented, 

further research is needed to examine what attributes of government administrators 

influence public trust in government.  While past research on trust in government has 

defined the concept of trust narrowly, emphasizing the aspects of competence and 

performance highlighted by the New Public Management movement, process concerns 

have been overlooked.  Furthermore, the performance-trust hypothesis assumed in the 

New Public Management reforms contends that trust in government is a function of the 

quality of public programs.  Hence, improving the performance of public administrators 

and the delivery of public services are essential to enhancing public trust in government, 

with service satisfaction bridging the gap between performance and trust.  

To date, little research has examined the influence of service satisfaction on trust 

in government or its role as a link in the performance-trust hypothesis.  Even less 

research has examined the effect of perceptions about the competence and caring of 

government administrators on trust in government.  In order to further understand the 

nature of public trust in government, I will examine survey data on public attitudes 

toward government.  Using data from the Maxwell Poll conducted by Syracuse 

University annually from 2004 to 2007, I will explore the following research questions: 

1) What factors influence citizen satisfaction with government services? 2) What factors 

influence citizen assessments of the competence of public administrators and their 
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treatment by public administrators? 3) How do citizen assessments of service satisfaction, 

the competence of government administrators and their treatment by government 

administrators influence attitudes of trust in government?   

What Do We Know? 

 

The Decline of Trust 

 

The decline in political trust is well documented: whether the object is 

government in general, specific institutions, or the leaders of these institutions, 

Americans are less trusting than in the 1960s (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2001; Citrin 

and Luks 2001), and the loss of faith means that government is blamed for most of what 

is wrong in the nation (Tolchin 1996).  Citizen attitudes toward government in America 

are growing increasingly negative.  According to Pew Research Center for The People 

and The Press (2010), ―By almost every conceivable measure Americans are less positive 

and more critical of government these days‖ (1).  Citizen trust in the federal government 

is currently at one of the lowest levels in a half century.  Only 22% of Americans trust the 

government to do what is right—whether that be ―just about always‖ (3%) or ―most of 

the time‖ (19%).  The contrast is stark in comparison to levels of trust in government in 

1958, when 73% of Americans trusted the government to do what is right ―just about 

always‖ or ―most of the time.‖  Similarly, the 2008 American National Election Study 

(2010) reported only 30% of respondents ―can trust the government in Washington to do 

what is right‖ either ―most of the time‖ or ―just about always,‖ the lowest figure since 

1994.  Further, looking at the branches of government, the 2012 Gallup poll found that 

only 34% of Americans have a great deal or fair amount of confidence in the legislative 



 

 3 

branch, which is lower than the percentage who are confident in the executive (56%) or 

judicial (67%) branches, and represents a small increase over the all-time recorded low in 

2011 (31%) (Newport 2012).  Elsewhere, examining trust in individual government 

actors, The Council for Excellence in Government Survey (2006) found that confidence 

in public administrators is higher than that of other elected officials, but still quite low, 

showing that only 31% of respondents reported to have ―a great deal‖ or ―quite a lot of 

confidence‖ in ―civil servants or people who work for government,‖ as compared to 25% 

for ―the president and cabinet officials‖ and 16% for members of Congress. 

The Importance of Political Trust 

 

This wave of growing distrust of government has sparked alarm in political 

observers, due to the importance of political trust to representative governance.  John 

Locke‘s (1690) conception of the social contract emphasized the peoples‘ acceptance of 

government with the expectation that those entrusted with power would act in the public 

interest.  This public trust legitimates the role of government and allows the government 

to carry out its obligations without the use of coercion (Miller 1974a).  Public trust 

increases citizens‘ compliance with government regulations (Tyler 1998), based on the 

premise that trusting citizens are more likely to believe that the government will treat 

them fairly and that other citizens will also comply (Brehm and Rahn 1997).  In addition, 

social capital theory suggests that high levels of public trust increase the effectiveness of  

government performance by increasing community collaboration and cooperation 

(Putnam 1993) and by enhancing the ease and efficiency of transactions (Ruscio 1996).  

Indeed, democratic governments have been found to perform better when the level of 
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social capital in a community is high (Knack 2000).  Trust is especially important for the 

support of a policy when individuals contribute to paying the costs but do not directly 

receive its benefits (Hetherington and Globetti 2002).  In these instances, it leads to the 

perception that government policies are fair ‗as eventually I will get what I need and 

deserve when the time comes.‘ 

Trust in the public bureaucracy is especially important, ―because the bureaucracy 

is the largest arm of modern government and the one that most regularly interacts with 

citizens in their ordinary lives. And if citizens do not trust the bureaucracy, they may be 

less likely to comply with administrative rules and procedures and to engage in the 

coproduction of vital public services‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 11; see also Bovaird 2007; 

Brudney and England 1983; Whitaker 1980).  For public administration specifically, trust 

affects programmatic performance, as it is associated with delegation of administrative 

authority (Marlowe 2004; Metlay 1999), excessive oversight and an over-reliance on 

formal rules and procedures (Ruscio 1996), and public cooperation and compliance with 

laws and regulations (Marien and Hooghe 2011; Scholz and Lubell 1998a; Scholz and 

Lubell 1998b; Taylor-Clark et al. 2005).  In addition, public trust improves the morale 

and recruitment of public employees (Soni 2004) and decreases micromanagement that 

hinders performance (Behn 1995).  The link between low levels of trust, excessive 

micromanagement, and reduced performance is at the core of bureaucratic reform efforts 

offered by the Winter Commission (National Commission on the State and Local Public 

Service 1993) and the National Partnership for Reinventing Government (National 

Performance Review 1993). Furthermore, Behn (1995) identifies trust as one of the 

―three big questions‖ facing public management. 
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The importance of trust is further heightened by uncertainty because citizens 

cannot assess the appropriateness of government decisions due to a lack of expertise, 

time, and/or capacity.  This is when the trustor is most vulnerable because she is more 

reliant on another to act on her behalf.  In fact, the perception of risk is related to the level 

of trust individuals have in managers of programs designed to protect the public 

(Poortinga and Pidgeon 2003; Quinn et al. 2009; Raithatha et al. 2003; Slovic, Flynn, and 

Layman 1991).  For example, public trust has been linked to compliance with tax laws, 

adherence to public health guidelines (Shore 2003), such as participation in vaccination 

programs (Quinn et al. 2009), and obedience to evacuation orders during natural disasters 

(Cordasco et al. 2007). 

Reforms Geared to Increase Public Trust in Government 

 

The decline of citizen trust in government, which has been identified as ―one of 

the dilemmas of modern governance,‖ has been at the center of much scholarly research 

and debate (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006, 354; Levi and Stoker 2000; Nye, Zelikow, and 

King 1997).  Among the multitude of reform proposals geared to resolve this problem, 

those advocating market-based, entrepreneurial reforms focused on improving the 

efficiency and effectiveness of government management and performance have taken 

hold most widely (National Performance Review 1993; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; 

Peters 2001).  Dubbed the ‗New Public Management,‘ this popular reform movement 

encourages the use of private sector techniques, market mechanisms and a customer 

service orientation, as well as a focus on outputs and performance measurement, in order 

to create results that inspire greater citizen trust in government (Bekke and van der Meer 
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2000; Kaboolian 1998).  The underlying hypothesis of the New Public Management 

reforms is that a better performing government leads to greater levels of citizen trust in 

government.  Termed the performance-trust hypothesis, the implicit assumption is that 

―better performing public services will lead to increased satisfaction among their users, 

and this, in turn, will lead to more trust in government‖ (Van de Wall and Bouckaert 

2003, 892).  Emphasizing customer service and managing for results, performance 

measurement in the New Public Management reform movement is often defined in terms 

of customer satisfaction, which forms the link between government performance 

outcomes and citizen trust (Van Ryzin 2007; Aberbach and Christensen 2005; Kettl 2000; 

Osborne and Gaebler 1992).  These reform efforts based on the performance-trust linkage 

have been implemented internationally with examples including Reinventing 

Government in the United States, La Rélève in Canada, The Next Steps Program in the 

United Kingdom, and the Copernicus reform in Belgium (Barnes and Gill 2000; 

Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2003; Gelders and Van de Walle 2007).  

Despite the widespread acceptance and implementation of the New Public 

Management reforms, the hoped for reversal of the downward trend in levels of citizen 

trust remains elusive.  Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) note findings suggesting that, ―…as 

yet, [there is] no indication of a widespread national or international shift of public 

opinion in favour of governments that make public sector reform a central part of their 

programmes‖ (131).  In addition, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2007) state, ―For a long 

time, attention in public sector reforms has been on productivity improvements.  Despite 

considerable progress in government performance, policy-makers were to their dismay 

confronted with a decline in public trust‖ (1123).  The failure of these reform efforts to 
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bring about greater trust in government leads to questions regarding the validity of the 

performance-trust linkage.  

While poor government performance is often cited as the reason for declining 

levels of trust in government, Bok (2001) found that the evidence for declining 

performance is far from conclusive.  Rather, his findings demonstrated mixed results, 

showing that performance was either difficult to measure or actually not in decline.  This 

has led scholars to question the causal relationship between government performance and 

citizen trust.  For example, Yang and Holzer (2006) ask, ―Is the performance–trust link 

spurious, or have we merely failed to demonstrate it empirically?‖ (114).  This 

emphasizes the importance of unraveling the links between government performance, 

service satisfaction and trust in order to better understand their relationship and to 

determine if the reforms of the New Public Management are indeed geared to reverse the 

decline of trust in government.  Ultimately, millions of dollars have been spent by 

governments around the world in order to adopt the New Public Management reform 

proposals, while the underlying theories supporting these proposals have not been 

adequately tested.  Further examination of the performance-trust hypothesis is thus 

essential in order to provide empirical evidence that informs future government reform 

efforts designed to increase public trust in government.   

Plan of Research: Examining the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

  
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the assumptions of the 

performance-trust hypothesis, exploring thoroughly the relationships among government 

performance, service satisfaction and trust in government, in order to more fully 
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understand these linkages and evaluate their implications for government reform.  

Although the relationship between service satisfaction and trust has been demonstrated 

empirically, further examination is needed in order to better understand what influences 

citizen satisfaction with government services.  In addition, further analysis of how service 

satisfaction forms the bridge between government performance and trust is necessary.  

Specifically, this analysis will address the assumptions implicit in the performance-trust 

hypothesis, particularly as they concern the importance of citizen experiences with 

government services as a key factor in linking government performance and satisfaction, 

and will also assess the importance of citizen perceptions of bureaucrats formed during 

experiences with public services as an influence on overall trust in government. 

Although the importance of citizen experience with public services is an implicit 

assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis, few studies have examined the influence 

of being a service user on satisfaction with government services.  Van de Walle, Kampen 

and Bouckaert (2005) question the relationship between satisfaction with public services 

and evaluations of service quality.  They contend that a general measure such as 

satisfaction with public services captures something different than an assessment of 

service quality, noting that, ―Experience matters more in the evaluation of service 

quality‖ (544).  Moreover, Van de Walle et al. (2005) assert that ―using general questions 

on satisfaction with the functioning of public services is not a valid way for eliciting a 

genuine evaluation of the functioning of public services‖ (545).  Rather, they argue, ―This 

method provided us with information on the general attitude toward public services that 

is not necessarily based on an evaluation of how specific public services function‖ (545).  
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Therefore, experience with public services may be the necessary link for evaluations of 

service quality to translate into higher levels of service satisfaction.   

However, additional research is needed to evaluate whether citizen satisfaction 

influences trust in the way that the performance-trust hypothesis articulates.  Does 

increased citizen satisfaction with public services lead to greater trust in government or 

are evaluations of satisfaction actually based on generalized attitudes towards 

government?  Does being a service user influence service satisfaction? What is the 

relative impact of positive and negative evaluations of government services on trust? 

Does experiencing different types of government services influence trust?  A better 

understanding of the answers to these questions will help to identify whether the links in 

the performance-trust hypothesis are supported empirically. 

 A second implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is the idea that 

interactions with government administrators matter in the formation of citizen attitudes 

about government.  Recent efforts to enhance trust based on the New Public Management 

reforms have focused on increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the bureaucracy, 

in order to improve citizen evaluations of government performance.  However, the New 

Public Management reforms overlook the multi-dimensional nature of trust, focusing 

only on one dimension, the cognitive element of trust, which is competence.  This 

cognitive dimension of trust is based on an individual‘s calculation that trusting someone 

else will maximize his or her self-interest.   

However, many empirical studies have shown that there are two distinct 

dimensions of trust, recognizing the cognitive element of trust, but also pointing to a 

second dimension, an affective element of trust, which is not addressed in the New Public 
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Management reforms.  This affective dimension of trust emphasizes the importance of 

how citizens are treated in the process of providing public services, what I will refer to as 

‗caring.‘  This affective dimension of trust highlights a process of interaction with 

citizens based on democratic values and citizen perceptions of fairness, equity, respect 

and honesty in their dealings with public administrators (Van Ryzin 2011).  

 Research supports the multi-dimensionality of trust, showing that, ―Attitudes 

about trustworthiness and competence are indeed distinct.  Competence likely relates to 

whether citizens are getting what they want from government while trustworthiness likely 

reflects how citizens perceive they are treated‖ (Houston and Harding forthcoming).  This 

observation suggests that efforts to reform the bureaucracy with an eye toward increasing 

trust require strategies to increase the competence and caring of the public service.  

However, current reforms focus only on the cognitive element of trust.  Consequently, it 

is important to gain a better understanding of the influences on citizen attitudes about the 

competence and caring of public administrators in order to better understand what role 

attitudes toward bureaucrats play in overall trust in government.   

Furthermore, if the performance-trust hypothesis is implicitly linked to 

perceptions of bureaucrats, additional research is needed to evaluate the relative 

importance of both the cognitive and affective dimensions of trust in order to better 

inform government reform efforts.  Additional research is needed specifically to address 

the following questions: What influences citizen attitudes toward public administrators? 

Are attitudes about the competence and caring of public administrators influenced by a 

similar set of correlates?  How do citizen attitudes about the competence and caring of 

public administrators influence overall trust in government?  Answers to these questions 
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will contribute to a deeper understanding of the bureaucracy and the role that it plays in 

overall trust in government.  Beyond that, the implications of these results will help to 

evaluate the performance-trust hypothesis and to inform future reform efforts. 

Contribution to the Field 

 

Importance of Evaluating the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

 

The first contribution of this research agenda to the field is to evaluate empirically 

the assumptions of the performance-trust hypothesis, which is a key principle underlying 

the New Public Management reform movement.  According to Van Ryzin (2007), ―A 

better understanding of the links among government performance, citizen satisfaction, 

and trust will contribute a great deal to the field of public administration and public 

management‖ (522).  The New Public Management movement has emphasized customer 

service and managing for results, which is often defined in terms of citizen satisfaction, 

as strategies geared to increase citizen trust in government (Aberbach and Christensen, 

2005; Kettl, 2000; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992).  The assumption of these performance-

oriented reforms is ―that government can restore public trust by delivering and 

demonstrating results—producing outcomes that matter to citizens‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 2; 

see also Bouckaert 2008; Radin 2006).   

However, the documented, gradual decline in trust over the past several decades 

leads to questions about how well the public sector is actually performing and also about 

shifts in citizen perceptions of, and relationships with, government (Yang and Holzer 

2006).  Van Ryzin (2007) notes, ―For all these reasons, it becomes imperative to 

understand better, and with the support of empirical evidence, the pieces of this puzzle—
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the links among government performance, citizen satisfaction, and trust‖ (522).  While no 

one can be opposed to better government performance and achieving results that matter, 

Van Ryzin (2011) contends that, ―The assumption that measuring and reporting on 

outcomes will convince a skeptical public to trust government once again deserves more 

careful scrutiny‖ (1).  Others also share similar concerns (Van de Walle and Bouckaert 

2003; Yang and Holzer 2006).  In response to these concerns regarding the performance-

trust hypothesis, this research agenda will help to illuminate the relationship between 

government performance, service satisfaction and trust by evaluating what influence 

attitudes of satisfaction with government services has on overall trust in government. 

The Satisfaction Link 

 

Second, this research agenda will contribute to building a better understanding of 

these relationships by examining who is satisfied with government services, controlling 

for a set of common socio-demographic, political-cultural and attitudinal variables.  

Investigating the causes or drivers of trust, Van de Walle confirms ―that explanations of 

citizen trust based on government performance (in the delivery of services, and in other 

ways) are at best incomplete and need to take account of much wider social factors,‖ 

including controlling for generalized attitudes and cultural variables (Heintzman and 

Marson 2005, 565; see also Van de Walle and Bouckaert 2003; Van de Walle 2004).  On 

this same note, Kampen, Van De Walle and Bouckaert (2006, 400-401) point out that:  

When the quality of public service delivery is taken into account, many 

studies do not go beyond the administration-specific dimension.  That is, 

these studies focus on the link between trust in government and specific 

administrations or institutions, primarily high-impact agencies such as the 

police or courts (Newton and Norris, 1999; Rothstein and Stolle, 2002) but 

contain no information about satisfaction with public service delivery or 
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personal value orientations (Bouckaert, Van de Wall and Kampen 2005). 

Obviously, a gap exists in the literature.  

  

They further argue that, ―The causal relation between satisfaction and trust cannot be 

fruitfully analyzed unless the measures are controlled for a shared component, which we 

identify as the predisposition toward government.  That is, unless we account for this 

predisposition, associations between satisfaction and trust describe tautologies rather than 

causalities‖ (Kampen, et al. 2006, 389).  Addressing this concern specifically, I will 

control for generalized attitudes toward government in order to better unpack the actual 

influence of satisfaction on trust. 

 Third, although research supports the positive influence of satisfaction with public 

services on trust in government, further study of this relationship is merited.  Kampen et 

al. (2006) find, in their study of Flemish citizen attitudes, that positive assessments of 

government services have less impact on trust levels than negative experiences.  This 

important finding bears further inquiry within the context of U.S. opinion data, as its 

application could be quite momentous.  If, in fact, negative assessments of public services 

have a greater influence on trust levels than positive assessments, reform efforts to 

improve government performance may be focusing on the wrong things.  If so, it may be 

more effective for government to identify and target the problems that most often cause 

negative evaluations, than to improve overall program performance levels.  Currently, 

resources may be wasted aiming for high performance, when satisfaction, and thus trust, 

may be better influenced by just reducing the worst complaints. 
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The Role of Citizen Experience with Government Services 

 

Fourth, this research agenda contributes to the literature and provides a better 

understanding of the performance-trust hypothesis by exploring the relationship between 

being a user of specific public services and having satisfaction with those services.  Many 

studies have found a positive relationship between service satisfaction and trust (Fornell 

2002; Van Ryzin 2007; Van Ryzin 2011).  Fewer studies have distinguished the influence 

of being a service user on levels of satisfaction (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Kampen 

et al. 2006).  The question of whether or not service use makes a difference in satisfaction 

is a very important consideration relevant to the performance-trust hypothesis.  In order 

for government performance to have an impact on trust, through satisfaction with public 

service delivery as the hypothesis suggests, using services should directly affect 

satisfaction, and lead to changes in trust in government.  However, if levels of service 

satisfaction do not change based on using a specific public service, it would suggest that 

satisfaction with a public agency may be of a general nature, and is not influenced by the 

performance of a particular agency or a particular citizen experience of this service.   

If this is in fact the case, diffuse support of government may have more influence 

on citizen perceptions of public services and their attitudes of satisfaction than their 

particular experiences.  The finding that satisfaction and trust are of a general nature and 

more influenced by diffuse support for government than particular experiences with 

service delivery would, in turn, undermine the performance-trust hypothesis by showing 

that performance does not really matter for trust.  After all, if  better performance does 

not lead to higher levels of satisfaction based on experiencing these services, then the 
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linkage between performance and satisfaction is either broken—or does not in fact 

function as hypothesized. This would be a blow to the New Public Management reform 

movement, which has inspired widespread reforms in governments across the globe in 

order to improve government performance, and thus increase trust. 

On the other hand, finding that experiencing public services is related to levels of 

service satisfaction would be a corroboration of the performance-trust hypothesis, 

showing that the link between performance and satisfaction is indeed supported.  This 

would demonstrate that satisfaction is based on specific support for government and that 

better government performance can drive increases in citizen satisfaction.  Substantiating 

the performance-satisfaction link would show that the New Public Management reforms 

geared toward improving satisfaction with government services and trust are in fact a step 

in the right direction. 

Another aspect of the importance of being a service user is whether or not 

experiencing a particular type of public service has implications for satisfaction.  Studies 

of Scandinavian countries have shown that encounters with universal services have been 

linked to greater increases in levels of trust in government than experiences with selective 

benefits (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Rothstein 2003).  On the other hand, 

experiencing selective, means-tested welfare programs has been found to reduce citizen 

trust in government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005) and interpersonal trust (Kumlin and 

Rothstein 2005).  This line of research, which has not been examined using U.S. opinion 

data, would help us to better understand what influences service satisfaction.  If U.S. 

findings are similar to those of the Scandinavian countries, and experience of selective 
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services decreases citizen trust in government, this would undermine the performance-

trust hypothesis in its application to selective services.   

Despite improvements in performance, these programs may inherently detract 

from trust by nature of their structure.  If true, this could help to explain, in part, why 

performance improvements have not impacted the decline in trust, especially given the 

higher ratio of selective to universal services in the U.S. as compared to the Scandinavian 

countries. Moreover, this finding would also demonstrate the need for structural reform 

of the selective services.  A service structured in such a way as to undermine perceptions 

of procedural justice cannot be ideal, and if this is indeed the case, this would highlight 

the need for further examination in order to bring about positive reform.  Conversely, if 

findings in the U.S. are the opposite, and the use of selective services is found to actually 

increase trust, this would illustrate support for the performance-trust hypothesis by 

further corroborating the satisfaction link. 

Importance of Examining Attitudes toward Public Administrators 

 

The fifth contribution to the literature to be made by this research agenda is to 

expand our understanding of citizen attitudes toward public administrators and the 

bureaucracy.  In comparison with research conducted to analyze the institutions and 

actors of the legislature, the courts, and the presidency, much less attention has been paid 

to the bureaucracy and bureaucrats in particular.  Bouckaert et al. (2005) state that, 

―Public administration and public services have always taken a marginal place in political 

scientists‘ behavioural research‖ (238).  Furthermore, Bouckaert et al. (2005) point out 

that even within the field of public administration, examination of citizen attitudes toward 
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the bureaucracy has been lacking.  They contend that, ―From the very beginning, the 

citizen has been neglected as an object of study in public administration, due to the 

discipline‘s early focus on organization studies and political-administrative relations‖ 

(Bouckaert et al. 2005, 232).  While many changes have been made since then, 

―examination of subjective data such as opinion data has always been, and still is, limited 

in comparison to the widespread use of performance indicators in public administration 

research‖ (Bouckaert et al. 2005, 232).  

Although opinion data examining citizen attitudes toward the bureaucracy have 

been lacking in the past, Bouckaert et al. (2005) note that, ―Recently, we have observed 

an increased use of opinion data in public administration‖ (232), including citizen 

evaluations of the Israeli public sector (Vigoda and Yuval  2001), analysis of citizen 

opinions of the public sector in Spain (del Pino 2002), citizen trust in the Finnish 

ministries (Harisalo and Stenvall 2002), citizen trust in government in Norway 

(Christensen and Lægreid 2005) and attitudes toward public administrators in the United 

States (Houston and Howard forthcoming), as well as a cross-national evaluation of 

attitudes toward the bureaucracy by Van Ryzin (2011).  In addition, with the popularity 

of the New Public Management reform movement taking hold in administrations across 

the globe, many governments have begun efforts to monitor citizen attitudes towards 

government and public administration, especially focusing on indicators of trust and 

satisfaction.  Internationally, these efforts include the People‘s Panel (Donovan et al. 

2001) and the MORI Social Research surveys (Audit Commission and MORI Social 

Research Institute 2003) in the UK, Citizens First and Listening to Canadians in Canada 

(Sims 2001), as well as other government initiatives in the Netherlands, Belgium, 
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Denmark, and Finland, among others.  In the United States, several non-profit initiatives 

have focused attention on the measurement of citizen attitudes towards public services, 

including The Pew Research Center (The Pew Research Center for the People and the 

Press 1998) and the Council for Excellence in Government‘s and Ford Foundation‘s 

Partnership for Trust in Government (Council for Excellence in Government 2006).  

Citing these recent initiatives, Bouckaert et al. (2005) note that both measurement of 

citizen opinion data and its integration into the policy process are increasing. Yet, they 

contend that, ―In research, thorough exploitation of these data still has to take off‖ (236). 

While these studies and the availability of new opinion data open the door for further 

examination of citizen attitudes towards the bureaucracy, as of now, the surface has only 

been scratched and much is left to be discovered.   

Importance of Trust in Public Administrators 

 

Sixth, this research will contribute to the field by shedding light on citizen trust in 

public administrators.  Although the majority of political trust research has been focused 

on declining trust in political institutions and elected officials, studies show that trust in 

the bureaucracy and government administrators is low, as well (King and Stivers 1998).  

In addition, levels of public approval of the federal bureaucracy have decreased (Yackee 

and Lowery 2005) and lack of trust in local government officials is also commonplace 

(Berman 1997).  Street level bureaucrats often become the target of citizen distrust and 

anger, as the government officials who are most likely to interact directly with citizens 

(King and Stivers 1998).  However, while political trust has received much attention, 

particularized trust in administrators has been the focus of little empirical research.  
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Houston and Harding (forthcoming) note that due to this lack of research, ―not much is 

known about the individual-level correlates of public trust in bureaucratic actors.  This 

exists despite the fact that a complete understanding of its nature and determinants is 

needed to craft strategies to enhance public trust.‖ 

Research on trust in government administrators is characterized by two main 

limitations.  First, empirical research examining trust in the bureaucracy often fails to 

consider a common group of respondent attitudes and attributes, which leads to concerns 

about model specification.  Second, past research has not sorted fully the influences of 

generalized trust in government as distinct from particularized trust in the public service.  

Therefore, more research is needed to examine thoroughly the correlates of particularized 

trust in the public bureaucracy and to identify what factors influence trusting attitudes.  

Houston and Harding (forthcoming) note that future research, which would contribute ―to 

develop[ing] a more complete understanding of particularized trust in public servants‖ 

includes further assessment of the correlates of trust in government administrators and 

evaluation of how trust in the civil service influences trust in government in general.  

They note that, ―Answers to these questions will be useful for improving public trust in 

government administrators.‖  This research agenda will help to fill these gaps in the 

literature by furthering our understanding of what attitudes citizens hold toward public 

administrators, what correlates with these attitudes and how these attitudes influence 

general trust in government. 
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Examining the Multi-dimensionality of Citizen Trust in Public Administrators 

 

The seventh way in which this research agenda contributes to the field of research 

is to examine how the dual dimensions of trust influence attitudes toward bureaucrats and 

through these, overall trust in government.  According to Van Ryzin (2011), ―The 

contemporary performance movement has tended to assume that a key to restoring public 

trust in civil servants lies in a focus on outcomes or results.  But there is growing 

evidence from various fields that trust in people and institutions of authority often 

depends more on process (such as fairness and equity) than on outcomes‖ (1).  The New 

Public Management reforms have addressed the importance of the bureaucracy by 

focusing on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery.  Based 

on increasing citizen perceptions of the competence of public administrators, valuing 

bureaucrats for what they can do for the consumer of government services and how 

efficiently they can produce the outputs of government, these reforms have focused on 

the cognitive dimension of trust or, as Easton (1965) puts it, output-based trust. 

According to Easton (1965), output-based trust concerns the who gets what element of 

politics, in which people‘s trust in government is based on how they benefit, without 

regard to the process, while the process dimension of trust deals with the organization of 

the decision-making process, including who participates, how problems are approached, 

and the rules that are followed.  While the New Public Management reforms have 

focused on the output dimension of trust, process based trust has been neglected. Van 

Ryzin (2011) contends that, ―This finding that process matters in the formation of trust 

judgments appears across a wide range of settings (police, courts, work places), yet it has 
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not been adequately recognized in the public administration literature and rhetoric on 

government performance—especially in an era of outcomes-based, results-driven 

government‖ (1).   

 On this point, my research agenda contributes to the field in two main ways.  

First, I will examine attitudes toward bureaucrats, comparing perceptions of the 

competence and caring of public administrators, which correspond to the output and 

process based dimensions of trust.  Controlling for a shared set of socio-demographic and 

attitudinal variables, this will demonstrate whether or not the correlates of trust differ 

across its two dimensions, thus exploring whether attitudes based on output factors and 

process factors are influenced by different variables.  Along these lines, Houston and 

Harding (forthcoming) find that ―perceptions of competence and trustworthiness have 

somewhat different correlates,‖ with the result that ―gains in competence may come at the 

cost of reduced trustworthiness.‖  And, according to Taylor-Gooby the reforms adopted 

in order to improve performance may actually decrease trust by undermining perceptions 

of process based trust and thus alienating service users (2008; Taylor-Gooby 2009).  

Therefore, it is important to better understand citizen attitudes toward bureaucrats, how 

these attitudes pertain to the dual nature of trust, and whether advances in one form of 

trust correspond to losses in another. 

 A second contribution to the field concerning this point lies in better 

understanding the relative influence of citizen attitudes of the competence and caring of 

bureaucrats on generalized trust in government.  Van Ryzin‘s (2011) examination of the 

relative influence of process versus outcomes on perceptions of the trustworthiness of 

bureaucrats shows that ―bureaucratic process appears to matter to citizens as much as, if 
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not more than, outcomes of government‖ (13).  As a result, it is important to understand 

whether or not these findings also extend to attitudes about government in general.  

Calling for further research on this point, Van Ryzin (2011) states, ―Given the strong 

emphasis on outcomes, or results, in the performance movement over the past few 

decades, as well as a similar focus on outcomes in the public administration literature on 

trust, the findings of this study should encourage more theoretical and empirical attention 

to government process as a factor in explaining citizens‘ trust of government 

organizations and their employees‖ (14).   

In addition, Houston and Harding (forthcoming) also point out the importance of 

further study on this topic by stating, ―To develop a more complete understanding of 

particularized trust in public servants, the following questions should be addressed.  

Which is more important to overall trust in bureaucrats—trustworthiness or 

competence?‖  Further, do these attitudes toward bureaucrats affect overall trust in 

government?  In order to address this gap in the literature, I will examine how attitudes of 

the competence and caring of bureaucrats influence overall trust in government, and 

explore the implications of these results as they relate to the New Public Management 

reform movement and recommendations for future reform efforts. 

Conclusion 

 

 Through a thorough examination of these points, I hope to contribute to a better 

understanding of the relationship between government performance, service satisfaction 

and trust in government, and thus evaluate empirically the assumptions of the 

performance-trust hypothesis.  In doing so, I will focus on the satisfaction link, 



 

 23 

investigating the influences on satisfaction and how these translate into trust.  In addition, 

I will explore the role of the bureaucracy implicit in the performance-trust hypothesis, 

particularly identifying the influence of citizen attitudes toward the bureaucracy on 

general trust in government and assessing how output and process based trust influence 

assessment of bureaucrats and citizen trust in government.  Based on the findings of this 

research, I will analyze the implications for evaluating the reforms of the New Public 

Management and informing future practical application in government. 
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CHAPTER II  

ON THE NATURE OF PUBLIC TRUST 
 

Introduction 

 

In order to fully examine the relationship between service satisfaction, attitudes 

toward public administrators and overall trust in government, as linked in the 

performance-trust hypothesis, it is first necessary to delve into a deeper understanding of 

political trust.  First, in order to form a foundation for the discussion of trust, the concept 

is defined and empirical research identifying the multi-dimensionality of trust is explored.  

Second, in order to demonstrate the relevance of this line of research, the importance of 

trust is examined, specifically addressing the importance of social trust, political trust 

and, particularly, trust in public administrators as they relate to facilitating better 

governance.  Finally, the decline in political trust is analyzed, shedding light on the crisis 

of trust faced by this nation and highlighting the need to better understand the drivers of 

citizen attitudes toward government.  A thorough exploration of these topics will build 

toward a model of political trust and will establish the basis for further examination of the 

influences on trust in government. 

Explaining Trust 

 

In order to conduct a meaningful analysis of trust, it is important to first define the 

term.  According to Choudhury (2008), ―Trust remains an elusive concept because it 

continues to be conveyed in a variety of cognate terms such as confidence, reliability, and 

trustworthiness‖ (589).  Disagreements arise concerning the definition of trust ―because it 
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is multifaceted, multidisciplinary, and manifested in different kinds of relationships‖ 

(Choudhury 2008, 589; see also Atkinson and Butcher 2003; Christensen and Lægreid 

2005; Kramer 1999; Möllering 2005; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer 1998; Thomas 

1998; Yang 2005; Zucker 1986).  Although research presents numerous results on the 

various meanings of trust, Choudhury (2008, 590) finds that systematic study suggests 

that a definition contains the following components: ―Trust is a voluntary act that is based 

on a psychological state of positive expectation in the face of vulnerability and risk‖ (see 

also Gabarro 1978; Kramer 1999; Möllering 2005; Romano and Greguras 2003; 

Rousseau et al. 1998; Sorrentino, Holmes, Hanna, and Sharp 1995).  Rousseau et al. 

(1998) come to a similar conclusion that trust, as conceptualized across multiple 

disciplines is defined as ―a psychological state comprising the intention to accept 

vulnerability based upon the behavior of positive expectations of the intentions of or 

behavior of another‖ (395). Therefore, ―based on these basic features, trust simply means 

that those who we relate to will meet our expectation and not hurt us‖ (Choudhury 2008, 

590).
1 

 

Other research articulates this concept of ―positive expectation‖ in terms of 

―interest.‖  Cook, Hardin and Levi (2005) posit that ―trust exists when one party to the 

relation believes the other party has incentive to act in his or her interest or to take his or 

her interests to heart‖ (2). According to LaPorte and Metlay (1996), ―Trust is the belief 

that those with whom you interact will take your interests into account, even in situations 

                                                 

 

 
1
 For further research on definitions of trust: Das and Teng identify 28 definitions of trust (2004: 96; see 

also Taylor-Gooby 2006b, 131; Luhmann 1979, 10, 24; Rousseau et al. 1998,  395; compare Dasgupta 

1988,  51; Gambetta 1988,  218; Crasswell 1993, 104; Sztompka 1999, 25) 
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where you are not in a position to recognize, evaluate, and/or thwart a potentially 

negative course of action by ‗those trusted‘‖ (342).  Alternately, they define confidence, 

which is often measured as a proxy of trust, as existing ―when the party trusted is able to 

empathize with (know of) your interests, is competent to act on that knowledge, and will 

go to considerable lengths to keep its word‖ (342).  Their conception of overall trust then 

stems from a combination of these two concepts, in which a loss of public trust in an 

organization, for example, would be characterized as a belief that ―the organization (and 

its contractors) neither intends to take their interests into account, nor would it have the 

competence/capability to act effectively even if it tried to do so‖ (LaPorte and Metlay 

1996, 342; see also Keller and LaPorte 1994; LaPorte 1994).  In general, trust refers to a 

willingness to rely on others to act on our behalf based on the belief that they possess the 

capacity to make effective decisions and take our interests into account. 

Trust: A Multi-dimensional Concept 

 

An analysis of empirical research demonstrates that trust is best understood as a 

multi-dimensional concept, with two distinct components.  Psychometric studies show 

that trust is comprised of a cognitive component related to competence and an affective 

component related to caring or trustworthiness (Jungermann et al. 1996; Metlay 1999; 

Poortinga and Pidgeon 2003).  Early research by psychologists Hovland, Janis, and Kelly 

(1953) identified two dimensions of trust as being competence and care (or 

trustworthiness).  In their social psychological research program on communication and 

persuasion, they conducted a series of experiments in which characteristics of the 

communicator were varied in order to assess how this affected subjects‘ acceptance of 
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information.  They found that information is accepted more easily when subjects viewed 

the communicator as an expert, one who made valid assertions, and as trustworthy, 

impartially communicating the assertions he or she viewed as being most valid (Poortinga 

and Pidgeon 2003; Frewer and Miles 2003).  Further evidence has shown that while 

perceptions of trustworthiness in an information source increase the persuasiveness of the 

argument they are advocating, expertise without trustworthiness decreases persuasion and 

is unlikely to result in an attitude change on the part of the subject (Frewer et al. 1998; 

Frewer and Miles 2003; McGinnies and Ward 1980).  Therefore, it is not only the 

competence of the communicator, his or her ability or expertise, that influenced trust, but 

also the belief that he or she is trustworthy, or honest and acting with the subject‘s 

interests at heart. 

Similarly, Jungermann et al. (1996) and Frewer and Miles (2003) find support for 

the dual dimensionality of trust based on affective and cognitive elements.  In a study of 

five European countries, Jungermann et al. (1996) examine survey results measuring the 

credibility of information sources communicating the risks of hazardous chemical 

facilities.  Results show that individual trust in the sources of information could be 

explained in a two-factor solution, based on the two components, honesty and 

competence.  In a similar study on trust regarding communication about food risk, Frewer 

and Miles (2003) also observe that expertise, described as ―the extent to which a speaker 

is perceived to be capable of making factual assertions,‖ and trustworthiness, which is 

―the degree to which an audience perceives the assertions made by a communicator are 

honest,‖ influence the persuasiveness of communication about food risks (260).  

Numerous similar studies identify trust as a multidimensional concept with affective and 
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cognitive components.  Peters et al. (1997), for example, identify knowledge and 

expertise, openness and honesty, and concern and care as three categories of trust.  Renn 

and Levine (1991) find that competence, objectivity, fairness, consistency and faith make 

up five components of trust.  Finally, Johnson (1999) describes three groups of elements 

that explain reasons to trust, which are competence (i.e., credentials, experience, 

efficiency), care (i.e., openness and fairness, taking public interests into account), and 

consensual values (i.e., sharing the public‘s values) (Frewer and Miles 2003).  In the end, 

although Peters et al. (1997), Renn and Levine (1991) and Johnson (1999) identify more 

than two categories of trust, each component that they identify falls within the scope of 

either the affective or cognitive dimensions of trust. 

Further supporting the dual nature of trust identified by Hovland et al. (1953), 

Metlay (1999) examines the dimensionality of trust in risk regulation in the U.S. 

Department of Energy (DOE).  In surveys administered to groups of those affected by 

DOE policies on the management of radioactive waste, Metlay includes eighteen items 

which tap empirically items identified in the field of research as the core elements of trust 

and confidence.  The items tapped in the survey fell along two distinct dimensions: ―the 

affective elements-openness, reliability, integrity, credibility, fairness, and caring-only 

fell along the first component,‖ whereas ―the two items that spoke to institutional 

competence fell along the second‖ (106).  Based on these results, Metlay concludes that 

trust is not complex and multifaceted, but ―quite simple, depending on two distinctly 

different components or dimensions: (1) a tightly interconnected and intertwined set of 

affective beliefs about institutional behavior [called trustworthiness] and (2) how 

competent the institution appears to be‖ (101).   
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This characterization of trust consisting of both cognitive and affective elements 

continues to find empirical support.  Taylor-Gooby (2006b) examines data on trust in the 

National Health Service (NHS) based on the British Social Attitudes Survey.  

Implementing factor analysis, two factors emerge: ―Quality (concerned with objective 

aspects: level of staffing, condition of buildings, quality of care, etc.),‖ which identifies 

with the cognitive aspect of trust, and ―Commitment (concerns more the way the service 

treated individuals: level of information, responsiveness to views and complaints, etc.);‖ 

which identifies with the affective dimension of trust (134).  The results thus demonstrate 

that ―these two aspects of NHS treatment are separate in the public mind, corresponding 

to the two dimensions in the work on trust‖ (134).  

Also examining the need for trust in the field of health communication, Shore 

(2003) identifies trust as a multi-dimensional concept consisting of competence and 

conscience. Shore (2003, 13) notes:  

At its most basic level, trust can be distilled down to perceived 

competence and conscience.  Competence, or credibility, reflects how 

much one party believes that the other party has the required expertise to 

perform the agreed-upon duties effectively and reliably.  Conscience refers 

to the extent to which one party believes that the other party intends to 

perform its agreed-upon activities and that those activities really benefit 

the first party.  

 

Shore emphasizes the importance of trust in health care and public health situations, 

where information asymmetry between health care providers and the public increases the 

difficulty of judging the correctness of a public health recommendation.  Therefore, it is 

essential for public health providers to build positive perceptions of competence, which 

have been eroded by the public airing of medical errors, as well as positive perceptions of 



 

 30 

conscience, noting that ―the public must believe that public officials have their best 

interests at heart‖ (Shore 2003, 14). 

Other research similarly identifies components of trust along the same two 

dimensions (Frewer et al. 1996; Metlay 1999; Poortinga and Pidgeon 2003; Taylor-

Gooby 2006b).  According to Taylor-Gooby‘s (2006b) assessment of the field of 

research, ―almost all distinguish the capacity of the trustee to actually carry out the 

relevant task from the belief that the object of trust will actually provide for them, 

because, for example, she shares their values or is committed to them in some way‖ (131-

132).  This articulation of two dimensions similar to competence and trustworthiness is 

further echoed by other scholars.  For instance, Calnan and Rowe (2006) define trust as 

―primarily consisting of a cognitive element (grounded on rational and instrumental 

judgments) and an affective dimension (grounded on relationships and affective bonds 

generated through interaction, empathy and identification with others)‖ (377).  In 

addition, Carnevale (1995) distinguishes between ―capacities‖ and ―motivations,‖ Citrin 

and Luks (2001) refer to ―the trustee‘s competence and sense of fiduciary responsibility‖ 

(12-13), and Keele (2007) addresses the ―capacity‖ and ―integrity‖ of the trustee.   

Studies of trust under conditions of risk or uncertainty also emphasize the 

affective dimensions of trust in addition to the cognitive.  Taylor-Gooby (2008, 292) 

posits that: 

Almost all the analyses distinguish the capacity of the trustee to perform 

the relevant task from the belief that she shares the trustor‘s values, that 

she is, as it were, on the trustor‘s side.  The background assumption is that 

rational deliberation on track record may be a reasonable guide to 

competence, but trustworthiness – confidence that you are trusting 

someone who actually takes your interests to heart – requires an 

extrarational leap of faith supplied by affect or cultural factors.  This ‗leap 
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of faith‘ is necessary to address uncertainty, where past record may not be 

a helpful guide. 

 

Furthermore, the broader literature on decision-making under uncertainty articulates 

similar points, and ―increasingly emphasizes the contribution of affective factors 

alongside deliberative factors, often formalized in ‗dual-process‘ theory‖ (Taylor-Gooby 

2008, 292; see also Epstein 1994; Finucane and Holup 2006; Schwarz 2000; Slovic 2000; 

Todd and Gigerenzer 2003).  These findings are paralleled in sociological research.  

Barbalet (2002) posits that though rational procedures aid in the evaluation of risk, they 

do not apply in situations where trust is most important due to the existence of 

uncertainty, which limits the scope to apply reason (Taylor-Gooby 2008).  

The Cognitive Element of Trust: Competence 

 

Trust based on competence involves judgments of the trustee‘s ability to 

accomplish stated goals and to act consistently.  It requires evidence of previous 

performance and information on service quality.  Competence is a cognitive (or rational) 

element of trust that is ―grounded on rational and instrumental judgments‖ (Calnan and 

Rowe 2006, 377).  Ruscio (1996) refers to this as a calculative approach to trust that is 

based on an individual‘s calculation that their self-interest will be maximized by trusting 

another, or a ―logic of consequences‖ (469).  

According to Coleman (1990), rational determination of whether or not to trust is 

based on the expectation of gain or loss.  Coleman argues that trust is a subcategory of 

risk, and requires a prediction about the actions of another individual.  This prediction, 

expressed in terms of probability, is dependent on the situational circumstances and the 

information available to the trustor about the trustee, as well as the ratio of potential gains 



 

 32 

and losses expected from trusting or choosing not to trust.  The decision to trust is based 

on a formula including the following variables: ―p (the probability that the trustee is 

trustworthy); L (the potential loss if the trustee is untrustworthy); and G (the potential 

gain if the trustee is trustworthy).  Trust will occur if the potential gain is worth the risk, 

or if: p/1-p > L/ G‖ (Ruscio 1996, 466; see also Coleman 1990, 99).  Coleman (1990) 

posits that, ―This simple expression is based on the postulate of maximization of utility 

under risk‖; further noting, ―It is nothing more or less than the considerations a rational 

actor applies in deciding whether to place a bet‖ (99).  Therefore, the decision to trust can 

be boiled down to whether it is in the interest of the trustor to grant trust based on the 

calculation of risk versus reward. 

According to Taylor-Gooby (2008), ―rational approaches have at their core the 

idea that trust is based on the deliberative consideration of evidence‖ (291).  The rational 

approach, emphasizing risk and decisions based on self-interest, has dominated research 

in the field of economics (Dasgupta 2002), but has also played an influential role in 

political science research (Hardin 2002), as well as research in the fields of sociology and 

psychology (Coleman 1990; Gambetta 1988).  The rational deliberative perspective 

emphasizes two main elements: future action and self- interest.  In this perspective, ―trust 

is based on judgments about whether the trusted person or institution is likely to act in the 

future in the appropriate way, and action is driven by interests‖ (Taylor-Gooby 2006b, 

132).  The rational approach suggests that, ―trust results from rational, evidence-based 

judgment, taking into account such things as track record, monitoring arrangements, 

quality of staff and assumptions that the interests and likely future behaviour of the 

trusted body will be as predicted‖ (Taylor-Gooby 2008, 291).  
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The concept of encapsulated interest is one of the most theoretically well-

developed examples of the rational approach to trust (Nannastad 2008).  According to 

Hardin (1999), trust involves ―reason to expect you to act, for your own reasons, as my 

agent with respect to the relevant matter.  Your interest encapsulates my interests‖ (26).  

Hardin (2006) further fleshes out the theory of encapsulated interest, stating that, ―[F]or 

us to trust you we must believe your motivations toward us are to serve our interests, 

broadly conceived, with respect to the issues at stake‖ (68).  Therefore, the concept of 

encapsulated interest is based on ―the incentive to make our interests part of your own‖ 

(Nannastad 2008, 414). 

Levi and Stoker (2000) provide a similar definition of trust, in which trust is a 

function of our judgment of another‘s incentive to pursue our interests, in addition to our 

assessment of their ability to do so (476).  Kim (2005) further argues that, ―Competency 

involves the knowledge and skills necessary for effective operations with the aim of 

maintaining or increasing organizational productivity‖ (626).   When determining 

competence, it seems, an individual takes into account previous performance and service 

quality in order to make a rational judgment on whether or not to trust (Calnan and Rowe 

2006).  Furthermore, the importance of competency to citizen perceptions of trust in 

government has been identified by a number of scholars (Barns and Prior 1996; Berman 

1997; Braithwaite 1998; Jennings 1998).  

The Affective Element of Trust: Caring 

 

In contrast, trust based on trustworthiness is the belief that the trustee will act in a 

manner that is not driven by the trustee‘s self-interest, but instead takes into account the 
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interests of those on whose behalf they act when making decisions (Hardin 1998; LaPorte 

and Metlay 1996).  Taylor-Gooby (2006a) describes this as the trustee ―having the 

service-user‘s interests at heart‖ (19).  It is this dimension that Fukuyama (1995) refers to 

when explaining that trust implies the conviction to act for the common good.  

Trustworthiness is thus an affective dimension that is ―grounded on relationships and 

affective bonds generated through interaction, empathy and identification with others‖ 

(Calnan and Rowe 2006, 377).  This noncalculative approach implies that a common 

ground exists among individuals that should be discovered and speaks to the importance 

of ethics and norms underlying behavior (or a ―logic of appropriateness‖) (Ruscio 1996, 

469; see also March 1994, 100).   

According to Ruscio (1996), rational behavior models of trust leave something 

―lacking or unspecified,‖ in that ―the common understanding of trust suggests a 

suspension of calculation rather than an anticipation of benefits‖ (468).  Ruscio (1996) 

points out that rational models of trust allude to two important points: ―one of which is 

that trust is contextual and conditional rather than totally and absolutely granted or 

withdrawn.  Another is that trust does indeed grant someone else the power to act.  It has 

meaning only when the trustee is capable of violating the trust‖ (468).  Therefore, 

flexibility and discretion must be included in a proper understanding of trust.  While 

rational theories characterize trust as based on an ―anticipation of benefits,‖ a ―decision to 

grant power on the promise of a favorable return,‖ or a ―gamble,‖ these concepts do not 

account for the potential of decisions involving a ―suspension of calculation and granting 

of discretion based on some principle other than furthering of private interest‖ (Ruscio 
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1996, 468).  This leads to the conclusion that rational theories of trust, which are not 

formulated to accept any nonrational explanation of behavior, are incomplete. 

The nonrational approach to trust rejects the description of trust as an economic 

exchange based on self-interest or expected gain.  Citing both the complexity and 

importance of trust in his refutation of rational models, political philosopher John Dunn 

(1993) argues, ―[Trust] lies at the centre of all political processes; and it cannot be 

adequately modeled in terms of rational egoists pursuing clearly conceived individual 

interests‖ (1993, 641).  Identifying similar concerns with rational models, March (1994) 

coined the term ―logic of appropriateness‖ (100) explaining an alternative basis for 

trusting decisions.  The logic of appropriateness takes into account institutional rules, 

norms and expectations in the decision-making process, factoring in decision-tools such 

as, ―What is my role?  What is the expectation?  What rules apply to the situation?‖ 

(Ruscio 1996, 469).  This is in contrast to the ―logic of consequences,‖ grounded in the 

rational approach, that focuses on identifying objectives or alternatives and weighing the 

costs and benefits of achieving them (Ruscio 1996).  March and Olsen (1989, 27-28) also 

reject the idea of trust as an economic exchange, and emphasize the importance of 

institutional rules as a decision-making factor: 

The core idea of trust is that it is not based on an expectation of its 

justification.  When trust is justified by expectations of positive reciprocal 

consequences, it is simply another version of economic exchange. . . . 

[Trust instead] is sustained by socialization into the structure of rules, and 

rarely considered as a deliberate willful action.  Thus, trust can be 

undermined by persistent untrustworthiness, but it probably is more likely 

to be undermined by coming to see the granting of trust as part of a 

voluntary contractual agreement, rather than as one of the normal 

obligations of political life. 
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March and Olsen go so far as to argue that characterizing trust as a rational or contractual 

decision is counterproductive and likely to undermine perceptions of trustworthiness 

(Ruscio 1996). 

 According to Ruscio (1996), the noncalculative approach to trust does not reject 

the possibility that rational or strategic considerations will be taken into account in a 

decision to trust.  Rather, this approach emphasizes the presence of ethical and moral 

obligations in the decision-process (Dunn 1993).  Ruscio (1996) notes that, ―Trust is 

more than an arrangement that promises benefits.  It replaces the need for a calculation of 

benefits, and therefore it lies outside the analytical models of rational choice‖ (470).  In 

other words, the rational models of trust are misspecified, and fail to account for 

additional components that influence the decision to trust.   

Two weaknesses of calculative approaches to trust are failing to account for the 

influence of values and norms on behavior and failing to incorporate the possibility of a 

common public interest (Ruscio 1996).  The calculative approach assumes that trust 

exists in a political environment that only allows for self-interested political action 

evidenced in the pluralistic struggle among competing interests, and provides no 

explanation for alternative motivations or the pursuit of a shared common good (Ruscio 

1996).  Rather, rational choice theorists base models of collective action on individually 

self-interested decisions that result in collectively acceptable outcomes.  Rational models 

leave no room for pursuit of a common interest, only allowing for the aggregate pursuit 

of individual gain (Ruscio 1994; see also Downs 1967; Moe 1984; Niskanen 1971; 

Tullock 1965).  Furthermore, the decision-making calculus of the rational model cannot 

account for decisions based on sacrifice for the good of others.  According to Ruscio 
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(1996), due to these shortcomings, ―the calculative approach based on rational choice 

explains trust far less satisfactorily than a noncalculative approach based on ethics and 

norms‖ (471).  

Both normative and empirical critiques challenge the rational choice model.  

Ruscio (1996) states, ―Normative critics question whether the self-interest axiom is 

correct, but even if it is correct they consider it wrong−that is, even if people do act on 

the basis of self-interest, they shouldn‘t‖ (471).  Critics of rational models of decision-

making argue that these models ―implicitly endorse, condone, even require a personal 

decision-making calculus that leaves little room for sacrifice for the good of others‖ 

(Ruscio 1996, 471).  In addition, empirical studies question the validity of the rational 

model as a depiction of reality.  Multiple studies have shown that the influence of other 

ethical and moral factors such as duty and love can be more powerful than self-interest 

(Mansbridge 1990; Mansbridge 1994).  

For example, one strong empirical critique of rational choice theory‘s assumption 

of self-interest as the overriding decision calculus arises in the research on public service 

motivation (PSM) in the bureaucracy.  PSM indicates that those in the public sector are 

more likely to espouse values and engage in behaviors that are consistent with the image 

of a public steward rather than that of a self-interested utility-maximizer.  Bureaucrats see 

themselves as ―public servants‖ who receive internal satisfaction through making a 

contribution to society (Houston 2006; Perry 1996), and who are ―characterized by an 

ethic built on benevolence, a life in service to others, and a desire to affect the 

community‖ (Houston 2006, 68).  This research highlights the aspects of commitment to 

the public interest, community service and self-sacrifice that constitute PSM.  This 
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assertion is supported by research finding different levels of PSM between public and 

private sector employees (Houston 2001; Houston 2011; Rainey 1982; Wittmer 1991).  

Houston (2011) finds that a comparison of those employed in public service occupations 

in both government and non-government sectors shows that the ―locus‖ of an occupation 

is relevant in addition to its ―focus.‖  He specifically states, ―In an era of outsourcing and 

the provision of public services through networks of organizations, the public interest still 

is central to government organizations‖ (Houston 2011, 769).  Further research 

supporting the existence of PSM shows that public employees place a higher value on 

intrinsic rewards, such as the importance of meaningful work and service to society 

(Crewson 1997; Frank and Lewis 2004; Houston 2000; Houston 2011), over extrinsic 

rewards, such as higher pay and promotion (Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown 1998).   

Other studies conclude that public employees are more likely to possess altruistic 

attitudes than private employees (Rainey 1997), to possess a higher sense of civic duty 

(Conway 2000), and to more strongly support democratic values (Blair and Garand 

1995).  Furthermore, public employees are more likely to act in accordance with these 

attitudes than private employees.  Public employees are more likely to perform civic 

activities than other citizens (Brewer 2003); they are more likely to take part in public 

service activities such as volunteering for charity and donating blood (Houston 2006); 

and they are more willing to engage in whistle-blowing to protect the public interest 

(Brewer and Selden 1998).  Contrary to the rational choice literature, research has shown 

that the behavior and values of bureaucrats are not solely governed by self-interested, 

utility-maximizing behavior, but are influenced by a desire to serve the public. 
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Due to the relational context of trust, Choudhury (2008) notes that, ―behaviors 

such as promise keeping, integrity, commitment, and authenticity contribute to trust‖ 

(592).  These affective factors facilitate trust based on cultural norms and how these 

norms are enacted as stabilizing elements in relationships.  Relational safety, based on 

both structural and situational factors is developed through mutual learning and 

reciprocal actions (Choudhury 2008).  In many instances in the context of public 

administration, relationships are based on asymmetrical power and/or information, which 

affects perceptions of expectations inherent in a decision to grant trust.  Overall, research 

demonstrates that both normative and strategic values lead to positive expectation.  This 

could be based on belief in public employees‘ commitment to the public interest, their 

competence, integrity, benevolence, or respect for citizens‘ rights (Ruscio 1996).  More 

specifically, the literature emphasizes the contribution of moral expectations over 

perceptions of competence (Hosmer 1995; Maclagan 1998; Ruppel and Harrington 2000; 

Uslaner 2002).  For instance, in a study of trust at the local level of government Menzel 

(1995) finds that the perception of trust depends more on the public‘s expectation of the 

benevolence and moral integrity of administrators.  Additionally, a survey of employees 

by Mishra and Morrissey (1990) shows that ninety-three percent of respondents view 

trust as a belief in the integrity, character, and ability of others.  

The affective dimension of trust emphasizes a commitment to the common good 

and serving the individual.  According to Ruscio (1996), this aspect of trust is most 

important because ―trust can be granted only when citizens seek a public interest and 

believe that public officials seek it with them‖ (474).  In addition, Wang and Van Wart 

(2007) find that, ―Public trust increases when public officials demonstrate integrity, 
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honesty, and moral leadership and when ethics are institutionalized in government 

through the process of participation‖ (276).  

This noncalculative approach to trust can be referred to as caring, or ―having the 

service-user‘s interests at heart‖ (Taylor-Gooby 2006a, 19).  This aspect of trust takes 

into account the ethical responsibilities of public administrators and denotes the 

conviction to act for the common good (Fukuyama 1995).  Calnan and Rowe (2006) refer 

to this dimension of trust as being ―grounded on relationships and affective bonds 

generated through interaction, empathy and identification with others‖ (377).  According 

to Kim (2005), ―citizens tend to trust in government when they feel that the government 

shows genuine care and concern for its citizens‖ (625), a hypothesis also supported by 

numerous authors (Berman 1997; Braithwaite 1998; Wicks, Berman, and Jones 1999).  In 

this way, Tyler (1998) refers to trustworthiness as ―the benevolence of motives of the 

authority‖ (270).  Furthermore, recent research shows that citizens base evaluations of 

government on process considerations, such as the fairness, openness and responsiveness 

of government processes (Anderson et al. 2005; Donovan and Bowler 2004; Hibbing and 

Theiss-Morse 1998; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002; 

Jiobu and Curry 2001; Miller and Borrelli 1991). Consequently, the caring aspect of trust 

can be discerned in how the government administrator treats the service-user, 

independent of whether or not the service-user receives benefits from the output of the 

public service.   
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The Importance of Trust 

 

The trust of the people is essential to the proper functioning of government.  As 

stated by Henry Clay in 1829, ―Government is a trust, and the officers of the government 

are trustees; and both the trust and the trustees are created for the benefit of the people‖ 

(Hoyt 1922, np).  This granting of power to the government, based on citizens‘ trust that 

the government will act in the public interest, is at the foundation of democratic 

government.  Therefore, maintaining that trust is essential to the continued legitimacy of 

government and to the execution of government powers.  Barack Obama also stated in 

2006, ―If the people cannot trust their government to do the job for which it exists—to 

protect them and to promote their common welfare—all else is lost‖ (Obama 2006, np).  

Without the trust of the people, it appears, collaboration and compromise is obstructed, 

compliance with laws and regulations is diminished, and government action is impeded, 

thus rendering government ineffective.  In order to better understand the role of trust in 

facilitating governance, then, it is necessary to explore how social trust, political trust, 

and particularized trust in public administrators make effective governance possible. 

The Importance of Social Trust to Government Performance  

 

Social capital theory suggests that trust between individuals, social or 

interpersonal trust, is necessary for the effective performance of democratic government.  

According to Putnam, ―Social capital facilitates the kind of cooperation and collaboration 

needed to identify, adopt and implement effective policies for the community‖ (Putnam 

1993, 182).  Trust is an essential component of social capital that facilitates this 

cooperation because it ―enables transactions to occur more easily and efficiently than if it 
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were not present‖ (Ruscio 1996, 463).  Indeed, democratic governments have been found 

to perform better when the level of social capital in a community is high (Knack 2000; 

Rice 2001).  According to Putnam (1993), interpersonal trust and other dimensions of 

social capital promote the efficiency and responsiveness of democratic government.  

Putnam (1993) finds that, ―In the civic regions of Italy... social trust has long been a key 

ingredient in the ethos that has sustained economic dynamism and government 

performance‖ (170).  Social trust supports better government performance by facilitating 

collective activity, improving government accountability, and enabling compromise 

between opposing interests. 

First, social trust facilitates government performance by allowing citizens to 

better collaborate in collective activity.  This enables citizens to express their preferences 

and voice their demands on government through civic engagement (Skocpol and Fiorina 

1999).  In addition, citizens can improve government accountability through collective 

activity by taking sanctioning action against government behavior that fails to comply 

with public expectations (Coleman 1990; Choudhury 2008; Pierce, Lovrich and Moon 

2002; Scholz and Lubell 1998b).  Social trust also increases the ability of the government 

to collaborate with citizens in the coproduction of public goods and services in areas such 

as health, safety, education, and environmental protection, thus establishing greater 

legitimacy for public policies (Schneider 1987). 

In addition, social trust improves government performance in part by increasing 

accountability.  Along these lines, Knack (2000) argues that ―greater trust and more civic 

minded attitudes can improve governmental performance by affecting the level and 

character of political participation, reducing ‗rent-seeking‘ and enhancing public-
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interested behavior‖ (3).  Higher levels of citizen information about public affairs and 

participation through such avenues as voting, letter writing, attending protest rallies, and 

gathering information about government actions serve as important checks on the ability 

of government officials to act in self-interested or unethical ways (Knack 2000).  On the 

other hand, citizens who are less trusting and less civic minded ―may find it rational not 

to vote, or to attend meetings or protest rallies, or even to acquire information about the 

performance of public officials,‖ contributing to collective action problems and 

decreasing government accountability (Knack 2000, 2).  According to Putnam (2000), 

―Citizens in civic communities expect better government, and (in part through their own 

efforts) they get it... if decision makers expect citizens to hold them politically 

accountable, they are more inclined to temper their worst impulses rather than face public 

protests‖ (346).  In contrast, citizens in less civically-minded regions are more likely to 

―assume the role of alienated and cynical supplicants‖ (Putnam 1993, 182), or to become 

‗free riders‘ who are ―uninformed and unwilling to write letters or otherwise protest 

government malfeasance,‖ thus allowing public officials to ―more easily indulge in 

patronage practices and other inefficient policies that serve narrow interests‖ (Knack 

2000, 2).   

High levels of social trust can also increase accountability by reducing the need 

for government monitoring.  Mutual expectations of competence and probity between 

public officials, their subordinates and the public result in a cooperative equilibrium, ―in 

which incompetent or dishonest behavior is more likely to be detected and less likely to 

be tolerated‖ (Knack 2000, 4).  Putnam (1993) notes that attitudes toward government in 

less civic-minded regions of Italy identify government as a source of private goods, and 



 

 44 

citizen initiated contacts with government ―overwhelmingly involve requests for jobs and 

patronage‖ (101).  However, in more civic-minded regions the attitude that government is 

a provider of needed and beneficial public goods is more widespread and citizen initiated 

contacts with government are more likely to concern public issues (Putnam 1993).  

Furthermore, government officials from regions with higher levels of trust and civic 

mindedness may require less monitoring in the first place, assuming that government 

employees are representative of the greater population from which they derive (Knack 

2000).   

Finally, social trust also serves to improve government performance by 

decreasing inefficiencies caused by polarization and by improving the ability of 

government to respond to social challenges (Knack 2000).  In fact, Putnam (1993) finds 

greater willingness to compromise between political opponents in Italian regions with 

more social trust.  High levels of trust and strong norms of reciprocity facilitate 

compromise between opposing sides in adopting ground rules for debate and resolving 

disagreements (Putnam 2000, 339-344).  The absence of trust, on the other hand, leads to 

more divisive and polarized politics, which can lessen flexibility in policymaking and 

make it ―more difficult to agree on adoption and implementation of policies responding 

to new challenges or crises‖ (Knack 2000, 5).  Lower levels of citizen information about, 

and participation in, public affairs contribute to polarization of the debate by allowing the 

extremes of the political spectrum to dominate the public agenda (Knack 2000).  In 

addition, resistance to policy change by elites is more likely to occur when citizens are 

less civically-engaged.  However, Putnam (1993) reports evidence that the more 

civically-engaged regions of Italy were much more successful than their counterparts in 
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dealing with new challenges arising in areas dealing with social welfare, economic 

development and environmental protection. 

Consistent with these arguments, studies using regional, state-level and cross-

national data support findings that greater levels of social trust promote better 

government performance.  In a study of regional Italian governments, Putnam (1993) 

shows that the northern and central regions with higher levels of trust and civic 

mindedness provided more effective public services than the less trusting regions of the 

south.  In addition, La Porta et al. (1997) and Knack and Keefer (1997), using cross-

national World Values Survey data with samples from about 30 nations, find evidence 

consistent with that of Putnam, that countries with high levels of social trust had better 

measures of government performance than other countries.  Knack and Keefer (1997) 

based measures of government performance on an index of confidence in government 

variables from citizen surveys and measures of bureaucratic efficiency, property rights 

and contract enforceability from index data created by firms evaluating risks to foreign 

investors, finding that each of these performance measures showed a significant positive 

correlation with social trust (Knack and Keefer 1997).  Furthermore, Knack‘s (2000) 

study of the United States shows that states with higher levels of social capital, which is 

measured by an index of interpersonal trust, volunteering and census mail-in response, 

demonstrated higher levels of government performance, even when correcting for 

potential reverse causation from government performance to social capital levels.  In this 

study, government performance was measured based on ratings by the Government 

Performance Project of Governing magazine and the Maxwell School of Citizenship and 

Public Affairs at Syracuse University (Barrett and Greene 1999; Knack 2000).  These 
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findings were consistent with evidence reported by Rice and Sumberg‘s (1997) study of 

U.S. states, although very different measures of government performance and social 

capital were used, with performance measures reflecting policy liberalism and creativity 

and civic culture measured by public sector outcomes, such as library books per capita 

and crime rates (Knack 2000).  These empirical studies highlight the significant positive 

impact of trust on government performance. 

The Importance of Political Trust for Governance 

 

Political trust, which is an evaluative orientation of ―how well the government is 

operating according to people‘s normative expectations‖ (Hetherington 1998, 791), has 

been closely linked to social trust.  According to social capital theory, political trust is a 

consequence of high levels of civic engagement and interpersonal trust (Putnam 2000).  

Research bears out these conclusions.  Keele (2007) finds that social capital exerts a 

strong positive influence on the long-term changes in trust in government at the aggregate 

level.  In addition, evaluating the influences of social capital at the individual level, 

Brehm and Rahn (1997) find that interpersonal trust has a very strong positive influence 

on political trust.  Studies show that in addition to trusting one another, having 

confidence in the government is also essential to government performance and political 

leadership.  Keele (2007) states that, ―Without trust, leaders are unable to obtain citizen 

compliance without coercion, make lasting decisions, or commit resources needed for 

collective action‖ (242; see also Barber 1983; Levi 1997, Levi 1998; Scholz and Lubell 

1998b; Scholz and Pinney 1995; Tufte 1990).  In short, political trust creates the 

environment necessary for government to succeed (Hetherington 1998; Keele 2007).  
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Overall, political trust contributes to government legitimacy, facilitates government 

action, enables domestic policy liberalism, and encourages compliance with laws and 

regulations, especially under conditions of risk or uncertainty. 

First, political trust is important to the legitimacy of democratic government.  

According to Cook, Jacobs and Kim (2010), ―Trust in government is often identified as 

essential for compliance to the basic political order‖ (397; see also Barber 1983; Miller 

1974a; Miller 1974b).  Trust facilitates acceptance of, and compliance with, the rule of 

law and encourages cooperation with government officials, in that trusting citizens are 

more likely to think that they will be treated fairly under the law (Brehm and Rahn 1997; 

Tyler 1990).  Trust increases the expectation that others also will follow the rules and 

comply with authorities, reducing the fear of being taken advantage of and facilitating 

acceptance of government decisions (Brehm and Rahn 1997).  Empirical evidence 

supports findings that greater expectations of others‘ compliance is positively correlated 

with confidence in authorities, as demonstrated in studies of support for criminal justice 

(Tyler 1990), taxpayer compliance (Levi 1988; Scholz and Pinney 1995), and willingness 

to comply with government-sponsored water bans (Tyler and Degoey 1995). 

In addition, public trust makes government‘s job easier by generating approval for 

public policies and facilitating government action.  High levels of trust facilitate public 

support for political officials to increase taxation, spending and authority (Chanley, 

Rudolph and Rahn 2000).  For instance, examining the management of radioactive waste, 

Metlay (1999) suggests that, ―Trust and confidence legitimates institutions‘ activities.  

The more the DOE was trusted, for example, the more an individual believed that the 

agency should retain its radioactive management functions‖ (110).  Trust is especially 
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important in generating support for government policies when individuals do not receive 

benefits from a policy but contribute to paying the costs (Hetherington and Globetti 

2002).  Trust leads to a sense that such policies are fair, as those that carry the cost now 

also will benefit from having their needs met by government when the time comes.  

Recent scholarship also identifies the influences of political trust in shaping 

public support for domestic policy liberalism (Chanley et al. 2000; Hetherington 2004; 

Hetherington and Globetti 2002).  Until recently, political trust has been viewed as a 

reflection of citizen satisfaction with public policy.  However, in an aggregate level time 

series analysis, Chanley et al. (2000) locate evidence of a causal link between political 

trust and policy mood, as measured by Stimson (1999).  Hetherington (2004) outlines the 

causal connection between trust and policy attitudes, putting forth a theory in which 

political trust serves as a heuristic that helps citizens decide whether to support or oppose 

government spending in a particular policy area.  He argues that citizens are more likely 

to support expanded services and increased spending when levels of trust in government, 

as the system delivering those services, are high.  However, the utility of trust as a 

heuristic varies according to situational contexts and is activated when a particular policy 

carries the perception of risk or sacrifice (Rudolph and Evans 2005). 

Specifically, trust works as a heuristic when ―individuals are asked to sacrifice 

their own material interests for the advancement of political minorities‖ (Rudolph and 

Evans 2005, 662).  Accordingly, redistributive policies, defined as  ―those in which costs 

may be widely distributed but benefits are narrowly concentrated‖ (Rudolph and Evans 

2005, 661; see also Wilson 1973)—such as Medicaid, food stamps and other programs 

designed to alleviate the effects of poverty— rely on the use of tax money to provide 
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benefits to a small portion of the population, and thus are expected to be more greatly 

influenced by trust than distributive policies, those ―in which both costs and benefits are 

universally distributed‖ (Rudolph and Evans 2005, 661; see also Hetherington 2004; 

Wilson 1973).  Empirical findings support Hetherington‘s sacrifice-based theory of 

political trust, evincing no relationship between political trust and support for distributive 

spending in areas such as ―Social Security, crime prevention, environmental protection, 

and national defense‖ (Rudolph and Evans 2005, 661; see also Hetherington 2001, 

Hetherington 2004).  However, empirical evidence shows that political trust is an 

important influence on support for ―redistributive spending on policies concerning 

welfare, food stamps, childcare, public schools, health care, foreign aid, and the poor,‖ in 

addition to ―race-targeted initiatives such as affirmative action, education quotas, and 

government aid to blacks‖ (Rudolph and Evans 2005, 662; see also Chanley et al. 2000; 

Hetherington 2004; Hetherington and Globetti 2002).  Although, these effects ―are 

attenuated among those who are not required to sacrifice, namely, members of 

beneficiary groups‖ (Rudolph and Evans 2005, 662; see also Hetherington 2004). 

Finally, compliance facilitates program implementation and reduces the need to 

employ costly coercive tools.  High levels of trust decrease the need for ―heavy-handed 

enforcement and politically expensive coercion to control citizens‘ behavior‖ (Brehm and 

Rahn 1997, 1003).  Under conditions of low trust, program officials allocate more time 

and effort dealing with citizen complaints, time and effort that could otherwise be used to 

improve program implementation (Berman 1997).  While coercion and threat are options 

for achieving compliance with public rules and programs, in addition to being expensive, 

it can be ineffective at gaining compliance (Murphy 2004).  Compliance based on 
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internalized norms of interpersonal trust is more efficient than that based on the fear of 

authorities.  Less trusting citizens rely on the government to protect them from the 

lawlessness of others, whereas those who are more trusting use government more 

efficiently to achieve collective purposes (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Gamson 1968; Putnam 

1993; Uslaner 1994). 

The importance of political trust for citizen compliance with government 

directives is most evident under conditions of uncertainty.  Under these conditions, the 

public cannot assess the appropriateness of government decisions due to a lack of 

expertise, time, and/or capacity, all of which are further compromised via risk and 

uncertainty.  This is when the trustor is most vulnerable because she is more reliant on 

another to act on her behalf.  In fact, the public perception of risk is related to the level of 

trust individuals have in managers of programs designed to protect the public.  For 

example, public trust has been linked with adherence to public health guidelines, such as 

participation in vaccination programs, as well as with compliance to evacuation orders 

during natural disasters.  In addition, the importance of public trust has been highlighted 

in studies of risk management, especially related to management of technological 

hazards, such as nuclear waste. 

Trust is an especially essential factor in public health, due to the likely inability of 

the general public to determine the rightness of a public health directive (Shore 2003).  

According to Alaszewski, ―Trust is particularly important in health care given the 

uncertainties and major consequences of failing to manage risk‖ (2003, 235).  In order to 

facilitate compliance with public health recommendations, Shore (2003) asserts that, 

―The public must believe that public health officials have their best interests at heart.  
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Indeed, it could be argued that we are not in the health care business—we are in the trust 

business‖ (14).  Alaszewski (2003) argues, ―The more willing the public are to trust the 

government, the more willing they will be to accept and act on the risk information which 

the government provides (Cabinet Office 2002)‖ (238).  For example, research on public 

attitudes toward mandatory state health powers reveals that, ―If the public does not trust 

government officials to supply relevant information and to take appropriate action, then 

public health agencies can expect higher degrees of conflict and noncompliance with 

government policies‖ (Taylor-Clark et al. 2005, 138).  According to Taylor-Clark et al. 

(2005), high levels of uncertainty associated with attacks of bioterrorism necessitate the 

importance of gaining the public‘s trust before an attack in order to facilitate effective 

response policies.  In fact, this research shows ―that several elements of distrust in 

government and other factors will likely play a significant role in shaping public attitudes 

toward emergency state health powers during times of crisis‖ (145), specifically 

regarding attitudes of public compliance with mandatory vaccination and quarantine 

measures (Taylor-Clark et al. 2005). 

Many examples from research studies support the conclusion that trust is essential 

to facilitate compliance with public health directives, especially under conditions of 

uncertainty.  According to research by Quinn et al. (2009) on the vaccination of postal 

workers during a recent anthrax attack, ―those who chose to be vaccinated had a higher 

level of trust in public health professionals than did those who refused‖ (277).  In 

addition, upon examining willingness to take a new vaccine in the context of the swine 

flu outbreak, Quinn et al. (2009) discover that ―respondents who would accept the drug 

for themselves had a higher level of trust in the government than did those who refused, 
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as did those who accepted the drug for their children‖ (285).  Furthermore, ―during the 

severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) epidemic in China in 2003, … attitudes 

toward the government‘s SARS prevention measures, including confidence in the 

government‘s ability to control the spread of SARS, were linked to engagement in 

preventive health behaviors‖ (Quinn et al. 2009, 287).  Larson and Heymann‘s (2010) 

research on compliance with government vaccination efforts also shows that ―lack of 

trust can cause health programs to fail with harmful consequences‖ (272).  Looking at the 

MMR vaccine in the UK, they conclude that ―historic levels of distrust…played a role in 

contributing to lower vaccine coverage and consequent disease outbreaks‖ (Larson and 

Heymann 2010, 271).  Similarly, they find that ―the loss of public confidence and 

vaccination boycott led to a resurgence of polio cases in Nigeria‖ (Larson and Heymann 

2010, 271).   

In addition, research on evacuation decisions of residents during hurricane 

Katrina poses another example of the role of trust in facilitating compliance with 

government directives under situations of uncertainty and risk.  Research by Cordasco et 

al. (2007) examining the distrust of authorities among hurricane Katrina evacuees finds 

that ―distrust of authorities, among numerous other factors, seems likely to have played a 

role in New Orleans residents‘ reactions to evacuation warnings and public health 

authorities‘ advice‖ (277).  Although the government issued strong evacuation warnings 

that were followed by a mandatory evacuation order, ―over 100,000 greater New Orleans 

residents failed to evacuate prior to the hurricane‘s landfall‖ (277). According to 

Cordasco et. al. (2007), ―the salience of trust and distrust was vividly demonstrated in 

interviews we performed‖ with Louisiana residents taking refuge in Houston evacuation 



 

 53 

shelters (278), a topic that arose with frequency and depth of feeling from residents 

although interview questions did not include specific queries on this subject.  Among 

respondents, ―competency…was the category of distrust that was mentioned most 

frequently by interviewees‖ (278).  In addition, other elements of trust were highlighted, 

such as perceived inequity, which were related to a belief ―that the preparations or 

response were performed ineffectively or slowly because of the race or socioeconomic 

composition or their neighborhood‖ (278).  Interviews also emphasized the fiduciary 

element of trust, in which people can trust others to act in their best interest, as being 

associated with many evacuees‘ distrust, which was generally linked to ―the common 

belief that the rich are privileged over the poor in disaster response…‖ (279).  Overall, 

the loss of life, stemming in part from failure to comply with government evacuation 

orders in hurricane Katrina, highlights the importance of trust in facilitating citizen 

compliance with government policies.  Accordingly, Cordasco et. al. (2007) state, ―Faced 

with the knowledge that distrust hampers the success of recommended evacuations and 

other disaster responses, disaster and public health officials must learn how to build trust, 

a complex multidimensional phenomenon‖ (277-278). 

Furthermore, trust has also been recognized as an important influence on risk 

perception, and is essential to facilitate citizen acceptance of government policies in risk 

management, especially in the case of nuclear waste management (Slovic 1999).  Metlay 

(1999) argues that, ―…when power is distributed unevenly, the trust relationship is more 

essential for the more dependent and less influential party‖ (114), which corresponds to 

the position of the public when deciding whether to trust government policies in risk 

management.  According to Slovic (1999), ―It is now evident that public perceptions and 
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acceptance of risk from nuclear and chemical technologies are not much influenced by 

technical risk assessments‖ (44), increasing the necessity for trust in government agencies 

undertaking risk management ventures.  According to Raithatha et. al. (2003), ―risk 

perception of a hazard depends as much upon the trust in the competence of risk 

managers…as it does on the risk characteristics of the hazard‖ (161).  Scientific studies 

cannot allay public fears of low probability catastrophes without trust in the system, and 

without trust, risk assessment studies tend to increase the perception of risk by 

uncovering bad news (Slovic 1999).  Larson and Heymann (2010) point out that ―times 

of uncertainty and risk are times when public trust is most needed.  But trust is built long 

before the time that trust matters most‖ (271). 

Numerous studies emphasize lack of trust as a significant factor underlying the 

controversy surrounding management of technological hazards (Flynn, Bums, Mertz, and 

Slovic 1992; Jenkins-Smith 1992; Pijawka and Mushkatel 1992; Slovic 1999).  In 

addition, many studies also indicate that government and industry officials who oversee 

the management of nuclear power and nonmedical chemicals are not highly trusted 

(Mertz et al. 1992; Pijawka and Mushkatel 1992; Slovic 1999; Slovic, Flynn, and 

Layman 1991).  Citizen opposition to nuclear waste management plans have been 

identified as ―a ‗crisis in confidence,‘ a profound breakdown of trust in the scientific, 

governmental, and industrial managers of nuclear technologies‖ (Slovic 1999, 44).  

Additionally, trust in public organizations (DOE, NRC) responsible for protecting the 

public from the hazards of nuclear waste generated by commercial reactors and the 

production of nuclear weapons has been found to be low (Pijawka and Mushkatel 1992).  

Furthermore, low levels of trust have been identified as a key determinant in opposition 
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to the siting of waste management facilities (Pijawka and Mushkatel 1992).  This lack of 

trust has been a significant barrier to the Department of Energy‘s program to establish a 

national nuclear waste repository, which has been thwarted by strong public opposition 

based on perceptions of immense and unacceptable risk (Slovic et al. 1991).  Risk 

communication efforts have not been effective in reducing perceptions of risk which ―can 

be attributed to the lack of trust….Thus trust is more fundamental to conflict resolution 

than is risk communication‖ (Slovic 1999, 45).  

In order to increase public acceptance of government risk management strategies, 

government agencies must facilitate greater public trust.  According to Slovic‘s 

assessment of risk perception and trust in democracy, a heavier reliance on science and 

technocrats to make decisions for the public in situations of risk management, effective in 

France, will be unworkable in the United States due to a lower threshold of trust in 

experts.  Therefore, a more feasible solution for ―restoration of trust may require a degree 

of openness and involvement with the public that goes far beyond public relations, and 

‗two-way communication‘ to encompass levels of power sharing and public participation 

in a decision-making that have rarely been attempted….‖ (Slovic 1999, 51).  Metlay‘s 

(1999) studies of trust and risk management highlight similar themes.  His research 

shows that it is not only competence that is related to trust in government institutions, but 

also affective elements of trust, including, ―openness, reliability, integrity, credibility, 

fairness and caring‖ (106) that correlate with higher levels of trust.  He specifically says, 

―Trust and confidence legitimates institutions‘ activities.  The more the DOE was trusted, 

for example, the more an individual believed that the agency should retain its radioactive 

management functions‖ (Metlay 1999, 110). 
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The Importance of Particularized Trust in Public Administrators 

 

Political trust, and specifically trust in the bureaucracy and its administrators, has 

been identified by scholars and practitioners alike as an essential component of effective 

administration.  In fact, Robert Behn (1995) argues that trust is one of the ―three big 

questions‖ of public management.  Scholars of public administration have long identified 

―trust as an important condition of legitimacy, effectiveness, and integrity of public 

agencies‖ (Choudhury 2008, 587; see also Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2003; Carnevale 

1995; Carnevale and Wechsler 1992; Denhardt 2002; Dilulio, Garvey, and Kettl 1993; 

Goodsell 2006; Kim 2005; La Porte and Metlay 1996; Marlowe 2004; Mitchell and Scott 

1987; Nyhan 2000; Ruscio 1999; Thomas 1998; Yang and Holzer 2006).  According to 

Charles Goodsell (2006), ―administration‘s highest purpose is to build the public trust 

that makes democracy possible‖ (623).  Trust in public administrators is so essential 

because ―bureaucracy is the largest arm of modern government and the one that most 

regularly interacts with citizens in their ordinary lives‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 10).  In sum, 

bureaucracy is the intersection of government and the people.  If bureaucrats do not have 

the faith and confidence of the public, citizens may be less likely to comply with 

regulations and to participate in the coproduction of public services that are vital to 

society (Bovaird 2007; Brudney and England 1983; Van Ryzin 2011; Whitaker 1980).  In 

order to facilitate this trust in administration that is so important to a well-functioning 

civil society, Goodsell (2006) points out that ―legality, integrity, efficiency, effectiveness, 

involvement, dependability, transparency, and fairness‖ must be strengthened (633).  

High levels of trust in the public bureaucracy decrease the need for excessive oversight, 

reduce calls for bureaucratic reform, and improve employee morale and recruitment. 
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 First, trust in the bureaucracy decreases the need for excessive mechanisms of 

control, thus reducing obtrusive monitoring, lessening sanctions and facilitating 

organizational adaptability (Choudhury 2008; Spreitzer and Mishra 1999).  On the other 

hand, a lack of trust leads to excessive micromanagement of bureaucratic operations by 

legislatures and political appointees, leading to a reduction in flexibility and discretion.  

A low level of trust ―hinders informal relationships and leads to an excessive dependence 

on rules, formal procedures, regulations, and legalism‖ (Ruscio 1996, 463).  In this way, 

excessive micromanagement compromises the performance of the public bureaucracy 

(Austin and Larkey 1992; Behn 1995).   

As citizen trust in the bureaucracy increases, excessive oversight decreases and 

public administrators are entrusted with more discretion and flexibility in carrying out 

their roles.  High levels of trust in the bureaucracy contribute to the increased value of 

employee participation (Choudhury 2008; Cook et al. 2005; Dyer and Chu 2003; Kramer 

1999).  This incorporates ―greater employee involvement in decision making, giving 

timely and accurate feedback, listening to and accepting criticisms non-defensively, and 

creating a climate for experimentation and group problem solving‖ (Choudhury 2008, 

587; see also Dyer and Chu 2003; Kramer 1999; Mishra and Morrissey 1990; Perry 2004; 

Zand 1972; Zand 1997).  In turn, increased employee participation leads to higher levels 

of employee commitment and satisfaction, as well as increased competency and 

improved performance (Heintzman and Marson 2005).  Subsequently, the more that 

citizens and elected officials trust government administration, the greater the amount of 

discretion that is entrusted to administrators (Marlowe 2004). 
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In addition, this link between low trust, excessive micromanagement, and reduced 

bureaucratic performance is at the base of bureaucratic reform efforts offered by the 

Winter Commission (National Commission on the State and Local Public Service 1993) 

and the National Performance Review (1993).  The Winter Commission worked to 

―move us away from an encrusted and outmoded system of command and control and its 

rule-bound management that emphasizes constraints and process‖ (National Commission 

on the State and Local Public Service 1993, 2).  Likewise, the National Performance 

Review (1993) aimed to eliminate ―the structures of over control and micromanagement 

that bind the federal government‖ (iii).  Identifying lack of trust between government 

units and micromanagement as sources of inefficiency, the National Performance Review 

(1993) concluded, ―We cannot expect employees to give us their best work unless we 

eliminate much of the red tape that now prevents it‖ (14).  According to Ruscio (1996) 

distrust ―exists between citizens and their government, between the separate institutions 

within government, between the branches of government, and between political 

appointees and career civil servants,‖ hindering the effective functioning and 

performance of public administration (463).  

Finally, these low levels of trust harm morale, recruitment, and retention of public 

employees (Soni 2004).  The existence of a ―quiet crisis‖ in public service has been 

linked to declining confidence in government and persistent ―bureaucrat bashing‖ that 

has become a constant in political campaigns (Light 2002; Garrett et al. 2006).  

According to Light (2008), ―ordinary citizens are not the only ones who have come to 

distrust government.  Federal employees themselves show little trust in their own 

organizations‖ (416).  Beyond lowering employee morale, the negative image of public 
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service has resulted in government becoming a less attractive career path for those 

entering the workforce than it was for previous generations (Chetkovich 2003).  

Furthermore, a 2002 and 2003 survey among college seniors suggests that few would 

want a federal job, even if they could get one (Light 2008). 

The State of Public Trust 

 

Social scientists have long observed declining public trust in government in the 

United States (Alford 2001; Orren 1997; Van Ryzin 2011).  This ―crisis‖ observed by 

James Sundquist in 1980 followed a period of dramatic political and economic turmoil.  

According to Ruscio (1996, 462):  

Torn by the military and political failure in Vietnam, political 

assassinations of revered and charismatic leaders, the scandal of 

Watergate, and the energy shortages imposed on a country now apparently 

dependent on other countries, American citizens lost faith in the ability of 

the country to solve its problems. 

 

 Yet, over the past thirty years the level of American discontent has only worsened, 

leading to a dismal conclusion: ―If 1980 was a crisis, no words appear to be left to 

describe today's situation‖ (Ruscio 1996, 462).   

Reviewing the extensive literature on trust, Levi and Stoker (2000) contend that 

―variations in political trust reflect more than incumbent-specific satisfactions or 

dissatisfactions‖ or specific events in history such as the Vietnam War and Watergate 

(483).  Examining the multiple and interrelated hypotheses proposed to explain declining 

trust in government, which include perceptions of government  performance (Orren 

1997), economic change (Bok 1997), declining social capital (Mansbridge 1997), 

postmaterialist values (Inglehart 1997), and party polarization (King 1997), Nye (1997) 
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points out that each, at best, provides only a partial explanation of complex causes 

(Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  In addition, Hetherington (1998) notes that, ―While 

decisive leadership and economic success may have occasionally increased political trust 

(Citrin and Green 1986), such increases have proved fleeting‖ (791), failing to explain or 

reverse the overall declining trend in trust. 

While a multitude of factors have been examined in the search for the underlying 

causes of trust, surveys show that government inefficiency and waste are most commonly 

given as reasons for low trust in government.  In addition, ―politics are increasingly 

characterized by ‗critical citizens‘ who have heightened expectations of government and 

low evaluations of the performance of both government agencies and representative 

institutions‖ (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006, 356).  In response to performance concerns, 

an entire reform movement has developed to restore the public‘s trust (Nye et al. 1997) 

by seeking to improve the operation and performance of government programs through 

increased efficiency and decreased waste and corruption (Cook, Jacobs, and Kim 2010; 

Chanley et al. 2000; Hetherington 1998).  Despite a new focus on better government 

performance (Bok 1997), ―nowhere does the long-term trend in trust of government 

appear to be rising‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 1). 

Attitudes toward the Federal Government 

 

Citizen attitudes toward government in America are growing increasingly 

negative.  According to the Pew Research Center for The People and The Press (2010), 

―by almost every conceivable measure Americans are less positive and more critical of 

government these days‖ (1).  Citizen trust in the federal government is currently at one of 
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the lowest levels in a half century.  Only 22% of Americans trust the government to do 

what is right, a figure further distilled with 3% invoking such trust ―just about always‖ 

and 19% doing so ―most of the time.‖  The contrast is stark in comparison to levels of 

trust in government in 1958 (the year this question was first asked by the National 

Election Study), when 73% of Americans trusted the government to do what is right just 

about always or most of the time (ANES 2010).  Current low levels of trust have not been 

experienced since 1994, when trust levels reached a low of 17%, and 1980, when levels 

bottomed out at 25% (Pew 2010).  Similarly, the 2008 American National Election Study 

(2010) reported only 30% of respondents ―can trust the government in Washington to do 

what is right‖ either ―most of the time‖ or ―just about always,‖ the lowest figure since 

1994. 

Other measures of attitudes toward the federal government show similar levels of 

dissatisfaction.  According to a 2011 Gallup Poll, ―a record-high 81% of Americans are 

dissatisfied with the way the country is being governed, adding to negativity that has 

been building over the past 10 years‖ (Saad 2011a).  In addition, according to a 2011 

Gallup Poll, ―at 43%, fewer Americans today than at any time in the past four decades 

say they have a great deal or fair amount of trust in the federal government to handle 

domestic problems,‖ which is lower than the 58% average since 1972.  Americans‘ faith 

in Washington to handle international problems (57%) is also lower than the 65% 

average since 1972 (Saad 2011a).  The majority of Americans consistently express 

feelings of frustration with the federal government, with smaller numbers saying they are 

―basically content‖ or greater numbers saying they are ―angry.‖  Fewer Americans today 

(19%) are ―basically content‖ with the federal government than in 1997 (29%), while the 
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number of Americans with feelings of anger toward the federal government has risen by 

9 percentage points to 21% (Pew 2010).  As in 1997, only about a quarter of Americans 

today say that the federal government does an ―excellent‖ or ―good job‖ running its 

programs.  However, those saying that the federal government does a ―poor job‖ have 

increased from 21% in 1997 to 28% today (Pew 2010).   

In addition, 70% of Americans identify waste and inefficiency as a major problem 

and more than six-in-ten (62%) view government policies benefiting some groups 

unfairly to be a major problem.  Concerning wastefulness, ―Americans, on average, think 

the federal government in Washington wastes 51 cents of every tax dollar, the highest 

estimated proportion of waste Gallup has found on this measure in trends dating to 1979‖ 

(Saad 2011a).  Beyond that, 50% of Americans say that although the federal government 

has the right priorities, the bigger problem is running its programs inefficiently.  

However, 38% of Americans say the government has the wrong priorities, up sharply 

from 29% in 1997 (Pew 2010).  Further demonstrating American dissatisfaction with 

government, the percentage of Americans that say the federal government needs ―very 

major‖ reform has increased drastically from 37% in 1997 to 53% today (Pew 2010). 

Attitudes toward the Three Branches of Government 

 

In addition to negative views of the federal government in general, American 

opinions of Congress are also decidedly low.  Measuring trust and confidence in 

Congress, the 2012 Gallup poll found that only 34% of Americans have a great deal or 

fair amount of confidence in the legislative branch, which is lower than the percentage 

who are confident in the executive (56%) or judicial (67%) branch, and represents a small 
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increase over the all-time low recorded in 2011 (31%) (Newport 2012).  Only 25% of 

Americans hold a favorable opinion of Congress, which ―is the lowest favorable rating 

for Congress in a quarter century of Pew Research Center surveys‖ (Pew 2010, 2).  

Further, ―close to two-thirds (65%) say they have an unfavorable opinion of Congress; 

30% of those say very unfavorable,‖ making these numbers the most negative recorded 

since the survey began in 1985 (Pew 2010, 45).  Although Congress‘ job approval rating 

rallied briefly after the 9/11 attacks, the trend has been declining since about 2000, with 

only 15% of Americans approving of Congress in September of 2011, which is two 

points above the all-time low reached twice in the preceding year (Saad 2011a). 

Americans find the members of Congress themselves, as opposed to the system, at 

fault.  The majority of Americans (52%) believe that the political system can work fine, 

but it is the members of Congress themselves that are the problem, while some (38%) 

contend that the members are well-intentioned, and it is the political system that is broken 

(Pew 2010).  Responses to questions measuring aspects of congressional performance are 

overwhelmingly negative, much lower than 2005 levels (the last time this series of 

questions was asked).  While 29% of Americans gave Congress a rating of poor for 

acting ethically and honestly five years ago, 50% of Americans now rate Congressional 

ethics as poor (31% say only fair, and 13% say excellent or good).  Similarly, 55% of 

Americans (up from 38% in 2005) rate Congress as poor when it comes to understanding 

the needs of the people, with only 12% rating Congress as excellent or good (Pew 2010).  

In addition, ―nearly two-thirds of Americans (65%) say that Congress is having a 

negative effect on the way things are going in this country today‖ (Pew 2010, 53).  
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Looking at the presidency, ―four-in-ten say that the Obama administration does an 

excellent (10%) or good (30%) job.‖  However, ―a majority (58%) says it does only fair 

or poor‖ (Pew 2010, 58).  This evaluation of the Obama administration is lower than the 

President‘s job approval rating, which is 48% approval.  Yet, ―more than twice as many 

people give the Obama administration positive job marks as rate the job performance of 

Congress positively; just 17% say Congress is doing an excellent (2%) or good job (15%) 

while 80% say it has done only fair (40%) or poor (40%)‖ (Pew 2011, 58). 

Of the three branches of government, Americans trust the judicial branch most 

with 67% having a great deal or fair amount of confidence in 2012.  Trust in the courts 

has been high over time, having maintained confidence levels between 63% and 80% 

since 1972, reaching its peak in the late 1990‘s.  In addition, except for 1972, the judicial 

branch has always demonstrated higher levels of trust than the other two branches of 

government, although at several points by a slim margin (Newport 2012).  However, in 

2011 trust levels fell to match the lowest point previously recorded in 1976, at 63%.  Low 

approval ratings for the Supreme Court further illustrate more negative attitudes.  At the 

beginning of the 2011-2012 term, the approval rating of the Supreme Court was 46%, 

which represented a drop of 5 percentage points from the previous year and 15 points 

from 2009 (Jones 2011). 

Attitudes toward State and Local Government 

 

In contrast to low favorability ratings for Congress, the Obama administration, 

and the federal government generally, attitudes toward state and local governments are 

more positive.  According to Gallup, when asked about the ability of state and local 
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governments to handle problems, two-thirds of Americans have a great deal or fair 

amount of confidence in their local government (68%), and a clear majority feel the same 

way about their state government (57%)  (Saad 2011b).  This is compared to the 47% of 

respondents who had a ―great deal‖ or a ―fair amount‖ of confidence in the federal 

executive to handle problems and only 31% for Congress (Saad 2011b).  Looking at 

changes in confidence in the different levels of government over the last decade, only 

local governments retained the same levels of trust over the years.  In comparison to 

1997, trust in state government has fallen 11 percentage points and trust in the executive 

and legislative branches of the federal government has decreased by 15 points or more 

(Saad 2011b).  When asked about the impact of government on their day-to-day life, 

respondents were similarly more critical of the federal government, with 38% of 

respondents indicating that the federal government has a positive impact on their day-to-

day life today, down from 50% in 1997.  However, despite more positive responses to 

state (42%) and local government (51%), these numbers also were down in comparison to 

1974 (62% and 64%, respectively) (Pew 2010).   

Attitudes toward Public Administrators and Federal Agencies 

 

Looking at specific government actors, American attitudes toward public 

administrators are more positive than attitudes toward elected officials.  According to the 

2011 Gallup Poll, American confidence in elected officials is at a new low, recently 

declining from 66% in 2008 to 49% in 2009 to 45% in 2011.  While Americans have 

traditionally had more positive views of those holding public office, since 2009 American 

opinion has been more negative than positive on this matter (Saad 2011a).  No single 
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criticism dominates when describing the ills of elected officials, but majorities across 

party lines identify problems of elected officials being wasteful with government dollars 

(83%), unduly influenced by special interests (82%), excessively concerned with their 

own careers (81%), out of touch with ―main street‖ Americans (76%), and unwilling to 

compromise (78%) (Pew 2011).  However, Americans are more trusting of non-elected 

government officials (Pew 1998).  For instance, a Harris Poll (2006) asked, ―Would you 

generally trust each of the following types of people to tell the truth or not?‖  Sixty-two 

percent of respondents indicated that they would trust civil servants to tell the truth, while 

48% would trust the president and only 35% would trust members of Congress.  A 

similar pattern was found by the Council for Excellence in Government Survey (2006), as 

31% of respondents reported to have ―a great deal‖ or ―quite a lot of confidence‖ in ―civil 

servants or people who work for government,‖ as compared to 25% for ―the president 

and cabinet officials‖ and 16% for members of Congress. 

Also, in terms of institutions, federal agencies are more highly regarded by 

Americans than is Congress.  Even so, in 2010 only 31% of respondents to a Pew poll 

indicated that federal agencies and departments were responsible for a positive ―effect on 

way things are going in the country‖ and 54% indicated that the effect was negative (Pew 

2010).  While critical in the abstract, opinions of specific agencies or bureaucratic 

interactions are more positive (Goodsell 2004).  In 2010, a majority of respondents gave a 

favorable rating to 10 of 13 federal departments or agencies presented.  However, these 

favorable ratings were down for most departments or agencies when compared to 

responses from a 1998 poll (Pew 2010).  Of the 13 federal agencies evaluated, 

favorability ratings for six have fallen by double digits since 1998, including the 
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Department of Education (21 points), the Food and Drug Administration, (17 points), the 

Social Security Administration (13 points), the Environmental Protection Agency, (12 

points),  the Centers for Disease Control, (12 points), and the National Aeronautic and 

Space Administration (NASA) (12 points).  General evaluations of the performance of 

federal agencies are mixed.  Clear majorities give excellent or good job ratings to six of 

fifteen federal agencies including, the military (80%), the Postal Service (70%), the CDC 

(62%), the Defense Department (60%), NASA (57%) and the FBI (58%).  Other agencies 

receive especially low ratings, with only a third (33%) of Americans saying the 

Department of Education does an excellent or good job, joined in low standing by the 

Social Security Administration (36%), Justice Department (38%) and IRS (40%) (Pew 

2010).  Both favorability ratings and performance ratings, however, are higher for even 

the most lowly-esteemed federal agencies than they are for Congress. 

Conclusion 

 

In sum, the American public has become more critical and distrusting of 

government institutions and actors.  However, in comparison to general attitudes toward 

the federal government, elected officials, and Congress in particular, attitudes toward 

federal agencies and public administrators are more positive.  A considerable amount of 

scholarly research has been devoted to studying general attitudes toward government and 

to several specific institutions (i.e., the President, the Congress, and the Supreme Court).  

On the other hand, much less is known about attitudes toward government administrators 

and how citizen evaluations of administrators influence overall attitudes toward 

government.  Further research is needed in order to more fully examine citizen attitudes 



 

 68 

toward public administrators and their relationship to general assessments of trust in 

government. 
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CHAPTER III 

EXPERIENCE WITH THE PUBLIC BUREAUCRACY 

AND TRUST IN GOVERNMENT 

 

Introduction 

 

In response to declining trust in government, the reforms of the New Public 

Management have taken hold in governments around the world.  Based on the 

performance-trust hypothesis, which emphasizes better government performance as the 

key to enhanced citizen satisfaction with public services, and as a result, higher levels of 

citizen trust in government, the New Public Management has made performance, 

efficiency, and getting results that matter the core values of bureaucratic reform.  Despite 

widespread implementation of the New Public Management reforms, thorough empirical 

assessment of the assumptions implicit in the performance-trust hypothesis has been 

lacking.  In addition, the gains in trust anticipated by reformers have yet to be seen.  

Therefore, it is necessary to further evaluate the performance-trust hypothesis in order to 

form a better understanding of the relationship between performance, service satisfaction 

and trust in government, and to explore the role of citizen experiences with government 

services and citizen perceptions of government administrators implicit in this hypothesis. 

The New Public Management and the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

 

The decline of citizen trust in government, which has been identified as ―one of 

the dilemmas of modern governance,‖ has been at the center of much scholarly research 

and debate (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006, 354; see also Levi and Stoker 2000; Nye et al. 

1997).  Among the multitude of reform proposals geared to resolve this problem, those 
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advocating market-based, entrepreneurial reforms focusing on improving the efficiency 

and effectiveness of government management and performance have taken hold most 

widely (National Performance Review 1993; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Peters 2001).  

Dubbed the ‗New Public Management,‘ this popular reform movement encourages the 

use of private sector techniques, market mechanisms and a customer service orientation, 

as well as a focus on outputs and performance measurement, in order to create results that 

inspire greater citizen trust in government (Bekke and van der Meer 2000; Kaboolian 

1998).  These reform efforts based on the principles of New Public Management have 

been implemented internationally, with examples including Reinventing Government in 

the United States, La Rélève in Canada, The Next Steps Program in the United Kingdom, 

and the Copernicus reform in Belgium (Barnes and Gill 2000; Bouckaert and Van de 

Walle 2003; Gelders and Van de Walle 2007).  

New Public Management is rooted in the premises of public choice theory.  

According to this theory, which is based on the assumptions of neoclassical economics 

and rational choice theory, individuals are characterized as rational, self-interested utility 

maximizers.  Applied to collective decision-making, public choice theory holds that the 

same market mechanisms of supply and demand that govern the private marketplace can 

also be used for public institutions.  Therefore, collective choices can be made through 

the aggregation of individual preferences, and public institutions should be designed in 

order to reflect these preferences (Ostrom and Ostrom 1971).  Using the market as a 

model for political and administrative relationships, the roles of participants in the 

political administrative process, such as voter, bureaucrat, elected representative and 

interest groups are based on market analogies (Kaboolian 1998; Self 1993).  In addition, 
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systems of policy-making, implementation and service delivery are explained as 

economic transactions, and concerns of principal-agent theory—such as information 

asymmetry, capture, rent seeking, compliance monitoring, and moral hazard—govern 

models of bureaucratic behavior (Kaboolian 1998; Lane 1993).  New Public Management 

applies private sector market-based principles of efficiency, cost-benefit analysis, and 

productivity to the public sector (Jennings 1991).  

 According to Kaboolian (1998), the overarching goal of the New Public 

Management is to ―maximize productive and allocative efficiencies that are hampered by 

‗bureau-pathology,‘‖ which is described as ―public agencies unresponsive to the demands 

of citizens, led by bureaucrats with the power and incentives to expand their 

administrative empires and policy spaces‖ (190).  Further critiquing traditional 

bureaucracy, the National Performance Review characterizes government as ―filled with 

good people trapped in bad systems: budget systems, personnel systems, procurement 

systems, financial management systems, information systems‖ (National Performance 

Review 1993, 2).  Eschewing the hierarchy and centralization of traditional bureaucracy 

as inefficient and monopolistic, New Public Management emphasizes deregulation as the 

recommended course of action, promoting increased discretion for managers, 

decentralized authority, and less ‗red tape‘ (Horner 1994; Kettl 1997). 

The New Public Management exemplifies the principles of public choice theory 

applied in the administration of the bureaucracy, representing a global reform movement 

based on improving productivity, leveraging market competition, increasing customer 

satisfaction, decentralizing decision-making, developing better policy implementation, 

and enhancing government accountability (Kettl 2000).  New Public Management 
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focuses on shifting power from traditional policy actors to entrepreneurs in diverse policy 

networks (Peters and Pierre 1998), and emphasizes the importance of making government 

more responsive to citizens and drawing on the tools of market-like competition to 

decrease inefficiencies and improve responsiveness (Peters and Pierre 2000).  This 

reform movement is results-oriented, focusing on outputs and ensuring that government‘s 

product satisfies the consumer (Frederickson and Smith 2003).  Also, New Public 

Management envisions the role of government as steering rather than rowing, where 

government administrators set policy objectives and leave the actions geared toward 

achieving those objectives to relevant policy networks (Osborne and Gaebler 1993).  The 

New Public Management argues that by increasing competition in the production of 

government services, government production and consumer preferences are best 

matched, maximizing consumer choice and government efficiency.  Thus, according to 

New Public Management, market forces create responsiveness to the people‘s interests 

and form an articulation of democratic accountability.   

The launch of the National Performance Review by the Clinton Administration 

and the passage of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) by Congress 

marked the inception of the New Public Management movement in the United States.  

Based on the influential book, Reinventing Government by Osborne and Gaebler (1992), 

the New Public Management movement ―sought to establish performance measurement 

systems to track outcomes and to design incentives to focus the federal bureaucracy on 

achieving and demonstrating results‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 2).  This focus on performance 

outcomes in the Reinventing Government reforms was explicitly based on the rationale of 

restoring American people‘s trust in government (Van Ryzin 2011).  The importance of 
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improving trust levels is evidenced in the preamble of the GPRA legislation, in which the 

first purpose stated is to ―improve the confidence of the American people in the 

capability of the Federal Government, by systematically holding Federal agencies 

accountable for achieving program results‖ (GPRA Sec. 2(b)(1)).  Vice President Gore 

(1993, i) further reinforced trust as the focus of government reform in the preface to the 

Report of the National Performance Review, in which he stated:  

The National Performance Review can reduce the deficit further, but it is 

not just about cutting spending.  It is also about closing the trust deficit: 

proving to the American people that their tax dollars will be treated with 

respect for the hard work that earned them.  We are taking action to put 

America‘s house in order.   

 

The assumption that a better performing, results-oriented government would spark a 

response in citizen trust was part of the ―core rationale‖ of the New Public Management 

reform movement that swept across the United States, Europe and the world (Van Ryzin 

2011, 2; see also Kettl 2005). 

The underlying hypothesis of the New Public Management reforms is that a better 

performing government leads to greater levels of citizen trust in government.  Termed the 

performance-trust hypothesis, the implicit assumption is that ―better performing public 

services will lead to increased satisfaction among their users, and this, in turn, will lead to 

more trust in government‖  (Van de Wall and Bouckaert 2003, 892).  Emphasizing 

customer service and managing for results, performance measurement in the New Public 

Management reform movement is often defined in terms of customer satisfaction, which 

forms the link between government performance outcomes and citizen trust (Aberbach 

and Christensen 2005; Kettl 2000; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Van Ryzin 2007). 
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Examining the Satisfaction Link of the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

 

 

 In order to better understand the links of the performance-trust hypothesis, it is 

necessary to evaluate empirical research exploring the relationship between service 

satisfaction and trust in government.  Research at the local, federal, and national levels, in 

addition to studies of particular public agencies, support this link in the performance-trust 

hypothesis, demonstrating a positive relationship between satisfaction and trust. 

First, empirical research has shown that satisfaction with local government 

services is positively correlated with trust in government officials.  Lyons, Lowery, and 

DeHoog (1992) find, in a study of the cities of Louisville and Lexington, Kentucky, that 

trust is a major response to citizen evaluations of satisfaction with local government 

performance.  Also exploring the link between government performance and citizen 

satisfaction, Van Ryzin, et al. (2004) applied the American Customer Satisfaction Index 

(ACSI) model to survey data on residents of New York City.  They determine that citizen 

satisfaction with government performance is positively correlated with trust in 

government.  Further examining behavioral consequences of citizen satisfaction with 

government, Van Ryzin‘s (2004) online study of a national panel of U.S. residents 

reflects that citizen satisfaction with local government services was positively correlated 

with both increased trust and increased confidence in local government officials.  These 

empirical studies support the theoretical model of the relationship between government 

performance, citizen satisfaction and trust examined by Van Ryzin (2007).  

Examining the relationship between satisfaction and trust at the federal level, the 

American Customer Satisfaction Index, conducted by Claes Fornell (2002) of the 
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University of Michigan, has provided a measure of public satisfaction with federal 

government services since 1999.  Fornell‘s (2002) assessment of data from 1999 to 2002 

suggests that service satisfaction is causally connected to increased trust in government.  

Additionally, he determines that increased ACSI scores are also related to a rise in trust 

over time, which is measured as ―public confidence that agencies will do a good job in 

the future‖ (Heintzman and Marson 2005, 556; see also Fornell 2002).  

In addition, a growing international literature explores linkages among 

performance, citizen satisfaction and trust (Bouckaert and Van de Wall 2003; Bouckaert 

et al. 2005; Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Heintzman and Marson 2005; Van de Wall 

and Bouckaert 2003; Vigoda-Gadot and Yuval 2003).  Employing structural equation 

modeling, Vigoda-Gadot and Yuval‘s (2003) study of citizen satisfaction with 

government performance in Israel finds a positive relationship between citizen 

perceptions of government performance and trust in government.  Studies examining the 

link between service quality and trust have also been conducted in Canada.  A Canadian 

national study titled, Citizens First 3 (2003), has explored the relationship between 

service quality and confidence in government.  The study ―provide[s] empirical evidence 

for a causal linkage between service performance and confidence in government,‖ 

concluding that ―the linkage only operates in one direction—service performance impacts 

confidence in government, but not vice versa‖ (Heintzman and Marson 2005, 559).  

Although this study was not able to control for socio-demographic or cultural variables, 

the service variables included in the model did account for sixty-seven percent of 

variance in the dependent variable, which consisted of four questions pertaining to 

general confidence and performance.  Despite this high explanatory power, Heintzman 
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and Marson (2005) acknowledge that ―it is also possible that the proxy variable for 

confidence in government needs additional elements, including a direct question on trust 

and confidence‖ (559). 

Examining citizen evaluations of particular public institutions such as police, 

hospitals and local councils, the MORI study in the United Kingdom shows a strong 

relationship between evaluations of service quality and trust in specific public institutions 

(Heintzman and Marson 2005).  This distinction between trust in particular institutions, 

as opposed to the bureaucracy as a whole or government in general, is important—as 

research on service satisfaction shows that citizens are likely to rate recent experiences 

with particular government services more highly than they rate government as a whole 

(Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2003).  Explaining this phenomenon, Goodsell (1994) 

points out that abstract questions concerning government or the bureaucracy as a whole 

are more likely to measure general attitudes, whereas specific questions pertaining to 

service delivery of a particular agency are likely to tap evaluations of personal 

experiences, and thus generally render more positive responses (Goodsell 1994).   

In addition, in their study of citizen evaluations of government in Flanders, 

Kampen, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2003) show that citizens make a distinction 

between trust in public agencies and trust in political bodies.  They find that ―satisfaction 

with the federal government and the working of democracy have an impact on the level 

of trust, but . . . the largest effect comes from satisfaction with the public administrations 

and services‖ (Kampen et al. 2003, 2).  Therefore, overall trust in government is impacted 

by both evaluations of the political branches and the performance of the bureaucracy, 
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with public service delivery having the greater impact on overall trust in government 

(Heintzman and Marson 2005). 

In order to better understand and evaluate the premises of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, I seek to empirically examine the relationship among performance, citizen 

satisfaction and trust.  The analysis above shows that many studies have found a positive 

relationship between citizen satisfaction with government services and trust (Bouckaert 

and Van de Wall 2001; Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Rose and Petterson 2000; 

Vigoda-Gadot and Yuval 2003).  Therefore, I hypothesize that individuals who are 

satisfied with government services are likely to be more trusting of government.   

However, examining the relationship between satisfaction and trust, the literature 

also points to another hypothesis.  A study of Flemish citizen satisfaction with public 

services conducted in 2002 by the Ministry of the Flemish Community was used by 

Kampen et al. (2006) to examine the relationship between citizen satisfaction with the 

delivery of public services and trust in government.  Based on a two stage random sample 

of 1,250 citizens stratified at the individual and municipality level, citizens were asked 

questions pertaining to levels of satisfaction and trust in specific public agencies, 

including the police, primary education, garbage collection, transportation by buses and 

trams, and the Belgian Post.  Consistent with other studies finding a linear relationship 

between satisfaction and trust, their results revealed that the effects of disappointment in 

a public agency were significant for all five agencies, showing that higher levels of 

disappointment lead to lower trust in the public agency.  In addition, four agencies 

demonstrated significant values for satisfaction, showing that greater satisfaction with a 

public agency‘s services leads to higher levels of trust.  Nevertheless, noting a correlation 
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between satisfaction and trust that could not be interpreted as a causal effect, Kampen et 

al. (2006) controlled for a component measuring predisposition toward government.  

Accounting for this predisposition, the linear relationship between satisfaction and trust 

disappeared. 

When comparing the group of citizens who were either well pleased with the 

public service or neutral and those who were dissatisfied with the public service, Kampen 

et al. (2006) find a different relationship between satisfaction and trust.  They argue that a 

citizen‘s degree of disappointment with a public service almost exclusively explains the 

variance of trust between the groups.  These findings suggest that it is easier to 

breakdown trust than it is to build it up.  According to Kampen et al. (2006), ―The impact 

of a negative experience with a public agency is much more pronounced than the effect 

of a positive one.  Therefore, decreasing the number of disappointed clients will therefore 

have a much stronger effect on increasing trust in the public institutions, and ultimately in 

government, than increasing the number of well-pleased clients‖ (399).   

This finding is supported by psychology research on prospect theory (Tversky and 

Kahneman 1986), which suggests that individuals view the potential outcome of a choice 

as a decision between a possible gain or loss.  In this decision structure, potential loss has 

a greater influence on willingness to choose an action than potential gain of the same 

magnitude.  Therefore, negative information is more salient in decision-making, is given 

greater weight, and results in a stronger behavioral response than positive information.  

Cho (2006) finds support for this theory in his evaluation of the effects of trust and 

distrust on the willingness of a customer to disclose personal information during a retail 

Internet transaction.  He notes that, ―Loss looms larger than gain,‖ in the decision to trust, 
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with trust and distrust exhibiting asymmetrical effects on customer behavior (Cho 2006, 

28).  Thus, I hypothesize that citizen dissatisfaction with public services will have a 

stronger negative impact on attitudes of trust in federal workers, and public officials in 

general, than will the positive impact of citizen satisfaction with public services.  

Examining the Implicit Assumptions  

of the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

 

The above evaluation of empirical research on service satisfaction shows that a 

positive relationship has been found between service satisfaction and trust.  However, 

less is known regarding how satisfaction forms the link between government 

performance and trust.  Two implicit assumptions of the performance-trust hypothesis 

merit further examination.  First, is the assumption that citizen evaluations of service 

satisfaction are based on direct experience with government service delivery.  The 

underlying idea behind this assumption is that personally using public services forms the 

basis for citizens to positively experience government performance.  Second, is the 

assumption that attitudes about bureaucrats formed during citizen experiences with public 

services influence their overall trust in government.  Thus, it is not just what citizens get 

from government services that matters to trust, but also perceptions of bureaucrats, based 

on citizen interactions.  Additional explanation of these implicit assumptions of the 

performance-trust hypothesis will lead to a better understanding of the relationship 

between government performance, service satisfaction, and trust in government, 

especially shedding light on the role of citizen experiences with the bureaucracy.  
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The Role of Citizen Experiences with Public Services  

 

Further examining the link between performance and satisfaction, the first 

implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is that citizen experience with 

government services is key to improvements in levels of service satisfaction.  Thus, as 

service users, citizens can get the output that they want or need from government service 

delivery, and as a result of this intersection between government performance and citizen 

experience, citizen satisfaction can be influenced.  Supporting this theory, the 

performance-trust hypothesis is based on the premise that service satisfaction is a 

measure of specific support for government, or an evaluation of government performance 

and outputs.  However, Van de Walle, Kampen and Bouckaert (2005) argue that service 

satisfaction, as it has been measured in the majority of empirical research, is only a 

general evaluation of services, reflecting diffuse support for government or generalized 

attitudes toward the system, and not specific evaluations of service quality or government 

performance.  Therefore, further empirical examination of service satisfaction is needed 

in order to evaluate the importance of experiencing service delivery as a key link between 

government performance and citizen satisfaction. 

In order to better understand the role of specific support in the performance-trust 

hypothesis, it is important to explore Easton‘s (1965) analysis of diffuse and specific 

support for the political system.  The two broad categories of support for the political 

system identified by Easton (1965) align with many authors‘ definitions of trust in 

government.  First, diffuse support for the political system, which encompasses general 

trust in government, is based on a number of interrelated components (Bouckaert and 

Van de Walle 2001).  Diffuse support for government is based on support for the 
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structural legitimacy of the institutions of government, which include the way the system 

is organized and acceptance of the roles and rules established for the execution of 

government power.  In addition, diffuse support for government encompasses ideological 

principles (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001) and belief in the collective aims of 

government or the common interest (March and Olsen 1989).  Therefore, support for ―the 

political community,‖ or the nation as a whole; ―regime principles,‖ which are the values 

inherent in the system; ―regime performance,‖ or the functioning of the political system; 

and ―regime institutions,‖ which are the branches of government through which power is 

exercised, are all components of diffuse support for government (Norris 1999). 

Specific support for government, on the other hand, ―is a direct consequence of 

satisfaction with system outputs (output=transaction between system and environment)‖ 

(Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001, 7).  Specific support then, is based on government 

meeting the demands of citizens, and is a direct evaluation of government performance.  

According to Bouckaert and Van de Walle (2001), ―Easton himself relates specific 

support to the satisfaction of members of a system with the perceived output and 

performance of the political authorities, even though the knowledge of these political 

authorities can be very limited‖ (7).  Therefore, ―specific support in Eastonian sense 

assumes that people are or can become aware of the political authorities‖ (7), and 

therefore it is a response to evaluations of government performance or the outputs 

generated by political authorities.  Easton notes that continued increases in specific 

support may result in an eventual rise in diffuse support for government.  However, low 

levels of specific support may be masked by diffuse support for government, in that 

―diffuse support forms a reservoir of positive attitudes or goodwill‖ (Bouckaert and Van 
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de Walle 2001, 7).  Or, on the other hand, positive evaluations of specific support may be 

clouded by overall low levels of diffuse support, in which ―disaffection may occur not 

because of what each succeeding set of authorities is supposed to have done but simply 

because they are perceived to be authorities—and authorities are no longer thought 

worthy of trust‖ (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001, 7; see also Easton 1975).  Therefore, 

Easton acknowledges that specific and diffuse support for government may each spill 

over and influence support in the other category. 

In order to evaluate the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, it is 

necessary to distinguish whether citizen evaluations of satisfaction are based on specific 

support for government, thus evaluating government performance, or diffuse support for 

government, thus being influenced by general attitudes towards the system and not 

specific evaluations of government services.  The performance-trust hypothesis poses that 

better service delivery will result in increased service satisfaction, and thus increase 

citizen trust in government.  However, Van de Walle et al. (2005) question the 

relationship between satisfaction with public services and evaluations of service quality.  

They contend that a general measure such as satisfaction with public services measures 

something different than an assessment of service quality, noting that, ―Experience 

matters more in the evaluation of service quality‖ (544).  Van de Walle et al. (2005) pose 

that ―using general questions on satisfaction with the functioning of public services is not 

a valid way for eliciting a genuine evaluation of the functioning of public services‖ (545).  

Rather, they argue, ―This method provided us with information on the general attitude 

toward public services that is not necessarily based on an evaluation of how specific 

public services function‖ (545).  Bouckaert and Van de Walle (2003) also point out that, 
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―Levels of satisfaction may just as much reflect a certain mood as a clear evaluation of 

the quality of a specific service‖ (333).  Therefore, experience with public services may 

be the necessary link for evaluations of service quality to translate into higher levels of 

service satisfaction.   

Based on studies of the relational nature of process based trust, experience does 

matter.  According to Choudhury (2008), ―Relational trust [which includes the affective 

dimension of trust] is based on familiarity‖ (592).  It is context-based and characterized 

by the interaction of cognitive, affective and moral factors in the relationship.  

Consequently, ―relational trust thus rests on repeated exchanges in a specific domain that 

gradually lead to the formation of trust‖ (Choudhury 2008, 593; see also Whitener et al. 

1998).  Emphasizing the importance of experience, Choudhury (2008) notes that, 

―Positive expectation in the case of trust or negative expectation in the case of distrust 

arises from the familiarity gained through repeated interactions and communication in 

role relationships‖ (Choudhury 2008, 593; see also Becerra and Gupta 1999).  This is 

evidenced in studies comparing views of the federal government held by government 

employees and other U.S. citizens, which show that government employees trusted the 

federal government more than those without government ties (Brewer and Sigelman 

2002).  U.S. Army training practices arise as another example of building relational trust.  

Recognizing the importance of interaction to the formation of relational trust, the U.S. 

Army relies on ―face time,‖ or the amount of time unit members spend together, as a core 

component of trust building within groups (Cross and Prusak 2003, 462).  Based on this 

theory, citizen experiences with government service delivery and interactions with civil 

servants should influence attitudes of trust in government.  Each interaction should either 
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build trust or undermine trust depending on whether the experience reinforces positive or 

negative expectations. 

However, Goodsell‘s research sheds more light on citizen interactions with 

bureaucrats.  Goodsell (1994) finds that people‘s evaluations of specific encounters with 

bureaucrats tend to be more positive than general evaluations of government as a whole.  

When asked about government in general, citizens are likely to be more skeptical, while 

expressing higher levels of relative satisfaction with more specific services (Christensen 

and Lægreid 2005).  According to Frederickson (1997), this attitude can be described as 

the ―paradox of distance,‖ in which people trust government officials who are nearby, but 

those who are far away are deemed lazy, dishonest, and incompetent (187).  In support of 

this theory, Dinsdale and Marson (1999) find that citizens rate their recent service 

experiences with government higher than the general service quality of a particular 

government institution.  This evidence is reinforced by Van de Walle, et al. (2005) who 

note that, ―Our findings confirm Goodsell‘s (1994) claim that the more specific the object 

of evaluation, the more positive citizens become toward public services.  A general 

evaluation produces negative results, precisely because citizens can identify with a 

broader array of negative reference objects‖ (546).  Therefore, if interaction is a key 

component of building trust, and citizen evaluations of specific encounters with 

bureaucrats tend to be positive, I hypothesize that citizens who have personally used and 

experienced a particular government service will have a more positive assessment of that 

service than those who have not used the service.   

However, in examining satisfaction with public services in Norway, Christensen 

and Lægreid (2005) find that ―there are no significant differences in levels of trust 
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between people with and without experience of the health service, the employment 

service, and the social service‖ (504).  Rather, ―the important question concerning trust is 

whether citizens with experience of these institutions are satisfied with the treatment they 

received‖ (504).  The citizens who were most satisfied with the services they used were 

likely to have the highest levels of trust in government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005).  

In addition, whether or not a person used a particular public service was less important to 

their level of trust in government than their degree of satisfaction with those services, 

thus reiterating the importance of satisfaction with specific service delivery as an 

important influence on trust (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001; Christensen and 

Lægreid 2005).  

Examining another component of citizen experience with public services, research 

shows that citizen experiences with different types of government services are also 

related to trust.  Encounters with universal services have been linked to increases in 

levels of trust in government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Rothstein 2003), whereas 

experiencing selective, means-tested welfare programs is likely to reduce citizen trust in 

government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Kumlin and Rothstein 2005).  Research 

points to the idea that people are not only interested in the end results of government 

interactions, but also want to know that the process that led to the final outcome was fair 

(Thibaut and Walker 1975; Tyler 1998).  According to Kumlin and Rothstein (2005), this 

concept of procedural justice involves questions of ―whether an individual was received 

with respect and dignity; whether he or she was able to communicate opinions to civil 

servants; …whether there are signs of discrimination, corruption, and/or cheating,…[and] 

being treated with equal concern and respect by government institutions‖ (347).  Studies 
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show that positive perceptions of procedural justice in interactions with welfare states are 

likely to increase levels of trust in government (Kumlin 2004; Soss 1999).  

Selective benefits are services that are provided to citizens on the basis of needs-

testing, in which an individual must meet a set of specific conditions in order to qualify 

for benefits or to receive services.  The conditions that must be met are often of an 

economic nature, as in social or housing allowances, or may be related to other factors 

such as health or ability to care for themselves, as in disability benefits or elder care 

(Kumlin and Rothstein 2005).  In contrast, universal programs are not specifically for the 

poor, but are designed to provide for the entire population or specific segments of the 

population, without taking into account citizens‘ ability to pay for themselves (Kumlin 

and Rothstein 2005).   

Selective, needs-tested programs are less likely to generate perceptions of fair and 

equal treatment than are universal programs, as a result of program structures that place 

heightened demands on both bureaucrats and citizens seeking public assistance.  When 

dealing with means-tested programs, bureaucrats have greater levels of discretion in 

deciding who qualifies, due to the necessity of interpreting ambiguous regulations and 

applying them on a case-by-case basis (Kumlin and Rothstein 2005).  In his book, Street 

Level Bureaucracy, Lipsky (1980) explains how ―grassroots bureaucrats‖ must use their 

own interpretations of the regulations in order to deal with this problem, relying on 

informal and less explicit practices to make decisions.  As a result, bureaucracies 

administering needs-tested programs are often suspected of employing ―prejudice, 

stereotype, and ignorance as a basis for determination‖ (69).  



 

 87 

In addition, selective services require individuals to demonstrate their need to 

qualify and the level of their need to determine how much of the service they are entitled 

to, which creates a dynamic between the citizen and the bureaucrat that undermines 

perceived procedural justice.  Not only do the administrators possess more discretion in 

the implementation of needs-tested programs, it is in the citizen‘s interest to withhold 

information or to try to persuade the program official that they indeed do qualify for the 

service, which generates a sense of skepticism in the administrator‘s mind (Kumlin and 

Rothstein 2005; Rothstein 1998).  In addition, on the part of the client, the case-by-case 

decision process used in selective services often gives rise to greater suspicion of 

bureaucratic ―cheating, arbitrariness, and discrimination,‖ in comparison with universal 

public agencies (Kumlin and Rothstein 2005, 349).  Poor perceptions of procedural 

justice on the part of the client lead to higher levels of distrust and increased control from 

the bureaucracy, which fuels a spiral of distrust (Hermansson 2003).  Thus, selective, 

―needs-tested public services may more readily give rise to suspicions concerning poor 

procedural justice and arbitrary treatment than do universal agencies, and this may 

influence citizens‘ views on the reliability of both public employees and other people‖ 

(Kumlin and Rothstein 2005, 349).   

Kumlin and Rothstein (2005) report empirical support for this argument.  

Examining the impact of using means-tested programs on levels of citizen trust in 

government, they use a 1999 survey conducted in Western Sweden which includes 

information on personal contact with different types of public services involving 

bureaucratic discretion in deciding whether or not a client qualifies for a specific service.  

The selective services include ―housing allowances, social assistance, transportation 
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allowances for disabled persons, disability, pensions, disability care, active labor-market 

measures, and elder care‖ (350).  The authors then created a variable based on the 

number of means-tested institutions with which a respondent had contact.  In addition, 

the survey included information about personal use of universal services including, 

―public transportation, municipal child care, libraries, sports facilities, child health care 

centers, health care centers, hospitals, cultural activities, recreational activities, and the 

national dental service‖ (350), which they employed to create a variable based on the 

number of universal services a respondent had personally used.  Ordinary least squares 

regression showed that contact with means-based welfare programs significantly 

decreased trust in government, whereas use of universal services demonstrated a positive 

relationship with trust.  According to Kumlin and Rothstein (2005), ―for each additional 

contact with a selective welfare institution, average interpersonal trust drops by 0.26 

along the 11-point trust scale.  Conversely, trust rises for each additional contact with a 

universal institution (0.07)‖ (350).  Based on this research, I hypothesize that personal 

experience with means-tested welfare programs will negatively influence trust in 

government. 

The Role of Citizen Attitudes toward Public Administrators  

 

A second implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is that attitudes about 

bureaucrats formed during citizen experiences with public services influence their overall 

trust in government.  The importance of citizen perceptions of bureaucrats, implicit in the 

performance-trust hypothesis, explains the strong focus on customer service in New 

Public Management reform efforts.  It is not just what citizens get from government 



 

 89 

services that matters to trust, but also perceptions of bureaucrats formed during their 

interaction with citizens.  This evaluation of citizen experiences or interactions with 

bureaucrats during service delivery is based on specific support for government, as 

advanced by the performance-trust hypothesis.  However, Easton identifies two 

components of specific support for government, output and process-based support, which 

correspond to the cognitive and affective dimensions of trust discussed earlier.  The 

performance-trust hypothesis assumes that only output-based trust or perceptions of 

bureaucratic competence will influence attitudes of trust in government.  However, the 

other component, process-based trust or perceptions of the caring of public 

administrators, which is neglected in New Public Management reforms, is also important 

in citizen evaluations of administrators.  Therefore, in experiences with government, both 

process and output factors influence attitudes toward public administrators, and these two 

dimensions of trust, in turn, influence general attitudes of trust in government. 

Implicit in the performance-trust hypothesis, the notion of improving citizen 

evaluations of civil servants is at the core of the New Public Management reforms.  In 

this regard, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2003) point out that, ―Most administrative 

reform projects put citizens‘ image of specific public services and agencies at the center 

of efforts to improve citizens‘ general image of government‖ (533).  As part of the 

service satisfaction link to trust in government, ―citizens who make a positive assessment 

of their encounters with public services and the public administration are said to have a 

generally positive image of the public sector and government, which is commonly, 

correctly or not, described as ‗trust‘‖ (Van de Walle and Bouckaert 2003, 533).  In a 

study of citizen evaluation of government in Flanders, Kampen et al. (2003) find that 
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citizens differentiate between trust in the institutions of the bureaucracy and trust in the 

political bodies, noting that ―satisfaction with the federal government and the working of 

democracy have impact on the level of trust, but . . . the largest effect comes from 

satisfaction with the public administrations and services‖ (2).  Similarly, Van de Walle et 

al. (2005) also find that in addition to images of politicians, images of civil servants also 

contributed significantly to models of citizen satisfaction with public services and overall 

trust in government.  Therefore, noting the centrality of satisfaction with public service 

delivery to the New Public Management reforms and the importance of evaluations of 

civil servants to satisfaction and trust in government, it is important to better understand 

what influences attitudes about public administrators and how these attitudes impact trust 

in government. 

 The role of public administrator, as conceptualized in the New Public 

Management reforms takes on an instrumental character.  Emphasizing efficient service 

delivery as the core of its mission, employee evaluations are based on productivity and 

meeting performance targets.  Encapsulating this viewpoint, the section of the FY 2004 

federal budget introducing the Bush administration‘s take on performance management, 

called the Program Assessment and Rating Tool (PART), states:  

Taken seriously, rigorous performance assessment will boost the quality of 

federal programs, and taxpayers will see more of the results they were 

promised.  What works is what matters, and achievement should 

determine which programs survive, and which do not.  The public must 

finally be able to hold managers and policymakers accountable for results 

(Office of Management and Budget, Executive Office of the President, 

2008, 53). 

   

 As this statement illustrates, under New Public Management public administrators are 

valued for what they can do for the consumer of government services, or how efficiently 
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they can produce the outputs of government.  The entire premise of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, then, is that citizens will trust government more if government does more for 

them, more efficiently.  Therefore, under this model of trust, citizen evaluations of public 

administrators should be based on what Easton (1965) refers to as output-based trust. 

Easton‘s (1965) identification of process and output-based support for the 

political system cuts to the heart of the trust issue.  While the process dimension of trust 

deals with the organization of the decision-making process, including who participates, 

how problems are approached, and the rules that are followed, the output dimension of 

trust concerns the who gets what element of politics, in which people‘s trust in 

government is based on how they benefit, without regard for the process.  Therefore, 

process-based trust may be high even when the outcome is unfavorable, due to a positive 

perception toward and acceptance of the process, whereas output-based trust necessarily 

depends on the perception of gain (Christensen and Lægreid 2005).   

New Public Management reforms have focused exclusively on Easton‘s concept 

of output-based trust.  This idea is encapsulated in the performance-trust hypothesis, 

which assumes that improvements in government performance will lead to higher levels 

of citizen trust in government.  The New Public Management argues that reforms geared 

toward improving the efficiency and effectiveness of public services will increase public 

trust.  Techniques such as using market mechanisms to increase competition and 

introducing performance management to improve accountability are aimed at improving 

government output.  The National Performance Review (1993) advocates these 

approaches to improve government performance, asserting that inefficiency, 



 

 92 

ineffectiveness, and wastefulness in government have significantly influenced the decline 

of public trust.   

The New Public Management‘s focus on output and performance as the most 

important influences on trust highlights the calculative dimension of trust, which is 

competence.  Competence, according to Ruscio (1996), depends on a ―logic of 

consequences,‖ or an individual‘s calculation that trusting someone else will maximize 

his or her self-interest (469).  When determining competence, an individual takes into 

account previous performance and service quality in order to make a rational judgment 

on whether or not to trust (Calnan and Rowe 2006).  Trust based on competence involves 

judgments of the trustee‘s ability to accomplish stated goals and to act consistently.  

Therefore, an evaluation of competence involves assessing whether or not the public 

administrator is capable of effectively performing his job in order to produce the service 

or benefit expected by the citizen.  Trust is based on an expectation of what the citizen 

will receive from government. 

Kim (2005) argues that, ―Competency involves the knowledge and skills 

necessary for effective operations with the aim of maintaining or increasing 

organizational productivity‖ (626).   Furthermore, the importance of competency to 

citizen perceptions of government trustworthiness has been identified by a number of 

scholars (Barns and Prior 1996; Berman 1997; Braithwaite 1998; Jennings 1998).  

Therefore, I hypothesize that the more competent an individual perceives a public servant 

to be, the more that individual will trust government (Calnan and Rowe 2006).   
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However, despite the widespread acceptance and implementation of New Public 

Management reforms, the hoped for reversal of the downward trend in levels of citizen 

trust remains elusive.  Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) note findings that, ―…as yet, [there 

is] no indication of a widespread national or international shift of public opinion in favour 

of governments that make public sector reform a central part of their programmes‖ (131).   

In addition, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2007) state, ―For a long time, attention in 

public sector reforms has been on productivity improvements.  Despite considerable 

progress in government performance, policy-makers were to their dismay confronted 

with a decline in public trust‖ (1123).  The failure of these reform efforts to bring about 

greater trust in government leads to questions regarding the validity of the performance-

trust linkage.  

While poor government performance is often cited as the reason for declining 

levels of trust in government, Bok (2001) found that the evidence for declining 

performance is far from conclusive.  Rather, his findings demonstrated mixed results, 

showing that performance was either difficult to measure or not actually in decline.  In 

addition, Bok (1997) also suggests that poor government performance is not the problem, 

but rather that ―many citizens are in error about the facts‖ and are not ―well enough 

informed to make reliable judgments about the government‘s performance‘‘ (56).  

Further examining the performance-trust hypothesis, Cook, Jacobs and Kim (2010) point 

out that surveys show fluctuations in political trust are similar across many institutions 

that have very different performance records (Bok 1997; McClosky and Zaller 1984; 

Orren 1997), which leads to questions  as to whether public trust and government 

performance are indeed closely related (McAllister 1999).  
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This has led scholars to question the causal relationship between government 

performance and citizen trust.  For instance, Yang and Holzer (2006) ask, ―Is the 

performance–trust link spurious, or have we merely failed to demonstrate it empirically?‖ 

(114).  Van Ryzin (2011, 3) also questions the truth of the performance-trust hypothesis: 

The unchallenged assumption that demonstrating results is the most 

important means of gaining public trust has, it is clear, remained a core 

rationale for the performance movement in government. But is this 

assumption really true?  Do citizens really form their trust judgments 

regarding government mostly on the basis of outcomes?  

 

In response to the performance-trust linkage, Christensen and Lægreid (2005) argue ―that 

such a one-factor explanation is too simplistic‖ (507).  While performance-based reforms 

are addressing output, the calculative dimension of trust, trust has been treated as a 

single-dimensional concept in most studies.  This misspecification has failed to account 

for the multi-dimensional nature of trust, and specifically the affective dimension of trust 

that is unrepresented in the New Public Management reforms.  

Scholars have begun to examine the second dimension of trust that has been left 

out of New Public Management models of trust based on the performance-trust 

hypothesis.  Research on the multi-dimensional nature of trust points to the importance of 

the affective side of trust in addition to the calculative dimension.  This is also reaffirmed 

by Easton‘s distinction between output-based trust and process-based trust.  In examining 

what influences citizen trust in government, empirical work has begun to focus on 

process-based factors in addition to output-based factors. 

Overall, the New Public Management movement focuses on measuring outcomes, 

and assumes that better performance outcomes will improve citizen trust in government.  

In the race for performance, process concerns have been sidelined as bureaucratic ‗red 
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tape,‘ onerous rules and regulations that impede efficiency and distract public 

administrators from concentrating on achieving agency goals (Van Ryzin 2011).  New 

Public Management conceives bureaucratic processes to be at odds with its basic 

premises, unnecessarily slowing performance and delaying production of public services.  

Eliminating ‗red tape‘ and processes deemed nonessential became a goal of the National 

Performance Review (1993).  This philosophy is highlighted in a report published by the 

IBM Center for the Business of Government, which states, ‗‗One of the major factors 

behind many reform initiatives is a concern that government too often is preoccupied 

with process and following rules, and it is not clear what benefits are actually arising 

from public sector expenditures and activities‘‘ (20).  While the New Public Management 

views process in a negative light and promotes anti-process rhetoric and reforms geared 

to reduce waste and inefficiency created by ‗red tape,‘ critics argue that this reform 

movement overlooks the beneficial aspects of process, lumping them all together under 

the ‗red tape‘ label. 

Identifying weaknesses of the performance-trust hypothesis, one might submit 

that undervaluing process concerns that are important to citizens undermines the positive 

effects of improving performance.  Van Ryzin (2011, 3) points out a list of beneficial 

aspects of process, which include: 

 Fairness (including the lack of bias or favoritism) 

 Equity (in the sense of distributing public benefits evenly or according to true 

needs) 

 Respect (including courtesy and responsiveness to citizens) 

 Honesty (in the sense of an open, truthful process and a lack of corruption) 

 

While the rhetoric of New Public Management villainizes process as ‗red tape‘ to be cut, 

these positive aspects of process matter to people, in addition to outcomes.  Furthermore, 
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what initially appears to be ‗red tape‘ or inefficiency may, on closer inspection, prove to 

be a fair and just process (Van Ryzin 2011), as Mashaw (1983) finds in his observations 

of the Social Security Administration.  

Research in legal studies and political psychology specifically demonstrate that 

citizens are concerned with process.  Examining citizen experiences with police and the 

courts, psychologist Tom Tyler (2006) finds evidence supporting the importance of 

procedural justice, or, a process characterized by ―neutrality, lack of bias, honesty, efforts 

to be fair, politeness, and respect for citizens‘ rights‖ (7).  Known for original survey 

research that measures both the effects of process and outcome, Tyler (2006) has shown 

that in forming perceptions of the legitimacy of legal authorities, citizens care just as 

much about process concerns as they do about outcomes, even when outcomes are 

unfavorable to them, such as getting a traffic ticket or losing a court case (Lind and Tyler 

1988; Van Ryzin 2011).  Summarizing his research, Tyler (2001, 242-3) states: 

People‘s evaluations of government are clearly tied to ethical judgments. 

They are not primarily a response to feeling that one has gained or lost 

when dealing with government or that government policies are desired or 

not desired.  Instead, people engage in a much broader ethical evaluation 

of how government functions by evaluating the actions of political leaders 

and institutions against criteria of justice that are distinct from personal 

gain/loss or personal judgments about the desirability of government 

decisions and policies. 

 

These findings are consistent with Easton‘s (1965) discussion of process-based trust.  

Tyler further notes that experiencing consistently fair dealings with government increases 

government legitimacy and facilitates government functions of maintaining order, 

promoting cooperation, and requesting sacrifice, especially during crises (Tyler 2006; 

Van Ryzin 2011). 
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Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002) also find evidence illuminating the importance 

of process.  Using the U.S. Gallup Poll, they demonstrate that approval of the federal 

government is based not only on outcome based performance measures, but also on 

citizen perceptions of the political processes followed by public agencies.  Accordingly, 

Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002, 71) state: 

Process matters.  Even with all the other controls included, particularly 

those for policy outcomes and policy outputs, a close match between a 

person‘s process preferences and the perceived workings of government 

increases the approval of government…People‘s approval of government 

is driven by more than just policy concerns.  It is also driven by 

perceptions of the extent to which processes match what people desire 

processes to be. 

 

These findings stress the importance of process concerns to citizens, even in comparison 

to the value placed on outcomes or what citizens get from government.  In citizen 

evaluations of the policy process, Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002) observe that 

elements undermining perceptions of fairness and serving the public interest are most 

troubling, namely, self-interested politicians, partisanship, and the influence of special 

interests (Van Ryzin 2011). 

With the emphasis on outcomes and performance as the driving force behind 

public trust in government in both government reforms and academic public 

administration literature, few studies have focused on the influence of administrative 

processes on citizen trust (Van Ryzin 2007; Van Ryzin 2011; Van Ryzin et al. 2004).  

One element of process that has been addressed in the public administration literature is 

the relationship between citizen participation and trust in government.  Several studies 

have identified an empirical link between citizen participation and trust (Berman 1997; 

Vigoda-Gadot and Mizrahi 2007; Wang and Wart 2007).  Furthermore, theoretical 



 

 98 

models of trust created by Thomas (1998) and Kim (2005), which are based on reviews 

of trust literature, identify process concerns such as fairness and honesty as influences on 

trust in government agencies and public administrators.   

Van Ryzin (2011) examines the relative impact of process versus outcomes on 

trust in the civil service across 33 nations.  Based on an analysis of individual-level and 

country-level data from the International Social Survey Program (ISSP), the UN Human 

Development Index (HDI) and the World Bank Governance Indicators, Van Ryzin (2011) 

examines the performance movement assumption that better government performance 

―producing outcomes that matter to citizens‖ can restore public trust (2).  The 2006 ISSP 

data is based on a random sample of nearly 50,000 people in 33 participating nations, and 

uses as the dependent variable a specific question about trust of the civil service.  Van 

Ryzin (2011) includes individual-level models for the entire sample of all 33 countries as 

well as for the U.S. sample alone.  Then, using the 2006 World Wide Governance 

Indicators from the World Bank to represent process and the UN HDI 2006 to represent 

outcomes and aggregated ISSP data, he estimates a second country level model.  In order 

to measure indicators of government process, Van Ryzin (2011) used three questions 

concerning, ―how often government officials treat people fairly, whether the treatment 

people get from government officials depends on connections, and how many public 

officials are involved in corruption‖ (7).  These questions were chosen to represent the 

extent to which administrators were seen to be fair, equitable and professional in their 

dealings with citizens.  Measuring outcomes, the survey included questions which asked 

about citizen evaluations of the success of government in five areas: ―providing care for 
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the sick, providing a descent standard of living for the old, dealing with threats to 

security, controlling crime, fighting unemployment, and protecting the environment‖ (7). 

The results of both the 33 country and the U.S. individual-level analyses show 

that, ―public perceptions of the trustworthiness of civil servants depend—not just on the 

extent to which government succeeds at delivering outcomes to citizens—but on getting 

the process right by treating people fairly, avoiding favoritism, and containing 

corruption‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 11).  Furthermore, ―in all but one of the models 

reported…[both individual level and country level], the effect of process on trust appears 

larger—in some cases several times larger—than the effect of outcomes on trust‖ (Van 

Ryzin 2011, 11).  Consistently demonstrating a substantively large process effect across 

the different models, and across levels of analysis, ―process appears to be a very 

important factor in the formation of trust judgments and not just outcomes, as often 

assumed by the performance movement and the related public administration literature‖ 

(Van Ryzin 2011, 13).  Yet, more empirical research is needed to better understand the 

importance of process and its influence, in relationship to outcomes, on citizen 

evaluations of public administrators (Van Ryzin 2011). 

In general, these studies focus on the influence of process on trust.  This 

highlights the affective dimension of trust, which includes a commitment to the common 

good and serving the individual.  According to Ruscio (1996), this aspect of trust is most 

important because ―trust can be granted only when citizens seek a public interest and 

believe that public officials seek it with them‖ (474).  In addition, Wang and Van Wart 

(2007) find that ―public trust increases when public officials demonstrate integrity, 
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honesty, and moral leadership and when ethics are institutionalized in government 

through the process of participation‖ (276).  

Thus, the process-based aspect of trust focuses on serving the individual and 

seeking the public interest.  This non-calculative approach to trust can be referred to as 

caring, or ―having the service-user‘s interests at heart‖ (Taylor-Gooby 2006a, 19).  This 

aspect of trust takes into account the ethical responsibilities of public administrators and 

denotes the conviction to act for the common good (Fukuyama 1995).  Calnan and Rowe 

(2006) refer to this dimension of trust as being ―grounded on relationships and affective 

bonds generated through interaction, empathy and identification with others‖ (377).  

According to Kim (2005), ―citizens tend to trust in government when they feel that the 

government shows genuine care and concern for its citizens‖ (625), a hypothesis also 

supported by numerous authors (see Berman 1997; Braithwaite 1998; Wicks, Berman, 

and Jones 1999).  In this regard, Tyler (1998) refers to trustworthiness as ―the 

benevolence of motives of the authority‖ (270).  Furthermore, recent research shows that 

citizens base evaluations of government on process considerations, such as the fairness, 

openness and responsiveness of government processes (Anderson et al. 2005; Donovan 

and Bowler 2004; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 1998; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001; 

Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002; Jiobu and Curry 2001; Miller and Borrelli 1991).  

Consequently, the caring aspect of trust can be found in how the government 

administrator treats the service user, independent of whether or not the service-user 

receives benefits from the output of the public service.  Therefore, I hypothesize that 

individuals who feel that they have been treated with respect by public servants are likely 

to be more trusting of government (Wang and Van Wart 2007). 
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Conclusion 

  
Although New Public Management reforms, based on the premises of the performance-

trust hypothesis, have spanned the globe, further research is needed to empirically 

evaluate the assumptions implicit in this theory.  The performance-trust hypothesis 

emphasizes the importance of improving government performance, which leads to more 

satisfied citizens, thus resulting in higher levels of citizen trust in government.  However, 

although empirical research has supported the link between satisfaction with public 

services and trust in government, studies have not clearly distinguished between specific 

and diffuse support for government in citizen evaluations of services.  Moreover, the 

implicit assumption that satisfaction is a function of specific support for government, 

impacted by citizen experiences with government services, requires further examination.  

Citizen experiences with public services may be the key to measuring specific support for 

government in particular, and to evaluating whether the premises of the performance-trust 

hypothesis are truly supported empirically.   

A second implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is that 

evaluations of public administrators based on citizen interactions during service delivery 

influence trust in government.  Although the performance-trust hypothesis assumes that 

citizen evaluations of bureaucrats are based on specific support for government, only one 

component is emphasized, which is output-based trust—or perceptions of bureaucratic 

competence—while the second dimension, process-based trust—or perceptions of the 

caring of public administrators—is overlooked.  However, empirical research has 

supported the importance of process factors in citizen evaluations of public 
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administrators.  Consequently, further examination is needed in order to assess how 

citizen interactions with public administrators influence perceptions of competence and 

caring, and how these attitudes impact overall trust in government.   

Therefore, this research will evaluate the premises of the performance-trust 

hypothesis and contribute to a better understanding of the multi-dimensional nature of 

trust in public administrators, specifically examining the role of citizen experience with 

the bureaucracy.  As a result, the implications of this study will help to establish a new 

model of trust, thus forming a foundation for future government reforms geared toward 

increasing trust in government.   
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CHAPTER IV  

CORRELATES OF TRUST 

 

Introduction 

 

In comparison to the research conducted to analyze trust in Congress, the 

Supreme Court and the President, or attitudes toward government generally, much less 

attention has been paid to citizen attitudes toward the bureaucracy and bureaucrats in 

particular (Bouckaert et al. 2005).  Therefore, in order to examine research on the 

correlates of trust, it is necessary to borrow from the political trust literature.  In 

examining citizen attitudes of trust in government, its institutions, and public officials, 

these general categories tend to be utilized: political-cultural factors and socio-

demographic characteristics.  Investigating the correlates of public trust will contribute to 

a better understanding of citizen trust in public administrators and general trust in 

government, thus building a foundation for further analysis. 

Political-cultural Characteristics 

 

 Political-cultural characteristics reflecting personal outlooks and orientations are 

likely to influence attitudes toward government.  In particular, political attitudes and 

identities, such as political ideology, partisanship, diffuse support for government, and 

evaluations of the national economy are likely to impact an individual‘s willingness to 

trust (King 1997; Owen and Dennis 2001; Peterson and Wrighton 1998).  In addition, 

other personal attributes such as evaluations of one‘s personal financial situation, feelings 

of political efficacy, civic engagement, and interpersonal trust have been linked to trust in 

government (Owen and Dennis 2001; Uslaner 2001).  Therefore, further examination of 
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these influences on trust in government is warranted in order to shed light on attitudes of 

trust in public administrators and general trust in government. 

Political Ideology 

 

Research has shown that political ideology influences trust in government.  An 

individual‘s position on the left-right ideological spectrum has consistently arisen as a 

significant factor in explaining attitudes toward public institutions (Aardal and Valen 

1989; Baldersheim et al. 1990; Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Huseby 1995; Newton 

2001).  Scholars often hypothesize that those on the left end of the spectrum are more 

likely to be trusting of government than those on the right, as a result of the left‘s 

traditional support for the public sector and strong government institutions (Christensen 

and Lægreid 2005; Huseby 1995; Lægreid 1993).  However, some studies report the 

opposite pattern, finding that those on the far left believe that political institutions are 

unrepresentative of mass interests, while those on the far right have developed a 

commitment to political institutions that preserve the status quo (Listhuag and Wilberg 

1995; Newton and Norris 2000).  In an examination of 17 industrialized democracies, 

Newton and Norris (2000) find that ―the respondent‘s position on the left-right self-

placement scale proved to be the strongest predictor of institutional confidence, with 

those people reporting themselves to be furthest to the left reporting the least trust‖ (9).  

In addition, examining trust in 20 U.S. cities, Rahn and Rudolph (2005) state that, 

―Ideology also shapes local political trust, as liberals are less trusting of local government 

than conservatives‖ (546).  
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Partisanship  

 

In addition, partisanship impacts attitudes of trust in government (Citrin 1974; 

Keele 2005).  Building on the early work of Citrin (1974), Keele (2005) finds that 

partisans‘ trust increase when their party controls the government.  This is because people 

are trusting of the party with which they affiliate, and therefore are more trusting of 

government when their party is in control (Citrin and Green 1986; Hibbing and Theiss-

Morse 1995; Richardson et al. 2001).  In support of this theory, Donovan and Bowler 

(2004) find that those who identify with the party controlling Congress or the Presidency 

tend to be more trusting of the federal government.  An alternative theory poses that it is 

the ideological leanings of the political party that influence trust.  According to this 

theory, Democrats may be more trusting of the political-administrative system that has 

developed than are others (Keele 2005) because the Democratic party has consistently 

represented an ideology that espouses a positive role of government in society.   

However, King (1997) finds that strong partisanship is correlated with trust in 

government, regardless of which party is in power, which may be attributed to feelings of 

political efficacy and identification with the political process.  Recognizing the important 

role that parties play in the political system, membership in a political party denotes 

participation in, and acceptance of, the workings of the system.  Thus, partisanship has 

been found to result in increased trust in government institutions (Christensen and 

Lægreid 2005) and to influence individual evaluations of the public sector (Huseby 1995; 

Miller and Listhuang 1990).  According to Miller and Listhaug (1990), ―Party 

identification is far more widespread in most democracies than is membership of party 
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organizations or involvement in campaign-related events‖ (372).  Consequently, it is not 

only membership in a political party that engenders positive attitudes toward the political 

system, but also the psychological sense of partisan identification that political parties 

foster.  Therefore, ―attachment to a political party, providing it is not a revolutionary 

party, should promote positive sentiment towards the party system and, indirectly, trust in 

the political regime‖ (Miller and Listhaug1990, 372). 

Partisans should be more trusting of government than non-partisans because the 

latter are less likely to be tied to the political system (Keele 2005) and may be more 

turned off by the polarizing trend in party politics (Craig 1996; King 1997).  Miller and 

Listhaug (1990) find that ―rating both political parties negatively was consistently and 

strongly associated with distrust of government, even after controlling for ideological and 

affective assessments of the incumbents‖ (382).  Therefore, Republicans and Democrats 

may both hold more trusting attitudes towards government than Independents.  In 

contrast, it has been hypothesized that political extremists are less likely to trust 

government because public policy is either going in the wrong direction or does not go 

far enough in the correct direction (Richardson et al. 2001).  If this hypothesis is correct, 

strong partisans will exhibit less trust in government than do others. 

Diffuse Support for Government  

 

Individuals‘ attitudes of trust in government also may be influenced by diffuse 

support for government.  In a survey of the trust literature, Levi and Stoker (2000) 

conclude that ―variations in political trust reflect more than incumbent-specific 

satisfactions or dissatisfactions‖ (483) or ―specific historical events such as the Vietnam 
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War and Watergate‖ (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006, 355).  Rather, Tolbert and 

Mossberger (2006) argue that ―hypothesized causes of decreased confidence in 

government are multiple and interrelated, involving many actors and many institutions in 

society‖ (355-356).  This points to Easton‘s (1965) claim that evaluations of citizen 

confidence may be based on diffuse evaluations about government, rather than 

assessments of a specific administration or set of political actors or events.  Research also 

shows that trust in one institution is likely to influence attitudes of trust in other 

institutions (Hetherington 1998; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001).  According to 

Christensen and Lægreid (2005), ―people‘s trust in government is of a general character: 

A high level of trust in one institution tends to extend to other institutions‖ (487).  This 

could be explained by the tendency of citizens to view government as one amorphous 

whole with difficulty distinguishing between different actors and institutions (Bouckaert 

and Van de Walle 2001; Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Dinsdale and Marson 1999).   

Empirical research suggests a ―spill-over‖ effect in which trust in the President 

(Feldman 1983) or Congress (Chanley et al. 2000; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001) 

accounts for a great deal of variation in attitudes toward other government institutions.  

Marlowe (2004) states, ―In essence, the performance of the most visible institutions sets 

the tone for the rest of the incumbent regime‖ (14).  Keele (2007) also points out that, 

―The actions of incumbent leaders and evaluations of government institutions are also 

thought to be critical to levels of trust. In particular, the actions of Congress and the 

president appear to have a formative influence on how trusting the public is of 

government‖ (242; see also Chanley et al. 2000; Citrin and Green 1986; Citrin and Luks 

1998; Craig 1993; Erber and Lau 1990; Feldman 1983; Hetherington 1998; Miller 1991; 
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Williams 1985).  Keele additionally states that, ―The performance of Congress and the 

President and how well they manage the economy, control crime, and avoid scandal are a 

large part of what causes the public to trust or distrust the government‖ (Keele 2007, 

242).   

Other research specifically shows that evaluations of the president‘s job approval 

and personal characteristics influence political trust (Citrin 1974; Citrin and Green 1986; 

Hetherington 1998).  These findings could be rooted in the fact that the president is 

viewed by the public as the central figure of government, to be held personally 

responsible for his administration‘s successes and failures.  In addition, the portrayal of 

the president in the media promotes this view with news coverage focusing closely on 

presidential action (Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Kinder and Fiske 1986).  Referring to the 

power of citizen evaluations of the president to influence overall perceptions of 

government, Hetherington (1998) observes that ―parts of an organization should, in 

general, inform feelings about the organization itself‖ (Hetherington 1998, 793).  Beyond 

that, perceptions of the trustworthiness of government administrators have been linked to 

confidence in the president and Congress (Marlowe 2004) and Houston and Harding 

(forthcoming) find that attitudes about public administrators reflect general attitudes 

towards government.  Thus, positive assessments of the workings of government 

generally should enhance attitudes of trust towards government and its employees.   

Furthermore, overall government performance is linked to trust.  Looking at 

government performance as an aggregate measure, Newton and Norris (2000) state, 

―Government institutions that perform well are likely to elicit the confidence of citizens; 

those that perform badly or ineffectively generate feelings of distrust and low 
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confidence‖ (7).  Examining aggregate data on 17 industrialized democracies, Newton 

and Norris note that, ―our research provides substantial support for theories that focus on 

the performance of governments and political institutions to explain citizens‘ declining 

confidence in them‖ (12).  Evaluating influences on trust over time, Keele (2007) also 

finds support for government performance as a correlate of trust.  Measuring 

performance-based on the index of consumer sentiment, crime and scandal as well as 

political measures of confidence in Congress and the President, he recognizes that, ―The 

effect of government performance is both subtle and blunt.  First, trust quickly updates 

when performance changes, but the memory of that change lingers to ensure that trust is 

more than ‗What have you done for me lately?‘‖ (250).  Additionally, Christensen and 

Lægreid (2005) observe that satisfaction with democracy, as a measure of general regime 

performance, is the most important indicator of trust in government, stating that, ―Diffuse 

support for the political system is more important than specific support for particular 

aspects of public sector reform‖ and ―is relatively more important than political 

involvement, engagement, and political ideology‖ (500). 

Economic Performance 

 

According to Keele (2007), ―trust is an evaluation of politicians and their 

management of the economy and responds immediately to any changes in government 

performance‖ (251).  Studies show that citizens assess the performance of government 

based on their individual financial status and the health of the national economy (Espinal, 

Hartlyn, and Kelly 2006; Fiorina 1978; Kelly 2003; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 

1992).  An abundance of literature demonstrates a link between public evaluations of the 
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economy and the rise and fall of levels of trust (Citrin and Green 1986; Hibbing and 

Theiss-Morse 1995; Lawrence 1997; Parent, Vandebeek and Gemino 2005).  In short, 

when citizens are discontented with government economic performance, trust declines, 

but prosperity results in higher trust levels (Chanley et al. 2000; Citrin and Luks 1998; 

Hetherington 1998; Lawrence 1997; Miller 1991).  Noting the importance of measures of 

personal financial status, Richardson et al. (2001) state that ―‗pocketbook voting‘ clearly 

affects confidence in leaders of the executive branch… the president is rewarded with 

confidence when economic conditions are strong and targeted for blame when the 

economy struggles‖ (93).  However, Marlowe (2004) finds that satisfaction with one‘s 

own financial situation is not correlated with trust in public administrators.   

Political Efficacy 

 

In addition, political efficacy has been linked to trust in government (Parent, 

Vandebeek, and Gemino 2005; Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  Those who believe in 

their own ability to participate effectively in the political system and think that the 

political system is responsive to citizen demands are likely to have greater levels of trust 

in government (Morrell 2003; Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991).  Campbell, Gurin, and 

Miller (1954) define efficacy as the ―feeling that individual political action does have, or 

can have, an impact upon the political process, i.e., that it is worthwhile to perform one‘s 

civic duties‖ (187).  Political efficacy, simply stated, is ―citizens' perceptions of 

powerfulness (or powerlessness) in the political realm‖ (Morrell 2003, 589).  Political 

efficacy is generally understood to have two dimensions.  Internal efficacy is the feeling 

that one is competent to understand and participate effectively in the political process, 
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while external efficacy is the perception that political decision makers and institutions are 

responsive to citizen demands (Morrell 2003; Niemi et al. 1991).  Individuals who are 

confident in their knowledge and abilities, and who have a sense that they can be 

effective working within the system, are likely to have more trusting attitudes.   

Looking at internal political efficacy, studies of voting turnout and political 

participation have found a positive relationship between participation and perceptions of 

government efficacy and responsiveness (Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; 

Rosenstone and Hanson 1993). On the other hand, citizens who are not politically-

engaged are likely to feel a lack of political influence, which fuels feelings of 

powerlessness, cynicism and distrust of government (Miller 1974).  Christensen and 

Lægreid (2005) find that measures of internal political efficacy such as being interested 

in politics and following politics in the media are positively correlated with trust in 

government institutions.  Houston and Harding (forthcoming) similarly find that 

understanding politics and being informed about politics are positively correlated with 

perceptions of the trustworthiness and competence of public administrators.  Conversely, 

Uslaner (2001) submits that those who are more knowledgeable about politics have less 

faith in the federal government.  In contrast to these findings, Marlowe (2004) 

demonstrates that being interested in politics is not a significant indicator of trust in the 

bureaucracy.  

Evaluating the influence of external political efficacy on trust in government, 

Donovan and Bowler (2004) argue that underlying Americans‘ general distrust of 

government is a perception that government is no longer responsive to citizens.  Evidence 

pointing to declining political efficacy as an influence on low levels of trust has led to 
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solutions aimed at increasing public participation in decision-making (Welch and Hinnant 

2003).  Strategies geared toward rebuilding citizen perceptions of political efficacy by 

encouraging them to exercise their ―voice‖ aim to increase trust in the democracy (Parent 

et al. 2005).  Rahn and Rudolph (2005) show that those who feel they can have an impact 

on making their city a better place to live are more likely to trust their local government.  

Houston and Harding (forthcoming) also find that those who feel they have a say in what 

the government does are more likely to perceive public administrators to be both 

competent and trustworthy.  Furthermore, Owen and Dennis (2001) and Uslaner (2001) 

demonstrate that believing public officials to be responsive to citizens is correlated with 

trust in the federal government.   

In addition, advocates of e-government hypothesize that it may be a solution to 

the parallel decreases in trust and external efficacy demonstrated in the last 40 years, 

essentially by improving access to information and services citizens want and by 

enhancing the speed and ease of citizen interactions with government.  In their 

examination of the effects of e-government on trust, Tolbert and Mossberger (2006) state 

that ―external efficacy, the judgment that government cares about citizens like oneself… 

is clearly related to process-based trust‖ (357).  On a similar note, in an Internet survey of 

Canadian voters examining of the effects of e-government on trust, Parent, Vandebeek 

and Gemino (2005) discover that ―using the Internet to transact with government has a 

significantly positive impact on trust and external political efficacy‖ (1).  
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Civic Engagement 

 

Social capital theorists pose that it is not personality traits that influence trusting 

attitudes, but rather social experiences and socialization—most notably involvement in 

civic organizations—that generate greater trust in government (Newton and Norris 2000).  

Social capital consists of two elements: ―the first is the level of civic engagement in a 

community, state or nation, and the second is interpersonal trust, or the willingness to 

ascribe benign intentions to others‖ (Keele 2007, 243-244).  According to social capital 

theory, participation in civic organizations brings people into greater contact with one 

another while working toward common goals, thus creating greater levels of interpersonal 

trust through interaction (Keele 2007).  The premises of social capital theory date back to 

the early writings of Alexis de Tocqueville and John Stuart Mill, who emphasized the 

importance of voluntary associations and civic engagement to the proper functioning of 

democracy (Newton and Norris 2000).  Many modern scholars also subscribe to this 

theory, pointing out the importance of civil society in facilitating cooperative social 

relations (Coleman 1990; Inglehart and Abramson 1994) and supporting the performance 

of stable and peaceful democracy (Almond and Verba 1963; Inglehart 1990; Inglehart 

1997a; Mischler and Rose 1997; Newton 1997; Ostrom 1990; Rose 1994; Rose, et al. 

1998).  

Involvement in a community with a cooperative culture and participation in 

voluntary associations have been found to create social trust, cooperation, and civic 

mindedness (Putnam 2000).  This in turn leads to stronger social organizations, including 

political groups and government institutions in which people can invest confidence, and a 
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reciprocating relationship between trusting individuals and effective institutions (Newton 

and Norris 2000).  It is for this reason that civic engagement is thought to lead to greater 

trust in government and its leaders (Cook and Gronke 2005).  Therefore, people who are 

more involved in voluntary associations and cooperative social activities should be more 

trusting of others and should express greater levels of confidence in government.  Many 

studies have supported the individual level relationship between social capital and trust in 

government (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Putnam 1993; Putnam1995a; Putnam 1995b; 

Putnam 2000).  Newton and Norris (2000) however, locate no support for this 

relationship at the micro-level in their examination of industrial democracies (Newton 

and Norris 2000).  On the other hand, macro-level studies have supported the relationship 

between social capital and trust in government in the United States and in other 

industrialized democracies (Keele 2007; Newton and Norris 2000).  Furthermore, Keele 

(2007) finds that decreasing social capital in the United States explains the loss of trust in 

government over time since the 1960‘s. 

Interpersonal Trust 

 

In contrast to the social capital literature on interpersonal trust, psychological 

research shows that the propensity to trust others is a basic personality trait that 

influences many aspects of behavior, independent of experience with the external 

political world (Cattell 1965; Newton and Norris 2000).  According to social 

psychologist Morris Rosenberg (1956), feelings of alienation, trust in others, and beliefs 

that people are fundamentally cooperative join together to form a ―trust in people‖ scale.  

Based on their personality type, psychological make-up, and early life experiences some 
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people are more likely to be trusting, cooperative toward others and generally optimistic, 

whereas others are more likely to be distrustful, misanthropic and have generally 

pessimistic views of others.  In this regard, Easton (1965) argues that ―the presence of 

trust would mean that members would feel that their own interests would be attended to 

even if the authorities were exposed to little supervision or scrutiny‖ (447).  The reverse 

side of this theory holds that, ―An environment in which a majority of Americans believe 

that most people can‘t be trusted breeds attitudes that hold all politicians as corrupt, 

venal, and self-serving, and government action as doomed to fail‖ (Morrin and Balz 

(1996, A6-A7).  Supporting this premise, Uslaner (2001) finds that those who trust others 

are more likely to trust the federal government. 

In sum, Newton and Norris (2000) note that ―there are trusters and there are 

cynics who carry their political perceptions around with them without much reference to 

the performance of the political system or its leaders‖ (6).  Consequently, attitudes 

toward public officials are reflective of generalized trust in others (Brehm and Rahn 

1997; Orren 1997; Richardson et al. 2001).  Based on these assumptions of the social-

psychology view, an individual-level correlation is expected between social trust and 

trust in government.  However, Newton and Norris (2000) point out that, ―Any 

suggestion that there are different types of trust and confidence, that they can vary 

independently of one another, or that the same person can express one type but not 

another, challenges the theory‖ (6).  Furthermore, their research shows little evidence that 

trust is indeed a character trait.  They find that social trust is not strongly correlated with 

confidence in government at the individual level, and that social trust does not necessarily 

spill over into political trust, or vice versa (Newton 1999; Newton and Norris 2000).   
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Socio-demographic Characteristics 

 

Socio-demographic characteristics of individuals are also included in many 

studies of trust in institutions to capture differing experiences with government that 

correlate with socio-demographic characteristics.  While some studies do find these 

individual characteristics correlate with attitudes toward government (Rose 1999), the 

results are generally inconsistent (Levi and Stoker 2000).  In addition, many studies have 

found demographic variables to be insignificant in determining political trust (Listhaug 

1998; Rose and Pettersen 2000).   For example, examining trust in the Belgian 

government‘s high impact agencies, Van de Walle, Kampen, and Bouckaert (2005) note 

that, ―We learned from previous research on trust that these socio-demographics in most 

cases do not make a large contribution to the explanatory value of the models, but we 

included them to control for possible effects‖ (538; see also Elchardus and Smits 2002; 

Kampen and Molenberghs 2002).  In their aggregate level examination of confidence in 

government in industrialized democracies, Newton and Norris (2000) also find that 

confidence in public institutions is not well-explained by the social and economic 

variables usually associated with behavior and attitudes, stating that, ―Life satisfaction, 

education, income, gender, age, and membership in voluntary associations explain little 

of the variance in confidence in parliament, the civil service, or the police‖ (72).  

However, findings on the importance of socio-demographic characteristics as useful 

explanations of trust in government are mixed (Levi and Stoker 2000), and the following 

are commonly included as correlates: sex, race, age, education, income and government 

employment. 
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Sex 

 

It is hypothesized that women will hold more trusting attitudes towards public 

administrators because they are disproportionately employed in public-oriented 

professions (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Marlowe 2004) and are more supportive of 

an activist role of government (Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton 1997).  However, some 

research fails to find a correlation between gender and political trust (Marlowe 2004; 

Richardson et al. 2001), or finds men more trusting of government (Brewer and Sigelman 

2002; Houston and Harding, forthcoming; Keele 2005).  These studies pose that men are 

likely to be more trusting of government actors and institutions than women because the 

former hold more prominent positions in government and are less likely to experience 

inequity in social institutions (Brewer and Sigelman 2002; Keele 2005).  The latter 

finding may reflect the perception among women that they are disadvantaged in society, 

and thus they are less likely to trust societal institutions.  In examining public attitudes 

about the competence and corruption of public administrators, Houston and Harding 

(forthcoming) say that, ―When sex is significant it indicates that men are more trusting of 

administrators than are women.  This may reflect a discontent over inequality as 

exemplified by persistent ‗glass ceilings‘ and ‗glass walls‘ in government organizations.‖ 

Race 

 

In terms of race, it has been consistently found that whites are more trusting of the 

political system and its leaders than are nonwhites (Brewer and Sigelman 2002; Keele 

2005).  Studies show that political trust is lower among black people than among whites 

(Beck et al. 1990; Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Herreros and Criado 2008; Richardson et al. 
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2001).  Political cynicism is also higher among Hispanics than whites in the United States 

(Buzan 1980; Michelson 2001; Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  These correlations likely 

reflect the demographics of government officials and a sense that the political-

administrative system does not properly represent minority interests.  Being a member of 

a minority group leads to more experiences with discrimination, which in turn 

precipitates less confidence that one will be treated fairly by societal institutions and 

leaders (Brehm and Rahn 1997).  However, Marlowe (2004) hypothesizes minorities will 

be more trusting of administrators because of the latter‘s role in implementing programs 

designed to increase equality, although he does not find evidence for this hypothesis.  

Age 

 

Studies also hypothesize age to be positively related to trust in government, 

reflecting a sense of social connectedness in that older individuals have more experience 

with political institutions and thereby feel more closely tied into the political system, and 

thus more trusting (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Huseby 2000; Lipset and Schneider 

1987).  Furthermore, Inglehart‘s (1999) postmaterialism thesis poses that recent 

generations are characterized by an increasing lack of respect for authority (Dalton 2005; 

Van de Walle 2007).  In contrast with this finding, several studies have demonstrated that 

trust in government decreases with age (Keele 2005; King 1997; Richardson, et al. 2001; 

Welch, Hinnant, and Moon 2005), likely a result of older generations witnessing many 

examples of the fallibility of leaders.  Examining attitudes about the competence and 

corruption of public administrators, Houston and Harding (forthcoming) find an inverse 

relationship, noting that, ―While it is often assumed that younger people are less trusting, 
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it appears in this context that trusting attitudes decline with age.  This relationship is more 

appropriately characterized as a reflection of disappointing experiences with the public 

service that accumulate over time.‖ 

Education 

 

Similarly, competing hypotheses have been offered about the impact of education 

on trusting attitudes.  Most commonly, education is assumed to have a positive effect on 

trust (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001; Brewer and Sigelman 2002; Christsensen and 

Lægreid 2005; Listhaug and Wiberg 1995) because higher levels of education translate to 

a greater understanding of, and familiarity with, the political-administrative process 

(Marlowe 2004; Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  Christensen and Lægreid (2005) find 

that those with higher levels of education are generally more trusting than the less-

educated, but notes that this relationship is not significant when experience of public 

services is taken into account.   

Dalton (2005) points out a reversal in trust levels since the 1950‘s among 

Americans of different education levels, in which the better-educated have become less 

trusting of government than the lesser-educated.  Similarly, Roth, Bozinoff, and 

MacIntosh (1990) report those with higher levels of education to be less-trusting of 

government institutions, likely the result of greater expectations and less tolerance for 

governmental ineffectiveness.  According to Doring (1992), this finding holds true for 

confidence in institutions except for those whose purpose is to safeguard liberal 

democracy, for which more education leads to higher confidence.  On the other hand, 

Houston and Harding (forthcoming) find that education is negatively correlated with 
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perceptions of corruption in the public service, noting that, ―In terms of education‘s 

influence, one explanation is that those who are highly educated are more likely to be 

aware of the workings of the public bureaucracy and checks on bureaucratic power‖ (see 

also Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001). 

Income 

 

   Individuals with higher incomes are more likely to be supportive of government 

and its leaders, perhaps because they benefit more from the status quo and feel that they 

have greater access to government officials (Lipset and Schneider 1987).  In particular, 

Houston and Harding (forthcoming) discern that those with higher income levels are 

more likely to believe that government administrators are committed to serve the public 

and are less likely to see them as corrupt.  In contrast, Dalton (2005) finds that while 

family income and other measures of social status were traditionally associated with 

higher levels of trust in government, today, better-off Americans are less trusting of 

government.  Concerning this trend, Dalton (2005) states, ―We appear to be witnessing a 

new pattern of ‗dissatisfied democrats‘ or ‗critical citizens‘ who are committed to 

democratic ideals, but critical of how contemporary democracies fulfill their own ideals‖ 

(149; see also Klingemann 1999).  

Government Employment 

 

Attitudes toward government also are generally regarded to be more positive 

among those employed in government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005; Dunleavy, 1980; 

Lægreid, 1993).  Possible explanations for this effect are: individuals positively 

predisposed toward government are more likely to seek public employment; public 
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employees have personal contact with other government workers and are thus less likely 

to cling to general negative stereotypes while seeking to maintain a positive image of the 

group of which they are a part (Brewer and Sigelman 2002).  According to Tolbert and 

Mossberger (2006), ―Government workers are more likely to trust government, perhaps 

because their attitudes toward government encouraged them to enter public employment 

in the first place‖ (361; see also Brewer and Sigelman 2002).  However, Houston and 

Harding (forthcoming) find that government employment is not a significant influence on 

perceptions of the trustworthiness or competence of public administrators. 

Conclusion 

 

Although socio-demographic factors have not been found to be consistently 

linked with attitudes of trust in government, they are traditionally included as control 

variables.  On the other hand, more empirical support has been found for the influence of 

political-cultural characteristics on trust.  A thorough examination of these factors lends 

itself to further exploration of trust in government.  These correlates of trust, indicated in 

the political trust literature, are utilized as control variables for empirical analysis of 

citizen attitudes of trust in public administrators and trust in government broadly.  

Controlling for these political-cultural and socio-demographic characteristics will shed 

light on explanations of how trust in government is shaped. 
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CHAPTER V  

DATA AND METHODS 

 

Introduction 

 

 In order to begin an empirical evaluation of the performance-trust hypothesis, 

and thus, the hypothesized relationships among service satisfaction, experience with the 

public bureaucracy and trust in government, it is first necessary to fully examine the 

data that will be analyzed.  First, the survey data used in this analysis will be discussed, 

examining their origin and the sampling procedures utilized in their collection.  

Furthermore, the dependent and independent variables that will be included in the 

multivariate analyses will be described.  Finally, the methods employed in the statistical 

analysis of data will be explained.  This examination of data and methods depicts the 

building blocks that will form the foundation of this research. 

Data  

 

The source of data for this study is the Maxwell Poll conducted annually between 

2004 and 2007 by the Campbell Public Affairs Institute of the Maxwell School of Public 

Affairs and Citizenship, Syracuse University.  This survey measuring individuals‘ 

attitudes of trust in government consists of responses from 2,430 individuals, with data 

pooled from each of the four years the survey was conducted.  The survey is 

geographically balanced and representative of households within the continental United 

States. 

Based on a sample of telephone numbers from Survey Sampling, Inc., these 

telephone surveys were conducted between September and October of each year, with 
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more than 600 respondents participating in the survey annually.  Calls were made during 

weekends in order to avoid any bias toward those working nights, and otherwise were 

made during evening hours.  Each number was called three times, unless the call received 

a refusal to participate, went to an invalid number, or reached a residence where no one 

was over 18 (and thus eligible to participate in the survey).   

Dependent Variables 

 

The first dependent variables in this analysis measure respondents‘ satisfaction 

with public services.  The following question is asked for seven government programs: 

―I‘d like to ask you about some specific programs that are intended to respond to specific 

social problems or needs.  For each could you indicate if you think the program is 

generally effective, only somewhat effective, or not very effective?‖  The programs that 

this question addresses are: Head Start, Medicaid, food stamps, college grants and loans, 

welfare/public assistance, public housing/housing subsidies, and aid to lower income 

school districts.  Responses concerning the effectiveness of each program individually 

serve as the dependent variables for the first multivariate analyses.  These variables are 

dichotomized due to the skewed nature of the responses for many of these items—in 

order to generate categories that have appropriate sample sizes, and further, to offer a 

parsimonious representation of the concepts that this study wishes to explore; ultimately, 

this study seeks to explain the implications of favorable and unfavorable perceptions of 

government services, thereby lending itself to a dichotomous characterization of citizen 
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perception of such services.
2
  Accordingly, the ―generally effective‖ response is coded 

‗1,‘ and the ―somewhat effective,‖ and ―not very effective‖ responses are coded ‗0.‘ 

The dependent variable of the next multivariate analysis also is based on 

responses to the above question regarding evaluations of the effectiveness of public 

programs.  This variable is a count of the total number of government programs that a 

respondent judges to be ―generally effective.‖   

The dependent variables for the third set of multivariate analyses, representing 

citizen perceptions of government administrators, are tapped with two questions.  First, to 

assess perceptions of the competence of administrators, responses to the following item 

are used: ―Would you agree or disagree with this: The people working for the Federal 

government are competent?‖  Perceptions of the other dimension of trust, caring, are 

tapped by responses to the item: ―In my own interactions with the people working for the 

federal government I have been treated with respect.‖  The response categories for these 

two questions are: ―agree,‖ ―disagree,‖ and ―neither agree nor disagree.‖  Due to the 

skewed nature of the frequency distributions of these responses, a binary variable is 

created for both questions representing ―agree‖ responses.  These questions pertaining to 

the competence and caring of federal workers were only asked in the 2006 survey, which 

included responses from 601 individuals. 

The dependent variable for the final multivariate analysis, trust in government 

officials, is based on responses to the following survey question: ―Do you agree or 

                                                 

 

 
2
 Looking at the response frequencies for the seven program effectiveness variables, ―generally effective‖ 

responses ranged from 72% to 27%, with ―not very effective‖ responses ranging from 24% to 6%. 
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disagree with this statement: You can generally trust public officials to try to do the right 

thing.‖  The response categories for these two questions are: ―agree,‖ ―disagree,‖ and 

―neither agree nor disagree.‖  The variable is dichotomized based on the skewness of the 

response frequency distribution, and a binary variable is created representing ―agree‖ 

responses.   

For interpreting the meaning of references to ―people who work for the federal 

government‖ and ―public officials‖ in the survey questions above, cues are taken from the 

survey itself.  In this survey, references to ―public officials‖ are interpreted to include 

elected officials, or politicians.  Additionally, prior to the introduction of the survey item 

regarding trust in ―public officials,‖ a battery of questions aimed at measuring a 

respondent‘s level of political activity are asked.  Of the fifteen questions preceding this 

survey item, only five of these questions do not specifically refer to political activity in 

some manner, targeting such activity as: working for or donating to political campaigns, 

groups or candidates; attending political rallies; voting; influencing political decisions; 

personal political activity; or belonging to a political organization.  Also included in this 

battery of questions pertaining to political activity previous to this survey item, the 

following question that uses the wording ―public officials‖ is asked: ―During the last 

year, did you do any of the following?  Contact a public official via phone, letter or email 

about an issue?‖  In this context, the use of ―public official‖ in the question also can be 

interpreted to mean elected official, as it implies the relationship between constituent and 

elected representative, in which a citizen voices her concerns to an elected official in 

order to influence the outcome of a policy decision.   



 

 126 

Therefore, leading up to the survey item regarding trust in ―public officials,‖ the 

general focus of the majority of questions is political in nature, and the terminology 

―public officials‖ already has been used once previously in reference to political activity.  

Thus, this focus on political activity in the preceding questions supports the interpretation 

of ―public officials‖ as elected officials.  Additionally, the question directly following the 

survey item regarding trust in ―public officials‖ specifically refers to ―public officials‖ in 

relationship to elections: ―Elections are a good way of making public officials pay 

attention to what people think.  Agree / disagree?‖  This further supports this 

interpretation of ―public officials‖ as ‗elected officials‘ or ‗politicians‘ within the scope 

of this survey. 

Noting the context of the terms ―public officials‖ and ―people who work for the 

federal government‖ as used in this survey, the contrast in their meaning is marked.  

While ―public officials‖ is used in a specifically political context, preceded by a battery 

of questions concerning political activity and linked in particular with elections, the term 

―people who work for the federal government‖ is used in the context of questions 

regarding government programs.  Each of the thirty questions that precede the two survey 

items concerning ―people who work for the federal government‖ directly refer to 

―government programs‖ generally or specific government programs by name.  None of 

these questions include any reference to political activity or elected officials.  Therefore, 

when taking into account the context of the term ―people who work for the federal 

government,‖ an interpretation of this term to mean federal workers is supported.  In 

addition, the contrast between this term and the term ―public officials,‖ as used in a 

political context earlier in the survey, further demonstrates the distinction between federal 
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workers as administrators of government programs and ―public officials‖ as politically 

elected officials. 

Recognizing ―public officials‖ to include politically elected officials, this study 

uses the item referring to trust in ―public officials‖ as a measure of general trust in 

government.  This item, used in a political context and specifically referring to elections, 

is used generally, and not in particular reference to any branch or level of government.  

Therefore, this term may be interpreted to encompass broad trust in elected officials 

across different branches and levels of government, such as members of Congress and the 

President, as well as elected officials at the state and local levels.  Consequently, both the 

political nature and broad usage of this term support its utilization as a measure of 

general trust in government.   

However, even if the term ―public officials‖ is interpreted more broadly to also 

include both elected officials and public administrators, the survey context is clear in the 

contrast between ―public officials‖ and federal workers, in that ―public officials‖ cannot 

be construed to refer only to public administrators.  Therefore, even a broader reading of 

the term ―public officials‖ to include both elected officials and public administrators 

across branches and levels of government may be interpreted as a general measure of 

trust in government. 

Independent Variables 

 

Assessing program utilization, respondents were asked about usage of seven 

means-tested welfare programs: Medicaid, welfare/public assistance, earned income tax 

credits, public housing, Head Start, food stamps, and the WIC Program (Special 
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Supplemental Program for Women, Infants, and Children).  Two variables are created 

based on these responses.  One variable is the number of these means-tested welfare 

programs that the respondent has used, and another is the number of means-tested welfare 

programs that have been used by members of the respondent‘s family, but not by the 

respondent personally. 

Including the means-tested welfare programs listed above, respondents were 

asked about usage of a total of nineteen government programs.  The additional programs 

include: the mortgage interest deduction, Social Security, unemployment compensation, 

student loan programs, Medicare, college grants, veteran‘s benefits, workman‘s 

compensation, the GI Bill, disability benefits, government pension programs, and small 

business loan programs.  Based on responses to usage of these nineteen programs, two 

program utilization variables were created.  The first measures the number of programs 

used by the respondent personally, and the second measures the number of programs used 

by members of the respondent‘s family, but not by the respondent personally. 

Based on the same question providing respondent evaluations of the effectiveness 

of government programs above, this question also is used to create a variable measuring 

dissatisfaction with government services.  The following question is asked for seven 

programs intended to address specific social problems or needs: ―I‘d like to ask you about 

some specific programs that are intended to respond to specific social problems or needs.  

For each could you indicate if you think the program is generally effective, only 

somewhat effective, or not very effective?‖  The programs that this question addresses 

are: Head Start, Medicaid, food stamps, college grants and loans, welfare/public 

assistance, public housing/housing subsidies, and aid to lower income school districts.  
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The binary variable created based on these responses is a count of the number of 

programs rated as ―not very effective.‖  The ―not very effective‖ response is coded ‗1,‘ 

and the ―somewhat effective‖ and ―generally effective‖ responses are coded ‗0.‘ 

Political-cultural and socio-demographic factors are also identified in the political 

trust literature and are controlled for in the estimated models.  Political efficacy is a 

binary variable representing an ―agree‖ response to the following question: ―Do you 

agree or disagree with this statement? People like me don‘t have much say about what 

government does.‖  A dichotomous variable is created due to skewness in the frequency 

distribution of responses, with very few responses in the ―neither‖ category.  

Representing political partisanship, responses to the following question are used: ―Do 

you generally regard yourself as a Democrat, an Independent, a Republican, or something 

else?‖  Individuals who report to be Democrats or Republicans are coded ‗1,‘ while 

Independents and those responding ―other‖ are coded ‗0.‘  The dichotomous variable 

better represents the influence of partisanship in contrast to those who are not affiliated 

with one of the main two political parties. 

In addition, political ideology is measured by the following question: ―Politically, 

do you generally regard yourself as liberal, moderate, or conservative, or do none of 

those apply?‖  Two binary variables are created based on question responses, 

representing individuals that are political liberals and those that are political 

conservatives.  For the variable conservative, the response ―conservative‖ is coded ‗1,‘ 

and the responses ―liberal,‖ ―moderate,‖ and ―none‖ are coded ‗0.‘  For the variable 

liberal, the response ―liberal‖ is coded ‗1,‘ and the responses ―conservative,‖ ―moderate,‖ 

and ―none‖ are coded ‗0.‘  Two dichotomous variables best represent the contrast 



 

 130 

between liberals and conservatives in comparison to moderates or those without an 

ideological affiliation. 

Two additional variables are used to control for attitudes toward other institutions 

and general government performance.  The first variable is based on responses to the 

question: ―Do you approve or disapprove of the job George Bush is doing as President?‖ 

―Agree‖ responses to this question are coded ‗1‘ and ―Disagree‖ responses are coded ‗0.‘  

The other variable is measured by the question: ―Over the last several years, has your 

economic situation improved, stayed the same, or gotten worse?‖  The ―improved‖ 

response to this question is coded ‗1,‘ and the ―same‖ and ―worse‖ responses are coded 0.  

This variable is dichotomized due to the skewed nature of the frequency distribution of 

responses. 

Finally, binary variables are included for being male, being white, having incomes 

$75,000 and above, and having earned a college degree or more.  The variable male is 

based on responses to the question: ―What is your sex?‖  The response ―male‖ is coded 

‗1‘ and the response ―female‖ is coded ‗0.‘  The following variables are dichotomized 

based on responses that are heavily skewed with several categories that have few 

responses.  The variable white is based on the following question: ―Do you regard 

yourself as Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, or as something else? (If Hispanic, ask if that 

is Hispanic white or Hispanic non-white.)‖  The response ―white‖ is coded ‗1‘ and other 

responses are coded ‗0.‘  The income variable, representing those having incomes of 

$75,000 and above, is based on the question: ―Into which of the following categories does 

your annual family income fall?‖  The responses ―$75-99,000,‖ ―$100-125,000,‖ ―$125-

150,000‖ and ―$150,000 or more‖ are coded ‗1‘ and the responses ―under $25,000,‖ 
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―$25-49,000,‖ and ―$50-74,000‖ are coded ‗0.‘  The variable education, representing 

having earned a college degree or more, is based on the question: ―Could you tell me the 

highest education level you achieved?‖  The responses ―college degree‖ and ―graduate 

work/degree are coded ‗1,‘ and the responses ―high school or less‖ and ―some college‖ 

are coded ‗0.‘ 

Although the socio-demographic variables age and government employment are 

often included as control variables in political trust research, this survey does not permit 

analysis of these factors, as no question pertaining to government employment is 

included, and age is only included in the 2007 survey year.  In addition, although data are 

available pertaining to civic engagement, the social capital literature indicates that civic 

engagement influences trust in combination with interpersonal trust, with both of these 

variables exerting a reciprocal influence on each other and on political trust (Brehm and 

Rahn 1997).  Noting the complexity of these relationships and the absence of data 

pertaining to interpersonal trust in the survey, civic engagement was excluded as a 

control variable. 

Methods 

 

First, frequency and percentage distributions will be provided to report the 

distribution of responses to specific items.  To further analyze the relationships between 

some variables, bivariate crosstabs will be used.  In order to more fully examine these 

relationships, logistic regression will be used for multivariate analysis of dichotomous 

dependent variables.   Finally, negative binomial regression will be used for a 

multivariate model for which the dependent variable is a count.  
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CHAPTER VI 

EXPERIENCE WITH PUBLIC SERVICES 

AND SERVICE SATISFACTION 

 

Introduction 

  

Examining the link between performance and satisfaction, the first implicit 

assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis is that citizen experience with 

government services is a key to improvements in levels of service satisfaction.  Thus, as 

service-users, citizens can get the output that they want or need from government service 

delivery, and as a result of this intersection between government performance and citizen 

experience, citizen satisfaction can be influenced.  Supporting this theory, the 

performance-trust hypothesis is based on the premise that service satisfaction is a 

measure of specific support for government, or an evaluation of government performance 

and outputs.  On the other hand, Van de Walle, Kampen and Bouckaert (2005) argue that 

service satisfaction, as it has been measured in the majority of empirical research, is only 

a general evaluation of services, reflecting diffuse support for government or generalized 

attitudes toward the system, and not specific evaluations of service quality or government 

performance.  Therefore, experience with public services may be the necessary link for 

evaluations of service quality to translate into higher levels of service satisfaction. 

However, further examination is needed to evaluate if citizen satisfaction influences trust 

in the way the performance-trust hypothesis articulates.  Consequently, this analysis will 

address the following research question: What factors influence citizen satisfaction with 

government services?  Specifically, the influence of being a service user on satisfaction 

with government programs will be assessed. 
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Descriptive Analysis 

 

Looking at citizen evaluations of the effectiveness of government programs as 

presented in Table 1, located in the appendix,
 3

 attitudes are generally more positive than 

may be expected based on statistics highlighting the decline in trusting attitudes.  The 

modal response for five of the seven programs evaluated was ―generally effective.‖  The 

college grant program and the Head Start program were rated most positively by 

respondents, with evaluations of ―generally effective‖ at 72% and 67%, respectively.  

One program, public housing, had almost equal numbers of those who rated the program 

―generally effective‖ and ―only somewhat effective.  In addition, the welfare program 

was rated most negatively of all the programs, with 24% of respondents indicating it to be 

―not very effective‖ and 44% indicating that it is ―only somewhat effective.‖ 

The frequency distributions for the utilization of government programs, shown in 

Table 2, present information on who has used these programs, distinguishing between 

personal use of each program by the respondent and a separate category which indicates 

use by a family member of the respondent, but not the respondent personally.  The 

distributions also show those who indicated that neither the respondent nor a family 

member have used each program and those who responded ‗no opinion.‘ 

The mortgage interest deduction is the most highly-utilized program included in 

the survey, with 44% of respondents indicating that they have benefitted personally from 

this program.  Social security is the next most highly-utilized program, with 32% of 

respondents responding that they have personally used the program.  Unemployment 

                                                 

 

 
3
 All Tables are located in the Appendix. 
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compensation also stands out as being highly-utilized, with 27% of respondents having 

benefitted personally from this government service. 

Social Security is the program most highly-utilized by respondents‘ family 

members, with 40% of respondents reporting family use.  In addition to Social Security, 

other programs highly-used by family members of the respondent, but not by the 

respondent personally, are Medicare (38%), student loans (31%), and veteran‘s benefits 

(27%).  Additionally, college grants and Medicaid are highly used by respondents‘ family 

members with 21% of respondents reporting family use of college grants and 23% 

responding that a family member has used Medicaid. 

Personal use of student loans, the Earned Income Tax Credit, Medicare, and 

college grants range between 27% and 23%.  In contrast, personal use of Veteran‘s 

benefits, Workman‘s Compensation, the GI Bill and Food Stamps range between 10% 

and 12%, and the programs used by the fewest respondents, small business loans, public 

housing, and Head Start, range between 3% and 4% of respondents.  In addition, only 7% 

to 8% of respondents have personally used Medicaid, disability benefits, the Special 

Supplemental Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), government pension, 

and welfare. 

Bivariate Relationships: Program Effectiveness and Utilization 

 

For six programs, the survey includes questions as to both a respondent‘s 

evaluation of program effectiveness and his utilization of each program, both personally 

or by a family member.  These six programs are as follows: Head Start, Medicaid, Food 

Stamps, college grants, public housing and welfare.  It is also possible to include the 
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utilization of the WIC program in this assessment, using evaluations of the effectiveness 

of Welfare and public assistance programs as the dependent variable.  Presented in Tables 

3 through 9, cross-tabulations report the bivariate relationships between program 

effectiveness, the dependent variable, and program utilization.  This permits preliminary 

analysis of whether program evaluations between service-users and non-service users are 

significantly different from one another.  

Looking at the six programs for which program effectiveness and utilization are 

evaluated, five of these programs show that service-users rate the program more 

positively than non-service users.  For example, users of the Head Start program are 

likely to have more positive assessments of the program‘s effectiveness than non-users.  

Of those who have personally used the Head Start program, 88% rate the program to be 

―generally effective‖ as compared to 67% of non-users.  Similarly, those who have used 

Medicaid are more likely to have positive evaluations of the program than non-users, 

with 67% rating the program as ―generally effective‖ as compared to 53% of those with 

no experience of the program.  Furthermore, those who have not received benefits from 

the Food Stamps program are likely to have less positive evaluations of the program.  

Only 43% of those who have never used food stamps rate the program to be ―generally 

effective,‖ as compared to 62% of service users.  In addition, those who have used public 

housing programs are more likely to see them as ―generally effective,‖ with 60% of 

service-users positively evaluating the program, and only 36% of non-users finding the 

program to be ―generally effective.‖   

The difference in attitudes about the effectiveness of college grant programs 

between service users and non-users appears to be slight.  Both groups rate the 
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effectiveness of the college grant program highly, with 71% of those without experience 

of the program rating it to be ―generally effective‖ and 77% of service users sharing this 

opinion.  Finally, examining the WIC program utilization responses in combination with 

evaluations of the effectiveness of welfare, there appears to be little variation in attitudes 

concerning the effectiveness of welfare programs and public assistance between those 

who have received WIC benefits and those who have not used the program. 

An analysis of these cross-tabulations shows that there appears to be a 

relationship between being a service user and having positive evaluations of government 

programs.  Interpreting the Chi-squared statistic for Tables 3 through 8, significant values 

show that the relationship between experience with public services and service 

satisfaction is significantly different than that which would be expected if there were no 

association between the variables.  The Chi-squared statistic ranges in value from a low 

of 8.97 for college grants to a high of 25.37 for the welfare program, and is statistically 

significant at the 99% or 95% confidence level for each cross tabulation.  However, 

looking at the Chi-squared statistic for Table 9, which presents the relationship between 

welfare program evaluations and use of the WIC program, the Chi-Square value of 0.56 

is not statistically significant, showing that the relationship between these variables is not 

significantly different than that which would be expected if there were no association.  

Further analysis is needed to better understand the relationship between experience with 

public services and service satisfaction. 
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Multivariate Analysis 

 

Binary Logistic Regression Models 

 

In order to better assess the impact of being a service-user on evaluations of 

service satisfaction, logistic regression models will be examined, regressing program 

effectiveness on program utilization, controlling for socio-demographic
4
 and political 

variables.  This will allow a deeper examination of the satisfaction link in the 

performance-trust hypothesis, and will address the following questions: What influence 

does being a service-user have on attitudes of service satisfaction?  Are service 

evaluations by service-users and non-service users significantly different?  The 

performance-trust hypothesis implicitly assumes that positive experiences with 

government services create a service satisfaction link between performance and trust.  

Therefore, in order to test this hypothesis it is necessary to examine the influence of 

having used a particular government program on assessments of that program‘s 

effectiveness.  Binary logistic regression models are presented in Tables 10 and 11. 

 First, Model 1, will examine evaluations of the effectiveness of the Head Start 

program.  The dependent variable measures the ―generally effective‖ response to 

evaluations of the Head Start program.  Looking at the impact of socio-demographic 

variables on evaluations of the effectiveness of the Head Start program, the variables 

male, white, college education and income have no significant correlation.  However, the 
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 The political-cultural variables political efficacy and presidential approval were not used as control 

variables in these models as their inclusion significantly reduced the sample size of the models, as a result 

of missing data from years in which the questions were not asked in the survey. 
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political variables conservative and partisan each exert a significant influence on attitudes 

of program effectiveness.  Identifying oneself as a conservative exerts a negative 

influence on evaluations of the effectiveness of the Head Start program.  This finding is 

expected, in that conservatives are traditionally less supportive of a large public sector or 

government spending on means-tested programs.  Specifically, an individual who 

identifies himself as a conservative is 55% less likely than moderates or others to 

evaluate the Head Start program to be ―generally effective.‖  On the other hand, 

partisanship has a positive influence on satisfaction.  An individual who identifies herself 

as either a Republican or a Democrat is 1.6 times as likely as independents or others to 

rate the Head Start program as ―generally effective.‖  Those who identify with a political 

party may feel that their interests are better represented in government policy outcomes, 

and thus may be more supportive of government programs.  

Finally, examination of the influence of service utilization on evaluations of 

program effectiveness illustrates that having personally used the Head Start program is 

positively correlated with evaluations of the effectiveness of the program.  Head Start 

service users are 3.6 times as likely as those who have not used the program personally to 

rate it as ―generally effective.‖  This supports the premise of the performance-trust 

hypothesis that experiencing government services is a key link in generating increases in 

service satisfaction based on evaluations of government performance. 

In addition, having a family member who has used the Head Start program is also 

positively correlated with satisfaction with the program.  Those who indicate that they 

have not used Head Start themselves, but have a family member who has benefitted from 

the program, are 2.6 times as likely as others who have no experience with the program 
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either personally or through a family member to rate the program ―generally effective.‖  

While the performance-trust hypothesis posits that those who have positive experiences 

with government will be more satisfied with government services, this also supports the 

performance-trust hypothesis somewhat, in that having some experience of the program 

and its benefits, even second-hand through a family member, results in program 

evaluations that are more positive than those of others without any experience with the 

program at all. 

 Model 2 examines the impact of being a service-user on evaluations of the 

effectiveness of the Medicaid program.  Similar to the Head Start program, the socio-

demographic control variables are not significantly correlated with evaluations of 

Medicaid‘s effectiveness.  Although, in a model examining just socio-demographic 

correlates of service satisfaction— without political and utilization variables—being 

white did exert a significant negative influence on evaluations of service effectiveness.  

In addition, political variables continue to exert an influence on service evaluations.  

Although partisanship is not significant in Model 2 as it was in Model 1, identifying 

oneself as a conservative is negatively correlated with evaluations of program 

effectiveness in both models.  An individual who identifies himself as conservative is 

28% less likely than others to indicate that the Medicaid program is ―generally effective.‖  

Looking at the influence of program utilization on evaluations of effectiveness, 

personally experiencing the services of the Medicaid program is positively correlated 

with satisfaction with the Medicaid program.  An individual who has experienced 

Medicaid services herself is 2.2 times as likely as those without personal experience of 

the Medicaid program to indicate the program to be ―generally effective.‖  However, 
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examining the influence of family use of the Medicaid program, Model 2 shows that 

having a family member who has used the program but not having used it oneself is not 

significantly correlated with positive evaluations of the program.  This finding supports 

the premise of the satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis that personal 

experience influences attitudes of service satisfaction.  Therefore, according to this 

theory, personal experiences with government programs should be more powerful 

influences on satisfaction than second-hand information about family use of government 

programs. 

Model 3 looks at the influence of program utilization on evaluations of the 

effectiveness of the Food Stamps program.  In contrast to Head Start and Medicaid, 

service evaluations of the Food Stamps program are influenced by socio-demographic 

variables.  The variable white is negatively correlated with positive evaluations of the 

Food Stamps program.  A white individual is 30% less likely than others to rate the Food 

Stamps program to be ―generally effective.‖  One explanation for the influence of race on 

these attitudes may be that whites are less likely than African Americans to live below 

the poverty level and thus to qualify for means-tested social welfare programs (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2012).  In addition, the variable income is also negatively correlated with 

satisfaction with the Food Stamps program.  An individual with an income of $75,000 or 

higher is 20% less likely than those with lower income levels to rate the Food Stamps 

program as ―generally effective.‖  One clear explanation for this may be that those with 

higher income levels are less likely to qualify for benefits from the Food Stamps program 

or to have needed these benefits, but are more likely to be in higher tax brackets and to 

pay a greater share of the tax burden that helps to fund means-tested programs. 
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Examining the influence of political attitudes on evaluations of the Food Stamps 

program, the variables liberal and conservative each demonstrate a significant effect on 

program satisfaction, with liberals more likely to have positive evaluations and 

conservatives less likely to do so.  An individual who identifies himself as a liberal is 

42% more likely than political moderates to evaluate the Food Stamps program as 

―generally effective.‖  On the other hand, an individual who identifies himself as a 

conservative is 30% less likely than moderates or others to view Food Stamps as 

―generally effective.‖  This may be explained by the fact that liberals are generally more 

supportive of government programs and spending geared to alleviate the effects of 

poverty than are conservatives. 

Looking at the effects of service utilization on evaluations of the effectiveness of 

the Food Stamps program, having personally used Food Stamps is positively correlated 

with program satisfaction.  An individual who has personally benefitted from the Food 

Stamps program is twice as likely as others to rate the program as ―generally effective.‖  

However, looking at service utilization by a family member, there is no significant 

correlation with evaluations of the effectiveness of the Food Stamps program.  As 

theorized in the performance-trust hypothesis, personal experience of government 

services positively influences program evaluations, more so than second-hand evaluations 

of service effectiveness through family members, or not having used the service at all. 

Model 4 examines the influence of program utilization on evaluations of the 

effectiveness of the public housing program, controlling for the effects of socio-

demographic and political variables.  Looking at the influence of socio-demographic 

variables on evaluations of the public housing program, both being white and having an 
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annual income of $75,000 or more are negatively correlated with attitudes of 

effectiveness.  A white individual is 44% less likely than others to rate the public housing 

program to be ―generally effective.‖  In addition, an individual who makes $75,000 a 

year or more is 24% less likely than others to believe the public housing program is 

―generally effective.‖  Also, before controlling for political attitudes and program 

utilization variables, the variable male was also statistically significant, exerting a 

negative influence on evaluations of effectiveness, which disappeared in the later model.  

Of the political attitudes examined in Model 4, only being a conservative is significantly 

correlated with evaluations of the public housing program.  An individual who identifies 

herself as a conservative is 36% less likely than liberals, moderates or others to rate the 

public housing program as ―generally effective.‖   

Examining the relationship between service utilization and evaluations of the 

effectiveness of the public housing program, both personal use of the program and use by 

a family member but not oneself, impact program satisfaction.  An individual who has 

personally used the public housing program is 2.3 times as likely as others who have no 

personal experience with the program to rate it as ―generally effective.‖  This is 

consistent with the assumptions of the satisfaction link of the performance-trust 

hypothesis that it is the influence of citizen experience with public service quality on 

service satisfaction that will enable improved performance to impact trust in government.   

In addition, use of the public housing program by a family member also is 

positively correlated with positive evaluations.  An individual who has not personally 

used the public housing program, but has a family member who has, is 1.6 times as likely 

as others to rate the program to be ―generally effective.‖  This finding also supports the 
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performance-trust hypothesis satisfaction link in that those with some experience of 

government programs, even second hand experience, have more positive evaluations than 

others.  This supports the premise that experience matters, although, as expected, 

personal experience has a greater impact on evaluations than does family experience with 

the public housing program. 

Moving now to Table 11, Model 5 examines the relationship between service 

utilization and evaluations of the effectiveness of the college grant program.  Looking at 

the influence of socio-demographic variables, being white is negatively correlated with 

evaluations of the college grant program.  Whites are 38% less likely than others to rate 

the college grant program to be ―generally effective.‖  In addition, of the political 

variables, conservatism and partisanship are also significantly correlated with service 

satisfaction.  Identifying oneself as a conservative is negatively correlated with 

evaluations of the performance of the college grant program.  Conservatives are 24% less 

likely than moderates and others to indicate that the college grant program is ―generally 

effective.‖  However, partisanship increases positive evaluations of college grant 

programs.  Those who identify themselves as either Republican or Democrat are 1.3 

times as likely as others to rate the college grants program as ―generally effective.‖  

Looking at the influence of service utilization on evaluations of the effectiveness 

of the college grant program, Model 5 shows that being a service-user is not significantly 

correlated with attitudes of satisfaction with the program.  Those who have personally 

received benefits from the college grant program do not have significantly different 

evaluations of the program than others with no experience of the program.  In addition, 
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having a family member who has used the college grant program is not correlated with 

service evaluations.   

Program evaluations between those having a family member who has used the 

college grant program and those with no experience of the program are not significantly 

different.  One explanation for this may be that there is overwhelming support for the 

college grant program from both service-users and non-service users.  The frequency 

distribution shows that 72% of respondents rated the college grant program to be 

generally effective, with 71% of those without experience of the program rating it to be 

―generally effective‖ and 77% of service-users sharing this opinion.  This could indicate a 

distinction between general attitudes toward the college grant program and the other 

programs included in the survey, in that while all the programs included in the 

assessments of program effectiveness are means-tested, the other programs are welfare 

programs, whereas the college grant program is not.  Therefore, the stigma attached to 

welfare programs may not apply to the college grant program, resulting in more positive 

evaluations by both service-users and non-service users.  Perhaps in the absence of 

experience, people rely on political ideology as a heuristic guide for assessing the quality 

of a program. 

Model 6 examines the relationship between service utilization and evaluations of 

the effectiveness of welfare and public assistance programs.  Both socio-demographic 

characteristics and political attitudes arise as statistically significant influences on 

positive service evaluations.  Men are more likely to have positive evaluations of welfare 

programs than women, with males being 1.3 times as likely as women to rate welfare 

programs as ―generally effective.‖  In addition, being white and having a college degree 
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are negatively correlated with service evaluations.  Whites are 31% less likely than others 

to believe welfare programs are ―generally effective.‖  Also, those who have a college 

degree are 22% less likely to positively evaluate welfare programs.   

Looking at the influence of political variables, both conservative and liberal arise 

as significant correlates of program effectiveness.  Those who identify themselves as 

political conservatives are 42% less likely than moderates and others to rate welfare 

programs as ―generally effective.‖  In addition, those who see themselves as political 

liberals are 69% more likely to believe welfare programs are ―generally effective.‖  

Examining the influence of being a service-user on evaluations of welfare 

programs, personally having received welfare benefits is significantly correlated with 

program satisfaction.  An individual who has personally used the welfare program is 2.6 

times more likely to rate welfare and public assistance programs as generally effective as 

those without personal experience of the program.  However, Model 6 shows that family 

use of welfare is not significantly correlated with program satisfaction.  Those who have 

family who have benefitted from the welfare program but have not used the program 

themselves do not have significantly different evaluations of welfare and public 

assistance programs than others.  

In addition to the models examined above, it is also possible to examine a seventh 

model based on use of the WIC program and service evaluations of ―welfare and public 

assistance.‖  Although this utilization variable is not based specifically on the same 

program as the effectiveness measure, as shown in the previous models, benefits received 

through the WIC program can be categorized under the heading ―welfare and public 
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assistance.‖  Thus, examining this relationship may shed further light on the effects of 

utilization on evaluations of program effectiveness. 

Looking at the influence of socio-demographic variables on evaluations of the 

effectiveness of welfare and public assistance programs, education is significantly 

correlated with service satisfaction.  An individual with a college degree is 20% less 

likely than those without a college degree to rate welfare and public assistance programs 

to be ―generally effective.‖  In addition, identifying oneself as a conservative is 

negatively correlated with evaluations of service effectiveness.  Conservatives are 31% 

less likely than moderates or others to indicate that welfare and public assistance 

programs are ―generally effective.‖  

Examining the influence of being a user of the WIC program on evaluations of the 

effectiveness of welfare and public assistance programs, Model 7 shows that there is no 

significant correlation between these variables.  Neither using the WIC program 

personally nor having a family member who has used the program arises as a significant 

influence on attitudes concerning the effectiveness of welfare and public assistance 

programs.  Noting that being a service-user of the welfare program positively correlated 

with evaluations of welfare in Model 6, one explanation here may be that the heading 

‗welfare and public assistance‘ may be too broad to be specifically related to use of WIC 

in respondents‘ evaluations 

Several trends stand out in the analysis of the above models.  First, although the 

influence of socio-demographic variables is not uniform across the models of the seven 

programs being evaluated, socio-demographic factors do seem to influence assessments 

of the effectiveness of government programs.  In five of the seven programs examined, 
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race is a significant influence on service satisfaction.  Whites are generally less likely 

than those of other races to positively evaluate government programs.  Second, citizen 

evaluations of government programs are also influenced by political factors.  Ideology 

appears to be an important influence on attitudes of service satisfaction, with the variable 

conservative arising as a negative correlate of program evaluation in every program 

model.   

Finally, these models show that personal experience with government programs 

matters to attitudes of satisfaction.  For every program, except for the college grants and 

WIC programs, evaluations of program effectiveness are positively correlated with 

having personally used the program.  This shows that there is a significant difference 

between evaluations of program effectiveness by service-users and non-service users.  

This finding corroborates the satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis, which 

assumes that experiencing government services that perform well will increase attitudes 

of service satisfaction.   

In addition, only in the public housing and Head Start models was the use of 

government programs by a family member but not by the respondent statistically 

significant.  This shows that generally, it is personal experience of a program that 

influences program evaluations, as hypothesized in the performance-trust hypothesis.  

Therefore, second-hand program evaluations by family members do not have the same 

impact as personal experience with government programs. 
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Negative Binomial Regression Model 

 

In order to better understand the influences on service satisfaction, it is 

worthwhile to examine respondents‘ overall assessments of government programs.  This 

can be done by counting the number of programs that an individual rates as ―generally 

effective.‖  Since this dependent variable is a count, a negative binomial regression 

model will be used, allowing for further evaluation of what influences citizen satisfaction 

with public services.  The regression model examines the influence of socio-demographic 

and political variables on attitudes of effectiveness.  In addition, this model permits 

evaluation of the influence of program utilization on evaluations of effectiveness.  

Variables measuring the influence of the number of means-tested welfare programs 

personally used by the respondent or by the respondent‘s family member are included in 

the model.  Furthermore, the number of government programs that a respondent has used 

personally, or that a respondent‘s family members have used, are also included in the 

model. 

Table 12 presents the results of the negative binomial regression analysis.  First, 

examining the influence of socio-demographic variables on service satisfaction, this 

model shows that race does have a significant influence on service satisfaction.  

Interpreting the incidence rate ratio, whites are 14% less likely to evaluate an additional 

program ―generally effective‖ than those of other races, while holding the other variables 

constant in the model.  However, sex, education and income are not significantly 

correlated with perceptions of program effectiveness. 
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Looking at the influence of political variables on the number of programs a 

respondent rated ―generally effective,‖ ideology and partisanship arise as significant 

influences on program satisfaction.  Looking at the influence of ideology, identifying 

oneself as a liberal is positively correlated with program evaluations.  Interpreting the 

incidence rate ratio, liberals are 11% more likely than moderates or others to evaluate an 

additional program to be ―generally effective,‖ while holding the other variables constant 

in the model.  In addition, those who identify themselves as conservatives are less likely 

to positively evaluate government programs.  Interpreting the incidence rate ratio, 

conservatives are 17% less likely than moderates and others to rate an addition program 

―generally effective,‖ while holding the other variables constant in the model.  Finally, 

partisans, those who identify themselves as either Republicans or Democrats, are more 

likely than others to positively evaluate government programs.  The incidence rate ratio 

indicates that partisans are 9% more likely than independents and others to rate an 

additional program ―generally effective‖ while holding the other variables constant in the 

model. 

Examining the influence of service utilization on satisfaction with government 

programs, personal experience with government services arises as a significant influence 

on program evaluations.  The first utilization variables examined are the use of means-

tested welfare programs.  The model shows that the number of means-tested welfare 

programs a respondent has personally used is positively correlated with the number of 

programs a respondent regards as ―generally effective.‖  For each additional means-tested 

program personally used by the respondent, he or she is 3% more likely to evaluate an 

additional program to be ―generally effective,‖ while holding the other variables constant 
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in the model.  However, use of means-tested programs by a family member but not by the 

respondent personally is not significantly correlated with evaluations of government 

programs. 

 In addition, examining a different aspect of service utilization shows that the 

number of government programs personally used by the respondent is positively 

correlated with the number of programs judged to be ―generally effective.‖  For each 

additional program used by the respondent, he or she is 2% more likely to evaluate an 

additional program to be ―generally effective,‖ while holding the other variables in the 

model constant.  On the other hand, the number of government programs used by a 

respondent‘s family member is not significantly correlated with the number of programs 

evaluated to be ―generally effective.‖  These findings support the premise of the 

satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis that being a service user positively 

influences evaluations of service satisfaction. 

The results of the negative binomial regression model strongly support the 

previous findings.  As also found in the above binary logistic regression models, white is 

the only socio-demographic variable that arises as statistically significant in the negative 

binomial regression model, exerting a negative influence on the number of programs a 

respondent evaluates to be generally effective.  In addition, political variables exert a 

strong influence on the number of programs a respondent judges to be ―generally 

effective,‖ with identifying oneself as conservative also appearing as statistically 

significant in this model, along with being a liberal or a partisan. 

Further supporting the importance of being a service-user as demonstrated in the 

models above, the negative binomial regression model shows that both the number of 
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government programs personally used and the number of means-tested welfare programs 

personally used each have a significant, although slight, positive influence on the number 

of programs judged to be ―generally effective.‖  However, neither the number of means-

tested programs used by a family member nor the total number of government programs 

used by a family member had a significant influence on the number of programs 

positively evaluated in the negative binomial regression model, which also supports the 

findings of the previous models. 

Discussion of Multivariate Analysis 

 

Several key points arise in the multivariate analysis of the influences on service 

satisfaction.  First, socio-demographic variables do influence evaluations of program 

effectiveness, with race arising as a significant correlate in both the logistic and negative 

binomial regression models.  These models show that whites are less likely to positively 

evaluate government programs than those of other races.  One explanation may be that 

whites are less likely than African Americans, who represent the largest minority group 

in the sample population, to live below the poverty level, and thus to qualify for or need 

the use of means-tested programs (U.S. Census Bureau 2012).  

Second, political factors also influence program evaluations, with ideology arising 

as a significant correlate of service satisfaction in both the logistic and negative binomial 

regression models.  These models demonstrate that conservatives are less likely than 

moderates to rate government programs as ―generally effective.‖  This likely relates to 

conservatives‘ views of the proper role of government and general disapproval of 

government spending on social welfare and means-tested programs in particular.  In 
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addition, this finding shows that even controlling for experience with public services, an 

individual still judges government programs through an ideological lens, reflecting the 

influence of diffuse support for government on service satisfaction. 

Third, these models show that service users do have significantly different 

evaluations of government services than non-users, with those who have used a particular 

program being more likely to rate it as ―generally effective.‖  This finding strengthens the 

performance-trust hypothesis, in that using public services provides a platform for 

evaluations based on specific support for government, rather than attitudes of diffuse 

support for government that spill over into evaluations of service effectiveness.  

Therefore, supporting the underlying assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis, 

those who use public services will be able to experience improvements in government 

performance, and through these positive experiences with services, are likely to be more 

satisfied. 
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CHAPTER VII 

EVALUATING CITIZEN ATTITUDES TOWARD PUBLIC 

ADMINISTRATORS 

 

Introduction 

 

The second implicit assumption of the performance-trust hypothesis to be 

examined is the idea that interactions with government administrators matter to the 

formation of citizen attitudes about government.  Recent efforts to enhance trust based on 

the New Public Management reforms have focused on increasing the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the bureaucracy, in order to improve citizen evaluations of government 

performance.  However, the New Public Management reforms overlook the multi-

dimensional nature of trust, focusing only on one dimension, the cognitive element of 

trust, which is competence.  This cognitive dimension of trust is based on an individual‘s 

calculation that trusting someone else will maximize his or her self-interest.   

However, many empirical studies have shown that there are two distinct 

dimensions of trust, recognizing the cognitive element of trust, but also pointing to a 

second dimension, an affective element of trust, which is not addressed in the New Public 

Management reforms.  This affective dimension of trust emphasizes the importance of 

how citizens are treated in the process of providing public services, what I will refer to as 

‗caring.‘  This affective dimension of trust highlights a process of interaction with 

citizens based on democratic values and citizen perceptions of fairness, equity, respect 

and honesty in their dealings with public administrators (Van Ryzin 2011).  

 Consequently, it is important to gain a better understanding of the influences on 

citizen attitudes about the competence and caring of public administrators in order to 
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better understand what role attitudes toward bureaucrats play in overall trust in 

government.  Additional research is needed specifically to address the following 

questions: What influences citizen attitudes toward public administrators?  Are attitudes 

about the competence and caring of public administrators influenced by a similar set of 

correlates?  

Descriptive Analysis 

 

Table 13 presents percentage distributions for citizen attitudes of trust in public 

officials, the competence of federal employees and being treated with respect by federal 

employees.  Consistent with the notion that trust in government is low, only 195 

respondents (35%) agree that ―you can generally trust public officials to try to do the 

right thing.‖  In contrast, perceptions about government administrators are more positive.  

Just over half of respondents (305 or 52%) agree that ―the people working for the federal 

government are competent.‖  Only 144 (or 25%) disagree, and the remaining respondents 

neither agree nor disagree (116 or 20%).  Not only are federal workers generally regarded 

as competent, respondents report being treated with respect by federal employees with 

whom they have had interactions.  Over three-fourths of respondents (377 or 65%) agree 

that they were ―treated with respect‖ while only 72 (or 12%) disagree with this statement.   

These attitudes are more positive than what may be expected, in light of generally 

negative perceptions of government and an associated atmosphere of low trust.  However, 

these results are consistent with public opinion data reported by Goodsell (2004), who 

contends that, ―The quality of public service in the United States is vastly underrated‖ 

(xi).  He argues that while the bureaucracy is consistently criticized by the media and 
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elected officials, citizen surveys show that specific evaluations of personal experiences 

with the bureaucracy tend to be positive.  In addition, survey data comparing public and 

private sector returns show more favorable evaluations of government over private 

institutions (Goodsell 2004). 

Multivariate Analysis 

 

Examining the correlates of citizen attitudes toward federal workers, the results of 

the logistic regression analysis are reported in Table 14.  In the first model of Table 14, 

the correlates of citizen perceptions of the competence of federal workers are examined.  

While political trust research has not consistently found socio-demographic attributes to 

be related to trusting attitudes, education is correlated with perceptions of the competence 

of public administrators in this model.  The more highly educated an individual is, the 

more likely she is to believe public administrators are competent.  In fact, individuals 

with a college degree are twice as likely as others to agree that federal workers are 

competent.  While the literature on the effects of education is mixed, most commonly, 

education is found to have a positive effect on trust (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001; 

Brewer and Sigelman 2002; Christsensen and Laeigreid 2005; Listhaug and Wiberg 

1995), largely because higher levels of education may translate to a greater understanding 

of, and familiarity with, the political-administrative process (Marlowe 2004; Tolbert and 

Mossberger 2006).  Consistent with the political trust literature, the other socio-

demographic variables included in this model—male, white and income—are not 

correlated with attitudes of competence. 
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 Model 1 also examines the influence of political attributes on attitudes of the 

competence of federal workers.  These findings show that several political attributes are 

correlated with attitudes concerning the competence of public administrators.  First, 

presidential approval is significant and exerts a positive influence on perceptions of 

competence.  Individuals who approve of the job the president is doing are 2.2 times as 

likely as others to agree that federal workers are competent.  Consistent with political 

trust research, many studies have found that evaluations of the president influence trust 

(Citrin and Green 1986; Citrin and Luks 1998).  Keele (2007) also points out that, ―The 

actions of incumbent leaders and evaluations of government institutions are also thought 

to be critical to levels of trust.  In particular, the actions of Congress and the president 

appear to have a formative influence on how trusting the public is of government‖ (242; 

see also Chanley et al. 2000; Hetherington 1998).  In addition, Houston and Harding 

(forthcoming) find that perceptions of the competence of government administrators are 

influenced by political variables, more so than by perceptions of citizen treatment in 

interactions with bureaucrats.  Furthermore, noting that the ideology variables are not 

significant in an alternative model excluding presidential approval, this variable reflects 

the spillover of attitudes about one part of government into another.  Thus, presidential 

approval may represent the influence of diffuse support for government on perceptions of 

bureaucratic competence. 

Further examining the political variables in Model 1, political efficacy arises as a 

significant positive influence on ‗competence.‘  This demonstrates that individuals who 

feel that they have a say in what government does are more likely to feel that they have 

been treated with respect by federal employees.  In fact, an individual who perceives 



 

 157 

himself to be politically effective is 1.5 times as likely as others to agree that federal 

workers are competent.  This is consistent with findings in the political trust literature, 

which show that those who believe in their own abilities to participate effectively in the 

political system and think that the political system is responsive to citizen demands are 

likely to have greater levels of trust in government (Morrell 2003; Niemi et al. 1991; 

Parent et al. 2005). 

In addition, Model 1 shows that citizen evaluations of their own economic 

situations are positively correlated with attitudes of the competence of public 

administrators.  The better that an individual perceives his own economic situation to be, 

the more likely he is to believe that federal workers are doing a good job.  In fact, those 

who agree that their economic situation has improved over the last several years are 1.5 

times as likely as others to agree that federal workers are competent.  This finding is 

consistent with political trust studies showing that citizens assess the performance of 

government based on their individual financial status and the health of the national 

economy (Espinal, Hartlyn, and Kelly 2006; Kelly 2003; MacKuen, Erikson, and 

Stimson 1992).   

In order to further evaluate the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, 

Model 1 also examines the influence of service satisfaction on perceptions of 

bureaucratic competence.  The performance-trust hypothesis assumes that better 

performing public services will result in more satisfied citizens and thus improve trust in 

government.  A key link in this hypothesis is the relationship between service satisfaction 

and attitudes pertaining to citizen interactions with bureaucrats.  Based on the underlying 

premise of the performance-trust hypothesis that bureaucrats matter to trust, it is 
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important to better understand the relationship of service satisfaction and output-based 

trust in public administrators, which is related to competence.  Two variables are used to 

examine service satisfaction based on an evaluation of seven government programs.  The 

first variable, which is included in Model 1, is a measure of the number of programs an 

individual evaluated as ―generally effective.‖  The second variable, which is included in 

Model 2, examines dissatisfaction with government services, measuring the number of 

programs an individual evaluated as ―not very effective.‖  For the variables ―generally 

effective‖ and ―not very effective,‖ each represents a reverse of the other, and both 

measure the same concept of level of satisfaction with public services.
5
 

 Looking at the influence of service satisfaction on perceptions of the competence 

of public administrators, Model 1 shows that the number of programs an individual 

evaluates as ―generally effective‖ is positively correlated with output-based trust in 

public administrators.  In fact, for each additional program rated as ―generally effective,‖ 

an individual is 16% more likely to agree that federal workers are competent.  This result 

supports the hypothesis that service satisfaction increases trusting attitudes, specifically 

output-based trust in public administrators, as would be expected according to the 

performance-trust hypothesis.  In addition, this finding is consistent with empirical 

research supporting the link between service satisfaction and trust in government 

(Bouckaert and Van de Wall 2003; Fornell 2002; Heintzman and Marson 2005; Vigoda-

                                                 

 

 
5
 Although the situation in which the variables ―generally effective‖ and ―not very effective‖ are significant 

in a model on their own and not significant when included in a model together represents a classic 

indication of high collinearity, variance inflation factor scores of 1.36 and 1.34, respectively, computed for 

Model 1, indicate that this is not the case. 
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Gadot and Yuval 2003).  The literature also supports the relationship of service 

satisfaction with attitudes towards bureaucrats.  In an aggregate analysis of 33 countries 

and an individual-level analysis of the United States, Van Ryzin (2011) finds that public 

attitudes about the trustworthiness of civil servants are influenced by government success 

at delivering outcomes to the public. 

 Model 1 also includes variables examining the influence of using means-tested 

welfare programs on perceptions of bureaucratic competence.  This concept is tested in 

two variables, which examine first, the number of means-tested welfare programs that a 

respondent has used personally, and second, the number of means-tested welfare 

programs that a respondent‘s family members have used, but the respondent has not used 

himself.  These variables distinguish between the influence of personal experience with 

government programs and personal interactions with bureaucrats, as opposed to 

secondhand perceptions based on the experiences of family members with these services.  

However, neither of these variables arises as a significant correlate of trust in this 

analysis.  In addition, these variables are not significant in any altered model, holding out 

the political variables or the service satisfaction indicators.
6
  Therefore, perceptions of 

bureaucratic competence are not influenced by whether an individual personally received 

benefits from means-tested programs or had a family member who received benefits. 

Model 2 holds constant the same set of socio-demographic, political and service 

utilization variables, while examining the influence of the number of programs an 

                                                 

 

 
6
 The number of means-tested programs a respondent has used personally or that a family member has used 

are not highly collinear, with variance inflation factors of 1.08 and 1.04, respectively for Model 1. 
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individual judged to be ―not very effective.‖  These variables perform in the same manner 

in Model 2 as shown in Model 1, with college education, presidential job approval and 

economic situation continuing to exert a significant positive influence on perceptions of 

confidence in federal workers, and the utilization of means-tested welfare programs 

demonstrating no correlation with these attitudes.  However, political efficacy is no 

longer a significant correlate of perceptions of ‗competence‘ in Model 2.  As with the 

service satisfaction measure in Model 1, this measure of dissatisfaction with public 

services is also significantly correlated with perceptions of the competence of public 

administrators.  For each program that an individual rated ―not very effective,‖ he is 18% 

less likely to agree that federal workers are competent.  This finding is consistent with 

research by Kampen, Van de Walle, and Bouckaert (2006), which indicates that 

dissatisfaction with government services is negatively correlated with trust in the 

branches of government.  In addition, although the direction of the relationship is as 

hypothesized, the magnitude of the negative effect of dissatisfaction on perceptions of 

competence is not significantly larger than the positive effect of satisfaction.  Therefore, 

this finding does not support the hypothesis that citizen dissatisfaction with public 

services will have a stronger negative impact on attitudes of trust in federal workers and 

government officials in general than will the positive impact of citizen satisfaction with 

public services.  

The results of Models 1 and 2 support the premises of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, suggesting that this aspect of the service-satisfaction link, in which 

evaluations of government services influence perceptions of the competence of federal 

workers, does operate as hypothesized.  This further suggests that performance matters, 
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particularly, that better performing services do result in more positive perceptions of 

bureaucratic competence, which represents the output-based dimension of trust.  

Therefore, when citizens get what they want from government services, they are more 

likely to grant trust, and vice versa when government outputs do not meet their interests. 

Models 3 and 4 examine influences on attitudes about the ‗caring‘ of public 

administrators, which is measured as the ―agree‖ response to perceptions of being treated 

with respect in interactions with federal employees.  This variable represents the process-

based dimension of trust, in which citizens grant trust based on perceptions of fairness, 

equity, respect and honesty in interactions with public administrators (Van Ryzin 2011).  

Looking at the socio-demographic and political correlates in Model 3, only political 

efficacy arises as a significant positive influence on ‗caring.‘  This shows that individuals 

who feel that they have a say in what government does are more likely to feel that they 

have been treated with respect by federal employees.  In fact, an individual who perceives 

himself to be politically efficacious is 1.7 times as likely as others to agree that he has 

been treated with respect in interactions with public administrators.  This finding is 

supported in research by Houston and Harding (forthcoming) who find that perceptions 

of the trustworthiness of public administrators, examining the affective dimension of trust 

in particular, are influenced by attitudes of political efficacy, in which those who find the 

government to be responsive to citizens are more likely to perceive government 

administrators as trustworthy.  None of the other political variables were significantly 

correlated with perceptions of being treated with respect by federal employees.  This was 

also supported by Houston and Harding‘s (forthcoming) analysis of attitudes of the 
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trustworthiness of public administrators, which found that partisanship did not influence 

attitudes based on the affective dimension of trust. 

 Model 3 examines the influence of service satisfaction on perceptions of being 

treated with respect by federal employees.  Again, service satisfaction is found to be 

positively correlated with citizen perceptions of public administrators.  For every 

additional government service an individual rated as ―generally effective,‖ she is 1.2 

times as likely as others to feel that she has been treated with respect by government 

employees.  This finding supports the service satisfaction link of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, in that service satisfaction does exert a positive influence on attitudes about 

bureaucrats, which has been corroborated empirically in political trust literature (Fornell 

2002; Heintzman and Marson 2005).  However, it also points to a link between 

satisfaction with services and process-based trust, which has not been acknowledged in 

New Public Management reforms.  Those who are satisfied with a greater number of 

government services are more likely to perceive that they were treated with fairness and 

respect in the process of interacting with public administrators.  This highlights the 

importance of process factors in service delivery.  According to VanRyzin (2011), 

―public perceptions of the trustworthiness of civil servants depend not just on the extent 

to which government succeeds at delivering outcomes to citizens, but also on getting the 

process right by treating people fairly, avoiding favoritism, and containing corruption‖ 

(11).  The empirical link between process concerns in service delivery and attitudes 

towards government administrators (and government broadly) is well-supported in the 

public trust literature (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002; Taylor-Gooby 2006b; Tyler 

2006; Van Ryzin 2011).  
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 Holding constant the socio-demographic, political and service utilization 

variables, Model 4 focuses on the influence of dissatisfaction with public services on 

perceptions of the ‗caring‘ of federal workers.  The number of government programs an 

individual indicates to be ―not generally effective‖ is negatively correlated with 

perceptions of being treated with respect by federal employees.  For each government 

program an individual assesses to be ―not very effective,‖ he is 24% less likely to agree 

that he has been treated with respect by government workers.  This relationship is 

consistent with the hypothesis that dissatisfaction with services would negatively 

influence trust in public administrators and government officials, although the magnitude 

of the negative effect is not significantly greater than the magnitude of the positive 

influence of satisfaction on perceptions of ‗caring.‘  The relationship between 

dissatisfaction with services and trust in public administrators is consistent with empirical 

findings in the political trust literature (Kampen, Van de Walle, and Bouckaert 2006).  

This finding further underscores the relationship between service satisfaction and 

process-based trust in public administrators. 

While political efficacy remains significant at the 90% confidence level in Model 

4, none of the other socio-demographic, political or service utilization variables arise as a 

significant influence on perceptions of being treated with respect by federal employees in 

Models 3 or 4.  While the finding that socio-demographic variables are not correlated 

with attitudes toward public administrators is consistent with the political trust research 

(Listhaug 1998; Rose and Pettersen 2000), the finding that no political variable, except 

for political efficacy,  correlates with perceptions of the ‗caring‘ of public administrators 

is not consistent with the majority political trust research.  However, it is consistent with 
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the findings of Houston and Harding (forthcoming), which specifically address the 

difference in correlates between the affective and calculative dimensions of trust in public 

administrators. 

Discussion of Multivariate Analysis 

 

Examining the correlates of ‗competence‘ and ‗caring‘ provides insight into the 

multi-dimensional nature of trust in public administrators, and provides a better 

understanding of attitudes toward bureaucrats in general.  First, these models show that, 

for the most part, socio-demographic variables do not significantly influence attitudes 

toward public administrators, although having a college degree is positively correlated 

with perceptions of ‗competence.‘  One explanation may be that those who are more 

highly educated are more likely to be aware of the workings of the bureaucracy and the 

limitations imposed by the checks and balances of power in democratic government.   

Second, a comparison of the political correlates of ‗competence‘ and ‗caring‘ 

shows that while these two components of trust are related, they also are distinct.  

Perceptions of ‗competence‘ show much greater influence by political variables than 

perceptions of ‗caring.‘  Perceptions of being treated with respect by federal workers are 

apolitical, or not influenced by politically-driven performance measures.  However, 

attitudes of ‗competence‘ are influenced by both presidential job approval and 

assessments of an individual‘s personal economic situation.  These variables are often 

used as measures of government performance, assessing if government is doing the right 

thing, and especially, if government is ―doing the right thing for me.‖  It is not surprising 

that perceptions of ‗competence,‘ which represents output-based trust, are correlated with 
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output-based factors that measure whether the government is doing what citizens want or 

what benefits them.  On the other hand, perceptions of ‗caring‘ are not influenced by 

these political, performance-based factors, or the idea of ―what is government doing for 

me.‖  Only political efficacy, or having a say in what government does, arose as a 

significant influence on perceptions of caring, reflecting the importance of process 

concerns such as participation, openness and responsiveness in citizen interactions with 

government administrators.  This distinction between the affective and calculative 

dimensions of trust in bureaucrats is consistent with Houston and Harding‘s 

(forthcoming) analysis of the competence and trustworthiness of public administrators. 

Third, this analysis shows that service satisfaction and dissatisfaction are 

correlated with both attitudes of the ‗competence‘ and ‗caring‘ of public administrators.  

On one hand, this supports the service satisfaction link in the performance-trust 

hypothesis, demonstrating that attitudes of trust in public administrators are influenced by 

evaluations of public services, as expected by the New Public Management.  This 

corroborates the underlying premise of the performance-trust hypothesis that bureaucrats 

matter, in that perceptions of bureaucrats are linked with attitudes of satisfaction.  In 

addition, the finding that service satisfaction influences perceptions of competence 

supports the performance aspect of the performance-trust hypothesis: that citizens who 

are satisfied perceive government performance positively.  

On the other hand, the finding that evaluations of service satisfaction influence 

perceptions of the ‗caring‘ of public administrators demonstrates the importance of 

process concerns in evaluations of government services.  Those who are satisfied with 

government services are more likely to feel not only that they got what they needed from 
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government, but also that they were treated fairly in the process of interaction with public 

administrators.  This highlights the importance of process concerns—such as being dealt 

with fairly, equitably, honestly and with respect—that are overlooked by the New Public 

Management reforms, ostensibly in place of a focus on criteria such as performance and 

efficiency.  Therefore, these findings illustrate that both output and process-based trust in 

public administrators are linked to evaluations of service satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

TRUST IN GOVERNMENT: 

EXAMINING THE INFLUENCE OF SERVICE SATISFACTION, 

COMPETENCE AND CARING 

 

Introduction 

 

The performance-trust hypothesis posits that a better performing government will 

increase citizen satisfaction with public services, consequently resulting in higher levels 

of citizen trust in government.  Thus far, this study has examined empirically correlates 

of service satisfaction, particularly addressing the implicit assumption of the 

performance-trust hypothesis that satisfaction is based on specific support for 

government.  Findings demonstrate that those who have personally used government 

services do have significantly different evaluations of those services and are more likely 

to view them as ―generally effective‖ than those who have not personally used the 

government services.  In addition, controlling for socio-demographic characteristics and 

political attitudes, race and ideology arise as correlates of satisfaction, demonstrating that 

whites are more likely to be satisfied with government services than those of other races, 

whereas conservatives are more likely than others to have negative evaluations of 

government services.   

In addition, this study has also examined empirically attitudes toward public 

administrators, exploring the distinction between process and output-based trust in public 

administrators.  Supporting the multidimensionality of trust, correlates of perceptions 

about the caring of public administrators differ from perceptions of bureaucratic 

competence.  Findings show that competence is influenced by output-based political 
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factors, reflecting system performance in relation to how the individual benefits.  

However, perceptions of caring are influenced not by political performance factors, but 

by process factors, with political efficacy, or feeling that an individual has a say in what 

government does, arising as a significant correlate of caring. 

In order to fully examine the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, it is 

necessary now to assess empirically the influence of service satisfaction, experience with 

government services, and citizen attitudes toward public administrators on general trust in 

government.  This analysis will evaluate whether these variables demonstrate the 

hypothesized influence on trust, thus testing the performance-trust hypothesis and 

contributing to a better understanding of trust in government and influence of citizen 

experience with the public bureaucracy. 

Multivariate Analysis 

 

How do citizen assessments of service satisfaction, the competence of 

government administrators and their treatment by government administrators influence 

attitudes of trust in government?  The logistic regression models reported in Tables 15 

and 16 address this question.  Of the 604 total respondents to the 2006 Maxwell Poll, 

missing data on one or more questions reduced the final sample to 375 for Models 1 and 

2, 328 for Model 3 and 292 for Model 4.   

What factors influence an individual‘s trust in public officials?  First, the 

influence of socio-demographic and political-cultural variables on these trusting attitudes 

will be examined.  The results of this analysis, depicted in Model 1, show that the socio-

demographic variables male, white, college education and income are not correlated with 
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trust in public officials.  These findings are consistent with other studies of trust in 

government, which suggest that socio-demographic variables do not significantly 

influence trusting attitudes (Elchardus and Smits 2002; Levi and Stoker 2000; Rose and 

Pettersen 2000).  

However, looking at the influence of political-cultural variables on trust, these 

results demonstrate that political factors do impact trusting attitudes.  In Model 1, the 

variables partisanship, political efficacy, and presidential approval arise as significant 

correlates of trust.  Partisanship, defined as identifying with one of the two major 

American political parties, is found to enhance trust in public officials.  The odds ratio 

shows that respondents who identify themselves as either a Republican or a Democrat are 

1.8 times more likely than independents or others to agree that public officials can 

generally be trusted ―to try to do the right thing.‖  This is consistent with the findings of 

other studies of public trust (Huseby 1995; Newton and Norris 2000), which have found 

similar results highlighting the influence of partisanship on trust.  Recognizing the 

important role that parties play in the political system, identifying with a political party 

demonstrates participation in and acceptance of the workings of the system.  Therefore, 

those who identify with either the Republican or Democratic parties may feel a greater 

connection to government because the party that they support has had a stake in the 

decision-making process.  Furthermore, feelings of political efficacy and evaluations of 

the legitimacy of government decisions are enhanced as citizens feel that their interests 

are being represented through the party organizations (Christensen and Lægreid 2005).  

On the other hand, independents and others who do not identify with a political party are 
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less likely to be tied to the political system (Keele 2005) and may feel that their interests 

are not represented. 

Also, as shown in Model 1, political efficacy, or a feeling that personal political 

action can influence the political system, is also positively correlated with trust in public 

officials.  As an individual‘s attitude of political efficacy increases, his or her trust is 

likely to increase as well.  Individuals who believe that they have a say about what 

government does are 1.9 times as likely to trust public officials as those who feel that 

they don‘t have much say about government actions.  Consistent with the political trust 

literature, those who believe that they can participate effectively in the political system 

may feel more connected to the system than others, and thus more a part of the decision-

making process that created the system, which may, in turn, lead to more trusting 

attitudes (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  In addition, those who believe that they are 

powerless in the political realm and that government is unresponsive to their needs may 

feel that it is not worthwhile to perform civic duties, such as voting and following 

politics, and may consider themselves to be outsiders or disenfranchised by the system 

(Campbell, Gurin, and Miller 1954)—and therefore are less trusting (Parent et al. 2005; 

Tolbert and Mossberger 2006).  

Furthermore, Model 1 shows that an individual‘s assessment of the performance 

of the president is positively correlated to trust in public officials.  As an individual‘s 

approval of the president increases, his trust in government is likely to increase as well.  

An individual who approves of the job the president is doing is 2.84 times as likely to 

trust public officials overall as others.  This finding is consistent with the public trust 

literature, which shows that evaluations of the President‘s job approval and personal 
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characteristics influence political trust (Citrin 1974; Citrin and Green 1986; Hetherington 

1998).  Evaluations of the President, as the central figure of government are found to 

affect overall perceptions of government (Hetherington 1998), as trust in one branch of 

government is likely to spill over into other attitudes about government actors and 

institutions (Listhaug 1998).  Noting that political ideology is controlled for in the model, 

presidential job approval likely reflects the influence of diffuse attitudes toward 

government and its impact on perceptions of other components of government. 

Finally, neither political ideology nor an individual‘s assessment of his or her own 

economic situation is significantly correlated to trust in public officials.  Even in a model 

tested excluding the partisan and presidential approval variables, neither the variable 

conservative nor liberal arose as a significant correlate of trust.  This finding that 

ideology does not influence trust is contrary to some studies that have reported an 

individual‘s position on the left-right ideological spectrum to be related to trusting 

attitudes (Christensen and Lægreid 2003; Huseby 1995; Newton 2001).  In addition, 

while an individual‘s assessment of his or her own economic situation has been used in 

some research as a measure of overall government performance, findings have been 

mixed as to its relationship to public trust.  Therefore, while socio-demographic variables 

do not influence public trust, several political variables arise as relevant in explaining 

trust in government officials. 

Model 2 begins examination of the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, 

which is the most theoretically relevant aspect of this research.  First, Model 2 addresses 

the satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis by examining the influence of 

satisfaction with government services on trusting attitudes.  Here two variables are 
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introduced measuring an individual‘s satisfaction with public services and dissatisfaction 

with public services as correlates of public trust.  These variables are based on an 

individual‘s evaluation of the effectiveness of seven federal programs.  The number of 

programs judged to be ―generally effective‖ is not correlated with trust in public officials, 

showing that satisfaction with government services does not have the hypothesized 

positive influence on trust.  This finding is counter to the performance-trust hypothesis, 

which is based on the premise that better government performance leads to higher levels 

of service satisfaction, and thus increases citizen trust in government.  Therefore, 

according to these results, service satisfaction does not translate to higher levels of trust 

in the manner hypothesized by the New Public Management. 

However, Model 2 shows that dissatisfaction with government programs is 

significantly linked to trust.  The more federal programs that an individual judges to be 

―not very effective,‖ the less likely an individual will be to trust public officials ―try to do 

the right thing.‖  With each program that a respondent regards as ―not very effective,‖ the 

likelihood of ―agreeing‖ that public officials ―try to do the right thing‖ decreases by 26%.  

This finding is consistent with the hypothesis that citizen dissatisfaction with public 

services will have a stronger negative impact on trust in government than the positive 

impact of citizen satisfaction with public services.  In addition, research by Kampen, Van 

de Walle, and Bouckaert (2004) supports this finding, showing that negative attitudes 

toward public services decrease public trust, but positive evaluations of services fail to 

alternately increase public trust.  According to Kampen, Van de Walle, and Bouckaert 

(2006), ―the impact of a negative experience with a public agency is much more 

pronounced than the effect of a positive one.  Decreasing the number of disappointed 
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clients will therefore have a much stronger effect on increasing trust in the public 

institutions, and ultimately in government, than increasing the number of well-pleased 

clients‖ (399).   

Therefore, while the effect of service satisfaction is not as hypothesized based on 

the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, there is still a relationship between 

service satisfaction and trust, with dissatisfaction negatively influencing trust.  Even 

controlling for the effects of evaluations of government programs, the positive influence 

of political efficacy and presidential approval on trust remain statistically significant in 

this model, while partisanship no longer arises as a significant influence on trusting 

attitudes.  One explanation may be that evaluations of government programs are 

influenced by partisan attitudes, thus capturing the effects of partisanship in the model. 

Further evaluating the premises of the performance-trust hypothesis, Model 3, 

presented in Table 16, examines the impact of attitudes towards public administrators on 

trust in government.  According to the performance-trust hypothesis, a better performing 

public service will increase trust in public officials through better public service delivery, 

emphasizing the output-based dimension of trust, which is competence.  However, 

empirical research has also pointed to the importance of the process-based dimension of 

trust, neglected by in New Public Management reforms, which is caring.  This dimension 

of trust highlights how citizens are treated in their interactions with government 

administrators.  Therefore, Model 3 addresses whether or not citizen assessments of the 

competency of government administrators or citizen treatment by government 

administrators influence citizen attitudes of trust in government.   
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First, I find that citizen attitudes about the competence of federal workers are 

positively correlated with trust in public officials.  Therefore, individuals who believe 

that public servants are able to operate government services effectively are about twice as 

likely to trust in public officials as those who do not believe that government 

administrators are competent.  This finding supports the hypothesis that the more 

competent an individual perceives public servants to be, the more trust he or she will 

have in government overall.  In addition, these findings are consistent with the principles 

of New Public Management (Braithwaite 1998; Jennings 1998), and support the 

underlying premise of the performance-trust hypothesis that bureaucratic performance 

influences trust.  Citizen evaluations of competence, according to Ruscio (1996), depend 

on a ―logic of consequences,‖ or an individual‘s calculation that trusting someone else 

will maximize his or her self-interest.  Therefore, the emphasis on efficiency and 

performance by the New Public Management reforms do target this output dimension of 

trust as the performance-trust hypothesis suggests, in which citizens make rational 

judgments whether or not to trust based on performance and service quality (Calnan and 

Rowe 2006). 

In addition, Model 3 shows that being treated with respect by federal workers also 

significantly influences public trust.  Those who agree that they have been treated with 

respect by federal employees are 2.2 times as likely as others to trust public officials. 

Therefore, individuals who feel that government administrators‘ actions take their 

interests to heart, and feel that the processes of government are fair, are more likely to 

trust public officials broadly.  This supports the hypothesis that individuals who feel that 

they have been treated with respect by public servants are likely to be more trusting of 
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government.  In addition, this finding is consistent with empirical research that has 

emphasized the importance of process-based trust in evaluations of bureaucrats (Van 

Ryzin 2011).  According to Kim (2005), ―citizens tend to trust in government when they 

feel that the government shows genuine care and concern for its citizens‖ (625), a 

hypothesis also supported by numerous authors (Berman 1997; Braithwaite 1998; Wicks, 

Berman, and Jones 1999).  Furthermore, research shows that citizens base evaluations of 

government on process considerations, such as the fairness, openness and responsiveness 

of government processes (Donovan and Bowler 2004; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 1998; 

Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002). 

These findings suggest that citizen attitudes toward bureaucrats do influence their 

trust in government generally.  Therefore, individual‘s attitudes and interactions with 

public servants are relevant to public trust, even after controlling for the influence of 

other government officials and perceptions about the effectiveness of public services.  

This supports the underlying premise of the performance-trust hypothesis found in the 

literature on New Public Management, that evaluations of bureaucrats matter to trust in 

government broadly.  Accordingly, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2003) point out that, 

―Most administrative reform projects put citizens‘ image of specific public services and 

agencies at the center of efforts to improve citizens‘ general image of government‖ (533).  

Furthermore, in Kampen, Van de Walle and Bouckaert‘s (2003) study of citizen 

evaluation of government in Flanders, they find that citizens differentiate between trust in 

the institutions of the bureaucracy and trust in the political bodies, noting that 

―satisfaction with the federal government and the working of democracy have impact on 

the level of trust, but . . . the largest effect comes from satisfaction with the public 
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administrations and services‖ (2).  Similarly, Van de Walle et al. (2005) find that in 

addition to images of politicians, images of civil servants also contributed significantly to 

models of citizen satisfaction with public services and overall trust in government.  

Therefore, the findings of this study corroborate other empirical research emphasizing the 

importance of evaluations of bureaucrats for trust in government broadly. 

Model 3 also demonstrates that process-based trust in public administrators, or 

being treated with respect, exerts a greater effect on trust in public officials broadly than 

perceptions of the competence of public administrators.  Comparing the odds ratios of 

these variables, citizen perceptions of the caring of public administrators (2.17) have a 

greater influence on trust than perceptions of bureaucratic competence (1.94).  Although 

the difference in the effects of attitudes of competence and caring on trust is slight, this 

finding has significant theoretical import.  Process-based trust in public administrators 

may be just as important an influence on attitudes of trust in public officials generally, or 

even a more important influence, than output-based trust.  Therefore, efforts by the New 

Public Management to improve trust may be self-defeating if they undermine process 

concerns that are of value to citizens.  This finding on the comparative impact of process 

and output-based trust is corroborated in research by Van Ryzin (2011) on trust in public 

administrators.  He states, ―In all but one of the models reported…[both individual level 

and country level], the effect of process on trust appears larger—in some cases several 

times larger—than the effect of outcomes on trust‖ (Van Ryzin 2011, 11).  Consistently 

demonstrating a substantively large process effect across the different models, and across 

levels of analysis, Van Ryzin (2011) notes that ―process appears to be a very important 
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factor in the formation of trust judgments and not just outcomes, as often assumed by the 

performance movement and the related public administration literature‖ (13).  

Finally, Model 4 presents a fully specified model that controls for socio-

demographic and political cultural variables, as well as service satisfaction variables and 

attitudes toward public administrators, while also examining how experiences with 

means-tested welfare programs influence trust in public officials.  Two variables are used 

to assess the influence of experiencing means-tested welfare programs.  The first 

examines how the number of means-tested welfare programs personally used by the 

respondent impacts trust, while the second variable demonstrates the impact of the 

number of means-tested programs used by a respondent‘s family.  The distinction 

between experiencing the service personally and family use of services helps to highlight 

the importance of being a service user, personally interacting with government 

administrators and experiencing the quality of a particular public service through the 

process of service delivery, as opposed to secondhand evaluations of service quality or 

benefits.   

Findings show that the use of means-tested programs by a respondent‘s family 

members does not exert a significant influence on trust.  However, a respondent‘s 

personal use of means-tested programs is positively correlated with trust in public 

officials.  The more means-tested programs that a respondent uses, the more likely he is 

to trust government.  In fact, for each additional means-tested program personally used, a 

respondent is 26% more likely to trust government.  This finding does not support the 

hypothesis that that personal experience with means-tested welfare programs will be 

negatively related to trust in government.  In addition, this finding is contrary to studies 
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showing that selective, means-tested programs decrease trust in government (Christensen 

and Lægreid 2005; Kumlin and Rothstein 2002).  These studies suggest that selective 

services—which require individuals to demonstrate their need to qualify and the level of 

their need to determine how much of the service to which they are entitled—create a 

dynamic between the citizen and the bureaucrat that undermines perceived procedural 

justice, and thus, trusting attitudes (Kumlin and Rothstein 2005).  However, the finding 

that experiencing benefits from means-tested programs increases trust in government may 

indicate that service users see government as being responsive by providing needed 

programs and services, which leads to positive attitudes toward government. 

Looking at the socio-demographic and political-cultural correlates of trust in 

Models 3 and 4, partisanship, political efficacy and presidential approval continue to arise 

as significant, positive influences on trust, even when controlling for attitudes toward 

bureaucrats and use of means-tested welfare programs.  Furthermore, the political-

cultural variable liberal is significant in these models and exerts a positive influence on 

trust.  This is consistent with hypotheses that those on the left end of the spectrum are 

more likely to be trusting of government than those on the right, as a result of the left‘s 

traditional support for the public sector and strong government institutions (Huseby 1995; 

Lægreid 1993).  In addition, the socio-demographic variable male also asserts a positive 

influence on trust in Models 3 and 4—a finding that has also been reported in other 

studies (Brewer and Sigelman 2002; Houston and Harding forthcoming; Keele 2005)—

which suggests that men are likely to be more trusting of government actors and 

institutions than women, perhaps because they hold more prominent positions in 
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government and are less likely to experience inequity in social institutions (Brewer and 

Sigelman 2002; Keele 2005). 

Discussion of Multivariate Analysis 

 

Several conclusions can be drawn from these empirical findings.  First, these 

findings show that there is a relationship between the effectiveness of public services and 

trust in public officials.  This relationship is most strongly reflected in negative 

assessments of performance and negative attitudes toward public officials.  To increase 

public trust, the emphasis need not be placed on increasing the number of very satisfied 

citizens, instead it appears that it is more important to reduce the number of dissatisfied 

citizens.  These findings provide some support for the performance-trust hypothesis.    

Second, individuals‘ perceptions of government administrators do influence 

attitudes of trust in public officials, even when controlling for perceptions of service 

effectiveness.  Public administrators, not just political actors, impact the public‘s trust in 

government, and thus must play a role in any solution for enhancing public trust.  This is 

an aspect of public trust that the political trust literature has not yet addressed.   

Third, it is not just increasing the competence of government administrators that 

is important, it is also critical to pay attention to how administrators do what they do.  As 

expected, both the competence and caring of government administrators are important to 

enhancing citizen attitudes of trust in public officials, with caring demonstrating an even 

greater effect than competence.  To encourage a focus on administrative competence to 

the exclusion of caring is likely to be self-defeating. 
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CHAPTER IX 

CONCLUSION 

 

Overview 

 

Examining the relationship among government performance, service satisfaction 

and trust in government, this research contributes to a better understanding of the 

performance-trust hypothesis and its assumptions.  This study examines the satisfaction 

link of the performance-trust hypothesis, investigating influences on service satisfaction 

and how these translate into trust.  In particular, two implicit assumptions of the 

performance-trust hypothesis are explored.  First, citizen experience with public services 

is evaluated as a measure of specific support for government.  In addition, the role of the 

citizen interactions with the bureaucracy is examined, especially identifying the influence 

of citizen attitudes toward public administrators on general trust in government.  

Furthermore, this study investigates the multi-dimensional nature of trust, evaluating the 

influence of output and process-based trust on assessments of bureaucrats and citizen 

trust in government.  Analyzing the implications of this research, the findings provide 

empirical evidence by which to assess past government reforms and to inform future 

efforts. 

Examining the Satisfaction Link of the Performance-Trust Hypothesis 

 

The performance-trust hypothesis, which is a key principle underlying the New 

Public Management reform movement, has emphasized the importance of improving 

government performance in order to increase citizen satisfaction with public services, and 

thus improve levels of trust in government (Van Ryzin 2007).  This performance 
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orientation, focusing on improving service delivery, efficiency, and outcomes, and 

thereby producing results that matter to citizens, has been implemented in reforms across 

the globe (Van Ryzin 2011).  However, despite widespread reforms and improvements in 

performance, trust has continued to decline, leading to questions about the accuracy of 

the hypothesized relationship between performance, satisfaction and trust (Van de Walle 

and Bouckaert 2003; Yang and Holzer 2006).  Van Ryzin (2011) has called for ―more 

careful scrutiny‖ (1) of the performance trust hypothesis and a better understanding ―with 

the support of empirical evidence, the pieces of this puzzle—the links among government 

performance, citizen satisfaction, and trust‖ (Van Ryzin 2007, 522).  Therefore, in 

response to these concerns, this research contributes to a better understanding of the 

satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis by empirically examining how 

satisfaction works, and by evaluating the relationship among performance, satisfaction 

and trust.  This study specifically sheds light on what factors influence citizen satisfaction 

with government services, how being a service user impacts service satisfaction, and 

finally, how satisfaction influences trust in government.   

Who is Satisfied? 

 

 First, this research contributes to a better understanding of citizen satisfaction 

with public services by controlling for a common set of socio-demographic 

characteristics and political attitudes, addressing the question: Who is satisfied with 

government services?  Kampen, Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2006) and Heintzman and 

Marson (2005) have each noted that previous studies examining satisfaction with public 

service delivery and government performance are ―at best incomplete,‖ largely because 
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these studies fail to include information beyond the administration-specific dimension or 

to control for personal value orientations, generalized attitudes and wider social factors.  

Therefore, addressing these gaps in the literature, this work provides evaluations of 

service satisfaction for six programs, controlled for socio-demographic characteristics 

and political attitudes.  In this examination, several factors arise as significant influences 

on satisfaction across multiple program evaluation models.  First, race is a significant 

determinate of who is satisfied with government services.  Whites are less likely to 

positively evaluate government programs than those of other races.  One explanation may 

be that minorities may have more positive perceptions of government programs designed 

to increase equality, as do those examined in this study (Marlowe 2004).  In addition, 

political ideology is also a factor influencing service satisfaction.  Political conservatives 

are less likely than others to believe that government programs are ―generally effective.‖  

This may be explained by the generally critical attitude of conservatives toward the 

public sector, and in particular, government programs aimed at alleviating the effects of 

poverty (Huseby 1995; Lægreid 1993). 

Identifying the influence of these socio-demographic and political factors has 

important ramifications for reforms based on the New Public Management.  Despite 

improvements in performance, the influence of race and ideology on attitudes toward 

government services may limit gains in satisfaction.  Citizen demographic characteristics 

and value orientations that result in a negative view toward government programs may 

undermine satisfaction levels to an extent, regardless of how much service delivery is 

improved.  Therefore, citizen predisposition toward government could offer a partial 

explanation of why New Public Management reforms, boasting improvements in 
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efficiency and outcomes, have not significantly influenced positive changes in attitudes 

of satisfaction or trust. 

Service Satisfaction: Experience is the Key 

 

Second, this study contributes to a better understanding of the performance-trust 

hypothesis by exploring the relationship between being a user of specific public services 

and satisfaction with those services.  The question of whether or not service use makes a 

difference in satisfaction is a very important point for the performance-trust hypothesis.  

In order for government performance to have an impact on trust, through satisfaction with 

public service delivery (as the hypothesis suggests), using services should directly affect 

satisfaction, and lead to changes in trust in government, demonstrating the influence of 

specific support for government.  However, if levels of service satisfaction do not change 

based on using a specific public service, it would suggest that satisfaction with a public 

agency may be of a general nature, or based on diffuse support for government, and is not 

influenced by the performance of a particular agency or particular citizen experience of 

this service.   

Addressing the influence of experience with government services on service 

satisfaction, this study examines the relationship between using a particular government 

service and evaluations of the effectiveness of that service, for seven government 

programs.  The findings show that service users have significantly different evaluations 

of government services than non-service users.  Personally experiencing the service 

delivery of a particular government program results in higher levels of service 

satisfaction compared to levels among those who have not personally used the program.  
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This result supports the satisfaction-link of the performance-trust hypothesis, showing 

that satisfaction is not only based on diffuse support of government, but also, for those 

who experience a government service themselves, is directly linked to evaluations of the 

performance of the particular program used.  

This substantiation of the satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis has 

notable implications for New Public Management reforms.  This shows that 

improvements in performance can drive increases in citizen satisfaction, confirming that 

performance-oriented reforms may be a step in the right direction.  Therefore, studies of 

citizen satisfaction with government service delivery that have not differentiated between 

service users and those who have not personally used the service in question may be 

testing the wrong concept.  While specific support for government may be shown in 

questions directly linking user experience with service quality, studies that examine 

satisfaction with government services in general, and do not assess whether the individual 

is a service user, may be tapping attitudes of diffuse support for government, and not 

actual evaluations of service quality or satisfaction.  Consequently, the influence of 

performance can only be measured directly through citizen experience with the 

performance of a particular service.  This finding should inform future research on the 

relationship between government performance and citizen satisfaction. 

Further evaluating the role of citizen experiences with the bureaucracy, this study 

examines the influence of experiencing a particular type of government service on both 

service satisfaction and trust in government.  Studies of Scandinavian countries have 

shown that experiencing selective, means-tested welfare programs has been found to 

reduce citizen trust in government (Christensen and Lægreid 2005) and interpersonal 
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trust (Kumlin and Rothstein 2005).  However, this examination of U.S. data demonstrates 

that citizen experience with means-tested welfare programs significantly increases both 

measures of service satisfaction and trust in government.  The more means-tested welfare 

programs a citizen uses, the more likely he is to be both satisfied with government 

services and to trust in government.  This is a departure from previous findings, but the 

difference may be explained by the structure of the American welfare system.  As 

compared to the Scandinavian system, in which means-tested programs are a small 

component of a large welfare state with primarily universal benefits, the American 

system has fewer universal benefit programs and aids the poor primarily through a 

means-tested welfare system.  Therefore, despite a program structure that would appear 

to undermine perceptions of procedural justice, in which citizens must demonstrate their 

need to qualify for benefits and bureaucrats serve as gatekeepers with discretion to 

interpret and apply program guidelines, using means-tested welfare programs increases 

citizen satisfaction with services and trust in government.  This finding is further 

corroboration of the satisfaction link of the performance-trust hypothesis.  Utilizing 

needed government services, and thus experiencing program performance and interacting 

with public administrators, results in higher levels of service satisfaction and trust.  

Therefore, New Public Management reforms aimed to improve performance and enhance 

the quality of services in means-tested welfare programs should see corresponding gains 

in service satisfaction and trust levels from service users. 
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The Satisfaction-Trust Link: The Role of Dissatisfied Citizens 

 

Examining the satisfaction-trust link of the performance-trust hypothesis, this 

study evaluates how satisfaction influences trust in government.  According to the 

performance-trust hypothesis, increases in service satisfaction should result in 

corresponding increases in trust in government.  However, this study shows that 

satisfaction does not impact trust in the manner hypothesized by the New Public 

Management.  Increases in service satisfaction do not significantly increase levels of 

citizen trust in government.  Rather, it is the negative impact of dissatisfaction with 

government services that significantly influences levels of trust.   

The implications of this finding are momentous considering the widespread 

application of New Public Management reforms across the globe targeted on improving 

performance in order to increase citizen satisfaction with government services, and thus 

influence increased trust.  This finding shows that while there is a relationship between 

satisfaction and trust, satisfaction does not have the expected impact on trust.  Therefore, 

reform efforts to improve government performance may be wasting valuable resources by 

focusing on the wrong things.  It may be more effective for government to identify and 

target the problems that most often cause negative evaluations, than to improve overall 

program performance levels.  Currently, resources may be wasted aiming for high 

performance, when satisfaction, and thus trust, may be better influenced by simply 

reducing the worst complaints.  Further evaluation of this finding is needed in order to 

assess more thoroughly the relationship between satisfaction and trust, and to apply this 

knowledge for more efficient spending on government reforms. 
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Exploring Attitudes toward Public Administrators 

 

The second main objective of this study is to explore the implicit assumption of 

the performance-trust hypothesis that interactions with government administrators 

influence the formation of citizen attitudes about government.  Recent efforts to enhance 

trust based on New Public Management reforms have focused on increasing the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the bureaucracy, in order to improve citizen evaluations of 

government performance.  Therefore, the idea implicit in the performance-trust 

hypothesis is that improving bureaucratic performance will increase trust in government, 

based on citizen evaluations of their interactions with bureaucrats.  This study explores 

the relationship between attitudes toward public administrators and trust in government, 

specifically examining the multi-dimensional nature of trust in bureaucrats, what 

influences these attitudes, and their role in the performance-trust hypothesis. 

Trust in Public Administrators: Perceptions of Competence and Caring 

 

New Public Management reforms, based on the performance-trust hypothesis, 

have assumed that improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the bureaucracy in 

delivering results-oriented services to the public will increase trust in government.  Under 

the New Public Management, public administrators are valued for what they can do for 

the consumer of government services, how efficiently they can produce the outputs of 

government.  The entire premise of the performance-trust hypothesis is that citizens will 

trust government more if government does more for them, more efficiently.  Therefore, 

government reforms have focused on improving perceptions of bureaucratic performance, 

or output-based trust.  This dimension of trust, identified as competence, depends on a 
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―logic of consequences,‖ or an individual‘s calculation that trusting someone else will 

maximize his or her self-interest (Ruscio 1996).   

While the New Public Management has assumed that focusing on the output-

based dimension of trust is the key to improving trust in government, empirical evidence 

demonstrating the importance of process-based trust is growing (Van Ryzin 2011).  

Although this finding on the importance of process has arisen in research across many 

fields, it has not been recognized in the public administration literature and has been 

overlooked in New Public Management reforms, which emphasize outcomes over 

process in the pursuit of better performance (Van Ryzin 2011).  Process-based trust, 

identified in this study as ‗caring,‘ encompasses perceptions of fairness, equity, honesty 

and respect in citizen interaction with government administrators (Van Ryzin 2011).  

Noting Van Ryzin‘s (2011) finding that ―bureaucratic process appears to matter to 

citizens as much as, if not more than, outcomes of government‖ (13), this study examines 

attitudes toward bureaucrats, comparing perceptions of the competence and caring of 

public administrators, which correspond to the output and process-based dimensions of 

trust.  Controlling for a shared set of socio-demographic and attitudinal variables, this 

study assesses whether or not the correlates of trust differ across its two dimensions, thus 

exploring whether attitudes based on output factors and process factors are influenced by 

different variables. 

The findings of this study show that citizen perceptions of the competence and 

caring of public administrators are indeed influenced by different factors, reflecting the 

distinctions between process and output-based trust.  While perceptions of ‗competence‘ 

are influenced by politically-driven performance measures, perceptions of ‗caring‘ appear 
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to be apolitical.  Influenced by both presidential job approval and assessments of an 

individual‘s personal economic situation, attitudes of bureaucratic competence are based 

on citizen evaluations of government performance, assessing if government is doing the 

right thing, and especially, if government is ―doing the right thing for me.‖  This finding 

that perceptions of ‗competence,‘ which represents output-based trust, are correlated with 

output-based factors, which measure whether the government is doing what citizens want 

or what benefits them, supports the performance-trust hypothesis.  The New Public 

Management reforms, which have focused solely on output factors while ignoring 

process factors, have aimed to improve bureaucratic performance and to increase trust by 

impacting citizen evaluations of bureaucrats; and, they are, at least in part, targeting the 

right thing.  Evaluations of competence are influenced by government performance 

measures, output-based factors that assess performance in relationship to the respondent‘s 

personal benefit from government.  Therefore, targeting this output-based dimension of 

trust may be an effective strategy to link performance improvements with more positive 

evaluations of bureaucrats, as expected by the performance-trust hypothesis. 

 Conversely, looking at the correlates of the process-based dimension of trust, 

caring, these politically driven performance factors do not influence citizen perceptions 

of being treated with respect by federal employees.  This contrast demonstrates a 

fundamental difference between attitudes of competence and caring, highlighting the 

multi-dimensional nature of trust.  While attitudes of competence are related to 

performance-based political factors, attitudes of caring are apolitical—not motivated by 

what government does, but by how government does it.  The only socio-demographic or 

political correlate of caring is political efficacy.  This variable does not represent the 
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output driven evaluations of ―what government does for me,‖ but rather, the process-

based concerns for government responsiveness to the needs of citizens and participation 

in the process of decision-making.  Those who believe that people like themselves have a 

say in what government does are more likely to feel that they have been treated with 

respect by government administrators.  When people feel they are included in the 

process, that government listens to their concerns and cares what they think, their 

process-based trust in bureaucrats increases.  

Therefore, although these findings show that competence is driven by output-

based performance factors, the New Public Management focus on performance to the 

exclusion of process fails to address the process-based dimension of trust—caring.  While 

trust has been treated in the past as a one-dimensional concept, these findings emphasize 

that trust is a multi-dimensional concept with two distinct aspects that are influenced by 

different factors.  Consequently, reforms geared to improve government performance 

may effectively enhance attitudes of the competence of public administrators, while not 

only failing to positively impact process-based trust, but also possibly undermining it 

through reforms that value performance over process.  

Noting the distinction between the two dimensions of trust, the finding that both 

attitudes of competence and caring are linked to evaluations of service satisfaction stands 

out as an important point.  The linkage between satisfaction and competence is a 

confirmation of the relationship expected by the performance-trust hypothesis, in that 

output-based performance factors are assumed to increase service satisfaction, and thus 

result in more positive evaluations of the competence of government administrators.  

However, the linkage between satisfaction and process-based trust shows that those who 
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are satisfied with government services are more likely to feel not only that they got what 

they needed from government, but also that they were treated fairly in the process of 

interaction with public administrators.  This relationship between service satisfaction and 

caring demonstrates that process concerns matter in citizen interactions with government, 

and that reforms overlooking the importance of fairness, equity, honesty and respect in 

citizen dealings with government administrators may undermine both process-based trust 

and service satisfaction. 

Attitudes toward Public Administrators and Trust in Government 

 

 Looking at the final link in the puzzle, influences on trust in government, the 

findings indicate that attitudes toward bureaucrats do influence trust in government 

broadly.  This corroborates the implicit premise of the performance-trust hypothesis that 

citizen evaluations of bureaucrats do matter to trust in government.  Therefore, efforts to 

improve citizen perceptions of government administrators may be effective in increasing 

trust in government broadly, and in helping to reverse the downward spiral in trust.  This 

finding that attitudes toward bureaucrats may play a strategic role in influencing trust in 

government broadly and that citizen interactions with bureaucrats during service delivery 

may be a key link in attitude formation is of significant import for public administration 

research.  Citizen perceptions of bureaucrats do matter, and they may matter more than 

has been acknowledged in the field.  Noting that ―examination of subjective data such as 

opinion data has always been, and still is, limited in comparison to the widespread use of 

performance indicators in public administration research,‖ resulting in neglect of the 

citizen as an object of study, it is important to explore more deeply these attitudes 
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(Bouckaert, Van de Walle, and Kampen 2005, 232).  Thus, more research is needed to 

further investigate citizen perceptions of the bureaucracy, the role of citizen interaction 

with bureaucrats in attitude formation, the multi-dimensional nature of trust in 

government administrators, correlates of trust in government administrators, and their 

influence on overall trust in government. 

Having demonstrated that attitudes toward bureaucrats do influence trust in 

government, the final point of this analysis examines the relative influence of citizen 

attitudes of the competence and caring of public administrators on trust in government.  

The findings show that it is not only competence that influences trusting attitudes, as 

expected by the performance-trust hypothesis, but also caring.  In fact, this process-based 

trust in government administrators, being treated with respect, may be more important to 

citizen trust in government than perceptions of bureaucratic competence.  Comparing the 

odds ratios of competence and caring, these findings show that perceptions of having 

been treated with respect in interactions with federal employees have a greater impact on 

citizen trust in government than perceptions of bureaucratic competence.  Therefore, 

while competence, or output-based trust, is an important influence on trust in government 

broadly, caring, or process-based trust, is equally important, if not more so.  The 

implications of this finding for the New Public Management reform movement are far-

reaching.  Although the output-based performance factors that have been emphasized by 

the New Public Management do arise as a positive influence on trust in government, the 

absence of process concerns may explain the failure of the New Public Management 

reforms to engender a positive impact on trust in government.  
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Limitations of this Research 

 

Although these findings contribute to a better understanding of the satisfaction 

link of the performance-trust hypothesis and the influence of output and process-based 

trust in public administrators on general trust in government, the limitations of this study 

must be acknowledged.  Primarily, the survey data used as the basis for this research 

presents several limitations.  First, the questions forming the basis of the core analyses of 

this study, which assess citizen attitudes toward federal workers, were only used in the 

2006 version of the survey, with 601 respondents, thus significantly reducing the ‗n‘ of 

the analyses from the total of 2,430 respondents.  In addition, missing data for one or 

more variables further reduced the ‗n‘ of the multivariate models in the final analysis of 

the study to a low of 292 respondents.  Although this small ‗n‘ weakens the application of 

the findings to the greater population and limits the generalizations possible from these 

conclusions, the uniqueness of this dataset in offering questions pertaining to the caring 

and competence of public administrators, citizen satisfaction with public services, and 

overall trust in government makes it a valuable resource.  Therefore, despite these 

limitations, this research contributes to a better understanding of the performance-trust 

hypothesis, specifically allowing empirical examination of its assumptions and the 

application of research findings to New Public Management reforms.   

A second limitation of this dataset is the wording of the questions forming the 

dependent variables for the core analyses of the study.  The term ―public officials,‖ 

interpreted to include elected officials, and the term ―people working for the federal 

government,‖ interpreted as federal employees, are somewhat vague, and thus may 

potentially cloud the application of these findings.  While interpretation of these terms, as 
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explained in-depth in the data and methods chapter, is reasonable based on the context 

and cues taken from the survey itself, the wording of these questions is not ideal.  In 

addition, the use of the survey question regarding trust in ―public officials‖ as a measure 

of generalized trust in government also lacks clarity, and could be improved with 

wording more specifically targeted to measurement of this concept.  In relation to this 

same issue of vague question wording concerning the distinction between ‗politicians‘ 

and ‗civil servants‘ in the 2006 ISSP survey data, which was similarly used to measure 

process and output-based trust in public administrators, Van Ryzin (2011, 14) states:  

This is an inevitable problem of using secondary data to test such a model 

and of using questions that were not necessarily designed as indicators of 

the research variables.  In future investigations, it would be ideal to have 

more established, validated measures of both perceived process and 

perceived outcomes. 

 

Echoing this sentiment, I hope that this research will lead to a future study of the effects 

of process and output-based trust in public administrators and their influence on overall 

trust in government that utilizes indicators specifically created for valid measurement of 

these concepts.  However, short of this ideal, this research sheds light on a better 

understanding of the performance-trust hypothesis, and in particular, the influence of 

service satisfaction and perceptions of public administrators on trust in government. 

Toward a New Model of Trust:  

The „New Public Service‟ and Implications for Reform 

 

Although the findings of this research confirm the importance of output-based 

trust, which is at the basis of the performance-trust hypothesis, process factors also arise 

as a significant influence on trust in government.  Failing to acknowledge the importance 
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of democratic values in public administration, critics of the New Public Management 

contend that its emphasis on efficiency at the expense of process concerns undermines 

citizen trust.  Houston and Harding (forthcoming) point out that underlying these 

critiques ―is the assumption that low public regard for government officials stems from a 

perceived unresponsiveness to citizen needs, and a lack of honest and ethical conduct in 

discharging the public business‖ (see also Box 1998; Mitchell and Scott 1987).  

Furthermore, Frederickson (1982) also asserts that ‖much of the present low regard for 

government organizations has to do with the widespread view that there are great 

breaches in the fair treatment of citizens or in justice‖ (504).  Echoing this sentiment, 

King and Stivers (1998) argue that Americans hold negative attitudes about government 

because ―not only is it inefficient and wasteful, but it appears to care little about ordinary 

citizens, their lives, and their problems‖ (11).  Therefore, acknowledging low citizen trust 

in government and the failure of New Public Management reforms to reverse this trend of 

declining trust, previously overlooked process-concerns should be taken into account in 

future government reform efforts.  In order to structure reforms that more effectively 

target increased citizen trust in government, a new model of trust, balancing the dual 

dimensions of output and process-based trust, must stand as the foundation for future 

reform efforts. 

Emphasizing the values inherent in process-based trust, the ‗New Public Service,‘ 

an alternative approach to public administration and critique of the New Public 

Management, offers a vision for bureaucratic reform that calls attention to the importance 

of democratic principles in the public sector.  Advocates of the New Public Service argue 

that overemphasis on performance and output in the New Public Management movement 
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weakens the role of democracy in government administration (Denhardt and Denhardt 

2003; Denhardt and Denhardt 2011).  Therefore, the New Public Service focuses on 

serving citizens, not customers, emphasizes process over productivity, and values public 

stewards, rather than entrepreneurs, in the administration of government services.   

First, the New Public Services stresses the importance of ―serv[ing] citizens, not 

customers‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 555).  While the customer-service orientation 

of the New Public Management has focused on giving people what they want as 

consumers of government services, the New Public Service suggests that ―government 

should not first or exclusively respond to the selfish, short-term interests of ‗customers‘‖ 

(Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 555).  Rather, public administrators should treat 

individuals as citizens who have a stake in what government does, and thus should ―focus 

on building relationships of trust and collaboration with and among citizens‖ (Denhardt 

and Denhardt 2000, 555).  Conceiving of people as citizens, the New Public Management 

expects individuals to move beyond their own short-sighted interests, and to consider the 

long-term good of the community and their own responsibility and role in ensuring the 

public interest (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000; Denhardt and Denhardt 2011).  Denhardt 

and Denhardt (2001) argue that treating citizens as ―consumers‖ devalues their role in 

democratic government (397).  In particular, they note that: 

As citizens we expect government to act in a way that promotes not only 

consumption of services …but also a set of principles and ideals that are 

inherent in the public sphere.  Citizens cannot be reduced to customers 

without grave consequences for the notion of democratic citizenship (397).  

 

Therefore, rather than devaluing citizens‘ role in democratic government by viewing 

them as customers, clients or consumers,  public administrators should enhance it by 
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facilitating collaboration and responsiveness in the pursuit of a shared public interest 

(King and Stivers 1998). 

 Second, the New Public Service emphasizes the importance of process over 

efficiency in democratic governance, seeking to facilitate openness, responsiveness and 

participation in government processes.  The New Public Management, on the other hand, 

subverting process for efficiency, has encouraged cutting bureaucratic ‗red tape‘ in order 

to streamline decision-making, reduce mechanisms of control and encourage 

entrepreneurialism in the pursuit of ‗results that matter.‘  However, with the emphasis on 

efficiency and making government work like the private sector, the New Public 

Management reform efforts have gone beyond adopting business management practices, 

but also have accepted business values of self-interest, competition, market orientation, 

and entrepreneurialism in government (Denhardt and Denhardt 2001).  Rejecting the 

notion that government should look like the private sector, the New Public Service views 

the role of government as uniquely based in ―democratic norms of  justice, fairness, and 

equity‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 554; see also Denhardt and Denhardt 2011; 

Ingraham and Ban 1988; Ingraham and Rosenbloom 1989). Therefore, the role of 

government is not only to pursue efficiency in public service delivery, but also to ensure 

―that both the solutions themselves and the process by which solutions to public problems 

are developed are consistent with democratic norms‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 

554).   

The aim, then, is to provide a government that is responsive to its citizens, is 

characterized by openness and accessibility, promotes citizen participation and 

collaboration in decision-making, and operates according to democratic principles 
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(Denhardt and Denhardt 2000; Denhardt and Denhardt 2011).  Noting that this 

commitment to democratic values was a core focus of early public administration, but 

was lost in the 1970‘s and subverted to proponents of the rising managerialism, 

Fredrickson (1982) calls for a ―new civism,‖ grounded in values of justice, 

responsiveness, and citizen collaboration.  Noting the importance of this collaboration 

between citizens and public administrators as a means of enhancing public trust (Box et 

al. 2001), one can assert that ―it is only through conversations between citizens and 

administrators that the public will come to see employees as caring and committed to the 

public interest‖ (Houston and Harding, forthcoming; see also Hummel and Stivers 1998).  

Therefore, upholding democratic norms as paramount in any conceptualization of 

government administration, ―values such as efficiency and productivity should not be 

lost, but should be placed in the larger context of democracy, community, and the public 

interest‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 557).  

 While the New Public Management conception of the public administrator takes 

on an instrumental character, the New Public Service rejects this model of the public 

administrator as entrepreneur or as a self-interested utility-maximizer.  Rather, public 

administrators are valued as public stewards, public servants who are motivated by more 

than pay or job security, but by a desire to serve the public and to make a difference in 

the lives of others (Denhardt 1993; Denhardt and Denhardt 2000; Perry and Wise 1990; 

Vinzant 1998).  Failing to recognize this public service ethic, the New Public 

Management views public administrators as a valuable resource, or as tools to employ in 

the pursuit of more productive and efficient service delivery, utilizing rational attempts to 

control human behavior, such as productivity improvement, performance measurement, 
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and process reengineering systems.  However, the New Public Service  emphasizes the 

importance of ―managing through people,‖ acknowledging the values and interests of 

members of the organization in order to ―build responsible, engaged, and civic minded 

employees‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 557).  Further, Denhardt and Denhardt (2000) 

contend that, ―If public servants are expected to treat citizens with respect, they must be 

treated with respect by those who manage public agencies‖ (557). 

In addition, the New Public Management has emphasized entrepreneurial 

government, which on one hand denotes ―using resources in new ways to maximize 

productivity and effectiveness‖ (Osborne and Gaebler 1992, xix).  On the other hand, this 

emphasis on entrepreneurialism also includes a focus on ‗ends over means‘ in achieving 

goals, and ―suggests that the individual government agent should act on his or her own 

self-interest (or that of the agency),‖ giving precedence to ―the entrepreneurial skills of 

the single individual over the powers of established institutional processes—or over the 

slower and more hesitating, but more involving and perhaps more democratic, efforts of 

groups of citizens‖ (Denhardt and Denhardt 2001, 394-395).  Rejecting the idea of the 

public administrator as entrepreneur, the New Public Service envisions public 

administrators as conservators of government organizations (Terry 1995), stewards of 

government resources (Kass 1990), catalysts for citizen engagement (Denhardt and Gray 

1998; Lappé and Du Bois 1994), enablers of citizenship and democratic dialogue (Box 

1998; Chapin and Denhardt 1995; King and Stivers 1998), and street-level leaders 

(Denhardt and Denhardt 2000; Vinzant and Crothers 1998).  The New Public Service also 

envisions the public administrator as one committed to ethical norms of justice and 

benevolence above those of efficiency and effectiveness (Kass 1990).  In this model, the 
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public administrator is one who facilitates citizen dialogue and deliberation in the crafting 

of public policy (Box 1998), and is guided by a strong commitment to the preservation of 

constitutional principles and individual rights (Terry 2003).  Noting the influence of 

ethical behavior in interactions between citizens and public administrators, McGovern 

(2011) argues that a public administrator ―has the potential to restore the public‘s faith in 

civil service‖ (62).  This perspective, contrasting sharply with the entrepreneurial model 

of a business owner pursuing profit and efficiency, upholds the public administrator as 

one who ―demonstrate[s] integrity, honesty, and moral leadership‖ (Wang and Van Wart 

2007, 276), protecting democratic values in the processes of government, while pursuing 

the public interest alongside citizens. 

Conclusion 

 

Acknowledging both the importance of improvements in government 

performance and the necessity of conserving democratic values in public administration, 

the purpose of this research is to shed light on a model of trust that takes into account 

both the process and output-based dimensions of trust.  Uniting the themes of two main 

approaches to administration, New Public Management and New Public Service, these 

findings show that both the competence of public administrators and their treatment of 

citizens are linked to increased trust in government.  While these findings buttress the 

importance of output-based trust, demonstrated in the satisfaction-link of the 

performance-trust hypothesis and in attitudes of the competence of government 

administrators, as emphasized by the New Public Management, they also show that 

process-based trust is just as important, if not more important, for understanding overall 
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levels of trust in government.  It is necessary, then, to find a more balanced approach to 

government reform that takes into account both the output and process-based aspects of 

trust.  The failure of the New Public Management reforms to affirm the importance of 

democratic processes in government administration may account for their inability to 

deliver on the rhetoric of improving trust in government through better performance.  

Rather than increasing trust, efforts to improve efficiency by deconstructing processes 

important to citizen perceptions of the fairness, openness and responsiveness of 

government may have undermined any gains to be made through enhanced performance.  

Therefore, a mingling of the New Public Management performance-based reforms with a 

renewal of democratic values emphasized by the New Public Service, thus reflecting the 

importance of both the output and process-based dimensions of trust, will contribute to 

reforms that more effectively target improvements in citizen trust in government.   
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Table 1. Percentage Distributions for Program Effectiveness  

Program 

Generally 

effective 

Only 

somewhat 

effective 

Not very 

effective No opinion Total % N 

College Grants 72.4 19.0 6.2 2.4 100 1,747 

Head Start 67.1 17.8 6.2 8.8 100 1,747 

Medicaid 54.3 31.2 10.6 4.0 100 1,749 

School Aid 54.0 22.7 17.7 5.7 100 1,746 

Food Stamps 45.0 34.3 15.3 5.4 100 1,749 

Public Housing 37.4 37.5 18.5 6.7 100 1,748 

Welfare 27.2 43.5 23.8 5.5 100 1,748 

Cell entries are row percentages. 
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Table 2. Percentage Distributions for Program Utilization   

 

Program Yes me 

Yes, 

family 

member No 

No 

Response Total % N 

Mortgage Interest Deduction 44.1 10.3 41.7 3.8 100 1,733 

Social Security 31.6 39.9 27.8 0.8 100 1,740 

Unemployment Compensation 27.2 17.4 53.9 1.5 100 2,336 

Student Loans 26.6 31.0 41.4 1.0 100 1,738 

Earned Income Tax Credit 26.4 12.6 54.0 7.1 100 2,339 

Medicare 25.2 38.1 35.5 1.2 100 1,739 

College Grants 22.5 21.3 54.9 1.3 100 1,739 

Veteran‘s Benefits 12.0 27.4 59.0 1.6 100 1,738 

Workman‘s Compensation 10.8 10.7 76.5 2.0 100 2,334 

GI Bill 10.7 17.0 70.6 1.7 100 1,735 

Food Stamps 9.5 10.3 78.5 1.7 100 2,334 

Medicaid 8.9 22.8 65.9 2.4 100 2,339 

Disability Benefits 8.4 12.5 77.2 1.8 100 2,333 

WIC 7.5 11.9 76.5 4.1 100 2,333 

Government Pension 7.1 13.2 78.0 1.7 100 1,737 

Welfare 7.0 10.8 80.4 1.8 100 2,339 

Head Start 4.1 8.8 84.8 2.3 100 2,332 

Public Housing 3.8 4.8 89.9 1.5 100 2,331 

Small Business Loan 2.6 4.0 91.9 1.5 100 1,729 

Cell entries are row percentages. 
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Table 3. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of Head Start Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 1081 68 1149 

  66.7% 88.3% 67.6% 

Only somewhat 

effective 300 6 306 

  18.5% 7.8% 18.0% 

Not very effective 105 2 107 

  6.5% 2.6% 6.3% 

No opinion 136 1 137 

  8.4% 1.3% 8.1% 

 

Total 1622 77 1699 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 16.11*** 
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Table 4. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of Medicaid Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 834 94 928 

  53.3% 67.1% 54.5% 

Only somewhat 

effective 499 34 533 

  31.9% 24.3% 31.3% 

Not very effective 169 10 179 

  10.8% 7.1% 10.5% 

No opinion 62 2 64 

  4.0% 1.4% 3.8% 

 

Total 1564 140 1704 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 10.73** 
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Table 5. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of Food Stamps Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 665 105 770 

  43.0% 62.1% 44.9% 

Only somewhat 

effective 552 43 595 

  35.7% 25.4% 34.7% 

Not very effective 249 15 264 

  16.1% 8.9% 15.3% 

No opinion 82 6 88 

  5.3% 3.6% 5.1% 

 

Total 1548 169 1717 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 23.13***   
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Table 6. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of College Grants Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 944 301 1245 

  71.3% 76.8% 72.5% 

Only somewhat 

effective 254 71 325 

  19.2% 18.1% 18.9% 

Not very effective 91 16 107 

  6.9% 4.1% 6.2% 

No opinion 36 4 40 

  2.7% 1.0% 2.3% 

 

Total 1325 392 1717 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 8.97**   
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Table 7. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of Public Housing Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 597 42 639 

  36.3% 60.0% 37.2% 

Only somewhat 

effective 625 20 645 

  38.0% 28.6% 37.6% 

Not very effective 313 8 321 

  19.0% 11.4% 18.7% 

No opinion 112 0 112 

  6.8% 0.0% 6.5% 

 

Total 1647 70 1717 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 18.57***   
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Table 8. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness and Utilization of Welfare Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 408 56 464 

  25.6% 45.5% 27.0% 

Only somewhat 

effective 708 46 754 

  44.4% 37.4% 43.9% 

Not very effective 393 19 412 

  24.6% 15.5% 24.0% 

No opinion 87 2 89 

  5.5% 1.6% 5.2% 

 

Total 1596 123 1719 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 25.37***   



 

 234 

Table 9. Cross Tabulation: Effectiveness of Welfare, Utilization of WIC Program 

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, I have 

received benefits 

No, I have not 

received benefits Total 

 

Generally effective 416 37 453 

  27.1% 29.8% 27.3% 

Only somewhat 

effective 678 54 732 

  44.1% 43.6% 44.1% 

Not very effective 370 28 398 

  24.1% 22.6% 24.0% 

No opinion 73 5 78 

  4.8% 4.0% 4.7% 

 

Total 1537 124 1661 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Chi-squared 0.56   
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Table 10. Binary Logistic Regression Models: Program Effectiveness 

  Model 1 

 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 
 

Model 4   

Dependent 

Variable:  

Program rated  

"generally 

effective" 

Head 

Start  
Medicaid 

 

Food 

Stamps  

Public 

Housing  

Male 

 

0.0714 

 

0.0265 
  

0.0092 
  

-0.1474 
  

(1.07) (1.03) (1.01) (0.86) 

White 

 

-0.1225 

 

-0.2165 

 

-0.5188 *** 

 

-0.5849 *** 

 (0.88) (0.81) (0.60) (0.56) 

College degree 

or more 

-0.1175 

 

0.1144 

 

-0.0672 

 

0.1376 

 (0.89) (1.12) (0.93) (1.15) 

Income $75,000 

or more 

-0.0602 

 

-0.1406 

 

-0.2219 * 

 

-0.2784 ** 

 (0.94) (0.87) (0.80) (0.76) 

Political liberal 

 

0.1550 

 

0.1099 

 

0.4579 *** 

 

0.0772 

 (1.17) (1.21) (1.58) (1.08) 

Political conservative 

 

-0.7989 *** 

 

-0.3254 ** 

 

-0.3606 *** 

 

-0.4491 *** 

 (0.45) (0.72) (0.70) (0.64) 

Partisan 

 

0.4827 *** 

 

0.1978 

 

0.0735 

 

0.1843 

 (1.62) (1.22) (1.08) (1.20) 

Over last several 

years, economic 

situation has 

improved 

0.1582 

 

-0.0066 

 

-0.1359 

 

0.0970 

 
(1.17) 

 

 

(0.99) 

 
 

(0.87) 

 
 

(1.10) 

 
 

Yes. I have 

personally 

used this program 

1.2825 *** 

 

 

0.7897 *** 

 

 

0.6940 *** 

 

 

0.8228 *** 

 

 
(3.61) 

 

(2.20) 

 

(2.00) 

 

(2.28) 

 

Yes, a member of my 

family 

has used this 

program, but not me 

0.9616 
*** 

 

 

0.1450 

 

-0.0828 

 

0.4835 
* 

 

 

(2.62) 
 
 

(1.16) 
 
 

(0.92) 
 
 

(1.62) 
 
 

         Constant 

 

0.9502 

(2.5862) 
*** 

 

0.2534 

(1.2884)  

0.3785 

(1.4601)  

0.0347 

(1.0354)  

         
N 1285 

 
1331 

 
1328 

 
1313 

 
Model χ

2
 74.3 *** 30.7 *** 64.2 *** 50.8 *** 

Log likelihood  -690.6 
 

-898.2 
 

-885.1 
 

-852.2 
 

Pseudo R
2
 0.0511 

 
0.0168   0.0350   0.0289   

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

(Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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Table 11. Binary Logistic Regression Models: Program Effectiveness 

  Model 5   Model 6   Model 7   

Dependent Variable:  

Program rated  

"generally effective" 

College 

Grants 
  Welfare   

Welfare  

(WIC) 
  

Male 
-0.1164 

  
0.2352 * 

 

0.2082 
  

(0.89) (1.27) (1.23) 

White 
-0.4782 ** 

 

-0.3718 * 

 

-0.4458 ** 

 (0.62) (0.69) (0.64) 

College degree or more 
0.1150 

 

-0.2538 * 

 

-0.2292 * 

 (1.12) (0.78) (0.80) 

Income $75,000 or more 
0.1142 

 

-0.1203 

 

-0.1595 

 (1.12) (0.89) (0.85) 

Political liberal 
0.0539 

 

0.2714 * 

 

0.2639 * 

 (1.06) (1.31) (1.30) 

Political conservative 
-0.2744 * 

 

-0.5395 *** 

 

-0.5294 *** 

 (0.76) (0.58) (0.59) 

Partisan 
0.2293 * 

 

0.2176 

 

0.1950 

 (1.26) (1.24) (1.22) 

Over last several years, 

economic situation has improved 

0.1592 

 

0.0373 

 

0.0732 

 
(1.17) 

 
(1.04) (1.08) 

Yes. I have personally 

used this program 

0.2583 

 

0.9586 *** 

 

 

0.0809 

 
(1.29) 

 

(2.61) 

 

(1.08) 

 

Yes, a member of my family 

has used this program, but not me 

0.2028 

 

0.2033 

 

0.2885 

 
(1.22) 

 

(1.23) 

 

(1.33) 

 

       
Constant 

1.2165 

(3.3753) 

*** 

 

-0.7428 

(0.4758) 

*** 

 

-0.6043 

(0.5465) 

** 

 

       

       
N 1364 

 
1336 

 
1303 

 
Model χ

2
 21.9 ** 60.5 *** 41.7 *** 

Log likelihood -761.5 
 

-762.8 
 

-752.9 
 

Pseudo R
2
 0.0141   0.0382   0.0270   

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

(Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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Table 12. Negative Binomial Regression Model: Program Effectiveness 

Dependent Variable:  Number of programs R rates “generally effective” 

  Model 1         

Male 

 

0.0283 
     

(1.0287) 
   

White 

 

-0.1521 *** 
 

 
 

(0.8589) 
   

College degree or more 

 

0.0133 
  

 
 

(1.0134) 
   

Income $75,000 or more 

 

-0.0558 
  

 
 

(0.9457) 
   

Political liberal 

 

0.1014 ** 
 

 
 

(1.1067) 
   

Political conservative 

 

-0.1915 *** 
 

 
 

(0.8257) 
   

Partisan 

 

0.0895 ** 
 

 
 

(1.0936) 
   

Over last several years, 

economic situation has improved 

0.0368 
  

 
 

(1.0375) 
   

No. of federal programs R used 

 

0.0214 ** 
 

 
 

(1.0217) 
   

No. of federal programs 

R's family used (but not R) 

0.0056 
  

 
 

(1.0056) 
   

No. of means tested 

federal programs R used 

0.0340 * 

  
 

(1.0346) 
  

No. of means tested federal programs 

R‘s family used (but not R) 

0.0091 
 

  
 

(1.0092) 
  

      

Constant 
1.2460 *** 

   
(3.4765) 

    
      

 

N 

 
    

1180 

*** 
   

Model χ
2
 95.01 

Log likelihood -2515 

Pseudo R
2
 0.0185 

    
* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤0.01 

(Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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Table 13. Percentage Distributions: 

Trust in Public Officials and Federal Workers  

 

 

Public officials 

can be trusted 

to do the right thing 

The people working 

for the federal government 

are competent 

I have been treated 

with respect by federal 

government workers  

 

Agree 

 

195 

32.5% 

 

305 

52.4% 

 

377 

64.9% 

    

Disagree 353 

58.8% 

144 

24.7% 

72 

12.4% 

    

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 
- 

116 

19.9% 

47 

8.1% 

    

No Interaction 
- - 

77 

13.3% 

    

No Response 52 

8.7% 

17 

2.9% 

8 

1.4% 

    

Total % 100% 100% 100% 

    

N 600 582 581 

    

Cell entries are number of respondents and column percentages. 
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Table 14. Binary Logistic Regression Models: Competence and Caring 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree: The people working 

for the federal government 

are competent 

 

Model 1               Model 2 

 

Agree: Have been treated 

with respect by federal 

government workers 

 

Model 3              Model 4 

 

Male 
0.2489 

(1.28) 
 

0.3166 

(1.37) 
 

-0.3162 

(0.73) 

 

 

-0.2056 

(0.81) 

 

 

White 
-0.2943 

(0.75) 
 

-0.3168 

(0.73) 
 

0.2673 

(1.31) 
 

0.2555 

(1.29) 
 

College degree or more 
0.7003 

(2.01) 

*** 

 

0.7231 

(2.06) 

*** 

 

0.3344 

(1.40) 
 

0.3442 

(1.41) 
 

Income $75,000 or more 
-0.1357 

(0.87) 
 

-0.1569 

(0.85) 
 

-0.0702 

(0.93) 
 

-0.0790 

(0.92) 
 

Political liberal 
-0.0508 

(0.95) 
 

-0.0505 

(0.95) 
 

-0.2031 

(0.82) 
 

-0.1892 

(0.83) 
 

Political conservative 
-0.4702 

(0.62) 
 

-0.4655 

(0.63) 
 

-0.1609 

(0.85) 
 

-0.1572 

(0.85) 
 

Partisan 
0.2860 

(1.33) 

 

 

0.3292 

(1.39) 
 

-0.0050 

(0.99) 

 

 

-0.0022 

(0.99) 

 

 

Disagree: People like me 

don‘t have much say about 

what govt. does 

0.3810 

(1.46) 

* 

 

0.3569 

(1.43) 

 

 

0.5270 

(1.69) 

* 

 

0.4660 

(1.59) 

* 

 

Approve of Pres. Bush‘s job 
0.8030 

(2.23) 

*** 

 

0.7950 

(2.21) 

*** 

 

0.4527 

(1.57) 

 

 

0.4491 

(1.57) 

 

 

Over last several years, 

economic situation has 

improved 

0.4089 

(0.51) 

* 

 

0.4451 

(1.56) 

* 

 

0.0194 

(1.02) 
 

0.0555 

(1.06) 
 

No. of federal programs 

judged to be ―generally 

effective‖ 

0.1457 

(1.16) 

** 

 

 

 
 

0.2096 

(1.23) 

*** 

 
  

No. of federal programs 

judged to be ―not very 

effective‖ 

  
-0.1999 

(0.82) 

** 

 
 

 

 

-0.2661 

(0.77) 

*** 

 

No. of means tested federal 

programs R used 

-0.0372 

(0.96) 
 

-0.0499 

(0.95) 
 

-0.0640 

(0.94) 

 

 

-0.0907 

(0.91) 

 

 

No. of means tested federal 

programs used by R‘s 

family only 

-0.0483 

(0.95) 
 

-0.0505 

(0.95 
 

-0.1419 

(0.87) 

 

 

-0.1320 

(0.88) 

 

 

Constant -1.2039 ** -0.5331  0.0782  1.0493 * 

N 354  354  321  321  

Model χ
2
 38.6 *** 38.07 *** 20.19 * 20.03 * 

Log likelihood -226.0  -226.2  -169.0  -169.1  

Pseudo R
2
 0.0787  0.0776  0.0564  0.0559  

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤ 0.01 (Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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Table 15. Binary Logistic Regression Models: 

Public officials can be trusted “to do the right thing”—“Agree” 

 Model 1  Model 2  

Male 
0.3485 

(1.42) 
 

0.3914 

(1.48) 
 

White 
-0.5721 

(0.56) 
 

-0.4762 

(0.62) 
 

College degree or more 
0.1164 

(1.12) 
 

0.1164 

(1.12) 
 

Income $75,000 or more 
-0.3365 

(0.71) 
 

-0.2097 

(0.81) 
 

Political liberal 
0.2613 

(1.30) 
 

0.1320 

(1.14) 
 

Political conservative 
-0.1719 

(0.84) 
 

-0.0452 

(0.96) 
 

Partisan 
0.5712 

(1.77) 

** 

 

0.4632 

(1.59) 
 

Disagree: People like me don‘t have much 

say about what govt. does 

0.6554 

(1.93) 

*** 

 

0.6868 

(1.99) 

*** 

 

Approve of Pres. Bush‘s job 
1.0446 

(2.84) 

*** 

 

1.1136 

(3.05) 

*** 

 

Over last several years, economic 

situation has improved 

-0.1287 

(0.88) 
 

-0.1383 

(0.87) 
 

No. of federal programs judged to be 

―generally effective‖ 
  

0.0931 

(1.10) 
 

No. of federal programs judged to be ―not 

very effective‖ 
  

-0.2990 

(0.74) 

*** 

 

Agree: The people working for the federal 

government are competent 
    

Agree: Have been treated with respect by 

federal government workers 
    

No. of means-tested federal programs R 

used 
    

No. of means-tested federal programs R‘s 

family used 
    

Constant 
-1.3006 

(0.27) 

*** 

 

-1.4834 

(0.23) 

*** 

 

     

N 375  375  

Model χ
2
 34.7 *** 51.6 *** 

Log likelihood -224.0  -215.6  

Pseudo R
2
 0.0720  0.1069  

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤ 0.01 

(Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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Table 16. Binary Logistic Regression Models: 

Public officials can be trusted “to do the right thing”—“Agree” 

 Model 3  Model 4  

Male 
0.5120 

(1.67) 

** 

 

0.7038 

(2.02) 

** 

 

White 
-0.5646 

(0.57) 
 

-0.3351 

(0.72) 
 

College degree or more 
-0.0676 

(0.93) 
 

-0.0015 

(0.99) 
 

Income $75,000 or more 
-0.2978 

(0.74) 
 

-0.2757 

(0.76) 
 

Political liberal 
0.5799 

(1.79) 

* 

 

0.6599 

(1.93) 

* 

 

Political conservative 
0.1136 

(1.12) 
 

0.1148 

(1.12) 
 

Partisan 
0.6904 

(1.99) 

** 

 

0.6237 

(1.87) 

* 

 

Disagree: People like me don‘t have much 

say about what govt. does 

0.7906 

(2.20) 

*** 

 

0.8308 

(2.30) 

*** 

 

Approve of Pres. Bush‘s job 
1.0803 

(2.95) 

*** 

 

0.9266 

(2.53) 

*** 

 

Over last several years, economic 

situation has improved 

-0.1527 

(0.86) 
 

-0.1276 

(0.88) 
 

No. of federal programs judged to be 

―generally effective‖ 

-0.0521 

(1.05) 
 

0.0630 

(1.07) 
 

No. of federal programs judged to be ―not 

very effective‖ 

-0.2344 

(0.79) 

* 

 

-0.2374 

(0.79) 

* 

 

Agree: The people working for the federal 

government are competent 

0.6626 

(1.94) 

** 

 

0.6540 

(1.92) 

** 

 

Agree: Have been treated with respect by 

federal government workers 

0.7765 

(2.17) 

** 

 

0.7975 

(2.22) 

** 

 

No. of means-tested federal programs R 

used 
 

 

 

0.2302 

(1.26) 

* 

 

No. of means-tested federal programs R‘s 

family used 
  

0.0685 

(1.07) 
 

Constant 
-2.6943 

(0.07) 

*** 

 

-3.1995 

(0.04) 

*** 

 

     

N 328  292  

Model χ
2
 69.2 *** 64.7 *** 

Log likelihood -174.7  -154.0  

Pseudo R
2
 0.1653  0.1735  

* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05; *** p ≤ 0.01 (Odds ratios are reported in parentheses.) 
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