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Outline

P Institutional trust outside the western world - Data and
challenges
< Various data sets and measures
< Various political/electoral/sociological & economic situations

PA multilevel approach and its problems
PHow does it work?
PResults:
< Description
< Multilevel analysis

PDiscussion and conclusion
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PSimilar concepts -- trust in institutions in our
case -- are measured using different
question wordings and scales.

PWe have samples at the different levels, i.e.,
measures, respondents, years and
countries.

POur goal is to combine all the information on
institutional trust from all the international
survey projects and keep as much
information as possible in order to be able to
compare between countries, regions, etc.
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  Why use a multilevel approach?
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P1323 surveys collected
from 1995 to 2017

PRestricted mostly to non-
WEIRD (western,
educated, industrialized,
rich & democratic)
countries.

P17 different sources:
< Barometers
< World & European Value

Surveys
< LAPOP (Latin America)
< Many european sources for

Eastern Europe
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Synthesis of the data (excluding
missings)
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Concretely, synthesis of the
process
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A 4-level longitudinal model
with repeated measures
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 1, the measurement level

PThere are 133 different institutions for which
trust is asked in the surveys to date.

PQuestions asked in a survey are samples of
all the questions that can be asked to
measure a concept.

PThe method could be used for other
concepts like attitude towards the protection
of environment, towards democracy, etc.
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 1, the measurement level
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 1, the measurement level

PThe measures have to be on the same scale,
which means
< Recode all scales so that the highest number

corresponds to higher trust.
< Expand or shrink the scales to a 1 to 7 scale.

PDifferent question wordings have to be controlled
for.
< Trust vs Confidence: In our case, not a problem

because most surveys are not conducted in English. In
most other languages, there is only one word for trust.

PThose are characteristics of survey projects and
therefore are controlled at level 4.
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 2, the respondents’ level: ex-post harmonization issues

PThe respondent level is where most harmonization
problems occur. The only non problematic variable
– for now – is sex.

PSome projects ask age in years, others in
categories. Categories may not be the same in
different projects.

PLevel of education: the educational systems vary.
May be difficult to place technical training.  Not
asked in 4 surveys.
< Harmonize in 5 categories:

– No formal education, primary, secondary, technical, university.
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 2, the respondents’ level: missing, methods 

PMissing values:
< Occupation: 44% not asked

– Common categories: employed, out of work, homemaker,
retired, student.

< Subjective Income: (62% not asked)
– Four categories from “sufficient, can save” to “not sufficient,

have big problems”
< Attitudes as independent variables.

– Satisfaction with democracy: 60% not asked

PMethods:
< item non-response: 74% answered all questions
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 3: country-source-year = survey level

PMultiple surveys are conducted over time in
each country. The time level is intermediary, i.e.,
both 
< nested within country-source and 
< having respondents nested within each survey.

PAdd variables identifying time and time squared
P Introduce methodological characteristics of

surveys: See Survey Data Recycling (SDR)
Project

P Introduce country characteristics that vary over
time.
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A multilevel approach and its problems
At level 4: country or country-source?

P In some countries, more than one survey
project conducts surveys,
< We need to be able to test whether, on average, there

are differences according to the source of data. 
< Solution: The highest level is a “country-source” level. 

PWhich allows for:
< Adding variables identifying the source of data and the

methodological features -- answer scale, question
wording, etc. -- of the different projects. 

PFixed effects: Region, fixed country
characteristics.
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An extra step: match external data
PDifferent sources of data can be matched at

level 3 -- country-year -- or at level 4 -- country:
< Political: Polity index, World Governance indicators,

Participation in elections, etc.
< Economic: Gini, GDP per capita, 
< Sociological: Proportion of urban population, ethnic

and religious diversity, proportion of young & old
people, etc.

< Quality of governement data
< V-DEM project data

PThe main problems:
< Some indices do not vary enough over time:

preferable to introduce them at the country level.
< Lack of data outside the western world.
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Results: First, describe
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Trust over time by region

PEach point represents an estimate of trust in a
given institution in a given country and year.

PDifferences between regions & much variation
within region by institution & country.
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Trust in political institutions
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Trust in Public Administration
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Trust in institutions of the civil society
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Trust in economic institutions

There is much data missing!
Trust in financial institutions low in Other Western
countries (2008 crisis?).

© Claire Durand, 04/23/2019, 22



Results: Multilevel analysis
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A 4-level longitudinal model
with repeated measures
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Concretely: a glimpse at results
PDistribution of

variance - model 0:
P Institutions’ level: 63%
PRespondents: 27.3%
PTime: 2.3%
PCountry: 7.4%
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At level 1: Trust in institutions 
PHighest trust: religious

organizations, army.
PLowest trust: Political

parties, parliament &
trade unions.

P Institutions explain 
< 7% of the level 1

variance.
< And 4% of level 4

variance.
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At level 2: respondents

PSignificant but very small effects.
< Women and older people 6higher trust

PProportion of item non-response
associated with higher trust: more non-
response 6higher trust.

PPractically no variance explained.
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At level 3 & 4 Country-year-
source & country-source

PMean trust stable
over time.

PMethods -- source,
scale -- explain
15% of the
variance at level 4.

PRegion explains
25% more.
< Lower trust: Latin

America
< Higher trust:

Africa & Asia
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Introducing cross-level
interactions with time

PTrust in Army lower, sign.,
increasing over time.

PTrust in religious inst.
higher, sign., decreasing
over time.

PTrust in the WANA region
higher,  decreasing over
time.

P3% more variance
explained at the levels of 
measurement, year &
country.
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Introducing complementary
data: Polity2

PPolity2, an index of
democracy
< Is related negatively

to overall trust, and to
trust in most political
institutions, except
elections.

P Introducing polity2
explains 14% of the
variance in trust
between countries.
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What next?  Literature review in
order to...
PFigure out relevant between level

interactions.
PFigure out which slopes should be random.
PFind which characteristics of institutions,

individuals and countries may be relevant.
< Impute missing values for country characteristics.

PWhat should we do about weighting?
< At the individual level: not all files have equivalent

weights, or even weights. Weighting not available
in HLM 7.03 for 4-level models.

< At the country-level? It would give a weight that is
way too large to countries like Brasil in Latin
America or China in Asia.
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What next?  
PThe method is now well developped,

systematized and described.  
< Document the process and the files 
< Make them available to the research community via

Dataverse
< Integrate with the Survey Data Recycling project.

P Integrate the rest of the World (essentially the
WEIRD countries)?
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Conclusion
PThis method allows for concluding that trust is

a property of institutions in a given
environment more than an individual
characteristic, in part because it allows for
comparison between much varied countries.

PThe distribution of variance between levels
show how important it is to take into account
the within individual-between measures
variance.

PAnother advantage is the possibility of cross-
level interactions and random slopes.
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At level 3: Country-year-source

PTrust
increase with
time.

PHi Prop
urban
population=
lower trust.

PHi GDP=
higher trust.

© Claire Durand, 04/23/2019, 34



At level 4: Country-source

PHigher trust
when source
is LAPOP or
WVS.

PHigher trust
outside Latin
America,
even more in
Sub Saharan
Africa.
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