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Abstract. Kazakhstan hasbeen experiencing a decline in citizens’ institutional
trust, particularly in Parliament, the courts, and the national government,
over the past decade. There is an urgent need to investigate the factors that
influence this erosion of trust. This study aims to examine the impact of
perceived government performance and cultural factors on institutional trust in
Kazakhstan. For that purpose, the study employs the World Values Survey’s 7th
wave forregression analysis. Institutional trustis captured through citizens’ trust
in Parliament, courts, and the national government. To measure the perceived
government performance, this research employs variables such as corruption
perception, income inequality, satisfaction with political system performance
and satisfaction with the financial situation of the household at the individual
level. Cultural factors have been captured through national pride, respect for
authority and interpersonal trust. The findings demonstrate that satisfaction
with a political system performance has a positive impact on institutional
trust. In contrast, higher perception of corruption lowers the degree of trust in
political institutions of Kazakhstan. With respect to cultural variables, national
pride is positively associated with institutional trust. These findings have policy
implications as to how improve the trust in national government, Parliament,
and courts of Kazakhstan.
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Origins of institutional trust in Kazakhstan

Introduction

Institutional trust is essential for both developing and developed countries and governments
try to improve citizens’ trust in various institutions as it contributes to regime’s sustainability,
economic prosperity and compliance with the law (Scholz & Lubell M., 2013). It is particularly
critical for Kazakhstanasthereisagrowing dissatisfaction with the institutions and deteriorating
socio-economic conditions (Kudaibergenova & Laruelle, 2022).

One of the common explanations found in the existing scholarship is “the trust-as-evaluation”
approach. In other words, trust is an outcome of citizens’ subjective evaluation of government
performance (Easton, 1975; Van der Meer & Hakhverdian, 2017). Easton emphasizes performance
and claims that citizens’ evaluation of performance determines the stock of trust in authorities
and institutions (Easton, 1975). Likewise, scholars argue that good performance that produces
substantive policy outcomes should generate high levels of trust in authorities and institutions
(Van der Meer & Hakhverdian, 2017). Scholars measure the subjective evaluation through citizens’
perceptions of economic and political system performance, economic satisfaction, and household
income (McAllister, 1999; Zmerli & Castillo, 2015). In the “trust-as-evaluation” approach, scholars
pay attention to economic inequality as an explanatory variable (Zmerli & Castillo, 2015). Zmerli
and Castillo’s study on Latin America concludes that higher levels of objective income inequality
(GINI index) are negatively associated with political trust, the perception of unfair income
distribution also decreases trust in institutions and authorities (Zmerli & Castillo, 2015). The
rising income inequality leads to a negative feeling toward the political system and thus it reduces
the trust in public institutions. In the case of the EU intercountry inequality contributes to lower
trustin EU institutions (Guinjoan & Rico, 2018). Previous studies on post-Soviet countries suggest
that the performance of institutions is a good predictor of the varying degree of trust compared to
cultural explanations (Mishler & Rose, 2001; McKee et al., 2013).

Another explanation of changing institutional trust is cultural factors such as authoritarian
orientation, social trust and national pride. For example, more recently, scholars stress the
pivotal role of authoritarian orientation as an independent determinant of trust in Asian
societies (Ma & Yang, 2014; Baniamin et al., 2020). Similarly, Roger Sapsford and his colleagues
also highlight the role of social cohesion as a determinant of trust in post-Soviet societies.
There is some literature on political and institutional trust in Central Asia. Bekmagambetov
et al. (2018) studied the relationship between political trust and protest behavior among
Kazakhstani college students. Junisbai and Junisbai (2019) examined institutional trust in
Central Asian countries, but their study does not include cultural factors as a potential predictor
of trust in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Another research by McKee et al. conducted a survey
in nine post-Soviet countries (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are included) between 2001 and
2010/2011 and revealed that institutional theory has a strong predicting power of trust (McKee
etal, 2013). Similar to Mishler and Rose’s study in post-communist Eastern and Central Europe
and former Soviet Union states (Mishler & Rose, 2001). Nevertheless, there is no research that
specifically focuses on Central Asian states and includes both explanations of cultural factors
and perceived institutional performance to show the origins of institutional trust in this region.
This quantitative inquiry addresses this gap in the literature.
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This research aims to examine the impact of perceived government performance and
cultural factors (independent variables of interest) on institutional trust (dependent variable)
in Kazakhstan. This study draws on WVS and sets the following research question: “How
do perceived government performance and cultural factors impact on institutional trust in
Kazakhstan?” It defines institutional trust as citizens’ confidence toward the three political
institutions namely the national government, parliament, and court system. In addition, in this
study, we define cultural factors as authoritarian orientation, national pride and social trust.
There is a body of research on social and political trust in post-Soviet countries, which primarily
focuses on East Europe and Russia (Mishler & Rose, 2001; McKee et al., 2013). However, no one
looked at the relationship between the institutional trust and cultural factors in the Central
Asian setting, particularly in Kazakhstan.

Data and methodology

To evaluate the impact of perceived government performance and cultural factors on
institutional trust in Kazakhstan, this study draws on the WVS 7th wave. The sample size is about
1,300 respondents. A multi-stage sampling procedure stratified by region and respondents’
location was implemented in Kazakhstan.

Prior studies that examine the origins of institutional and political trust in various
contexts have used three proxy variables: confidence in the executive, legislative, and judicial
branches, particularly within the Asian context (Wong et al.,, 2011). These three institutions are
essential and wield significant power in shaping major policies and strategies in Kazakhstan.
Moreover, citizens are typically aware that street-level bureaucracies, such as the police or local
governments, do not have determining power, as their role is primarily one of implementation.
Therefore, this study also utilizes the commonly employed variables and measures institutional
trust through Kazakhstani citizens' confidence in the parliament, national government, and
courts. An additive index was created on institutional trust, the Cronbach alpha scores of the
institutional trust index exceed the conventionally accepted 0.70 thresholds (Appendix 2).
To check the adequacy of the sample, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test has been employed and it
exceeds 0.5, which means the sampling is adequate and sufficient for analysis (Field, 2013).

Table 1. Kaiser-Meyer-0Olkin measure of sampling adequacy

Variable KMO
Confidence in government 0.7203
Confidence in parliament 0.7326
Confidence in courts 0.7443
Overall 0.7321

Existing research employs social trust, national pride and authoritarian values as cultural
explanations for institutional and political trust [Godefroidt, 2017; Baniamin et al.,, 2020].
This study also uses them as independent variables for cultural explanation. In this study, we
use social trust and interpersonal trust interchangeably. National pride is measured based on
responses to the following questions: “How proud are you to be the nationality of this country?”

104 Ne2(151)/ 2025 Gumilyov Journal of Sociology
ISSN: 3080-1702



Origins of institutional trust in Kazakhstan

Answers range from 1 (I am not national) to 5 (very proud). The authoritarian orientation was
measured through “Greater respect for authority”, where 1 indicates it as a “bad thing”, 2 means
“don’t mind” and 3 means “good thing”. Social trust is captured through “Trust: people you meet
for the first time” answers ranging from 1 (do not trust at all) to 4 (trust completely).

To measure perceived government performance, the study uses the following questions
from WVS: satisfaction with the political system performance, perceptions of income inequality,
satisfaction with the financial situation of the household, and corruption perception. Answers
for satisfaction with political system performance range from 1 (not satisfied at all) to 10
(completely satisfied). With respect to income inequality, respondents were asked to evaluate
the income differences where 1 indicates that the “income is more equal” and 10 means “larger
income differences”. In addition, the study added the statement “Satisfaction with the financial
situation of household” which is evaluated from 1(dissatisfied) and 10 (satisfied). Finally,
corruption perception is measured through a 10-point scale where 1 implies “no corruption”
and 10 means “abundant of corruption”. Control variables include the age.

The following regression model was estimated by OLS:

Trust_index, = B0 +B1pride, + f2author, + B3interp.trust, + B4perf.sat, + B5fin.house, + f6age,,
+ f7corrup, + f8income_ineq, + €ik

In this formula, Trust_indexik is the institutional trust for the ith individual from the country.
The formula includes interest independent variables and control variable such as age and € ik
stands for the error term. Table 1 in Appendix 1 represents descriptive statistics for Kazakhstan.

Results

The OLS regression model has a good fit, according to R-squared, around 11% of variation
in dependent variable is explained by the independent variables included into this regression
model. Several independent variables are statistically significant (Table 3). Among these, one
cultural factor - national pride - emerges as a key contributor to institutional trust. Additionally,
satisfaction with the political system's performance positively influences institutional trust,
while the perception of corruption has a statistically significant negative effect. All three
variables - national pride, satisfaction with political system performance, and corruption
perception - are highly significant at the 99% confidence level. Of the three, national pride
has the highest coefficient, accounting for 0.26. These findings will be discussed further in the
following section.

Table 3. OLS regressions on institutional trust (measured through composite index on
confidence in courts, parliament, and government) in Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan
Pride 0.2627***
(0.0694)
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Authoritarian orientation -0.0152
(0.0505)
Interpersonal trust 0.0501
(0.0572)
Income inequality 0.0259
(0.0197)
Satisfaction with political system 0.0722%**
performance (0.0226)
Satisfaction with the financial situation 0.0326
of household (0.0241)
Age -0.0009
(0.0034)
Perception of corruption -0.1397%**
(0.0196)
Constant -0.0238***
(0.3883)
Observations 1005
R-squared 0.1124

Note: Calculated by authors. Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Statistically significant variables are highlighted.

Discussion and conclusion

Two perceived government performance variables - satisfaction with political system
performance and corruption perception - are statistically significant in this model (Table 3).
Firstly, satisfaction with the political system's performance is statistically very significant in
predictinginstitutional trustin Kazakhstan. Institutional trust was measured through confidence
in three branches - courts, parliament and national government, all three combined generate
the overall political system. Assessment of these three institutions by citizens mainly relies on
their satisfaction with the political system in the country. During the Nazarbayev regime, the
state pursued an "economics first" policy but neglected the performance of the political system
(Knox, 2008). Not surprisingly, according to the model, none of the economic indicators of
perceived government performance (e.g., income inequality, household financial satisfaction)
have a significant impact on institutional trust. Instead, it is the perceived satisfaction with the
political system's performance that determines institutional trust. This suggests that, at this stage
of development, improving institutional trust among citizens requires the implementation of
meaningful reforms in the political system. These findings also resonate with other scholarship
on regime legitimacy in Kazakhstan. Kudaibergenova and Laruelle (2022) argue that before the
Covid-19 pandemic, the absence of contested elections or accountable governance, coupled with
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the spread of patronal politics, left Kazakh citizens with little opportunity to influence political
decision-making. This situation was further exacerbated by the worsening socio-economic
conditions during the pandemic. It is important to note that the World Values data was collected
prior to the onset of COVID-19, meaning that citizens' primary concerns at the time were related
to the performance of the political system, a factor that is clearly reflected in the regression
model (Table 3). This is why K-]. Tokayev government placed greater emphasis on political
reforms, particularly the introduction of consultative mechanisms, strengthening the role of the
Majilis, diminishing the power of the President, and implementing changes to the party system.
For example, the government reduced the number of signatures required to establish a political
party to 5,000 and simplified the procedures for party registration; the state also introduced
mixed elections for the Majilis (70% proportional and 30% majoritarian), and adopted a mixed
system for regional representative bodies (50% proportional and 50% majoritarian) (Barro
& Cornell, 2022; Isaacs, 2022; Makulbayeva & Sharipova, 2024). Secondly, the perception of
corruption harms institutional trust (Table 3). While N. Nazarbayev’s government (before
2019) was able to address petty corruption, primarily through digital mechanisms in public
service (e.g., one-stop shops), grand corruption remained largely intact (Sharipova, 2020).
Wealth generated from natural resources has been concentrated in the hands of a narrow
group of individuals, and citizens often perceived this as symptoms of grand corruption. This
perception has, in turn, contributed to a decline in institutional trust, particularly in the national
government, courts, and parliament.

The findings indicate that, among cultural factors, national pride is the only one that positively
impacts institutional trust. In the post-independence period, Kazakhstan has emphasized
national identity projects to strengthen regime legitimacy. The government introduced several
initiatives aimed at raising patriotism among the population, including “Kazakhstan-2050,”
“Mangilik EL,” and the “Strategy ‘Zhastar-Otanga!”” (Ziegler, 2016). As a result, national pride is
closely linked to institutional trust, as it forms a key element of the regime’s legitimacy. This
suggests that the national projects designed to promote patriotism also contribute to enhancing
citizens’ trust in institutions.

Other cultural variables, such as authoritarian orientation and interpersonal trust, do not
contribute to institutional trust in Kazakhstan. Scholars argue that authoritarian and traditional
values have deep roots and continue to persist in Central Asian states. According to Haerpfer
and Kizilova (2020), although power is formally divided into three branches, legislative, judicial,
and executive, in Central Asian countries, the executive branch and the President maintain
dominance, reflecting the persistence of traditional (patriarchal) values in the region. During
the economic hardship and ideological vacuum of the 1990s, people in Central Asia sought a
strong leader who could restore stability and order, fostering a higher inclination to support an
authoritarian leader. However, according to Inglehardt's post-materialism theory, individuals
in affluent societies, with higher socioeconomic conditions, are more likely to reject authority
and hierarchy (Inglehart & Abramson, 1999). Given Kazakhstan’s status as a higher-middle-
income country, Kazakhstani citizens’ values have shifted from materialist toward self-assertive
values. According to the World Values Survey, the stock of authoritarian values in Kazakhstan
has decreased: in 2011, 54.7% of Kazakhstani respondents indicated that "greater respect for
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authority" is a positive trait, but by 2020, this figure had fallen to 48% (World Bank Kazakhstan,
n.a.). This suggests that, due to improved socioeconomic conditions, Kazakhstani citizens are
increasingly rejecting hierarchy and authority. As self-assertive values rise, it becomes more
difficult to convince the population to view the executive branch and political institutions as
a rescuer. This implies that authoritarian values do not contribute to institutional trust. In
countries with stronger authoritarian tendencies, such as China, citizens tend to have higher
trust in institutions, as they view state institutions with less critical scrutiny.

The next cultural variable, interpersonal trust (or social trust), is not associated with
institutional trust in Kazakhstan. Mishler and Rose’s (2008) findings in post-communist
societies show that interpersonal trust does not significantly impact institutional trust because,
under the Communist regime, civil society organizations were tightly controlled, and these
organizations are typically seen as the key platform for fostering interpersonal trust. As a result,
there is little distinction between interpersonal trust and institutional trust in post-communist
societies, including Kazakhstan. To this day, civil society in Kazakhstan remains largely under
the control of state bodies, often referred to as a "state-led civil society." Interpersonal trust is
usually cultivated through civil society, but since Kazakhstan's civil society resembles a state-
directed model, interpersonal trust does not contribute significantly to institutional trust.

The following proxy variables for perceived government performance - income inequality and
satisfaction with the financial situation of the household - are not significant in the regression
model (Table 3). Regarding income inequality, according to the World Bank, Kazakhstan’s GINI
index accounted for 27.8 in 2018 and Kazakhstan witnessed substantial improvements in income
inequality over the last two decades. GINI index of income inequality accounted for 30.2, and
it has gradually declined to 27.8 in 2018 [26]. Also, Van der Meer argues that when we control
corruption, income inequality does not impact political and institutional trust (Van der Meer,
2017). This implies that once the corruption is well addressed, the income inequality does not
concern Kazakh citizens. Finally, the regression model shows that satisfaction with the financial
situation of households does not impact the institutional trust. The World Values Survey data was
collected in 2018, which is before the Covid-2018 and worsening geopolitical situations. Thus, it
does not capture the more recent trend with respect to socio-economic conditions in Kazakhstan.
We, therefore, acknowledge that more recent data will challenge these findings because the
pandemic has obviously exacerbated the economic situation for many social groups and the
current rise in oil and gas prices also negatively impact on household’s financial situation, which
has a close relationship with institutional trust (Kudaibergenova & Laruelle, 2022). This finding,
therefore, requires further thorough research referring to a more recent data in the country.

Regardless of outdated data and some limitations, this article makes a valuable contribution
to the existing literature on institutional trust in the Central Asian context. In addition to the
impact of endogenous variables, such as satisfaction with the political system’s performance
and satisfaction with the household’s financial situation, this study also explores the effects
of exogenous variables like interpersonal trust, national pride, and authoritarian orientation
on institutional trust. The empirical findings suggest that both endogenous and exogenous
variables influence institutional trust to some extent. Specifically, perceptions of corruption
and satisfaction with the political system performance have a significant impact on trust in
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institutions. Therefore, the state should take more stringent measures to address grand
corruption and enhance the political system performance. Regarding cultural factors, while
authoritarian values and interpersonal trust do not impact on institutional trust, national pride
emerges as a key factor that contributes to institutional trust and, consequently, strengthens the
regime’s legitimacy. Policymakers should thus prioritize initiatives that foster national pride
among Kazakhstani citizens.
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KasakcraHaarbl MHCTUTYTTap¥fa CeHiMHIiH Heri3aepi

Angatna. KasakcTaHZa COHFBI OH »KblJla a3aMaTTapAblH, acipece, [lapsaMeHTKe, COTKa KoHe
VATTBIK YKIMeTKe UHCTUTYTTHIK CEHiMiHiH TeMeH/eyi 6aiikanaabl. OFaH acep eTeTiH dpakTopJiapAbl
3epTTey KaKeTTijiri 6ap. bys Makasa azaMaTTapAblH YKIMETTiH KbI3MeTiHe GaFajiay jkKoHe MOJeHH
dakTopJsiap UHCTUTYIMOHAJI/bIK KbI3MeTKe KaJjlall acep eTeTiHiH 3epTTeyre 6GarbITTasFaH. Ochbl
MakcaTTa /JlyHUexy3liK KyHAbUIBIKTAp Caya/lHAMAaCbIHbIH 7-111 TOJIKbIHbIHAH aJIbIHFaH JepeKTep
naiananbliaabpl. UHCcTUTYLMOHaANABl ceHIM YyFbIMBbI azaMaTTapAbly, Kasakcran IlapsiameHnTiHe, coT
»KyHeciHe »KoHe YKiMeTKe JiereH ceHiMiMeH eJilieHe[i. MeMJieKeTTiH, TUIMALIIrIH eJilley YIIiH Oy
3epTTey/e CbI6aIac KEMKOPJIBIKTDI, TAObIC TEHCI3/IiriH, CasiCH XKYHeHiH )KYMbIChIHA KAHAFATTaHY )KoHE
’KeKe JeHTeleri yil mapyallbllbIFbIHBIH KapKbLIbIK KaF[ailblHa KaHaFaTTaHy CUAKThI GaKTopJap
KoJllaHbL1aibl. MajeHU QakTopJiapAbl eJilley YIUiH YJITTbIK MaKTaHbIL, OWUJIIKTI KYpMeTTey KoHe
9JIeyMeTTIK CeHIM YFbIMJAApbl KoJIAaHbLIaAbl. 3epTTey HoTH:Keci KasakcTaHgarbl asaMaTTapAblH
CasCH XYHeHiH KyMbICbIHA KaHaFaTTaHybl MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIJbIK, CEHIMIe OH 9Cep eTeTiHiH KepceTen].
fAFHU a3aMaTTap cascy KYyWeHiH >KYMbICbIHA KaHaFaTTaHYybl OJIapAbIH COT XKyieciHe, [lapiaMeHTKe
’K9He YKiMeTKe JlereH CeHiMiH apTThIpa/ibl. KepiciHie, a3aMaTTapAbIH ChbIOalIaC }KeMKOPJIBIKTBIH 6ap
eKeHiH ce3iHyi aTa/JFaH ylll UHCTUTYTKA JereH ceHiMJi ToMeHaeTei. MaieHU dpaKTop/iapFa KaThICThI
YATTBIK MAaKTaHBILI YIII MHCTUTYTKA JereH ceHiM/i apTThipabl. OCbl HOTHXKe HeTi3iH/le OYJ 3epTTey
aszaMaTTap/blH YJTTBIK YKiMeTKe, [lapsaMeHTKe KoHe COT KyleciHe CeHiMiH Kaslall apTThIPY KaXKeTTiri
TypaJibl YCbIHBICTAP »Kacaiibl.

Herisri yFeIMJap: MHCTUTYLIUOHAJIABIK CEHIM, MEMJIEKETTIH TUIMALJIITI, M3leHUeT, aBTOPUTAPJIBIK
KYH/JBLJIBIKTAp, 9JIEYMETTIK CEHIM

I'A. Makyn6aeBa’, ’K. XK. laBiier6aeBa*!, M.M.lioceHoB?, A.B. 3arpe6un’
TAkademus eocydapcmeenHozo ynpasieHus npu [Ipesudenme Pecny6auku Kasaxcmad,
AcmaHa, KazaxcmaH
2Astana IT University, Acmana, Kazaxcmau

OcHOBBI J0BepUs K MHCTUTYTaM B KasaxcraHe

AHHoOTanusa. 3a nocienHee JecsaTuieTue B KaszaxcTaHe HabGJ/l0JlaeTcsd CHMXKeHHWE WHCTUTYLHO-
HaJIbHOTO [0BepHUs TpakJaH, OCOOGEHHO K IapJiaMeHTy, CyAeOHOW CHUCTeMe W HalHMOHaJIbHOMY
NPaBUTEJbCTBY. ITO CO3/IAET OCTPYI HEOOXOJUMOCTh B UCCIe0BaHUU GaKTOPOB, BJIUSAIOIIUX HA 3Ty
3po3ulo JoBepusl. llesib JaHHOTO KCCIe/IOBaHUs — aHAIU3 BJUSAHUSA BOCIPUHUMaeMOH 3 PEeKTUBHOCTH
NPaBUTEJIbCTBA U KYJbTYPHBIX GAKTOPOB Ha MHCTUTYIMOHA/NbHOe JoBepue B KasaxcraHe. C 3Toi
1[eJIbl0 B pab0oTe HCNO0Jb3YIOTCA AaHHbIe, IOJy4YeHHbIe B X0/le 7-i BOJIHbI BceMUpHOTro Ucc/ie0BaHUS
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LleHHOCTeH [JIs1 perpecCMOHHOr0 aHalu3a. MHCTUTYLMOHa/IbHOE JJ0BepHe U3MepsIeTCsl KaK JjoBepue
rpakZlaH K INapJaMeHTy, CyAaM W HallMOHAJbHOMY INpaBUTeabCTBY KasaxcraHa. /[ln1a usMepeHus
3G PeKTUBHOCTH pabOThl IPAaBUTENbCTBA B 3TOM UCC/Ie[0BaHUU MCIOJb3yIOTCS TaKHe NlepeMeHHble,
KaK BOCIPUSATHE KOPPYHNLMH, HEPaBEHCTBO [IOXOZO0B, Y/ OBJETBOPEHHOCTb 3((EeKTUBHOCTbIO
HOJIMTUYECKOW cHUCcTeMbl U (GUHAHCOBBIM MOJIO)KEHUMEM J0MOX035McTB. Ky/nbTypHble ¢akTopbl
OTpaXaloTcA KaK HallMOHa/IbHas TOPAOCTh, YBaXKEHHE K BJIACTU U COLlMAJIbHOE JjoBepue. Pe3ybTaThl
[IOKa3bIBAalOT, 4YTO Y/0BJIETBOPEHHOCTb 3(PPEKTUBHOCTbIO MOJUTHYECKON CHCTEMBbl OKa3blBaeT
II0JIOXKHTeJIbHOE BJIMSHHAE Ha UHCTUTYLIMOHa/NIbHOe foBepre. HanpoTus, 60/iee BBICOKOE BOCIpUATHE
KOppYNLIMHA CHUXKAaeT CTeleHb JOBepUs K MOJUTHYeCKMM HHCTUTYyTaM KasaxcraHa. UTo kacaeTcs
KyJIbTypHBbIX (aKTOpOB, HallMOHa/JIbHAasA TOPAOCTb NOJIOKUTEJNbHO BJIHSAET Ha WUHCTUTYLMOHAJbHOE
JloBepre. Ha 0CHOBaHUM 3TUX BBIBOJIOB B UCCJEe0BAHUHU JaHbl peKOMeHJAL WU O TOM, KaK MOBBICUTD
JloBepHe IrpaXkJiaH K IpaBUTeJIbCTBY, NapJlaMeHTy U cyflebHoU cucTeMe KasaxcTaHa.

Kiio4deBble c/10Ba: HHCTUTYLMOHA/TIbHOE JJoBepHe, 3¢ GEeKTUBHOCTb rOCYyjapCTBa, KyJbTypa, aBTo-
pUTapHbIE LIeHHOCTH, COLlMa/IbHOE JJOBepHe.
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roCyJapCTBEHHOW MOJUMTUKUA AKaJeMUu

Appendix 1
Descriptive Statistics, Kazakhstan

Variable Mean Sd Min Max Obs
Authoritarian orientation 2.21 0.90 1 3 1,276
Satisfaction with the financial situation 6.14 2.18 1 10 1,276
of household
Satisfaction with political system performance 6.33 2.22 1 10 1,276
Pride 4.39 0.68 1 5 1,276
Interpersonal trust 1.83 0.79 1 1,276
Income inequality 7.33 2.39 1 10 1,276
Age 41.24 14.21 18 86 1,276
Perception of corruption 6.97 2.26 1 10 1,276
Institutional trust index 1.33e-08 1.51 -3.861 |2.472 |1,276
Appendix 2
Cronbach alpha, Kazakhstan
Item Obs | Sign | Item-test Item-test Average Alpha
correlation | correlation interim
covariance
Confidence in Courts 1,177 + 0.8743 0.7043 0.5450644 0.8030
Confidence: government 1,177 + 0.8834 0.7277 0.5308788 0.7821
Confidence: Parliament 1,165 + 0.8752 0.7158 0.5508613 0.7928
Test scale 0.5422863 0.8515
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