
EKONOMIA I PRAWO. ECONOMICS AND LAW
Volume 22, Issue 1, March 2023

p-ISSN 1898-2255, e-ISSN 2392-1625
www.economicsandlaw.pl

© 2023 Nicolaus Copernicus University. All rights reserved. cbyd

Trust and the quality of formal 
institutions

KATARZYNA BENTKOWSKA
SGH Warsaw School of Economics, Collegium of Business Administration, Institute of Markets 

and Competition, al. Niepodleglości 162, 02-554 Warszawa, Poland
 kbent@sgh.waw.pl

 orcid.org/0000-0002-2063-2529

Abstract
Motivation: Trust plays an important role in the functioning of individuals at every level 

and research confirms that it is linked to economic development. As the levels of trust dif-
fer across the countries it is crucial to explore the reasons for such variation and to identify 

determinants of trust. Trust is often used in research to operationalise informal institu-
tions, however, it can also reflect the quality of formal institutions. Therefore, it is vital 
to investigate whether trust is to a large extent a deeply rooted attitude, which does not 
lend itself to intentional shaping or it can be generated by better institutional perfor-

mance. It remains unclear how institutional performance influences trust, there are many 
doubts concerning for example the diversion of this relation. The evidence on the relation-

ships between generalised and institutional trust also persists mixed.
Aim: The paper aims to investigate the relationship between generalised and institutional 

trust with the quality of formal institutions.
Results: The research confirms the positive relationship between generalised and institu-
tional trust for the total group of 22 European countries. Similarly, higher levels of both 
kinds of trust are related to better institutional performance. However, when the coun-
tries are analysed separately as capitalist and post-socialist, the results differ. The afore-

mentioned relationships are confirmed for capitalist countries. Post-socialist countries are 
characterized by a lower level of trust and lower quality of institutions. Nevertheless, for 
this group, there is no evidence for the relationship between generalised and institutional 
trust, and only partial evidence for the relationship between institutional trust and institu-
tional performance. The results support the concepts underlining the influence of institu-
tions’ quality on trust but some observations are inclined to concepts suggesting that trust 
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is culturally determined and regardless of institutional performance decades are needed for 
its development.

Keywords: generalised trust; institutional trust; informal institutions; formal institutions; 
institutional quality
JEL: D02; O17; Z13

1. Introduction

Trust is reported to have a significant impact on individuals at every level and its 
influence in different fields cannot be overestimated. Numerous analyses ex-
plain and confirm its role in facilitating contacts between entities, establishing 
cooperation and developing shared solutions, reducing transaction costs, en-
couraging desired individual behaviours and acting according to existing rules. 
Trust enables better anticipation and planning of actors’ actions. Such advan-
tages lead to better economic development so according to research trust influ-
ences the well-being of societies (Bjørnskov, 2012; Guiso et. al., 2006; Knack 
& Keefer, 1997; Tabellini, 2010; Zak & Knack, 2001). Fukuyama (1997, p. 180) 
noted that it is easier to assess the economic value of trust if we imagine what 
the world would be like without it. Even though there is an abundance of pos-
itive associations between trust and outcomes in different fields, the determi-
nants of trust remain undertheorized and empirically unexplored (Rothstein & 
Stolle, 2008). The literature on determinants of trust is less developed than that 
concerning its consequences (Bjørnskov, 2007). Meanwhile, the levels of trust 
in various countries differ even in the same region.

Trust is a widely held subject of analysis. It is differently operationalised, 
various categories of trust are investigated, their role in many fields is exam-
ined and numerous determinants are verified. Nonetheless, our understanding 
of trust has many gaps. I intend to concentrate on the problems related to trust 
in institutions. It is sometimes assumed that the quality of institutions deter-
mines the levels of trust (Knack, 2002; Rothstein & Stolle, 2008). However, 
the reverse relationship is also considered in the literature because trust may 
influence institutional performance (Cruz-García & Peiró-Palomino, 2019; 
Knack, 2002). As Greif (1994) noted it’s culture that determines the institu-
tional structure of society and its development trajectories. Besides, it is unclear 
whether formal institutions are created because of distrust in others or they 
are a reflection of trust among people willing to cooperate (Platje, 2008). Lev-
els of trust determine the ability and the perceived need to undertake reforms 
(Berggren et al., 2016).

As a deeply rooted attitude created through the interaction between indi-
viduals, trust reflects informal institutions specific to a given society. Informal 
institutions embody societies’ mentality and perceptions of the world and cur-
rent events. They are unwritten codes of conduct rooted in people’s conscious-
ness, which tend to last a long time and are insensitive to deliberate change 
(North, 1994; Williamson, 2000). Institutional trust concerns confidence 
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in formal rules introduced and enforced by the state. These formal constraints 
make the second pillar of the county’s institutional system. Informal institutions 
can strengthen the impact of formal rules, weaken them or even make them 
inoperable. On the other hand, formal institutions can also influence the shape 
of informal institutions. Thus, both types of institutions cooperate and deter-
mine economic performance (North, 1994).

Trust is very commonly used as a proxy for informal institutions (Cruz-
García & Peiró-Palomino, 2019; Tabellini, 2010; Williamson, 2009). However, 
it is sometimes criticized for reflecting not only deeply rooted attitudes but also 
the quality of formal institutions. For example, lack of trust in the government 
can be the result of certain cultural traits connected with general distrust but 
also of poor performance observed in everyday life. A similar view is stressed 
by Voigt (2018). An important question arises here: to what extent is the level 
of trust related to the quality of formal institutions? This seemingly simple ques-
tion has no obvious answer. It remains unclear how institutional performance 
influences trust.

The problems become more complex if we evoke two commonly applied cat-
egories of trust which comprise generalised trust and institutional trust. While 
generalised trust concerns trust in individuals with whom there are no direct 
interactions and about whom there is no information, institutional trust, as 
a type of particularized trust, arises from interactions and depends on the char-
acteristics, actions and reputation of a particular institution (Bjørnskov, 2007). 
The evidence of the relationships between them persists unclear (Mishler & 
Rose, 2001; Zmerli & Newton, 2008). Therefore, the paper aims to investi-
gate the relationship between generalised and institutional trust with the qual-
ity of formal institutions. The analysis will help to determine whether trust is 
a deeply rooted attitude, which does not lend itself to intentional shaping or can 
be generated by better institutional performance.

My research, unlike many studies limited to single countries, presents a com-
parative analysis of the described relations in European countries. Moreover, it 
makes a distinction between capitalist and post-socialist countries and investi-
gates the patterns of trust more than 20 years after the transition in the latter 
group. It concerns two categories of trust — generalised and institutional, as-
sessed based on estimated indices comprising different aspects of trust, distinct 
from often used single variables representing trust.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the interactions be-
tween trust and the quality of institutions. Section 3 explains my approach 
to the comparative analysis of trust in societies and describes the empirical prox-
ies of trust. Section 4 presents the results of the empirical analysis and explains 
the patterns of trust in investigated countries. Section 5 presents the conclusions.
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2. Trust and institutions — literature review

In recent years various crises have gradually undermined trust in institutions 
and there are growing concerns about the decline in the image of public admin-
istration and governments in many Western countries (Algan et al., 2018; Bots-
man, 2018; Camussi & Mancini, 2019; Hetherington, 1998; Inglehart, 1997). 
Thus it is crucial to investigate what determines trust in institutions.

As Mishler & Rose (2001) noted, two theoretical traditions explain the or-
igins of trust and its development. Cultural theories (e.g. Putnam, 1993), un-
derline that institutional trust is exogenous in the short run and independent 
of formal institutions’ quality as it is shaped by deeply rooted norms in soci-
ety. It is determined by generalised trust learned early in life. Inglehart (1997, 
p. 15) emphasises that the early learned aspects of culture are resistant to change 
as it requires a huge effort to transform central elements of an adult’s per-
ception and abandoning them leads to uncertainty. Some research confirms 
the relationships between generalised and institutional trust and even if the in-
terpretations of the findings differ, they suggest that generalised trust affects 
the perception of institutions (Rothstein& Stolle, 2008). However, some au-
thors challenge this view. Brehm & Rahn (1997) argue that generalised trust 
may be as much the result of trust in institutions as the reverse, while Muller 
& Seligson (1994) evidence that interpersonal trust is the product of democracy 
and not its cause. Alesina & La Ferrara (2002) claim that trusting an institution 
is quite different from trusting a person and prove that the two categories are 
not correlated. Institutional theories (e.g. Coleman, 1990; Hetherington, 1998) 
regard trust as endogenous and based on the rational evaluation of institutions’ 
performance. With this approach, some deficiencies and ambiguities are also 
perceived. Rothstein& Stolle (2008) appreciate the institutional approach for 
overcoming some problems of purely cultural and society-centred explanations 
of trust but recognise a lack of explanation of how the mechanism between in-
stitutions and trust works. Christensen & Laegreid (2005) perceive institutional 
trust as a multi-faceted concept, as the actual quality assessment is mixed with 
the influence of general images, ideology and stereotypes. Hudson (2006) sug-
gests that trust is not simply ingrained into one’s personality at an early age, it is 
affected by experiences, varies over a life cycle and is endogenous to institutional 
performance. My analysis does not presuppose the validity of any approach — 
it is, however, intended to indicate whether the results support cultural or insti-
tutional explanations of trust.

In the literature, the support for the existence of the relationship between 
institutional quality and trust is stronger for institutional trust than generalised 
trust. Christensen & Laegreid (2005) evidence that satisfaction with public ser-
vices increases trust in public institutions. Moreover, trust in one institution 
positively affects trust in other institutions. Camussi & Mancini (2019) indicate 
that local public service performance affects institutional trust significantly, 
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while the impact on generalised trust is small. Bjørnskov (2007) finds no sup-
port for the thesis that democracy and rule of law can create generalised trust.

The role of trust becomes critical for new regimes in post-socialist coun-
tries as their predecessors proved unworthy of trust (Mishler & Rose, 2001). 
Here, the replacement of the institutional system introduced institutional dis-
continuity and people had to face institutions different from those socialized 
throughout their lives. Therefore, the initial trust in new institutions can be low. 
Besides, many studies indicate that post-communist societies are less trusting 
(e.g. Bjørnskov, 2007). Paldam & Svendsen (2001) attribute it to the replace-
ment of social capital by official societies’ organization by the communist re-
gimes inhibiting the development of uncontrolled cooperation and using fear 
and distrust as elements of control. This effect may persist — Algan & Cahuc 
(2010) divide trust into the inherited component of trust and the time variation 
part, and inherited trust explains a significant share of economic differences be-
tween developed countries. Sztompka (2016, p. 163) mentions the sustainability 
of the social order among the factors that foster trust in society. Their opposite 
are radical social changes that trigger defensive reactions in the form of distrust. 
The transition was undoubtedly such a radical change. However, if trust is sig-
nificantly shaped by institutional quality, their good performance can support 
trust relatively quickly. If trust depends rather on deeply ingrained social norms 
it will take decades before trust develops sufficiently to support new institutions 
as Putnam (1993) indicated.

3. Methods

Twenty-two European countries were selected, for which extensive data from 
several sources were available to analyse trust. For in-depth analysis, I divided 
the countries into capitalist and post-socialist. This division results from the fact 
that post-socialist countries are characterised by lower levels of trust than coun-
tries that had been developing capitalism for many years. The different devel-
opment trajectories of the two groups may result in different shapes of trust 
patterns.

To analyse trust I used data from:
	– European Value Survey (EVS, 2020);
	– European Social Survey (ESS, 2018);
	– European Quality of Life Survey (EQLS, 2018).

From the available questions, I selected those that enable the evaluation 
of trust. They were grouped to reflect two categories of trust i.e. generalised 
trust and institutional trust. Such categories of trust recur in various studies, al-
though they are not necessarily referred to using the same names. They are also 
differently operationalized. Data for generalised trust concern trust in others 
in general as well as in certain groups of people. Proxies for trust in different 
organizations and system solutions are quantified with questions showing how 
much confidence people have in each of them. The proxies concerning insti-
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tutional trust are similar to those included in related analyses (e.g. Mishler & 
Rose, 2001; Rothstein& Stolle, 2008). The selection of proxies is largely de-
termined by data availability. In further research, other proxies can be chosen 
to capture both categories of trust more fully.

I used factor analysis to verify the proper selection of questions for the two 
identified categories of trust1. This made it possible to determine whether 
the group of questions is homogeneous and whether they measure similar phe-
nomena. It also made it possible to determine the internal structure of the scale 
and extract the component factors. I determined the number of factors com-
prising a given category of trust with the Kaiser criterion — the eigenvalue had 
to exceed the value of one. I defined the factors using the Varimax orthogonal 
rotation. To check the appropriate selection of questions and determine the in-
ternal consistency of each category, I conducted also a Cronbach’s alpha test2.

Generalised trust comprises one coherent factor explaining 85% 
of the variance, while institutional trust encompasses two factors explaining 
84% of the variance (Table 1). In the latter case, the components of each fac-
tor are arranged according to the size of the variables’ factor loadings. The first 
factor is connected mainly with the political system as it concerns confidence 
in concepts that could be described as embodying the general actors and system 
solutions. They are rather portrayed in people’s minds as they usually do not 
deal with them personally. The second factor could be described as trust in im-
plementation institutions since it captures actors and system solutions providing 
order and social infrastructure for everyday life. Their nature is perceived as 
less political. The result is consistent with Rothstein & Stolle (2008, p.  444) 
criticizing that no distinction is made between confidence in the institutions 
on the representational side of the political system and confidence in the insti-
tutions on the implementation side.

Based on factor analysis, I estimated indices for the trust categories. As gen-
eral trust consists of a single factor, its value was calculated as the variables’ 
arithmetic mean. In the case of institutional trust, its value was calculated as 
a weighted average taking into account the values of the two individual factors’ 
loadings that make up this category of trust3.

To evaluate formal institutions, I use the Worldwide Governance Indicators 
(2021) comprising: Voice and Accountability, Political Stability, Government 

1  The necessary conditions for the factor analysis (value of the determinant, KMO 
and Bartlett’s test) are met.

2  It is generally assumed that Cronbach’s alpha test’s value should be at least 0.7 for 
the scale to be considered reliable. In my analysis, the values of Cronbach’s alpha are very 
high and exceed 0.9.

3  The calculation was the following — two factors explain 84% of the variables’ vari-
ance — the first factor 50%, the second 34%. Since 84 is the total, i.e. 1, 50% is x. Hence, 
the first factor has a weight of 50x100/84 and so 0.6, the second 0.4. The final institutional 
trust index is 0.6 x factor 1 + 0.4 x factor 2.
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Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law and Control of Corruption (Kau-
fmann et al., 2010).

4. Results

To investigate the relationships between the two categories of trust and between 
trust and institutional quality I verify the appropriate correlations.

For the total group of countries, there is a high correlation between gener-
alised and institutional trust (0.832)4 (Table 2). Chart 1 reveals that the levels 
of both categories of trust are significantly higher for capitalist countries (except 
for Italy). Of the post-socialist countries only Estonia scores above the average 
in both categories, while Lithuania is a bit above the average in terms of gener-
alised trust.

Correlation coefficients imply that all relationships between both categories 
of trust and institutional performance are statistically significant and very strong 
(for Political Stability the coefficient indicates only moderate correlation). So 
institutional trust seems to be related to the quality of formal institutions. Such 
results seem intuitive — the quality of institutions could determine the confi-
dence placed in them, but the problem is more complex.

The relationships appear different when countries are divided into capital-
ist and post-socialist (Table 3). For the capitalist countries, there still is a very 
high correlation between generalised and institutional trust (0.845). General-
ised trust is related to the quality of most formal institutions, except for Political 
Stability. The relationships between institutional trust and institutions’ quality 
are also evident — the is a very strong correlation in most cases (again Political 
Stability makes an exception — here the correlation is moderate).

The results start to seem more puzzling for post-socialist countries. They are 
characterized by lower levels of generalised and institutional trust and lower 
quality of institutions. Nevertheless, for this group, there is no evidence nei-
ther for the relationship between generalised and institutional trust nor for 
the relationship between institutional trust and institutions’ performance. Only 
for the quality of Control of corruption, there is a strong correlation with in-
stitutional trust. Control of corruption may be an indicator that has received 
increased public attention and people tend to appreciate discernible improve-
ments. Still, the quality of institutions is related to generalised trust. However, 
it is perplexing that the institutional trust in post-socialist countries seems not 
to depend on institutional performance.

To examine the lack of correlation more closely, I take a step back and verify 
the relationships between the quality of the institutions and the two identified 
factors — Trust in the political system and Trust in implementation institutions, 
instead of with the indicator of institutional trust overall (Table 4). There still 
is no confirmed relationship between generalised trust and these two factors. 

4  The correlation index (0.3–0.5) is considered as moderate, (0.5–0.7) strong, 
and above 0.7 very strong.
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There are also no confirmed relationships between Trust in the political system 
and institutional performance. Nevertheless, in the case of Trust in implementa-
tion institutions, their quality seems to be linked to the institutions’ quality (ex-
cept for Political Stability) — the correlations coefficients indicate a very strong 
relationship. This supports the observation that in practice people distinguish 
between various types of institutions and place varying degrees of trust in them 
(Rothstein & Stole, 2008). The explanation for such results may be as follows — 
people make real judgements about the institutions with which they have direct 
contact such as the police. Likewise, Camussi & Mancini (2019) focus on local 
public institutions with which societies interact daily and show that their quality 
affects trust. But since people are distrustful in the case of more general catego-
ries of institutions, such as government, they tend to distrust them regardless 
of their performance. Trust in institutions linked to the political system may be 
more insensitive to changes in the quality of institutions. Post-socialist societies 
may be accustomed to mistrusting the state — and this deeply ingrained dis-
trust seems to dominate the actual performance. Christensen & Laegreid (2005) 
similarly state that people asked about institutions in general terms tend to be 
more sceptical than for specific services. They perceive far-away government 
officials as incompetent and dishonest rather than those institutional represent-
atives they interact. The results prove, that the countries’ experience with com-
munism determines the path of dependence and shapes the patterns of trust 
in society.

I employ several robustness tests that confirm my empirical results. In the fac-
tor analysis, the construction of indicators has been verified with analogous data 
from different sources. In some cases, there are similar questions in different 
surveys (EVS, ESS, EQLS) for example indicating whether most people can be 
trusted or whether there is confidence in parties, parliament, government or 
police. The results obtained were similar.

As a test, I also look for explanations of trust others than institutional quality 
and verify partial correlations. In the literature, there are many control vari-
ables that can affect trust. Usually, they are connected with macroeconomic 
stability, income inequality, social capital, ethnic fractionalization, and some 
individual and environmental characteristics like education, religion, personal 
experiences, health condition, family economic conditions, and ties with soci-
ety. Therefore, I include a wide range of control variables from the mentioned 
fields. The first group of control variables concerns social capital and relations 
in society i.e.: tension between different racial and ethnic groups (EQLS), atti-
tude toward immigrants (ESS), perceived tolerance of immigrants and perceived 
tolerance of ethnic minorities (Legatum Prosperity Index), tensions between old 
and young people (EQLS), GINI index and poverty gap (World Bank), social 
participation measures connected with volunteering and joining social activities 
(Legatum Prosperity Index, EQLS, EVS). The second group captures economic 
conditions: GDPpc growth, satisfaction with job and satisfaction with accom-
modation (EQLS). The third group pictures personal characteristics and expe-
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riences: mean years of schooling (HDI), satisfaction with education (EQLS), 
health (Legatum Prosperity Index), religiousness measures (ESS, EVS), percep-
tion of ties with others (EQLS), satisfaction with family life (EQLS), satisfac-
tion with life (ESS), optimism about own future (EQLS), attitude toward dealing 
with problems (EQLS) and political engagement (ESS, EVS).

The result of partial correlations between generalised and institutional trust 
and institutional performance with the mentioned control variables are in some 
cases a bit lower but still can be described as strong or very strong. The only 
exception is Political Stability — here the partial correlation often does not con-
firm the relationships with trust. But as there was no correlation of this variable 
with generalised trust and that with institutional trust was weaker, such results 
seem adequate. Thus, none of the included control variables does deny the exist-
ence of investigated relationships.

5. Conclusion

The analysis confirms the relevance of investigating the issues connected with 
trust and institutions as there are still many gaps to be filled. Clearly, there 
is need for further research concerning the causality of the relation between 
trust and institutions’ quality. My results regarding the origins of trust and its 
development are mixed. They partly support institutional theories indicating 
the relevance of increasing institutions’ quality as it affects trust. This is the case 
of capitalist countries and some institutions in post-socialist countries. Never-
theless, concepts suggesting that trust is culturally determined also seem to be 
to some extent correct as in post-socialist countries trust in the political sys-
tem is not related to its performance. However, even in post-socialist countries 
the performance of implementation institutions matters. If the institutional the-
ories provide proper explanations of trust patterns, a low level of trust in society 
cannot be simply attributed to its cultural traits and the government is respon-
sible for its development as the quality of institutions remains at its disposal.

The quality of institutions seems to determine trust rather in countries which 
have not suffered institutional discontinuities and regime changes. As there is 
only partial confirmation on the relationship between the quality of institutions 
and institutional trust in post-socialist countries, it could be perceived as confir-
mation of theories suggesting that it is not easy to strengthen trust in the short 
term. However, simultaneously the implications for public policy indicate that 
there should be an emphasis on institutional performance as people appreciate it 
in case of some institutions and place their trust in them according to the quality. 
This is vital, especially for post-socialist countries where the levels of trust are 
markedly lower. Besides, Knack & Keefer (1997, p. 1284) noted that generalised 
trust is crucial in poorer countries with weaker formal institutions and stressed 
that in case of low trust improving institutional quality becomes even more im-
portant than where trust is higher. Again the findings on the need for improve-
ments in institutional performance are important for post-socialist countries.
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The results concerning the relationship between generalised and institu-
tional trust are also mixed. The two categories of trust are correlated in capitalist 
countries, while in post-socialist countries, there is no confirmation for such 
relation. Institutional trust doesn’t seem a direct extension of generalised trust. 
These observations also suggest that even in distrustful societies trust in institu-
tions can be strengthened by good institutional performance — this may be eas-
ier to achieve than in the case of generalised trust which seems less dependent 
on the state’s deliberate actions. Knack (2002) noted that discovering that social 
capital matters is much easier than increasing it. However, at least institutional 
trust can be strengthened by actions aimed at increased institutional perfor-
mance. As Paldam & Svendsen (2001) observed, active inference in building 
social capital is useless, still the governments may create a proper environment 
by fighting negative social capital — by analogy, their task may be to reduce 
distrust.
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Appendix

Table 1.
Generalised and institutional trust indices

Generalised trust Institutional trust
	– most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too 

careful in dealing with people (EVS);
	– trust in people in your neighbourhood (EVS);
	– trust in people you know personally (EVS);
	– trust in people you meet for the first time (EVS);
	– trust in people of another religion (EVS)
	– trust in people of another nationality (EVS) ;
	– most people would try to take advantage of you if they 

got the chance, or would they try to be fair (ESS);
	– most of the time people try to be helpful or they are 

mostly looking out for themselves (ESS).

Trust in the political system:
	– confidence in political parties (EVS);
	– confidence in government (EVS);
	– confidence in parliament (EVS);
	– confidence in the legal system (EQLS);
	– confidence in the justice system (EVS);
	– confidence in civil service (EVS).

Trust in implementation institutions:
	– confidence in the education system (EVS);
	– confidence in armed forces (EVS);
	– confidence in the health care system (EVS);
	– confidence in the police (EVS).

Source: Own preparation.

Table 2.
Correlations between trust and formal institutions’ quality

Specification 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

generalised trust 
Spearman’s rho 1.000 .832** .859** .893** .809** .516* .859** .906**

sig. (2-tailed) – .000 .000 .000 .000 .014 .000 .000
institutional trust 
Pearson correlation .817** 1 .778** .847** .810** .474* .862** .823**

sig. (2-tailed) .000 – .000 .000 .000 .026 .000 .000

Notes:
1 — generalised trust; 2 — institutional trust; 3 — voice and accountability; 4 — rule of law; 5 — 
regulatory quality; 6 — political stability; 7 — control of corruption; 8 — government effectiveness.
N=22; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05.
All coefficients in Table 2 are Person except from Spearman for General trust for all countries as it lacks 
normal distribution.

Source: Own preparation.



  EKONOMIA I PRAWO. ECONOMICS AND LAW, 22(1), 21–35

34

Table 3.
Correlations between trust and formal institutions’ quality in different groups 
of countries

Specification 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
generalised trust 
in capitalist countries 1 .845** .797** .794** .875** .519 .907** .879**

sig. (2-tailed) – .001 .003 .004 .000 .102 .000 .000
institutional trust 
in capitalist countries .845** 1 .891** .896** .866** .714* .882** .904**

sig. (2-tailed) .001 – .000 .000 .001 .014 .000 .000
generalised trust 
in post-socialist countries 1 .523 .625* .719* .620* .691* .671* .696*

sig. (2-tailed) – .099 .040 .013 .042 .018 .024 .017
institutional trust 
in post-socialist countries .523 1 .423 .578 .568 .244 .614* .497

sig. (2-tailed) .099 – .194 .062 .068 .470 .045 .120

Notes:
1 — generalised trust; 2 — institutional trust; 3 — voice and accountability; 4 — rule of law; 5 — 
regulatory quality; 6 — political stability; 7 — control of corruption; 8 — government effectiveness.
N=11; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05.
All coefficients in Table 3 are Person except from Spearman for General trust for all countries as it lacks 
normal distribution.

Source: Own preparation.

Table 4.
Correlations between trust and formal institutions’ quality in post-socialist 
countries — institutional trust splintered

Specification 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
generalised trust 
Spearman’s rho 1 .294 .455 .625* .719* .620* .691* .671* .696*

sig. (2-tailed) – .381 .160 .040 .013 .042 .018 .024 .017
trust in the political 
system .294 1 –.158 .012 .174 .203 .001 .166 .109

sig. (2-tailed) .381 – .644 .973 .609 .549 .997 .625 .750
trust in implemen-
tation institutions .455 –.158 1 .748** .756** .689* .440 .833** .718*

sig. (2-tailed) .160 .644 – .008 .007 .019 .176 .001 .013

Notes:
1 — generalised trust; 2 — trust in the political system; 3 — trust in implementation institutions; 4 — 
voice and accountability; 5 — rule of law; 6 — regulatory quality; 7 — political stability; 8 — control 
of corruption; 9 — government effectiveness.
N=11; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05.
All coefficients in Table 4. are Person except from Spearman for General trust for all countries as it 
lacks normal distribution.

Source: Own preparation.
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Chart 1.
Generalised and institutional trust in European countries
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