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INVOLVE Survey

August 2024 in 8 European countries

Total +11.000 respondents (representative on age,
gender, region, education)

Cross-sectional:

Trust, Distrust, Mistrust ltem Battery (randomized order)

Survey Vignette experiment
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Study 1: cross-
sectional evidence



Measurement political trust/distrust

Trust (sum-score)

| can count on the government to serve the public interest
Political parties typically have good intentions

Most politicians are honest and competent

The government understands the needs of my community
The government usually does the right thing

Distrust (sum-score)

As a rule, the government is ineffective and deceitful
Political parties typically ignore people like me

Most politicians put their own interest before the country’s interest

Mean (S.D.)

2.76 (0.88)
2.82 (1.08)
2.89 (1.04)
2.65 (1.08)
2.63 (1.08)
2.79 (1.05)
3.59 (0.86)
3.28 (1.10)
3.65 (1.05)
3.84 (1.07)

Note: Respondents were asked ‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following?’ on a 5-point Likert scale.
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Outcome satisfaction personal experiences

Satisfaction with services provided

Employment/labour market reintegration services

Public social housing

Immigration services

Public mental health services
Long-term care/elderly care
Public hospital

Public creche

Public school

General practitioner/family doctor

Public university
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Extremely dissatisfied ™ Dissatisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied = = Satisfied =~ = Extremely satisfied
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Procedural satisfaction

Reflection personal experiences

Felt treated worse than most others

Ashamed to use the service

Felt discriminated while in contact with the service
Difficulties in understanding how to use the service
Could influence the way of service delivery

Could choose between different service providers
Received service in a timely and efficient manner
Receiving service had positive influence on personal circumstances
Easy to access the service

Easy to find the service

Employees were helpful and listened

Received service and help entitled to

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

® Fully disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree mFully agree
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Regression results Study 1

Trust Distrust
Outcome satisfaction -0.02
(0.01) (0.01)
Procedural fairness -0.20™
(0.02) (0.02)
Controls Yes Yes
Intercept 1157 4767
(0.07) (0.08)
R2 0.19 0.11
n
Vo(ve
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Trust: Process matters when output is bad

Predictive margins with 95% Cls
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Distrust: process matters regardless of outcome

Predicted distrust

Predictive margins with 95% Cls
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Study 2: Vignette
Experiment



Vignette experiment on digitalization

“You
loca
[...].
su
the ¢
you'l
reSp(

| support the digital platform
so far. [...] | can easily
retrieve all decisions made
from the website. [....]

Anonymous resident Y

My experience with the
digital platform is
disappointing. | miss having
my permits and other
documents on paper. [...]

Anonymous resident Y
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Good Bad
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Bad process
Control group \ﬂ
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Measuring trust and distrust

'The local council generally makes the right decisions' (trust)

'The local council is not acting out of its residents' best interest' (distrust).

1 - Strongly Disagree
2 - Disagree
3 - Neutral
4 - Agree

5 - Strongly Agree
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Results Study 2

Negative outcome + negative process
Negative outcome +
+ negative process

=+

Intercept (control group)

N
R2
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(1)
Evaluation
-0.70™

(0.05)
.0.22™
(0.05)
-0.11"

(0.05)

(0.05)
3.63™
(0.04)
5331
0.06

n
Vo(ve






Conclusion

Trust: process matters when outcome is bad /K
Distrust: procedural fairness only matters

Political trust

Experimental Results: no significant changes @
In trust/distrust, only finding an effect in

strongest negative treatment. /K

Hard to manipulate?

n
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Public service usage

Public services used by respondents or their closest family during the past 12 months

General practitioner/family doctor 72%
Public hospital 50%
Public school 25%
Public mental health services, such as a psychologist or psychiatrist 13%
Public university 1%
Employment/labour market reintegration services 8%
Long-term care/elderly care 8%
Public creche 8%
Public social housing 6%
Immigration services 4%
Did not use any of the above services I 12Y%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% ‘
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Response Frequencies

100% 4% 4% 100%
16%
23%
80% o et : 32%
80%
27%
60% 31% 31%
0 35%
33% 35% 60% 36%
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| can count on Political parties Most politicians The The 12% 5
the government typically have are honestand government  government 10%
tob?er_ve the goodintentions competent underztagfds theusugllryll dﬁgs the 0% 4% 3% 3%
public interest nc%?nﬁqun?t;/y right thing As arule, the government is Political parties typically ignore Most politicians put their own
ineffective and deceitful people like me interest before the country’s
interest
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