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ABSTRACT
The political trust of the people is essential for the consolidation of the
regime, but it has not been discussed whether the democratic or
authoritarian system is more consolidated. This article uses the Asian
Democracy Dynamics Survey of 2010 to divide 11 countries into the system
of democracy, excessive democracy and autocracy, and autocracy
according to the Polity IV index. It will test the people’s political trust in
these three different political systems, and try to explain the differences
from the "cultural perspective" and "citizen classification." The cultural
perspective is divided into authoritarianism, traditionalism, collectivism,
and Confucian which belongs to the specific political culture in Asia. This
paper created the concept of "accepted and rejected" citizenship. Studies
have found that the more authoritarian the country, the higher the trust of
the people, and it’s not easy to change the original regime. In addition to
the traditional view, those who do hold culturally authoritative, collective,
and Confucian views have high political trust and trust the government to
take full responsibility. People have a higher degree of trust in their
government, which is the hidden reason that may cause the authoritarian
or transitional regime to fail to transform into a democratic regime.

1. INTRODUCTION
Whether democracy can be consolidated has always been an important. The stability or change of a country's
political system depends on the support of the people of the country. As for whether to support the political system,
it is related to the people's "political trust", because trust in the government can also make the system survive. It is
necessary to discuss the relationship between political trust and the democratic system.
Regarding the high and low levels of political trust, the influence on the consolidation of the political system is
divided into two schools.
Hetherington believes that when trust is too high, it may not be conducive to the operation of democracy. The
people may unconsciously trust the government without supervision, and the government does not need to respond
to the people's demands and generate dictatorship [10].
However, the reduction of political trust may endanger the continuous operation of the political system. People
do not trust the government and therefore desire to overthrow the government. Democracy cannot be consolidated
[2]
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Comparing people’s political trust from four countries in East Asia, including Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, and
China, we found that there are differences between the four countries. Taiwanese people have the lowest political
trust and Chinese people have the highest political trust. However, it is difficult to directly judge whether Taiwan,
which has a low degree of trust, does have a crisis of democratic survival, or whether it is democratically strong [14].
It means that people do not supervise the government, and they strongly trust the government. In this way,
authoritarian government can stabilize non-democratic regimes. According to Polity IV’s evaluation of the four East
Asian countries, except for China as an autocratic country, the rest are all democracies. The polity score of the Polity
IV report in 2012: China is -7, Japan is 10, Taiwan is 10, South Keara is 8 [18]. The past literature did not discuss the
relationship between different political regimes and people’s trust.
Therefore, this article wants to explore, when non-democratic regimes are included in the study, what is the
relationship between regimes and trust?
Political science is used to explain political trust in terms of “institutional approach” and “cultural approach”
[19]. The institutional approach used political trust as an immediate performance evaluation of the political system,
such as the economic performance of the administrative authority [4], [5]. And whether there is political
performance such as bribery, corruption, election fairness, government transparency, etc [3], [27], [23]. Moreover,
social performance such as housing, health, employment [26].
Another cultural approach is based on authoritative cultural viewpoints, citizen classification, traditional
cultural viewpoints, social capital viewpoints, materialism, Confucian culture, or communism. The direction varies
according to cultural differences in different countries [21], [8], [27], [15], [17], [13], [14], [7]. And this article will
take the cultural approach to analysis, comprehensively compare the differences between democratic and nondemocratic regimes as the overall political culture segmentation, and design the classification indicators of
individual citizenship, and compare the data of Asian countries.
The research questions of this article are as follows: Under the three classifications of political systems of
democratic countries, excessively democratic and authoritarian countries, and authoritarian countries, what are the
differences in political trust among the people of different countries? And trying to explain the difference between
"cultural perspective" and "citizen classification"; cultural perspective is divided into authoritarianism,
traditionalism, collectivism, and Confucianism, and citizen classifications are divided into "accepted and objected".
In an attempt to explore the gap in individual political trust from the three cultural values and classifications of
citizens, we can also further understand whether the different classifications of citizens in these Asian countries
belong to dissident citizens with critical thinking, or citizens who obey the authority of the state.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The definition and operationalization of the term political trust do not have the same argument. Therefore, when
analyzing “political trust”, this article must first locate the term.
Political trust refers to whether the people can believe that "the political system will avoid harming people's
rights and interests, and consider the interests of the people as much as possible [20]. Or it is defined as "the
consistency between the results of government administration and the expectations of the people as recognized by
the people" [11].
The above definitions all take the public as the starting point and regard a kind of "subjective evaluation." It also
shows that how to measure the subjective evaluation of the people is very important.
Why is there a difference in trust? Political science often uses " cultural approach" and "system approach" to
explain political trust. It believes that, compared with the latter, the former emphasizes perceptual elements and
long-term personal value changes, that is, social trust or social capital. This school believes that the public’s trust in
politicians or institutions is only an extension of social trust; the institution approach or rational choices think
political trust is regarded as endogenous and generated by short-term government performance, and will not have
serious consequences for the maintenance of the overall system. Government performance judgments are based on
economic performance, political corruption, and political process fairness and transparency [25].
The study has used a multi-level model to analyze political trust from an institutional approach. It found that
“the individual's performance in the system” interrelated with “political trust”, but this situation would moderate by
differences in the "political competition and regime". The link between "evaluation" and "political trust" has been
partially confirmed. The effect is mainly in economic and political evaluation, showing that the more intense a
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country’s political competition, the lower the people’s political trust will occur in a country with a democratic system
[28].
However, lack of the cultural approach in previous articles. Therefore, this paper will try to discuss the influence
of "cultural approach" on political trust.
Political and cultural research focuses on the theoretical verification of the overall and social level, and explores
the people's sense of trust in political institutions and systems, and is suitable for transnational comparative
research.
This article believes that this kind of cultural approach is mainly divided into two categories: people’s values
under different cultures, and classifications of citizens. These themes are all influenced by the "long-term" national
background, which establishes different cultural customs in different countries. Instead of the so-called "short-term"
performance evaluation of the institutional approach.
When discussing the "People's Cultural View" in the context of each country alone, according to the 2006 Asian
Democratic Dynamics Survey to discuss the political trust of six Asian countries based on traditionalism,
authoritarianism, and post-materialism. The positive relationship between traditionalism and political trust only
occurs in Taiwan, while authoritarianism has an impact in Hong Kong and South Korea, but not in China, Singapore,
Taiwan, and Japan, and post-materialism does not affect political trust [27].
When compared the trust of Hong Kong and Taiwan. Wong, Hsiao and Wan pointed out that Hong Kong people
highly trust the government and the judiciary, while the legislature has relatively low trust; Both show low trust in
different fields such as institutional factors (government performance evaluation, life satisfaction, democratic rights)
and cultural factors (interpersonal trust, post-materialism, traditionalism)[26].
The political trust measurement method is based on the trust of seven political organizations as the overall
political trust of the country, and the institutional variables are "evaluation of the current overall economic situation
of the country’s economy, evaluation of the current state of the democratic system, and evaluation of the current
state of local government corruption."
The cultural variables are based on "trust to the majority of people in society, political authoritarian values",
and individual background variables are considered separately. The article believes that the above variables can be
reflected; and through the Freedom House, the "democratic system" of various countries Classification (Freedom
House), found that Japan and South Korea, which belong to the old or emerging democracies, compare with other
democratic countries Mongolia, Thailand, the Philippines, Taiwan, or semi-democracy. There are certain differences
in the political trust of these countries. Among them, non-democratic countries The Chinese people have a high
degree of political trust, which confirms the influence of institutional channels on political trust, while social trust
only affects political trust in some countries.
In addition to the above-mentioned authoritative and traditional cultural approaches, Chen and Yang cited the
research of Inglehart and Baker and believed that when discussing the authoritative system, the Communist Party
culture and Confucian culture should be included. "Collectivist values" of values [7].
The three values of authority, tradition and collective are often discussed in the literature to influence individual
values. When the overall political culture affects individual citizens, the political culture of citizens must be discussed.
While people’s "liberal and democratic values" have a negative effect on the trust and general trust of the central
government, while "traditional social values" have a positive effect [15].
Post-materialism is relative to materialism. After long-term economic development and social stability, people
have shifted from the values of material satisfaction and security needs to emphasize personal autonomy and
multiple values [16]. Traditionalism is a kind of relying on traditional cultural values, emphasizing the maintenance
of the existing class order, and collectivism is willing to sacrifice individual interests to achieve social harmony [24].
People with authoritarianism believe that the country must have a strong leader who will take everyone to overcome
difficulties, and that individuals are willing to surrender and worship authoritarian. Based on the data of eight Asian
countries surveyed by ABS, the impact of institutional and cultural perspectives on political trust is discussed. The
cultural perspective includes both "social trust" and "people's cultural outlook [17]."
Norris looked for possible reasons for the depressed political trust in Western countries since the 1960s and
proposed "critical citizens". They are a group of "ideologically supportive of democratic systems, but actually criticize
the current state of democratic operation.” This specific distrust means that the people, on the basis of supporting
the democratic system, hold stricter standards and critical attitudes towards the policies of the ruling authorities.
Therefore, this “critical” civic attitude is not only ineffective. It will jeopardize democracy and become an optimal
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driving force that takes into account the output of policies in a democratic system. Political distrust is not necessarily
a completely negative meaning to the democratic system [21], [22].
At the same time, Dalton linked the modernization theory and argued that, driven by economic development,
distrust of the ruling authority is due to the tendency to increase the effect of "self-expression value", which
generates a high degree of critical consciousness. The above two arguments are Western democracies. An
explanation for the long-term decline in trust [8]. The so-called "citizen classification" in political culture changes
between political trust and the trust of political regimes.
Huang uses Taiwan as an example. This article uses empirical data after the 2012 presidential election. At that
time, Taiwan was filled with distrust of President Ma Ying-jeou. The study established that "critical citizenship"
applies to Taiwanese people’s political trust and found that the political trust of "democratic critics" is lower than
that of "democratic satisfied people" and "democratic subjects," and "democratic alienators " do not trust the ruling
authorities [14]. The critical classifications of citizens discussed above are mainly aimed at the relationship between
political support and personal trust in democratic countries.
However, non-democratic countries must also have a certain degree of support for their own "political system",
which may also affect personal trust. Since "democratic systems" have "critical" citizens, then non-democratic
systems must have obedience is it an " accepted” citizen of an authoritative government? This article will also make
a cross-border comparison to find out whether the classifications of citizens are prominently present in different
national polities.
From the above, we can see that the institutional approach and cultural approach have their own supporting
arguments, and each has explanatory power that can strengthen mutual trust in politics.
Therefore, the impact of cultural approaches on individuals is long-term, unlike the short-term performance
evaluation of the system. Therefore, this paper discusses trust again through cultural approaches and incorporates
institutional factors and citizen classifications to measure.
3. DATA

This article adopts the questionnaire survey research method and uses the third wave of "Asian Barometer
Survey" data. The implementation period is from 2010 to 2012. The sample countries are Japan, South Korea, China,
Taiwan, Mongolia, Thailand, Singapore, Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia and Cambodia. This information is aimed at
simultaneous cross-border interviews in Asia, and long-term tracking of personal political attitudes, values and
behavioral changes can be called authoritative survey research [9].
4. RESEARCH STRUCTURE

Political trust is a dependent variable. Citizen classification, authoritarianism, traditionalism, collectivism,
Confucian, personal background, etc. are independent variables. The measurement index of citizen classification is
the focus of this article. The design of this indicator is presented in the next section; the above variables, the so-called
cultural approach to thinking about the impact on political trust, discussing cross-border and cross-political
comparisons.

Figure 1: Research Architecture
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5. MEASUREMENT

According to the research questions and variables in this article, the measurement question is proposed, which
is divided into five parts: political trust, citizen classification, authority view, traditional view, collective view, system
classification, and personal background.
This article directly adopts the political trust in the government of a single topic: " You can generally trust the
people who run our government to do what is right.." And four of citizen classifications: it is composed of two
questions of system support and satisfaction. System classification: The people of 11 countries will be scored
according to the Polity IV, 1 point for the autocratic system, 2 points for the democratic and authoritarian system,
and 3 points for the democratic system.
The measurement question classifications of various cultural viewpoints are more complicated. Different
questions have been changed or deleted according to the ABS in different periods, or changed according to the
research questions of scholars. Wong, Wan and Hsiao adopted the 2006 version of ABS, and only measured a single
question against traditionalism[26], [27].
In order to compare 2002 and 2011, Chen and Yang as well as research on Confucianism and Communist Party
thought as the theme, disassembled traditionalism multi-topics into traditional and collective views, but there are
still five questions for measuring traditional views. The question group consists of only 1 is selected as a
representative [7].
Chang, Wu and Weatherall based on the five core Confucian views for constituting measurement questions
which are hierarchical collectivism, paternalistic meritocracy, interpersonal reciprocity and accommodation,
communal interest and harmony, and Confucian familism [1].
Therefore, this article sets up measurement questions according to the authoritarianism, traditionalism, and
collectivism used in the creation of individual documents. For complete questions, please refer to Appendix A. In
order to establish the concept of composition, the study first takes confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and divides
the question group into three concepts. The descriptive statistics of each variable are shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
Variable name
Number of samples Average Minimum Maximum
government support
14671
1.65
1
2
government satisfaction
14671
1.72
1
2
citizen classification
14671
2.22
1
4
authoritarianism
11449
0.028
-3.203
3.128
traditional view
12461
0.006
-2.549
2.393
collective view
13277
0.194
-2.202
4.989
Confucianism
13649
0.881
-2.225
3.871
gender
14660
0.494
0
1
age
14659
2.780
1
5
education level
14627
6.01
1
10
Political trust
14392
2.67
1
4

6. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We first discuss the theoretical framework of citizen classifications, and then analyze the classifications of
citizens of various countries with empirical data. Finally, the study would discuss whether the traditional and
authoritative civic cultures and the classifications of citizens of various countries cause the level of political trust or
not.
7. Different citizen classifications

The concept of civic classification is formed by Huang with "democratic satisfaction" and "democratic support".
Democracy satisfaction is divided into two standards, "satisfied" and "dissatisfied", which represent the positive and
negative evaluation of the democratic system by the people. The degree of democratic support is defined as "absolute
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support" and "incomplete support", showing that the people have unconditional support or limited support and
opposition to a democratic government, and they are divided into “democratic satisfaction”, “democratic subjects”,
“democratic critics”, and “democratic alienators,” please refer to Table 2 [12].
Table 2: Citizen Classification
democratic support
incomplete support
absolute support
democratic satisfaction
satisfied
democratic subjects democratic satisfaction
(higher)
（highest)
dissatisfied democratic alienators
democratic critics
(Lower)
(lowest)
Note: Author adapted from [12].

According to Huang classification " democratic satisfaction" referred to people who support democracy
unconditionally emotionally, and also express satisfaction with the operation of democracy in evaluation. They all
positively evaluate the democratic system and provide the legitimacy and support for the operation of the system
[14].
"Democratic critics" referred to unreserved support for democracy but dissatisfaction with the current state of
democratic operations. They are the so-called "critical citizens". They have become the critics and supervisors of
democratic operations. This classification of political trust should be lower than those of democratic satisfaction and
subjects. The above-mentioned two kinds of people bring positive significance to democracy.
"Democratic subjects" lack absolute democratic desires, are satisfied with the status quo of the system, are loyal
supporters of the authorities, will not bring harm to democracy, and have a high degree of political trust.
"Democratic alienators " have no absolute desire for democracy. The plot of dissatisfaction with the system is
due to the failure of the party they support in the election, which greatly reduces their positive evaluation of the
democratic system and has low political trust. Different from critics with low trust, they are the crisis of the
consolidation of democracy and they do not trust the legitimacy of democratic politics.
In order to explore which classification of citizens the people of various countries belong to? The author assumes
that a certain proportion of citizens in a democratic government are critical citizens, as stated in the research.
Relatively speaking, a majority of citizens in a non-democratic government (authoritarian government) are
democratic subjects.
The sample selected in Huang article is not a single country and belongs to a democratic regime. Instead, it uses
a cross-country and cross-political model to explore the applicability of the theory, so Table 3 is changed.
According to the large-scale ABS survey data, the so-called "democratic" survey is also the first focus. When
interviewing countries in Asia, the relevant democratic issues in countries with the "non-democratic" system were
not specifically distinguished. Most of the previous articles, when cutting into the study of non-democratic countries,
mainly discussed "what do they think of the legitimacy of democracy", but rarely directly discuss which classification
of citizen they belong to.
Therefore, this article attempts to discuss together the differences in political trust caused by the classifications
of citizens in the three systems (democracy, excessive, democracy and autocracy, and autocracy).
The author renamed "Democracy Support" and "Democracy Satisfaction" to "System Support" and "System
Satisfaction". The reason for this change is that people in non-democratic countries are also targeting the
"Democracy" questionnaire.
Reply to the question, but this kind of subjective response to the system performance or support of their own
country, compared to the objective Polity IV sub-indicators, they do not achieve the indicators of the so-called
"democratic" regime, so they cannot be called "democratic support "and "democratic satisfaction." It can only be said
to be subjective ratings of one's own political system.
In addition, the government support part is further divided into three classifications of government:
"democracy," " excessive democracy and autocracy," and "autocracy." There are 12 classifications that interact with
government satisfaction. Classification 1, 5, and 9 citizens tend to "accept".
Although they do not fully support the country’s regime, they are still satisfied with the current state of affairs.
They obey the current state of the country’s regime model. Classification 4, 8, and 12 citizens are more inclined to
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"dissent" and absolutely support China’s political system, but in fact it is not satisfied with the operating conditions,
and continues to criticize it, hoping to improve the operating conditions. As for the 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11 citizens, they are
in the middle, but those who are satisfied tend to obey and accept. The alienators tend to express dissent.

alienators (3)

dissatisfied

System Satisfaction

satisfied

Table 3: Citizen Classification with Political System
System Support
democracy
excessive
autocracy
democracy and autocracy
incomplete
absolute
incomplete
absolute
incomplete
absolute
support
support
support
support
support
support
subjects
satisfaction
subjects
satisfaction
subjects
satisfaction
(1)
(2)
(5)
(7)
(9)
(11)
critics
(4)

alienators
(6)

critics
(8)

alienators (10)

critics
(12)

Source: by authors

The coding is to classify each country by degree, recode and name the variable as "citizen classification". The
larger the number, the more accepted citizens are favored, and the smaller the number, the more objected citizens.
The regime classification standard is based on Polity IV, please refer to Table 3 and Figure 2.

Figure 2: Continuous Variable of the Citizen Classification

The empirical data (Table 4) shows that in a democratic regime, there are more critics, and the proportion of
submissive citizens in an authoritarian regime is relatively large, confirming the research hypothesis of this article.
In terms of the proportion of critics who account for the country’s citizens, democracies have the highest
proportions compared to other political systems, especially in Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, and Mongolia.
Countries in the transitional period between democratic government and authoritarian government have the highest
proportion of citizens. Critical citizens or subjects submissive citizens on both sides of the spectrum are not
particularly biased.
As for non-democratic regimes, they are most satisfied with the democratic system of the "own country". The
proportion of subjective citizens is higher than that of other countries.
The result of this may be that after a long period of democratization, a change in the classifications of citizens
has occurred, and it may not be due to the change in the political system being affected by the classifications of
citizens. This argument can be proved by the "transition period from democracy to autocracy." The proportion of
critical critics in Cambodia and Thailand is not high.
Therefore, there are indeed differences in the classifications of citizens among countries with different
political systems. The focus of this article will be discussed below. This classification of citizens effects of "the people
believe that the government can do the right thing".
From the assumption of political trust and polity, the country with the lowest political trust shound have more
critical citizens. However, Taiwan’s data shows that people’s political trust with ranks at the bottom of the 11
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countries, but Taiwan citizens belongs more subjectives than the other democratic countries. Taiwan is a special
case with a higher proportion of accepted citizens and a lower degree of trust in the government.
According to Table 5, although the results of this article are similar to the empirical data of Ref. [12] [14] in
Taiwan in 2008 and 2012, the results are similar. According to the data in 2008, 22.2% of the obedient, 31.9% of the
satisfied, 28.1% of the divorced, and critics 17.9%; According to data in 2012, 31.0% are subjects, 41.5% are satisfied,
12.9% are alienated, and 15.4% are critics. He believes that Taiwan applies for a critical citizenship and shows that
Taiwan has a stable critical attitude, which is beneficial The democratic system operates. According to the results of
this article, although different databases are selected and a single country is used as the research target, the results
are similar. However, in terms of cross-country comparisons, the Taiwan case does not seem to belong to “Critical"
the comparison of "democratic" countries. However, in terms of cross-country research, when comparing other"
democratic" countries, the Taiwan case does not seem to be "critical"(see Table 4).
Table 4: Percentage of the Citizen Classification
citizen classification (%)
system classification
country subjects satisfaction alienators critics
N
autocracy
Indonesia
15.1
45.6
13.6
25.8
1212
Korea
16.3
44.8
13.8
25.0
1386
Japan
15.8
40.6
19.9
23.7
1425
Mongolia
21.5
26.9
28.6
23.0
1446
Malaysia
14.0
60.4
7.7
17.9
1414
Taiwan
32.6
38.0
15.1
14.3
1411
democracy and autocracy Cambodia
34.0
48.6
7.3
10.1
1474
Thailand
17.1
66.2
3.8
13.0
1267
autocracy
Singapore
43.9
47.7
5.4
2.9
1375
China
25.4
49.4
10.3
15.0
1178
Vietnam
8.7
79.6
3.2
8.5
1083
ALL
22.6
49.0
12.0
16.4
14671
(3318)
(7187)
(1716)
(2405)
(N)
Table 5: Percentage of Taiwan’s Citizen in Different Year of the study
Year and researcher subjects satisfaction alienators critics
2008 / Huang
22.2%
31.9%
28.1%
17.9%
2010/ this paper
32.6%
38.0%
15.1%
14.3%
2012 / Huang
31.0%
41.5%
12.9%
15.4%

Next, this article also designed the citizen classification indicator as a continuous observation variable. In order
to detect again whether there are significant differences in citizen classifications between countries, this article
conducts a statistical one-way-ANOVA, using the Schaffer method and the Post Hoc test, it was found that the P-value
of the overall model was less than 0, which was a significant correlation. The difference in citizen classifications is
indeed between countries (see Table 6-ANOVA test for the results)
A comparison of individual countries found that it is also a cluster of democracies. Taiwan’s citizen score is 0.42
less than Mongolia’s, 0.40 less than Japan, 0.36 less than South Korea, 0.38 less than Indonesia, and 0.18 less than
Malaysia. It has once again verified its representativeness in a democracy that the people of Taiwan are significantly
more "submissive" than the people of other democratic countries. There is no significant difference in citizenship
scores among Mongolia, Japan, South Korea, and Indonesia. Only Malaysia scores lower than Japan’s 0.22 and lower
than Mongolia’s 0.23. And Indonesia is 0.16 lower than Malaysia.
In summary, the scores of citizens of Mongolia, Japan, South Korea, and Indonesia are more consistent. Taiwan
is a special case. As for the reason, the information on Taiwan must be independently investigated in further study.
There are still differences in the scores of citizens between Thailand and Cambodia, which are in the middle of
the polity, and Cambodia people are like accepting citizens. Most Thailand people are satisfaction types.
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Among the autocratic countries, China and Vietnam are no different. Singapore is more subjects than China's (0.47), but after Vietnam, it belongs to the alienators classification (0.44), which is in the middle of the autocratic
country.
Groups
(I)
Japan

Korea

China

Group
(J)

Korea
China
Mongolia
Taiwan
Thailand
Indonesia
Singapore
Vietnam
Cambodia
Malaysia
China
Mongolia
Taiwan
Thailand
Indonesia
Singapore
Vietnam
Cambodia
Malaysia
Indonesia
Singapore
Vietnam
Cambodia
Malaysia
Mongolia
Taiwan
Thailand
Indonesia
Singapore
Vietnam
Cambodia
Malaysia

Mean
Difference
(I-J)
.040
.368*
-.016
.404*
.389*
.015
.841*
.399*
.580*
.221*
.328*
-.056
.364*
.349*
-.025
.801*
.359*
.540*
.181*
-.353*
.473*
.031
.212*
-.147
-.384*
.036
.021
-.353*
.473*
.031
.212*
-.147

Std.
Error
.035
.037
.035
.035
.036
.037
.036
.038
.035
.035
.037
.035
.036
.037
.037
.036
.038
.035
.036
.038
.037
.040
.037
.037
.037
.037
.038
.038
.037
.040
.037
.037

Table 6: ANOVA Test
Sig.
Groups
Group
(I)
(J)

Mean
Difference
(I-J)
.420*
.405*
.031
.857*
.415*
.596*
.237*
-.015
-.389*
.437*
-.005
.176*
-.183*
-.374*
.452*
.010
.191*
-.168*
.452*
.010
.191*
-.168*
-.442*
-.261*
-.620*
.181*
-.178*
-.359*

Std.
Error

Sig.

.999 Mongolia
Taiwan
.035
.000
.000
Thailand
.036
.000
1.000
Indonesia
.037
1.000
.000
Singapore
.035
.000
.000
Vietnam
.038
.000
1.000
Cambodia
.035
.000
.000
Malaysia
.035
.000
.000
Taiwan
Thailand
.036
1.000
.000
Indonesia
.037
.000
.000
Singapore
.036
.000
.000
Vietnam
.038
1.000
.991
Cambodia
.035
.005
.000
Malaysia
.035
.003
.000
Thailand Indonesia
.038
.000
1.000
Singapore
.037
.000
.000
Vietnam
.039
1.000
.000
Cambodia
.036
.002
.000
Malaysia
.036
.019
.004 Indonesia Singapore
.037
.000
.000
Vietnam
.039
1.000
.000
Cambodia
.036
.002
1.000
Malaysia
.036
.019
.000 Singapore Vietnam
.038
.000
.107
Cambodia
.035
.000
.000
Malaysia
.036
.000
1.000 Vietnam Cambodia
.038
.010
1.000
Malaysia
.038
.015
.000 Cambodia Malaysia
.035
.000
.000
1.000
SS
df
MS
F
.000 Between 1032.820
10
103.282 116.956***
Within 12945.986 14660
.107
Total
13978.806 14670

8. CULTURAL AND CIVIC CLASSIFICATIONS TRUST IN POLITICS

First of all, the author conducts a chi-square test of political trust and citizenship, and makes a cross-tabulation
of the two variables as shown in Table 7. It can be found that only in "political trust disagrees and subjects"(Z=-0.8),
"political trust strongly agrees and subjects"(Z=-1.9), " political trust strongly and alienators"(Z=-1.2). The three
parts are not significantly related. Although "high political trust and subjects" is no significant, it still closer the
standard -1.96 set by the standardized residuals. It can also be said that the two are related. The rest show that
political trust and civic classification are related, and the overall model also shows that the two are related.
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Table 7: Cross-table with Citizen Classification and Poloitical Trust
Political Trust
Total
strongly disagree disagree agree strongly
agree
subjects
frequency
211
1014 1579 457
3261
effect frequency
268.5
1040.5 1452.4 499.6 3261.0
standardized residual
-3.5
-0.8
3.3
-1.9
satisfaction
frequency
322
1952 3522 1238 7034
effect frequency
579.2
2244.3 3132.8 1077.7 7034.0
standardized residual
-10.7
-6.2
7.0
4.9
alienators
frequency
268
691
531
246
1736
effect frequency
142.9
553.9 773.2 266.0 1736.0
standardized residual
10.5
5.8
-8.7
-1.2
critics
frequency
384
935
778
264
2361
effect frequency
194.4
753.3 1051.6 361.7 2361.0
standardized residual
13.6
6.6
-8.4
-5.1
Total
frequency
1185
4592 6410 2205 14392
effect frequency
1185.0
4592.0 6410.0 2205.0 14392.0
Pearson's chi-squared=799.135***, Likelihood ratio=77.585***,
Cramer's V =0.136***, Contingency correlation=0.229***.
Note: The strongly agree means people with the high level of political trust.
*p< .05. **p. <.01. ***p< .001.

Therefore, we can see that there is a correlation between the classifications of citizens and trust, and then this
two variable is included in the regression of the overall political trust. Comparing the personal background variable:
gender, age, education level. Trying to explain the explanatory power of political trust under the cultural approach,
the results refer to Table 8.
In terms of personal background, the higher the education level of the people, the less they trust the
government(β=-0.058***) , but men or women, which does not affect personal political trust.(β=0.014) When Yang
and Meng discuss trust from an institutional approach, the older they are, the more they trust the government(Yang
and Meng 2015). However, after incorporating the factors of culture and civic classification, this article finds that age
does not affect personal political trust.
Among the cultural approaches, especially the "political authority view" and "citizen classification" have the
greatest impact on personal political trust(β=-0.084).
People who tend to be accepted and authoritative tend to trust the government's actions. Relatively speaking,
people tend to be objected and democratic value does not trust the government to govern(β=-0.206). The more
people with a view of political authority, the more they identify with those in power and obey the government's
decision-making.
And the more Confucian people emphasize harmony and patriarchy, they also "trust" the government(β=0.220***). People with a collective view tend to trust the government to govern. Those with personal views are less
able to trust the government simply because they have their own opinions(β=-0.062***).
The more the classifications of citizens are toward submissives or accepted, the more they "trust" the
government. People who trust the government and lean toward the authoritarian system are more likely to trust the
government(β=-0.065***). Except that the traditional view has nothing to do with political trust, the above results
conform to the research hypothesis of this article(β= -0.011).
Table 8: The Simple Linear Regression of Political Trust Model
Variable
Unstandarlized
Unstandarlized Coffivient
Coffivient
Beta
SE
Beta
citizen classification -0.071*** (0.007)
-0.084***
Authoritarianism
-0.172*** (0.009)
-0.206***
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Traditionalism
-0.009
(0.008)
-0.011
Collectivism
-0.051*** (0.009)
-0.062***
Confucian
-0.179*** (0.010)
-0.220***
Regime type
-0.027*** (0.015)
-0.065***
Gender
0.027
(0.015)
0.014
Age
-0.008
(0.006)
-0.013
Education
-0.019*** (0.003)
-0.058***
Intercept
3.102*** (0.039)
R=0.466, R2=0.217, adjusted R2=0.216, df=9, F=306.614***
Note: Dependent variable is political trust and *p< .05. **p. <.01. ***p< .001.

9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Discussing the influence of people’s political trust from the cultural approach, coupled with the classification of
civic culture, is different from the previous institutional approach and cultural approach to political trust research.
Under the political and cultural background of each country, there is a civic political culture that is exclusive to their
own country, and the distinction between the classifications of citizens in the political system is generally consistent
with the research inference.
This article initially attempts to use cross-sectional and single-year data to discuss the relationship between
political trust, culture, and civic classifications. It belongs to the macro-level analysis.
It is suggested that when studying cultural approaches in the future, takes a long-term trend study, and it is
more likely to find the trend of high trust to low trust, or low trust to high trust, and the reasons and key points of
the change by the case study.
In this way, it is possible to explore whether changes in trust and "inter-system" constraints can be improved
from "key points" to avoid conflicting images of democracy and trust. Or, it is possible to break through the
limitations of empirical analysis research methods, join the government's political trust, and discuss the dynamics
of "mutual trust" between the people and the government. This may also be an important indicator that whether the
polities of various countries can survive.
Finally, if the researcher can join the discussion again, the various democratic issues of the people in transitional
countries or countries with authoritarian regimes, such as: what is the concept of democracy, and whether they agree
with "democratic values", whether democratic values are high or low? The underlying factors may affect why they
belong to this classification of citizens and how to generate the effect of high and low political trust.
APPENDICES
Variable
Political trust
Citizen
classification

Authoritarianism

Questionnaire
You can generally trust the people who run our government to do what is right.
Which of the following statements comes closest to your own opinion?
1 Democracy is always preferable to any other kind of government
2 Under some circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable to a
democratic one
3 For people like me, it does not matter whether we have a democratic or a nondemocratic
regime
On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way democracy works in
[Country]. Are you …? Very Satisfied, Fairly satisfied, Not at all satisfied.
1. I have here other statements. For each statement, would you say you strongly agree,
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree?
2. The government should consult religious authorities when interpreting the laws.
3. Women should not be involved in politics as much as men.
4. People with little or no education should have as much say in politics as highly-educated
people.
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Traditionalism

Collectivism

Confucian

5. The government should decide whether certain ideas should be allowed to be discussed
in society.
6. Harmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groups.
7. When judges decide important cases, they should accept the view of the executive
branch.
8.If the government is constantly checked [i.e. monitored and supervised] by the
legislature, it cannot possibly accomplish great things.
9.If people have too many different ways of thinking, society will be chaotic.
10. When the country is facing a difficult situation, it is ok for the government to disregard
the law in order to deal with the situation.
1. Please tell me how you feel about the following statements. Would you say you strongly
agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree?
2. Even if parents' demands are unreasonable, children still should do what they ask.
3. When a mother-in-law and a daughter-in-law come into conflict, even if the mother-inlaw is in the wrong, the husband should still persuade his wife to obey his mother.
4. Being a student, one should not question the authority of their teacher.
5. Wealth and poverty, success and failure are all determined by fate.
6. If one could have only one child, it is more preferable to have a boy than a girl.
1. For the sake of the family, the individual should put his personal interests second
2.When dealing with others, developing a long-term relationship is more important than
securing one's immediate interest.
3. When dealing with others, one should not only focus on immediate interest but also plan
for future.
4. In a group, we should avoid open quarrel to preserve the harmony of the group
5. When dealing with others, one should not be preoccupied with temporary gains and
losses.
1. Government leaders are like the head of a family; we should all follow their decisions.
2. If we have political leaders who are morally upright, we can let them decide everything.
3. For the sake of national interest, individual interest could be sacrificed.
4. In a group, we should avoid open quarrel to preserve the harmony of the group
5. Even if there is some disagreement with others, one should avoid the conflict
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