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Chapter I
Introduction
How does the public’s perception of government reflect support of
government? In democracies, is lower trust in government a sign of crisis or a
reflection of healthy skepticism that provides government accountability? Since
Almond and Verba (1963), scholars of political culture have argued that
coherence between structure and culture are necessary for political stability
(Eckstein, 1998). In democracies, this congruence has said to be threatened by
malevolent leaders, unpopular policy and even negative news, all of which
disenchant political culture and erode at the fabric of democracy (Craig, 1974;
Miller, 1974; Dionne, 1991). Other scholars, however, point out the distinction
between political institutions and political leaders (Easton 1965, 1975; Norris,
1999) and that discontent with political performance does not translate to
discontent of democratic principles (Inglehart, 1999; Dalton, 2004).
Some point to the “Critical Citizens” theory to distinguish cynicism in
democratic political culture (Norris, 1999; Pharr, 2000; Dalton, 2004). Critical
citizens are informed citizens who are skeptical of government performance, but
supportive of democratic principles. They breed in democracies where the public
actively engages in politics through elections, which in turn creates skeptics with
political preferences who are left discontent with government performance
more easily. Because democratic citizens can pick their leaders, the public holds
1
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standards of what is politically acceptable. These standards are higher in
postindustrial stable democracies where critical citizens live (Inglehart, 1999).
When support for government performance is low, but support for democratic
principles is high, governments retain legitimacy. The distinction between the
two levels of government is the democratic institutions in place, that allow for
criticisms of government performance to take place without the deterioration of
democratic structure.
There exists a through literature on what affects the public’s opinion of
government. Institutions (Lijphart, 1984; Norris, 1999; Anderson and Gullory,
1997), leaders (Cirtin, 1974; Cirtin and Green, 1986; Craig, 1974), political parties
(Miller and Listhaug, 1994), modernization (Inglehart, 1994), economic
performance (McAllister, 1999), government expectations (Miller 1974, Miller
and Listaug, 1999), and political involvement all contribute to how one sees their
government. These effects can be subtle, altering perception at various levels of
government structure. Political parties help increase state capacity, provide
information shortcuts to citizens, and act as an intermediary between citizens
and government. However, despite their usefulness in political structures,
parties can suffer disliking because of the failures of party leaders. Dissatisfaction
of political leaders can affect the support of democratic institutions.
This paper will seek to explore the effects that lead to the support
citizens give their government and the relationship between various levels of
2
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government. In chapter two, I will explore the effect of religion on system
support, which previous literature has overlooked. Religion can play a role in
cultivating the attitudes and beliefs of its followers, which in turn can influence
political beliefs. In examining the effects of religion, I will show how religion
contributes to stronger feelings of democratic governments. Specifically, I argue
that religious worship strengthens feelings toward authority, which translates to
support of authority figures in government. I find that in democracies, those who
regularly attend religious worship are more likely to support a powerful leader,
leaders in the national office, and have more confidence in their governments.
Besides religion, I will look at the effects of the news media, a topic that
has mixed results in its contributions toward government support. Some argue
that news media contributes to lower system support (Lang and Lang, 1966;
Robinson, 1976), while others argue the news strengthen democracy (Newton,
1997; Norris 2000, 2011). In chapter two, I will distinguish between the two
arguments by analyzing the effects of the news on various levels of the political
system. I will argue the effects of the news on opinions of government are
unique depending on the level of government. I find that in democratic
countries, those who regularly follow politics in the news are more likely to
support democracy. I further find that having support for political leaders
decreases the likelihood one follows news politics. Overall, this paper will
continue to develop the “Critical Citizens” theory by acknowledging the effects
3
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of religion on government support, as well as show how the news media can
simultaneously disenchant citizens’ feelings toward leaders, but strengthen
feelings toward democracy.

4
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Chapter II
How Religion Contributes to Government Support
What Other Explanations Contribute to Feelings Toward Governments?
Almond and Verba’s The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy
in Five Nations is the prominent classic work on comparing attitudes toward
democracy. Almond and Verba argued that culture requisites had to coincide
with structure for stable effective democracy to occur. Democratic countries
acquire legitimacy through popular support, which government is obligated to
and relies on to function. That culture and structure agree is a necessary
foundation for democratic efficiency. The public affirming their support of
democracy allows the institutions within a democracy, to function with less
restraint from the public.
When scholars or critics point to political cynicism or discontent in
democratic culture, they usually do so examining government as one entity,
associating dissatisfaction of government performance with eroding democratic
principles. They do so if different levels of system support coincide with one
another, or they completely omit distinguishing among the different layers of
government, often confusing a lacking confidence of institution, with ailing trust
in politicians. David Easton (1965, 1975) was one of the first to differentiate
among support for authorities, the regime and the political community. He
recognized that support for the political community was more settled and less
5
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susceptible to change because attitudes toward government and politics were
more grounded. This is opposed to attitudes toward politicians who can be voted
out of office. Measuring support of the latter should not be a gauge for
government legitimacy, since the public does not have to rely on performances
of politicians to sustain a democracy. We understand from Norris (1999) that
democratic political culture breeds citizens who are skeptical of government
performance and this skepticism differs from their feelings about democracy.
Democracy creates critical citizens. The distinction between government
performance and democratic principles should be separated when evaluating
government support.
Many contributing causes can lead to the dissatisfaction of government
performance, such as institutions and constitutional arrangements. These bodies
are rather stable, and can establish a foundation of system support. The type of
democracy one lives in can contribute to one’s feelings toward government. For
example, those who support a winning party will be more satisfied with
government than those supporting a losing party, but the levels of support
among winners and losers differ depending on the electoral structure.
Majoritarian, winner take all systems, as defined by Lijphart (1984), are more
likely to have citizens with a greater range of feelings toward government
(Anderson and Guillory, 1997). In these systems, when a party or politician wins
the executive seat, their entire party takes control of government. Therefore,
6
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when someone supports the winning party, they are more likely to support
government in a majoritarian system, than in a consensus system where a
winning party relinquishes some power. Conversely, those who support political
losers in a consensus system are more likely to be satisfied with government
than losers in a majoritarian system, because their losing party still has some
government control (Lijphart, 1999). The gap in satisfaction between winners
and losers in consensus systems is smaller than in majoritarian systems.
These consensus systems are thought to consolidate countries where
ethnic, religious or linguistic divisions alienate segments of the population
(Lijphart, 1977). In Belgium, stability is thought to occur, despite hostility
between the Flemish and Walloons, because of bargaining that takes place
among the cleavage’s elite. Representation in government by members of
segmented societies can elevate bitterness between cleavages. Birnir (2007)
found that when ethnic cleavages are alienated from government
representation, violence was more likely to occur. When representation takes
place in consensus systems where political minorities can occupy top level
positions, bargaining takes place among top level leaders leading to more
balanced governing. This is opposed to partisan politics found in winner take all,
majoritarian systems that leave losers more dissatisfied.
Other than electoral structures that contribute to system support,
intermediary institutions, such as political parties, can also contribute to support.
7
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How political parties integrate in to the political system can factor in to how
citizens view their governments. In democracies, the political process is such that
people communicate inputs and government provides outputs. Citizens do not
control political processes, but in practice influence government through
institutions and different channels of communication such as political parties.
Political parties, acting as an intermediary, can consolidate grievances from the
public and transform them into remedies through the election of their
candidates, which in turn produce pork, or legislation the public will favor.
Political parties can produce political satisfaction acting as this intermediary.
Advocacy groups act similarly by influencing legislators to produce policy
beneficial to a particular set of interests. Political parties and advocacy groups
also disperse grief from other institutions, which help stabilize government.
When increasing expectations of government occurs, a “crisis of the state” can
take place where government capacity cannot provide for the public’s wants
(Crozier, Huntington, and Watanuki, 1975). Political parties help elevate this grief
by broadening capacity.
The number of political parties and the consolidation of their power
further contribute to government stability. There is a balance between public
representation and governmental efficiency. Where multiple parties exist,
representation is easier to achieve. Where fewer parties exist, there is more
agreement among leaders because less competition exists, which makes forming
8
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a majority able to govern easier to obtain. Where there is more representation,
public satisfaction is more likely. Polarization in two-party system can leave
median voters disgruntled with their electoral system (Nye et al., 1997), while
party fragmentation associates with lower levels of democratic support (Weil,
1989). It is harder to vote politicians out of office where one-party dominant
systems with smaller fragmented parties exist. If dissatisfied with government
performance, political parties fail to serve a disgruntled public. However,
effective protest parties can serve as an avenue for alienated citizens (Miller and
Listhaug, 1990). The size of the party matters less than its ability to work in
government and representation in government can pacify the disgruntled and
activate the disaffected.
Though representation in government can increase government support,
other explanations can also lead to government stability. Economic performance
is often associated with the performance of government. One of the strongest
indicators of government stability is economic stability (Russett and Oneal,
2001). Usually ailing confidence or trust in government is because of the
performance of government failing to meet public expectation and how the
economy performs is relative to the public’s expectation (Miller, 1974; Bok,
1997). The performance of the economy has a large impact on vote outcomes
(Kinder and Kieweit, 1981), and perceptions of economic performance have an
impact on how people feel toward government (Conover, Feldman, and Knight,
9
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1986). Sensitivities to changes or perceptions of the economy can affect
perceptions of government. In the United States, changes in inflation and
unemployment correlate with institutional confidence (Lipset and Schneider,
1983). Even the perception of being personally financially secured associates
with higher trust in government (Wang, Dalton, and Shin, 2006). The economy
strongly influences government stability. So much so that its influence is
independent of support the public gives government. However, how the
economy performs still influences how people view government.
It is important to separate macro influences, separate of the public’s
perception of government, on government stability. The distinction is important
when examining how fluctuations in the economy affect government. There is a
difference between a failing state from a poor economy and a failing state
because of ailing public support, as the former indicates failure because of
government performance absent of the public’s perception. Though failing states
usually have a lack of support from the public, macro influences do not need to
occur for legitimacy to suffer. Further, influences such as war that might erode a
country’s stability can occur while government retains public support. Macro
level influences are important to consider because they can influence
government stability independent of the support the public gives government.
Another consideration is how much easier it is for citizens in democracies
to criticize the institutions that are subject to change, such as political leaders
10
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and legislation, than more grounded principles such as how democracy operates.
As the democratic system becomes more diffuse then criticism are less likely. So
when sensitivities to the economy occur, such as slight inflation, the stability of a
government system will be affected less than the support of politicians and
policy. The distinction between structural stability and perceptual support are
generalizable beyond the effects of the economy. Though perceptual support
can affect structural stability in democracies, where the state has capacity, and
where the right institutions are in place to elevate dissatisfaction, the foundation
of the structure will remain more fortified.
We can also see how this process works when we examine the effects of
modernization on perceptions of government. When modernized countries are
also democratic countries, confidence in government and respect for authority
tend to be lower. In democratic postindustrial societies, the effects of
modernization and democracy can cultivate citizens skeptical of government.
Inglehart (1999) argues that in postindustrial societies, citizens undergo a
transformation of values from more traditional to more secular as their country
modernizes, which erodes the respect for authority, but conversely increases the
support for democracy. If a country is modernized, then it is also more likely to
be a stable country, with a stable economy. However, though this stability exists,
the effects of modernization increase the likelihood citizens will not respect
authority. This might reflect the capacity of modernized countries to withstand
11
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greater amounts of criticism. It is possible to think that as a country grows more
foundationally stable, its ability to brace criticism increases with the amount of
criticism it receives.

How Religion Contributes to Feelings toward Government
The research on what contributes to feelings or perceptions toward
government is thorough. One contributing cause that has been somewhat
overlooked is the role religion plays toward feelings of government. How religion
integrates into secular democratic countries, helps facilitate a beneficial
relationship among those who follow religion. Because religious authority is
separate from political authority in secular countries, religious followers are
forced to use institutions in place to achieve political goals. What distinguishes
religious followers from other citizens is that their respect for religious authority
and obedience to religious practices transfers to respect for political authority,
when the religious can achieve political goals. I will show that attending religious
worship increases the likelihood one supports authority among those living in
democracies. Building off the idea that in postindustrial countries, secular values
deteriorate the respect for authority, I will argue that religion increases support
for authority.
Ronald Inglehart (1999) showed in postindustrial societies that citizens
were less likely to respect authority. His findings extend to religious authority as
12
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well. He argued that transforming values occurring through modernization made
citizens more secular and thus contributed to the cultivation of critical citizens.
The idea that religion would continually become less important as society
industrialized can trace to nineteenth century thinkers such as Karl Marx, Max
Weber, Fredrick Nietzsche and Emile Durkheim1. Though thinkers have always
predicted that religious superstition would fade with scientific progression, the
prominence and influence of religion remains today.
Though the relationship between religion and feelings toward
government have only been touched on, the idea that secularization correlates
with development leads to the idea that developed modernized societies, which
are more likely to be secular, act less obedient toward authority figures. This
includes not only governmental institutions, but religious institutions as well.
Because of these lower levels of support among secular societies and their
citizens, reasoning leads to speculate whether citizens who are less secular and
more religious have more support for authority and government. Further, if
associations with religion ties to more respect for authority, then would religious
followers be supportive of authoritarian governments? In addition, how do those
who follow religion fit or stray from the “Critical Citizens” theory?

1

For a discussion see Steve Bruce. Ed. 1992. Religion and Modernization. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 170-94; Alan Aldridge. 2000. Religion in the Contemporary World. Cambridge:
Polity Press. Chapter 4.
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The “Critical Citizens” theory arose out of theories of democratic crisis,
(Crozier, et al. 1975) that democracies were undergoing a legitimacy problem
brought on by increasing political cynicism in the public. The theoretical
framework brought on by David Easton distinguished that citizens in democratic
countries were not expressing discontent in the political community or in
democratic institutions, but who were upset with how government preformed.
Norris and others (1999) then showed that critical citizens tended to be
democratic citizens, who were more informed on political issues, had a better
understanding of democracy, and who were more likely to analyze and judge
government. “Critical Citizens” theory showed that discontent with government
does not necessarily signal a legitimacy problem.
One cause of cynicism among democratic citizens is elections, which
require citizens to participate politically to legitimize democracy. Elections allow
citizens to express political preferences, which lead to expectations. In
democracies, citizens choose their leaders and because they do, citizens have an
incentive to make informed decisions of whom they elect, as opposed to
nondemocratic citizens who are less able express their political preferences
through elections. This incentive helps creates politically active citizens. When
these preferences do not translate into preferred policy or performance, citizens
will blame political leaders, and in turn government (Citrin, 1974). This
dissatisfaction is typical among critical citizens, and contrasts those living in
14
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nondemocratic states where citizens have less incentive to participate politically,
and therefore do not have the same expectations of government. Disaffection
differs between nondemocratic states and democracies because of elections.
Another reason for the growth of critical citizens is open communication.
Because democracies are usually free societies, citizens can express their
discontent with government more freely compared to nondemocracies.
Democratic citizens can do so through various mediums whether they choose to
protest, sign a petition, boycott, or blog online. This open communication makes
political issues transparent, and signals to both the political community and
government the grievances in society. This open communication in democracies
leads to political resolution, not government hostility, and increases political
participation. Critical citizens help facilitate this democratic process by being
more politically engaged and holding political standards.
If religious followers do respect authority, then they probably do not fit
the mold of critical citizens who would be more likely to question authority. I
would argue religious followers are more likely to respect authority while those
who are more secular are less likely to respect authority. This respect for
authority is more likely to translate to support authority in government. One
reason the religious would be more likely to support authority, like political
leaders and government institutions, is because in democratic countries,
government is more likely to protect religion. This is opposed to countries that
15
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have a state ideology that compete with religion, such as China. Anthony Gill
(1998) examined church-state relations in Latin America and argued the church
had an incentive to act strategically to spread ideology to increase membership.
A problem the church faced in autocratic countries was the competition
between state ideology and church ideology, which undermined each other.
Gill’s argument can be extended to one-party communist countries as well, not
just military regimes in Latin America. Religious followers in one-party
communist states, who will be more devout to their faith than to the ideology of
the state, will not have the protection to practice religion freely, like those in
democracies. Therefore, religious followers in one-party communist states will
be less likely to support their government.
In strong democracies, the religious can usually worship openly.
Countries like the United States, Australia and France have an institutionalized
separation of church and state. This does not prevent religious assembly nor
does it separate the two realms of politics and religion from interacting. Laws are
an example of how religion and politics interact in secular societies. Law is
reflective of values that are inherent in culture. Competition of preferred law
often takes place between religious and secular cleavages. The latter holding
that freedoms are restricted because of strict religious influence, and the former
believing that secular values undermine religious order and ultimately religious
authority. Recent debate on defining marriage in the United States is an example
16
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of competition between religious and secular cleavages, both seeking support
through law. These laws affirm values in society and can validate the faith of
religious followers when applicable. This is a characteristic of democratic nations
where the religious can openly worship, and where their religious beliefs do not
compete with the ideology of the state.
Often religion remains separate and protected by the state in
democracies. Because of this separation, religious authority cannot openly
influence politics, but instead the religious use democratic institutions to achieve
political goals. It is important the religious have an open channel to be politically
effective. Religious strife is an indication of political authority unable to satisfy
the needs of the religious and a lack of legitimate authority where strife exists,
and continuous religious altercation with the state indicates the importance of
religion in society (Mayer, 1977). Where the religious can be effective politically,
and use political institutions to achieve political goals, conflicts with the state are
unlikely. The use of political institutions the religious are confined to in order to
achieve policy goals prevents conflict between the religious and the state.
Michael Minkenberg (2002) shows a visible impact of religion on public policy in
liberal democracies. His findings demonstrate the religious in democratic
countries use democratic institutions, such as voting, to achieve political goals.
The religious, use conventional democratic methods, rather than extreme
attempts to meet their political goals. Their ability to work within the democratic
17
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systems demonstrates their faith in the system. They have to work with the
system to achieve political goals and believe they can.
The relationship between religious followers and the state in
democracies does not ensure trust between the two. The relationship prevents
religious followers from challenging democratic order by providing an incentive
to act within democratic institutions. What makes religious followers supportive
of leaders and have higher confidence in government is their obedience and
respect for authority. Particular religions may be more inclined to respect
authority than other religions. The hierarchical structure of the Catholic Church is
thought to resemble the structure of authoritarian governments (Sales, 1972;
Gill, 1998). Religious followers who are familiar with authoritarian structure
might be more comfortable with authoritarian trends in democratic
governments. Religions with dogmatic beliefs would be more likely to obtain
obedient behavior from their followers. Despite specific characteristics among
religions that would make followers more inclined to respect authority, religious
involvement should increase the likelihood one respects authority compared to
one without religious involvement. There is a parallel between one’s faith in
God(s) and one’s faith in political authority. Much as religious followers are
unlikely to question their relationship or their obedience to God(s), or religious
practice, they are also less likely to question political authority, especially when
political leaders are supporting their interests. This obedience is why religious
18
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followers would be more likely to support governments where strong trends of
authority are present. If religious followers are less likely to question authority
and prone to following divine supremacy in religious leaders, then they seem
more open to supporting a powerful political leader, even if this leader’s
authority goes unquestioned by legislatures and elections. The values that are
inherent to regular religious practice translate to respect for political authority.

Measuring the Influence of Religion on Perceptions of Government
When examining public perceptions of government we have to consider
all the factors that contribute to how the public sees government. We then have
to differentiate the various levels of government support and how the factors
that influence perception change in their effects on each level, and whether
support on one level would influence support on another. We have to distinguish
between democracies and other regimes. We then have to determine where
democratic citizens are discouraged and disgruntled, if this disgruntlement
threatens legitimacy or if this alienation is a norm due to the democratic process.
It is also important to consider factors that contribute to government stability
outside of the support citizens give government, or to consider micro level
influence versus macro level. This theoretical framework of comparing attitudes
of government between nations was classically done by Almond and Verba in
their six-nation study. Since then the study of comparing attitudes has expanded
19
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along with the advances in methodology, making the examination of perceptions
toward government more technical, giving researchers thorough understandings
of public opinion of government.
I want to show that association with religion influences perceptions of
government. Specifically, I hypothesize that in democratic countries, the more
one attends religious worship the more likely one will support government. If in
secular postmodern societies respect for authority is eroding, then the
association with religion should increase respect for authority. However, instead
of this being true for just postindustrial societies where secular beliefs are more
normal in society, I also suspect this is true in democratic countries where
religious freedom exists. Further, if religious followers are more respectful of
authority, than feelings for authority should translate into support for
authoritarian regimes. Therefore, I hypothesize the more one attends religious
worship, the more likely it is that one will support an authoritarian government.
If the religious are more likely to support authoritarian governments, and more
likely to respect authority, then in what ways do they fit the mold of a critical
citizen? If someone respects authority, they should be less likely to question
authority and more likely to stray from the critical citizen role. I do not suspect
that religious worship makes people politically disaffected, but merely increases
the likelihood of subordination.

20
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The countries collected are listed in Table 1.1 and are composed 15
democratic countries from all over the world2. The countries were selected
based on the data available from the WVS, and countries that showed strong
trends of democracy as measured by Polity IV. The table lists the countries
measured as well as the percentage of those associated with religion by religion.
The percentages reflect the religious association of those measured in the survey
and not among the country’s as a whole. No country is predominate in the
sample size, but Christianity makes up a majority of the sample with 53.51
percent followed by those who do not see themselves as a member of any
particular religion with 23.05 percent. The table shows the distribution of the
sample by religion and by country. Though, I am not concerned with country
specific or religion specific effects it is important to show how the sample is
distributed.

2

Initially I clustered the variables by country because I was concerned with heteroscedasticy
between groups of countries. However, I am not concerned with country specific effects, but
merely the differences between regime types. Therefore, clustering by country is not a great
concern. This is the same reason I didn’t cluster by religion. Regardless, I ran the models
clustered by country and then by religion to see how the results differed. However, when the
models were clustered the Wald chi2 was not reported. This is because the number of
constraints was greater than the number of clusters. Because the overall model test statistic was
not reported, there is uncertainty in the fit of the model. Similarly, the standard errors reported
become less trustworthy. The lack of a test statistic and a lacking concern of country specific
effects led me to not cluster my models by country or religion. I also ran robust standard errors,
but where the errors were different, the difference was small.
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Table 1.1 Religious Make up by Country
Country

%Christian

%Muslim

%Hindu

%Buddhist

%Other

%Not a
Member

Argentina

84.62

*

*

.07

1.75

12.97

Bangladesh

.41

91.73

7.25

.48

*

.14

Canada

71.47

.72

.28

.39

.61

26.25

Chile

63.87

*

.09

*

2.14

India

3.37

9.91

72.83

2.26

.8

7.34

Japan

2.24

*

*

37.84

3.89

56.03

Macedonia

61.53

24.17

*

*

.2

14.1

Mexico

76.84

*

.07

*

1.75

21.33

Moldova

99.53

*

*

*

.47

*

Philippines

83.67

3.02

*

*

1.77

11.54

South Africa

76.17

4.19

5.37

.11

3.08

11.07

South Korea

40.66

.18

*

20.38

2.68

36.10

Spain

82.98

.09

.09

.09

.98

15.78

United States

57.74

.18

.18

.72

20.45

20.72

Venezuela

72.82

*

*

.09

.26

26.83

Total

53.51

8.78

6.67

3.87

3.82

23.05

N

11,677

1,197

1,456

845

834

5,031

`

33.9

Notes: The percentages shown represent the percentage a particular religion makes up a country and do not represent their weight in the
regressions models. Those that were measured as “other” were composed of responses that either were reported as “other”, or whose response
were too small in number to be collected and shown on their own, such as “pagan” or “ancestral worship.” Responses of “not a member” do not
indicate that those with those responses do not attend worship, are not religious, or are not spiritual. Their responses indicate that they do not
see themselves as a member of any particular religion. Source: WVS 1999-2001; Polity IV
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To measure support for government and support for authority I employ a
series of logistic regressions that test support of government at three levels as
well as test support for an authoritarian government among citizens in
democratic countries3. The data comes from the 1999-2001 World Value Survey
and the Polity IV project4. The different levels of government measured range
between specific levels of support and more diffuse5. They will be tested on
three different levels of government, which are support for political leaders,
regime institutions and regime principles. I will measure support for political
leaders with a question from the WVS that asks V174 How satisfied are you with
the way the people now in national office are handling the country's affairs? I will
measure support for the regimes institutions with the question asking survey
respondents how much confidence they have in their government (v153)6. To
measure support for the regime’s principles I used a question asking
respondents if they thought having a democratic political system was a good
3

I also ran these models using probit regression, however, because the results did not greatly
differ, nor were the results of the probit particular better, and because the logistic models are
easier to interpret, I choose to report the logistic results.
4
The Polity IV project was used to measure the regime type of each country. The year measured
for regime type was 1999, which was the first year of the 1999-2001 wave of the WVS. The Polity
IV project scores countries on their level of authority and uses a 21 point scale that ranges from 10 to 10. A country was coded as democratic if they received a score of six and above, while a
country was recorded as autocratic if they received a score of negative six or below.
5
The specific measures for each level of government come from Pippa Norris (1999), where she
specifically cites measures from the WVS that can be used to measure various levels of
government. A measure for regime performance was omitted because there were not enough
observations to get an accurate representation of what effects regime performance.
6
The question specifically refers to the government located in the nation’s capital.
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thing (v167). Finally, to measure support for authoritarian regimes respondents
were asked if having a strong leader who does not have to bother with
parliament and elections was a good thing (164)7. Collectively, these measures
range in their levels of support for government, which give a fuller
understanding of what levels of government the population is likely to support,
as well as the range of support religion should influence.
To understand how religion contributes to feelings toward government, I
want to distinguish what religion is and how it can be measured. Clifford Geertz
defines religion as an accumulation of cultural values and beliefs that connect to
spirituality and contribute moral attitudes (1973). The citizens whose responses
are being measured vary in their religious beliefs, which in turn vary in their
doctrines. I am not concerned with how the influence of a specific religion
influences feelings toward government, though there is a likelihood that
members of each religion would vary in their support of government. I am
concerned if whether religion influences feelings of government despite the
variability of religions. Despite what religion a respondent belongs to, attending
religious worship should increase support of political authority. Further, I am not
so much concerned with how spirituality or how being fulfilled spiritually
contributes to feelings toward government, but am more considered with the
7

All of the values for the dependent variables have been dichotomized. Originally the values for
each of the dependent variables ranged in their outcomes by how much support for each level of
government a respondent had. These responses were categorized either as having support or not
having support. To see specifically how the variables were coded see the appendix.
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influence of religion and how a relationship with a religious establishment
contributes toward feelings of government. For this reason, I use a measure that
asks respondents V185 Apart from weddings, funerals and christenings, about
how often do you attend religious services these days? This measure separates
being religious, and having a devotion to God(s) from measurement8. Further, to
get and understanding of how religious beliefs influence perceptions of
government measures were used which ask respondents how much they agree
with the following statements: V200 Politicians who do not believe in God are
unfit for public office and V201 Religious leaders should not influence how people
vote in elections. These measures show how much religious influence citizens in
democratic countries prefer in their governments. Together these measures give
us an understanding of a preferred relationship between politics and religion as
well as how attending religious worship contributes to feelings toward
government.
As noted earlier, many other exogenous variables determine one’s
feelings toward government. For this reason, a number of controls are instituted
in the models to control for these influences. All of these variables, as well as the
main independent variables, measure support of government at the micro level
among individual responses from the WVS. To control for economic influences

8

Though the amount of religiosity or spiritually is separated and not controlled for, these
measures have a medium to strong correlation with the amount ones attends worship. To this
degree, these measures are accounted for.
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respondents were asked V80 How satisfied are you with the financial situation of
your household? This measure reflects how personally finances can reflect
feelings toward government9. I control for education considering the more
educated one is the more likely one is to be a critical citizen and be critical of
government. For this same reason, I also control for how important one thinks
politics is. Critical citizens tend to be more interested and have a better
understanding of politics. Further, if one thinks politics is important then they
are likely to find institutions linked with politics to be important as well. I control
for whether or not someone belongs to a political party, because not only does it
vaguely reflect civic involvement, but also being involved with politics will likely
make one supportive of politics. Sociological indicators such as age and sex were
also controlled for because the influences should vary in their effects10.
I also want to see how political ideology influences feelings toward
government. This was measured by asking respondent where they see
themselves on a left-right scale (v139). The measure reflects how one sees
themselves ideologically, and how that affects feelings toward government.
Seeing oneself on the left or right might mean different things to different

9

This measure was used by Wang, Dalton and Shin (2006) when they measured economic
influences on trust in government among Asian countries. Their thought was that this measured
reflected the macro level economic situation the country was facing and the citizens evaluations
it.
10
Wang, Dalton and Shin (2006); Norris (1999); Mishler and Rose (1999) all used age and sex as
control variables in their evaluations of perceptions on government.
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people and might be reflective towards one’s culture. Therefore, the variable
should be interpreted ambiguously, because of its vagueness.
In the models, I also control for support of the political community at the
most diffuse level by measuring support for ones nationality. There is a
likelihood that if one supports the government system at one level, then they
will likely support a level government at another level. Support for the political
community is controlled for with the question V216 How proud are you to be
FRENCH? (substitute your own nationality for 'French'). This measure indicates
support for the nation absent of any political or governmental institutions or
authority. If one has more national pride then they are likely to support their
governments. An important consideration that affects feelings of national pride
is the influence of those belonging to subcultures that may not identify with their
nationality e.g. French-Canadians. Alienated groups in societies would be less
likely to see themselves supporting their nationality, which could contribute to a
lacking support in other areas of the system.
The results from the logit regressions can be found in Table 1.2.
Collectively, the regressions show the more one attends religious worship the
more likely they are to agree with leaders, have confidence in institutions, and
support an authoritarian government where the leader does not have to deal
with legislatures or elections. There was no support found that attending
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religious worship increases support for democracy11. These results support my
first two hypotheses. Those who attend religious worship were more likely to
support government and an authoritarian regime with a powerful leader. I
attribute these results to obedience toward authority that is associated with
attending religious worship. Notably, leaders, regardless of the regime type, are
more likely to find support among those who attend worship.
Further, those who believe that politicians should believe in God to be fit
for public office are more likely to have confidence in government and support
an authoritarian dictatorship, but are less likely to support a democracy than
those who think politicians do not need to believe in God. These findings show
the preferences of those who want spiritual influence in government, which are
more likely to support regime institutions, but less likely to support democracy
than those who do not think politicians need God. Those who believe religious
leaders should not influence government were more likely to support
democracy, an authoritarian dictatorship and have confidence in government
compared to those who think religious leaders should influence government.
However, they were more likely to support democracy than an authoritarian
regime despite showing support for both. These results draw on the distinction
in how citizens see the role of religion in politics in that system support is higher

11

In a bivariate analysis attending religious worship was found to decrease the likelihood one
supported democracy.
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among those who believe religious leaders should not play a role in government,
but believe politicians should have a spiritual grounding.
The control variables, for the most part, are all consistent with previous
literature. When evaluating support for a powerful leader most of the control
variables show the opposite relation then they would when evaluating support
for democracy. If they were less educated, believed politics was unimportant,
did not belong to a political party or did not have national pride then they were
more likely to support having a strong leader. There is a possibility that some of
these influences are associated with those who have strong religious association,
though these results do not indicate what political attitudes are associated with
religion practice12.

12

I did run a correlation check and found a significant positive relationship between the amount
one attended religious worship and the amount of national pride one has. I found a significant
negative relationship between the amount one attended religious service and belonging to a
political party.
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Table1.2: The Influence of Attending Religious Worship on Perceptions of Government
Agreement with
Leaders in National
Office

Confidence in
Government

Having a
Democracy is a
Good Thing

Having a Strong
Leader is a Good
Thing

How Often One does Not
Attend Religious Services

-0.055***
(0.009)

-0.055***
(0.009)

-0.001
(0.014)

-0.045***
(0.009)

Politicians who don´t
Believe in God are Unfit
for Public Office

-0.011
(0.013)

-0.051***
(0.013)

0.111***
(0.021)

-0.175***
(0.014)

Religious Leaders Should
Not Influence Government

0.005
(0.015)

-0.022
(0.015)

-0.110***
(0.023)

-0.032**
(0.015)

1.570***
(0.071)

1.322***

0.426***
(0.083)

-0.165***
(0.058)

.075**
(.007)

0.015**
(0.007)

-.006
(.011)

-.007
(.007)

Education

-0.074***
(0.008)

-0.086***
(0.008)

0.071***
(0.012)

-0.084***
(0.008)

Political Ideology

0.033***
(0.007)

0.061***
(0.007)

0.020*
(0.011)

0.000
(0.007)

How Unimportant is
Politics

-0.153***
(0.018)

-0.242***
(0.018)

-0.102***
(0.028)

0.043**
(0.018)

Belong to a Political
Party

0.272***
(0.060)

0.383***
(0.059)

0.534***
(0.117)

-0.268***
(0.062)

Having National Pride

Satisfaction with
Finical Situation
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Table1.2: &RQWLQXHG
Agreement with
Leaders in National
Office

Confidence in
Government

Having a
Democracy is a
Good Thing

Having a Strong
Leader is a Good
Thing

Age

-0.007***
(0.001)

-0.004***
(0.001)

0.005***
(0.002)

-0.005***
(0.001)

Sex

0.073**
(0.034)

0.070**
(0.034)

0.113**
(0.054)

0.097***
(0.035)

-0.840***
(0.140)
1141.515
15226
.594

-0.231*
(0.139)
1135.079
15506
.69

1.204***
(0.210)
188.103
14890
.894

1.022***
(0.137)
448.305
14762
.627

Constant
chi2
N
Count R2

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses;
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Source WVS 1999-2001; Polity IV
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In Table 1.3 the influence of religious association can be singled out. The
table shows the predicted probabilities one will support government when they
have a strong religious association, a weak religious association, and the mean
religious association. The influence is not strong, but does show how the
probability of supporting government goes up as one affiliates with religion,
except for support of democracy, which declines. The probabilities of supporting
government decrease from about eight percent to near ten percent from a
strong association with religion to a weak association with religion. The opposite
is true for support of democracy where support goes up 7.7 percent from a
strong association to religion to a weak association to religion. Support for an
authoritarian regime goes up 18.4 percent from a weak association with religion
to a strong association. This is the largest range among the levels of government
measured, and tells us that those with strong associations with religion greatly
support a powerful leader, or those with weak associations with religion are
heavily unsupportive of a powerful leader.
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Table 1.3 Predicted Probabilities
Strong Association with Religion
The probability of supporting government when one attends religious worship more than
once a week, strongly agrees that politicians who do not believe in God are unfit for
public office, and strongly agrees religious leaders should influence government
Agreement with
a Strong
Leaders in National
is a good
Office
Thing
.530

Confidence in

Having a

Having

Government

Democracy is

Leader

Good Thing

Good

.843

.478

.488

Mean Values
The probability of supporting government when all variables are held at their mean
values
Agreement with
a Strong
Leaders in National
is a good
Office
Thing
.486
.385

Confidence in

Having a

Having

Government

Democracy is

Leader

Good Thing

Good

.441

.899

Weak Association with Religion
The probability of supporting government when one practically never attends religious
worship, strongly disagrees that politicians who do not believe in God are unfit for public
office, and strongly disagrees religious leaders should influence government
Agreement with
a Strong
Leaders in National
is a good
Office
Thing
.432

Confidence in

Having a

Having

Government

Democracy is

Leader

Good Thing

Good

.928

.282

.379
33

Texas Tech University, Mark W. Shockley, December 2012

Notes: The predicted probabilities were calculated from the logit regressions in table 1.2. Unless
where noted otherwise, predicted probabilities were calculated with all other variables held at
their means. Specifically, this was done to single out the influence of religious variables on the
influence feelings toward government. Not all of the variables in the measured probabilities
reported statistically significant coefficients and the probabilities should be seen an estimation,
and to more clearly explain the influence of religion.

Inglehart (1999) showed that in postindustrial societies, respect for
authority was eroding, but citizens had increasing support for democracies. The
opposite seems to be true among those who attend religious worship, who are
more likely to support institutions and leaders, but not democracy. Inglehart
attributed secularization and the transformation of values to lower respect for
authority. It seems reasonable to associate respect for authority and support of
government to a lack of secularized values, which is why attending religious
worship increases the likelihood one supports leaders, institutions, and
authoritarian trends. This likelihood is why association with religion does not
produce critical citizens. This is not to say that being religious or attending
worship prevents one from being politically active. The findings suggest that
attending religious worship increases the chance someone will respect authority,
which is not a characteristic of a critical citizen.
Discussion
Religious followers in democracies tend to be supportive of leaders and
have more confidence in government. This support helps legitimize regime
34

Texas Tech University, Mark W. Shockley, December 2012

institutions in democratic countries. Further, having strong religious associations
tends to make one more likely to support authoritarian trends among
democratic citizens. Support for democracy is still higher than support for
authoritarianism, but religious association decreases democratic support.
Religious association does not threaten democracy as long as institutions are in
place that allows the religious to have a political influence. Political leaders and
policy that reflect religious values are ways that religion has been able to
penetrate politics, and keep those with a religious following from battling the
foundation of democratic structure.
Other than support for powerful leaders, which contrasts democratic
principles, religious association tends to increase one’s support for government.
This support reflects how those who attend religious worship stray from the
mold of a critical citizen by demonstrating less skepticism and more willingness
to accept authority. Their support helps supply a balance among critical citizens
who question government performance. In democratic countries, where support
of government performance has been declining, those who follow religion have
been steadying support.
Up to this point, the effects of religion on feelings toward government
have not been shown. Future studies might expand effects by looking specifically
at how the differences in religion affect feelings toward government. Religious
values vary and their effects on feelings toward government might vary as well.
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Further, looking at countries that are not democratic will help further explain
how religious influence varies. How might the effects of religion differ in strong
theocracies or communist countries? This study has shown a broad overview of
how religion affects support in democratic countries, and generalizes the effects
of religion on perceptions of government
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Chapter III
The Effects of News Politics on Public Perceptions of Government
There are two prominent theories that argue how the press influences
public perceptions of democratic government: “Video-malaise,” which argues
that news exposure, being predominately negative in democratic countries, is
responsible for a loss of confidence or trust in governments (Lang and Lang,
1966), and the “virtuous circle” argument, which claims that exposure to news
educates citizens on the norms of democratic principles and exposes them to
political issues making them more informed citizens (Norris, 2000, 2011). The
latter argument originates from the “Critical Citizens” theory, claiming negative
perceptions of government by democratic citizens reflects skepticism of how
one’s government runs and not on democratic principles, which are more
grounded in a system’s structure. Critical citizens, being more politically aware,
strengthen democratic quality by providing accountability of political leaders and
institutions. Proponents of the “virtuous circle” argument claim the press in
democracies help strengthen critical citizens by proving transparent information
and political understanding.
Distinguishing the accuracy between the two theories can be confusing.
Determining when and how often the news is negative, how often one needs to
follow politics to be influenced, where someone gets their political information,
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the type of journalism that takes place, and the ideology of the broadcasts can
all clutter evidence between the two theories, making them uncertain. One way
to clear up the clutter is to define where or what part of government the public
perceives from following politics in the news. “Government” is an ambiguous
word where the meaning can incorporate various ideas on different levels.
Examining government in parts can ease entangling the accuracy between the
two theories. David Easton first distinguished how government is perceived by
separating between trust in regime and trust in political leaders (Easton, 1965,
1975). This distention is what best characterizes the differences in the two
theories. Video-malaise concerns itself more with how negative news
contributes to dissatisfaction in government performance by criticizing
politicians and institutional inefficiencies. Virtuous circle theory would claim that
though the press can criticize government performance, this negative
broadcasting does not undermine the government’s underlying principles, but
helps strengthen it.
Empirical evidence can be conflicting, both theories claiming truth in their
respective theories. I present this confusion in Table 2.1, which shows the
regression results of a macro-level unit analysis on confidence in government13.
Notably the results show that even when controlling for education, national
pride, and economic satisfaction the amount of press control a government has
13

See appendix for information on variables.
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is the only significant indicator of confidence in government14. Specifically, for
every one-unit increase in press control, confidence in government goes up .96
of a percent. The more regulation a country has over their press, the more their
citizens have confidence in their governments. The relation between press
freedom and confidence in government raises the question of whether
government suppression can accurately lead to more faith in government
systems, or if press control is reflective of a citizens’ lacking insight to political
issues and democratic knowledge that would lead to healthy skepticism and
more government accountability. Does the press strengthen or weaken support
of government? This chapter seeks to answer this question, by distinguishing
between the two theories and arguing that following politics in the news helps
strengthen how the public views their country, government and democracy by
affirming what viewers already believe, but leads to less likelihood the public will
agree with political leaders.

14

Wang, Dalton and Shin have shown that education, national pride, and perception of how well
a respondent is doing economically have an impact on the amount someone trusts their
government in Asian Countries.
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Table 2.1 Measuring Confidence in Government
at the Macro Level

Press Control
Education
National Pride
Economic Satisfaction
Constant
R-Squared
N

% Confidence in
Government
0.96***
(.288)
1.55
(6.212)
-17.86
(16.083)
1.02
(.701)
-27.06
(55.124)
.523
18.00

0

20

40

60

80

100

* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Notes: Standard OLS regression; standard errors reported in parenthesis; see the appendix on
construction, of measurements and coding of variables.
Sources: Freedom House; WVS 1999-2001
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Figure 2.1 Plotting the Influence of a Free Press on Confidence in
Government
Figure 2.1 The effects of press control on confidence in government. This is a bivariate
linear plot on the relationship between confidence in government and press control.
Confidence in government was measured in each country by taking the average of survey
respondents from the 1999-2001 wave of the World Value Survey responded to having
either “a great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in government. Press control was taken
from Freedom Press, which measures press freedom in each country for various years.
Eighteen countries were represented in the sample. More information on coding of the
variables and the specific countries can be found in the appendix. The results show that as
the press becomes more controlled, confidence in government increases.

What is the Relationship between the News and Government?
In democratic countries, the press serves as a bridge between citizens
and government, which provides a shortcut to information. The press can
enlighten citizens on the quality of government as well as giving them tools to
evaluate government performance (Norris, 2000). Free expression is a
characteristic in democracies and democracies tend to have a free press that
remains independent from government intervention, reflective of this free
expression. Countries that have independent press tend to have citizens who are
more likely to criticize government performance because of less restriction on
broadcasted information. These criticisms of government often seem to reflect
the ideologies of the media outlet (Goldberg, 2001). However, proponents of
video-malaise theory associate press freedom, and negative news that criticizes
government with lowered confidence in government. It is thought that regular
exposure to news critical of government performance lowers trust in
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government (Garment, 1991; Orren, 1997; Grossman, 2003). These feelings of
lower trust in government signal a threat to a system’s legitimacy. The
prominence of this theory arose in literature in the 1960s. Changing broadcast
styles or overemphasizing political conflict, investigative journalism, cynicism of
D.C. policymaking, and the rise of watchdog journalism were thought to have
changed how viewers saw government. Broadcasting that was once descriptive
became more interpretive, and political opinion was more easily conveyed in TV
news (Patterson, 1993). The press shifted from being informative to being
entertaining. By doing so, media outlets were able to capture viewers who
normally would not pay attention to politics in the news (Lang and Lang, 1966).
This overt cynicism of government performance, they argued, disassociates
public confidence in government by exposing viewers to negative tones.
Michael Robinson argued that negative broadcasting breeds
dissatisfaction in viewers, and leaves them civically disenchanted through
negative tones and anti-institutionalism. Robinson coined the term videomalaise. He recognized the growing influence of television on campaigns and
elections, and its use to foster discomfort among viewers (Robinson, 1976.) The
way negative campaigns can sway voters from voting for a particular politician is
similar to the way the news can prevent viewers from agreeing with
government. Robert Putnam, known for his work on civics, argues that TV
entertainment drowns social capital by preventing civic association, which gnaws
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at democratic effectiveness by spoiling social trust (Putnam, 1995). Regular
exposure to negative news can translate to a lacking trust in neighbors or in the
community. The lowered trust that comes from the press is not limited to
government or the community. Negative news has also been shown to lower
trust in military institutions and organized religion (Fan, Wyatt, and Keltner,
2001).
Pippa Norris distinguishes critical citizens as democratic citizens who are
aware of democratic structure, have political knowledge and support democracy,
but who are critical of how government runs (Norris, 1999). Critical citizens tend
to be more politically active, knowledgeable citizens. Because citizens in
democracies have a say in picking their leaders, there is more incentive for
democratic citizens to inform themselves on political issues, which in turns leads
to more skepticism of politicians and policy. She claims that exposure through
the news helps create critical citizens by advising them on political issues and
conditioning them on democratic norms. She argues that citizens already have
formed ideological opinions on politics, and the news helps affirms these
ideologies, and this process repeats itself (Norris, 2000). This is the essence of
the virtuous circle argument. The media “activates the active.” Citizens, with
already formed opinions, turn to media outlets, such as television, the internet,
and newspapers to get their political information. These media outlets, which
usually attract a particular ideological base, produce news coverage that
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strengthens their user’s already held beliefs, and the process repeats itself. This
process helps mold critical citizens, who gain a healthy skepticism of government
performance by strengthening their own beliefs on government. The
knowledgeable, who often search the web and pay attention to the news, are
more likely to know what news sources to trust because these same sources
affirm what they already believe. People display a sense of trust by regularly
tuning in to the same media outlets. The disengaged are less likely to trust the
media and government, because they are less likely to understand and know
current events and the political environment (Norris, 2000).
Kenneth Newman also argued against the video-malaise theory claiming
that greater political knowledge, understating and interest was associated with
reading the newspaper and watching a lot of television news in Great Britain
(Newman, 1997). Exposure to television news has been shown to encourage
party identification in the short run in Latin American countries (Pérez-Liñán,
2002). The ability to be affected by negative campaigning, or negative news
might be determined by the level of political sophistication one has, such as
one’s media habits and their greater political climate (Valentino, 2001; Avery,
2009). Therefore, if negative news were to affect one’s confidence and trust in
government, then who one is might determine how much one is affected.
A potential problem with Norris’s virtuous circle argument is her claim
that people who watch news and government everyday are more likely to have
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faith in democratic principles, yet are more likely to be critical of how democracy
occurs in their country, which is confusing with a distinction that a freer press is
associated with lower confidence in government. Should not a free, more critical
press lead to more confidence in government, because as Norris claims, news
helps inform and integrate citizens in the political process? Perhaps the news still
does this, but is more effective when the press has more government
intervention. Perhaps there is not a distinction of how informative or educational
the news is among countries with various degrees of press freedom. Norris lays
the groundwork for how the news leads to stronger democracies, but virtuous
circle fails to answer why people with freer press tend to have less confidence in
government.
The media in democratic countries tends to be freer than the press in
autocratic countries. Freer media typically means a free exchange of information
from sources that are separate entities, disassociated from government
ideology. A characteristic of the press in democratic countries is its freedom to
criticize government, without repercussions from the state. In doing so, the
press in democratic countries is able to hold government accountable by
exposing how government performs15. Though the media tends to be skeptical
of government, many politicians tend to be skeptical of the media, especially

15

The media in democratic countries is not always free. Freedom House, at the time of writing
this paper, reports that on 14.5 percent of the world’s citizens have a free media. A free press is
typically associated with democracy, but a free press is not necessary for a democracy to occur.
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knowing the media can have a political agenda, which may seek to expose
politicians as untrustworthy, or not suitable for public office (Brants, Moller, and
Praag, 2010). Alternatively, many politicians use the media to campaign, and for
them the media are a tool that can get them attention and coverage.
The role of media is different in autocratic countries, especially one-party
communist countries such as China and Vietnam. China and Vietnam report the
highest percent levels of confidence in government and news broadcasting
might play a role in these high percentages16. The media in communist one-party
states tends to be one sided, lacking criticism of government and suppressing
independent journalism (Inglehart, L.E., 1998). It is plausible to assume that
regular access to the press in communist one-party states are more likely to have
positive system support where news coverage is one-sided. Further, critical
citizens are less likely to exist in autocratic countries where the population has
no control over picking their leaders. In an autocracy, citizens would be more
likely to accept those in charge knowing there are not institutions that alter
political leaders. Another hypothesis for the high level of confidence in countries
like China and Vietnam is the success of their economies over the last two
decades (Wang, Dalton, Shin, 2006). Economic stability leads to regime stability
and legitimacy (Russett and Oneal, 2001). Despite a high demand for democracy,
16

Source: World Value Survey 1999-2001; East Asian Barometer Wave 1 (2001-2003), Wave 2
(2005-2008). http://www.asianbarometer.org/
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China and Vietnam record high levels of confidence and trust in government
(Wang, 2007). Though there might be conflicting reasons why confidence and
trust in government is higher in China and Vietnam than anywhere else,
democracies are distinct where news coverage is critical and citizens are
skeptical of government.
One reason that perhaps contributes to the relationship between press
control and higher confidence in government is the amount of politics in the
news one watches. Table 2.2 shows the percentage of how often people watch
politics in the news based on how free their press is. The table shows that where
the press is not free, people tend to watch politics in the news more. Specifically,
the not free countries measured were China and Vietnam, which also have the
highest confidence in government. This explains that not only are people in
China and Vietnam watching politics in the news more often, but also the
information they are receiving is more one sided and supportive of government.
Alternatively, where the press is freer and there is a greater variety of
information, people tend to watch politics in the news less often. Frequent
access to a one-sided press could result in positive affirmations of government,
and the reason for the liner relationship between press control and confidence
in government. However, I doubt the influence of the news media are strong
enough in communist one-party states to influence confidence in government so
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much that China and Vietnam report system confidence exceedingly higher than
any other countries. I doubt the influence of the press is that strong.
A reason for the significant relationship between having a free press and
confidence in government may not be the influence of the press, but rather the
influence of free expression. Countries that report lower confidence in
government have a freer press, while those that report higher confidence in
government have a less free press. Having a free press indicates a country’s
media have free and open expression, and this characteristic is reflective of the
open expression citizens in free press countries share. Because free and open
expression exists, citizens can share their criticisms of government more openly.
The inability to express criticisms openly in society can lead to the suppression of
ideas, which can contribute to more confidence in system by limiting negative
judgments of government.
Table 2.2 News Consumption by Press Freedom
% Watching Politics in the News
Everyday or Several Times a Week
Free Press
52.5
Partly Free
58.2
Not Free
72.9
Source: WVS 1999-2001; Freedom House 2000
Notes: Watching politics in the “news everyday” or “several
times a week” were two responses that were summed, and
then averaged for one of the three levels of press freedom
to see which of the three groups watched politics in the
news more. For a survey question that asked how often
one watched politics in the news. The percentages shown
are compared to the responses “once or twice a week,”
“less often,” and “never.” Information on the countries can
be seen in Table 2.3.
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How does the News Contribute to Democratic Support?
David Easton was the first to separate different levels of system support,
when he distinguished between support for political leaders and support for the
regime (Easton, 1965, 1975.) Pippa Norris later expanded the different levels of
system support to a fivefold framework that ranged from more diffuse to more
specific levels (Norris, 1999). The most diffuse level is the political community,
which is the most basic attachment to one’s nationality without attachment to
any political institutions or ideology, followed by regime principles, which she
defines as the “values of the political system.” The next level is regime
performance, which is seen as how true a democratic country is functioning as a
democratic country. Regime Institutions, which examine attitudes toward
specific institutions in a regime, such as parliament, political parties, the
executive, bureaucracy, the police, the military, are more specific in their level
system support. The most specific level of support is among political actors. This
level of support examines both the performance of specific leaders and political
actors as a whole. All together, these different multidimensional levels make up
system support as a whole.
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Support for one level may not be interchangeable with support on a
different level. Supporting democratic principles does not equate to support
with specific institutions. The literature between video-malaise and virtuous
circle in many ways does not distinguish between these different levels of
support. Distinguishing the way the press shows politics in the news, when the
news is being critical and whom they are being critical of will help separate the
different levels of government the news media either supports or disapproves. I
argue that news media are more likely to be critical of more specific levels of
government, such as the performance of politicians, than diffuse levels of
support, such as the pride of the nation. One reason the media are more likely to
be critical of politicians is because politicians can be voted out of office. Blame is
easier to place on politicians in democratic countries since they are more
expendable and replaceable, as opposed to criticisms of nationalism or
democratic principles, since these are more grounded and harder, or nearly
impossible to change. Support is higher for nationalism and democratic
principles than for government performance (Norris, 2011). In one way, the
function of voting leaders out of office serves as a way to settle grievances in the
public who may be unsatisfied with government. The irony might be the only
reason citizens are unsatisfied with government is that they have an ability to
change who is in charge. Citizens in democracies can be dissatisfied with political
leaders because they can change them. This is opposed to strong communist
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countries that might be more willing to passively accept government leaders
knowing they are helpless to change political order.
Does lacking system support at one level of government threaten the
legitimacy of the system as a whole? In democracies, I would argue this is not
the case. A healthy skepticism of government can help supplement the quality of
government by giving those accountable to voters an incentive to perform at an
acceptable level. In democratic countries, the separation between political
leaders and democratic principles is distinct because the former is established
institutionally to change, while the latter is not. Where criticisms take place
among government performance and politicians, the support of the system as a
whole is not threatened because this is where criticisms are normal. However, it
is also possible the public can feel disenchantment toward government for any
reason, and this disapproval could easily be aimed at any level of system
support. The public is also less likely to differentiate support for leaders and
support for regimes. Democracy though, makes it easy for the disgruntled to
express their discontent through various outlets, such as voting, protesting or
blogging. Despite ones feelings toward government, the remedial outlets can
prevent government from losing support.
Major news media acts like a business. They need viewers to attract
advertisers so that a profit can be made. The news that is reported is a reflection
of what viewers already believe or want to hear. The news media acts like a
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reflection, making transparent information to both citizens and government. If
citizens were to lose system support at a more diffuse level, such as criticizing
their nationality, this would be reflected in the media, at least where information
can be freely and openly exchanged. Does not only a free press provide more
accountability of government, but also show the intentions and feelings of the
public. A free press can bolster trustworthiness by making information
transparent between governments and citizens.
Measuring the Influence of the Press on Democracy
Public support of government is multidimensional. The various levels of
system support are not the same and not exchangeable terms. I want to show
how following politics in the news varies on these different levels of the political
system. 1) Specifically, I hypothesize that in democratic countries, or where there
is an open and free press, if one supports democracy, has national pride, or
confidence in government, one is more likely to follow politics in the news. 2)
Moreover, if one agrees with their political leaders, they are less likely to follow
politics in the news. 3) I expect that if one follows politics in the news, they are
more likely to have national pride, support democracy and have confidence in
government. To show the influences between the press and different levels of
government data has been gathered from the 1999-2001 World Value Survey,
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Freedom House, and the Polity IV project17. What I am trying to find out is
whether watching politics in this news has a positive or negative impact on the
perceptions of various levels of government.
Eighteen countries were analyzed. They were examined as a whole,
distinguished by the amount of press freedom the countries have, and by regime
type. These countries are listed in table 2.3 as well as their classification of press
freedom as measured by Freedom House. Because the greater whole of the
paper deals with democratic political culture, and looks at democracies, all of the
countries examined were measured as democratic countries in 1999 by the
Polity IV project except for China, Vietnam and Morocco18. A potential problem
with the measures of one-party communist countries like China and Vietnam is
the trustworthiness of the data. Though one cannot accuse these countries of
manipulating their data, or scaring their citizen’s into having confidence in their
systems, it would be more probable in a one-party communist state that can
more easily influence the decisions of its citizens. However, contrary evidence
finds that survey data of China and Vietnam is trustworthy and is not interfered
with by the views of their government (Wang, 2006). Despite the skepticism

17

Codes for democratic and autocratic were taken from the Polity IV project, and were measured
for the year 1999, one year prior to the 1999-2001 WVS. The Polity IV project scores countries on
their level of authority and uses a 21 point scale that ranges from -10 to 10. A country was coded
as democratic if they received a score of six and above, while a country was recorded as
autocratic if they received a score of negative six or below.
18
China, Vietnam and Morocco were measured as autocratic countries by the Polity IV project in
1999. All three received scores of -6 or less.
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about the validity of survey data that can be raised surrounding strong autocratic
countries, their data is still worth being measured and examined, at least to
provide a reference to democratic regimes.
Table 2.3 Classification of Press Freedom by Country
Country

Press Free

Argentina
Bangladesh
Canada
Chile
China
India
Japan
Macedonia
Mexico
Moldova
Morocco
Philippines
South Africa
South Korea
Spain
United States
Venezuela
Vietnam

*

Press Partially Free

Press Not Free

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Sources: WVS 1999-2001, Freedom House 2000
Notes: Freedom house is covered for the year 1999; all the countries covered in the dataset were
democratic countries in 1999 as measured by Polity IV except for China and Vietnam, which were
measured as autocratic countries; The Freedom house index covers the degree of print, broadcast,
and internet freedom for each calendar year.

To measure how much someone follows politics in the news a question
from the WVS asks V217 How often do you follow politics in the news on
television or on the radio or in the daily papers? As a dependent variable in
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logistic regression, this variable was coded as a 1 if they followed politics in the
news “everyday” or “several times a week” and a 0 for “once or twice a week”
“less often” and “never.19” Any other time this variable is used as a five-point
scale.
The WVS also provides measures that are used to determine the various
levels of system support20. To measure support for one’s political community
respondents were asked V216. How proud are you to be FRENCH? (substitute
your own nationality for 'French')21 To measure regime principles respondents
were asked to rate various political systems and if each were a good way for
governing a country. Specifically, for the models used in this paper respondents
were asked if having a democratic political system was a good thing22. To
measure support in institutions respondents were asked whether they had
confidence in the government23. Measuring the support of political actors could
be measured in various ways, whether one were to ask about the executive,

19

This variable doesn’t cover how often one follows politics in the news from the internet.
However, because the years measure were from 1999-2001 the influence of the internet had not
become a prominent news source. If this study or a similar one were being used today, the
influence of the internet should not be disregarded.
20
All of these measures were specifically provided by Pippa Norris in her work Critical Citizens. In
the first chapter of the book she shows how the various levels of system support are measured.
The measures in this paper come from Pippa Norris’s measures. All of the variables come from
the 1999-2001 World Value Survey except indicators which classify the regime of the country or
the level of press freedom.
21
For specific coding on the various level refer to the appendix.
22
The survey question was V167 Having a democratic political system. Respondents were asked
if having a democratic political system was good or bad.
23
Easily government institutions vary to extend beyond government. The WVS asks the
confidence levels of various institutions, but asking specifically for the government gives us a
better understanding of support of government as an institution.
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prime minister, chancellor or leaders in the legislative body. There is a difference
between support of the executive institution and support of the executive.
Further, one could also measure the support for politicians as a whole. For this
paper, respondents were simply asked V174. How satisfied are you with the way
the people now in national office are handling the country's affairs? Would you
say you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?
This question limits scrutiny to leaders in charge at the national level. All of the
variables that measure system support have been dichotomized where a
response for support was coded as 1 and a response of no support was recorded
as 024. Coding the variables this way makes comparing the influence and the size
of the log odds easier to interpret, and allows logistic regression to occur.
A number of control variables were used which account for various levels
of system support. All of the control variables were found to contribute to public
perception of government. Education has been shown to contribute to political
knowledge and political discussion (Norris, 1999). In a democracy, having more
political knowledge and understanding provides the fit to be a critical citizen who
would be more skeptical government performance. The more educated

24

The level of support for regime performance could not be recorded in this paper. There was an
accurate measure asking respondents to rate their political system, but half of the respondents
did not answer the question. Though the N would have been sufficient, comparing the results
would have been a more difficult task knowing that some of the respondents could have biased
the results. Regardless, measuring system support in this paper covers the wide range from the
most diffuse to the most specific. Getting an idea of how the press contributes to system can still
be understood despite not having the measure for regime performance.
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someone is the less likely they are to support political leaders and institutions.
The influence of the economy has also been shown to play a role in system
support (McAllister, 1999; Wang, Dalton, Shin, 2006). If one is satisfied with the
economy and secure financially, government and politicians can reap public
support, if not for being responsible for economic prosperity, than for not being
to blame for economic downturn.
The amount one perceives politics to be important can influence how one
sees government. If one has an interest in politics, they are more likely to seek
information about politics. If one thinks politics is important, then they are likely
to value the regimes and people who allow politics to happen. Further, civic
association has been argued to increase democratic efficiency and strengthen
the political community (Putnam, 1994, 2000). This argument is vaguely
measured with being involved with a political party. If one is involved in a
political party, then one engages in political activity and is a member in
governmental institutions. Besides engaging in politics belong to a political party
is also an involvement in the political community and an act of civic engagement.
Involvement in a political party should increase the likelihood someone supports
the political system.
To determine the influence of ideology, and what groups on the
ideological spectrum are more likely to have system support respondents were
asked v185 In political matters, people talk of `the left' and the `the right'. How
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would you place your views on this scale, generally speaking? The measure for
ideology is ambiguous considering that being ideologically right or left may not
be a unified interpretation, and that ideology may be specific to a country’s
culture and history. The measure in this context is an oversimplification and
ambiguous measure and interpreting its effects should be treated as such.
Regardless, the ideology of an individual should be taken into account when
considering one’s feelings toward government. Though substantive meaning
may not come from the effects, controlling for ideology is important.
There is a variable measuring the importance of religion, which plays a
role in system support of democratic countries. The more important someone
thinks religion is the more likely one is to have system support. Further, I also
control for the various levels of system support. If one were to support a
particular level of government, then they should be likely to support another
level of government25. I control for system support at all levels. Age and sex are
also controlled for believing that basic sociologically differences can contribute
to varying levels of support26.
To get an understanding of who follows politics in the news, I employ a
series of logit regressions that look at if having system support influences the
25

I checked for multicollinearity among all of the variables used and did not find any
complications except between the “political interest” and “politics important” variables. They are
not included in any of the same models. I was especially surprised there was not a problem
among the different levels of system support. There was not high correlation among the various
levels. See the appendix for a correlation matrix.
26
Wang, Dalton, and Shin also use these variables with their study on government support.
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amount someone follows politics in the news. I examine this in countries that
have a free press, a partially free or not free press, in democratic countries and
in all countries combined in the dataset27. There is a distinction between
democratic countries and countries with a free press in the data employed.
Being democratic as measured by the Polity IV measure, does not indicate that a
country has a free press as measured by Freedom House. I expect the influences
of the variables to be in the same direction between democratic and free press
countries, but I expect the amount of influence to differ. Having a free press is
usually an indication that democracy is present. The reason I included models for
all countries, and countries with a “partially free press” and a “not free press”
was to provided a comparison among free press and democratic countries. The
results will show a comparison across different dimensions to expand the
influence that determines how often people follow politics in the news.
Table 2.4 shows the influence of system support on the amount someone
follows politics in the news. The results give an understanding of the people who
keep up with politics in the news. Notably the results indicate that in countries
with a free press, if one has national pride, thinks democracy is a good thing or
has confidence in government then one is more likely to follow politics in the
news. However, the more someone agrees with their leaders in national office,
27

The reason I didn’t distinguish between partially free press and not free press was the results
that were gathered from the measures. Though theoretically it makes more sense to measure
how much one follows politics in the news in each classification of press freedom, but empirically
no significant results were reported, which left me to group two of the classifications.
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the less likely they are to follow politics in the news. These results are not
exclusive to countries with a free press. Similar support can be found when
countries with a partially free, not free press and democratic countries are
measured. Support for political leaders is the only level of government support
that shows one is less likely to follow politics in the news where there is support.
If virtuous circle theory is correct in claiming the media are a reflection of what
citizens already believe, then these results indicate the media are more likely to
criticize politicians than the regime’s institutions, or regimes principles.
Further, these results show that as system support becomes more
diffuse, people are more likely to follow politics in the news. Because the four
levels of system support were all coded as dummy variables, 1 for system
support and 0 for no support, the size of the coefficients are equally
comparable28. In all four logistic regressions, the size of the coefficients
increases as the level of support becomes more diffuse. Having national pride,
and support of the political community, has greater influence on whether
someone follows politics in the news than thinking democracy is a good thing.
Eventually, as system support becomes more specific, the likelihood of someone
following politics in the news decreases. These results support my first two
hypotheses that having support for regime principles increases the likelihood
one follows politics in the news, while having support for political leaders
28

This is true of the levels of system support and not of the variables in the regression. Further,
the coefficients in logistic regression show the log odds of an event occurring.
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decreases the likelihood one follows politics in the news. These findings suggest
that news politics does not result in negative system support.
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Table 2.4 The Influences of Government Satisfaction on the Amount of Politics One Follows in the
News Using Logit Regression
All Countries

Free Press

Press Partially Free
or Not Free

Democratic
Countries

Agreement with Leaders
in National Office

-0.138***
(0.036)

-0.100**
(0.049)

-0.127**
(0.056)

-0.152***
(0.037)

Confidence in
Government

0.083**
(0.036)

0.175***
(0.049)

-0.088
(0.056)

0.059
(0.037)

Having Democracy is a
Good Thing

0.195***
(0.053)

0.233***
(0.070)

-0.098
(0.088)

0.175***
(0.054)

Having National Pride

0.269***
(0.060)

0.195**
(0.081)

0.433***
(0.092)

0.235***
(0.061)

Education

0.050***
(0.007)

0.035***
(0.011)

0.109***
(0.010)

0.056***
(0.008)

Attending Lawful
Demonstrations

-0.220***
(0.024)

-0.328***
(0.032)

-0.162***
(0.038)

-0.237***
(0.024)

Religion not Important

0.164***
(0.017)

0.234***
(0.023)

0.117***
(0.028)

0.146***
(0.018)

Belong to a Political
Party

0.509***
(0.069)

0.342***
(0.099)

0.492***
(0.100)

0.491***
(0.072)

Following Politics in the
News Everyday or Several
Times a Week
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Table 2.4 Continued
All Countries

Free Press

Satisfaction with
Financial Situation

0.029***
(0.006)

How Uninterested in
Politics One is
Constant
chi2
N
Count R2

0.057***
(0.009)

Press Partially Free
or Not Free
0.016*
(0.010)

Democratic
Countries
0.030***
(0.007)

-0.782***
(0.019)

-0.823***
(0.027)

-0.833***
(0.029)

-0.745***
(0.020)

1.844***
(0.125)
3144.944
18530
.667

1.663***
(0.176)
1844.871
9754
.678

2.259***
(0.186)
1623.621
8776
.705

1.802***
(0.128)
2639.704
16930
.667

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; See appendix for information on variable coding
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Source: WVS 1999-2001; Freedom House; Polity IV
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Figure 2.2 shows the probability someone will follow politics in the news
more than twice a week based on support democracy and political leaders29. The
lines show how news consumption changes based on either support for
democracy or support for political leaders. One is more likely to follow news
politics if they support democracy than if they do not. However, one is less likely
to follow politics in the news if they support political leaders than if they do not.
This evidence suggests that those who support political leaders might be less
informed citizens than those who do not support government performance.
Overall, influence of system support on news consumption is not strong.
Whether or not someone has system support does not dramatically alter the
rate of news consumption.

29

The predicted probabilities in figure 2.2 were measured based on system support being either
zero or one. The connecting lines from these values show the latent values of the probabilities.
The lines measure the distance from zero to one, or from no support to support. The substantive
interpretation comes from either having support or no support, not having a fraction of support.
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Support for Political Leaders
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Figure 2.2 Plotting Support on News Consumption
Figure 2.2 The graph shows the probability of someone following politics in the news more than
once a week based on either support for democracy or support for political leaders in free press
countries. The predicted probabilities come from the logistic regressions in Table 2.4 measuring
support for political leaders and democracy. The values reported hold all other variables at their
means. See the appendix for specific information on how the variables were coded.

Having diffuse level system support is likely to influence how much
someone follows politics in the news, and gives us an understanding of the
relation between system support and the press, whether or not following the
news affects system support has yet to be answered. I have shown a brief profile
of what influences how much someone follows politics, now I will show how
following politics affects system support. In answering this question, I run eight
logistic regressions. I look at system support in four levels, which are the political
community, the regime principles, the regime institutions, and political actors. I
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examine these four levels in democratic countries and in countries with a free
press.
Table 2.5 shows the results of system support on various levels in
countries with a free press. The influence of how often one follows politics in the
news has a positive effect on two levels. The more one watches politics in the
news the more likely they are to think having a democratic political system is a
good thing, and more likely to have confidence in government. These results
support the virtuous circle hypothesis, claiming that where there is a free press,
following politics in the news contributes to stronger support of democracy, and
more confidence in government.
The results are similar when examining just democratic countries. Table
2.6 shows the more someone follows politics in the news the more likely they
are to think having a democracy is a good thing, and have national pride. The
implications of these findings suggest that not all levels of system support are
the same. The influence of the news on the public’s perception of government
varies depending on the level of the system. The effect of following politics in the
news is supportive of regime principles. These findings support my third
hypothesis that in democratic countries following news politics contributes to
support of democracy, democratic institutions, and nationalism. I was unable to
reject to null hypothesis of whether news politics affects support for political
leaders. My findings strongly support the virtuous circle theory. The strongest
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evidence of video-malaise theory is a lacking support that news politics helps
strengthen support of political leaders.
Other than the effects of following the news, the results also show that
more education leads to less system support at all levels except for regime
principles. These findings support “Critical Citizens” theory that in democratic
countries, the more education one has the understanding of politics one has,
and the more skeptical they will be of government. Belonging to a political party,
and believing politics is important also increases the likelihood one will have
system support, except national pride. The indicator for political ideology shows
that being ideologically right had more of a likelihood of system support, except
when it came to supporting regimes principles in countries with a free press.
Here being ideologically left had a higher probability of support on this level.
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How Often One Follows
Politics in the News

0.032
(0.027)

0.063***
(0.017)

0.121***
(0.026)

0.034
(0.029)

Education

-0.086***
(0.010)

-0.119***
(0.010)

0.059***
(0.016)

-0.147***
(0.018)

Satisfaction with

0.064***
(0.008)

0.001
(0.008)

-0.023*
(0.013)

0.065***
(0.015)

Sex

0.023
(0.042)

-0.011
(0.042)

0.108
(0.066)

-0.006
(0.071)

Age

-0.005***
(0.001)

-0.004***
(0.001)

0.009***
(0.002)

0.005**
(0.002)

Political Ideology

0.031***
(0.010)

0.055***
(0.010)

-0.050***
(0.015)

0.040**
(0.017)

How Unimportant is
Politics

-0.074***
(0.023)

-0.187***
(0.023)

-0.067*
(0.036)

0.056
(0.040)

How Unimportant is
Religion

-0.255***
(0.021)

-0.238***
(0.021)

0.073**
(0.034)

-0.615***
(0.032)

Belong to a Political

0.401***
(0.082)

0.344***
(0.081)

0.276*
(0.144)

0.209
(0.146)

Financial Situation

Party
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Table 2.5 Continued

Constant
chi2
N
Count R2

Agreement with
Leaders in National
Office
0.695***
(0.145)
355.252
9794
.575

Confidence in
Government

Having Democracy
is a Good Thing

Having National
Pride

1.013***
(0.145)
476.932
10032
.6

1.274***
(0.225)
116.438
9522
.883

3.412***
(0.253)
569.048
10032
.901

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Source: WVS 1999-2001; Polity IV

Table 2.6 The Influence of Politics in the News on Various Levels of System Support in Democratic Countries Using Logit
Regression

Agreement with
Leaders in National
Office

Confidence in
Government

Having Democracy
is a Good Thing

Having National
Pride

-0.008
(0.013)

0.023
(0.014)

0.101***
(0.020)

0.043*
(0.022)

Education

-0.072***
(0.008)

-0.064***
(0.008)

0.064***
(0.012)

-0.095***
(0.013)

Satisfaction with
Financial Situation

0.086***
(0.006)

-0.013*
(0.007)

-0.002
(0.010)

0.095***
(0.011)

Sex

0.105***

0.045

0.091*

0.120**

How Often One Follows
Politics in the News
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Table 2.6 Continued
Agreement with
Leaders in National
Office
(0.033)

Confidence in
Government

Having Democracy
is a Good Thing

Having National
Pride

(0.037)

(0.054)

(0.055)

Age

-0.006***
(0.001)

-0.003**
(0.001)

0.004**
(0.002)

0.003
(0.002)

Political Ideology

0.031***
(0.007)

0.050***
(0.008)

0.015
(0.011)

0.015
(0.012)

How Unimportant is
Politics

-0.139***
(0.018)

-0.197***
(0.020)

-0.074***
(0.029)

0.051*
(0.030)

How Unimportant is
Religion

-0.240***
(0.017)

-0.152***
(0.020)

0.021
(0.028)

-0.553***
(0.026)

Belong to a Political
Party

0.260***
(0.058)

0.304***
(0.064)

0.489***
(0.116)

-0.003
(0.099)

Constant

0.666***
(0.112)
667.625
15902
.581

0.236*
(0.141)
2954.788
15187
.601

1.273***
(0.180)
141.453
15462
.894

2.844***
(0.190)
658.666
16252
.902

chi2
N
Count R2
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Source: WVS 1999-2001; Polity IV
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The effects of how often one follows politics in the news are relatively
small when controlling for all of the influences that contribute to government
support. Table 2.7 shows the predicted probabilities of democratic support
based on how often one watches politics in the news. Support for democracy is
relatively high, especially in democratic countries. When accounting for how
often one follows politics in the news the probability of supporting democracy
drops only by four percent from those who follow news politics everyday and
those who never follow news politics.
Table 2.7
The predicted probabilities of democratic support based on how often one follows
politics in the news in democratic countries.
Everyday
.91

Several Times
a Week
.901

Once or Twice
a Week
.892

Less Often
.882

Never
.871

Notes: These predicted probabilities were calculated from the logit regression presented in table
2.6 and when all other variables were held at their means.

Discussion
I have sought to determine whether the press strengthens or weakens
government support and have found that in democratic countries or in countries
with a free press, following politics in the news leads to a higher likelihood of
having national pride, supporting democracy and having confidence in
government, while there is no support one will agree with political leaders. I
have distinguished between the two prominent theories, video-malaise and
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virtuous circle, which seek contradicting claims on the influence of the news on
perceptions of government. The two theories are distinguishable when
considering support for political leaders. At this point, support for political
leaders decreases the likelihood one will follow politics in the news.
Theoretically, this makes sense in democratic countries, where citizens are more
critical of government performance because they can vote out politicians whom
they are more dissatisfied. The ability to change politics makes democratic
citizens more involved in the political process, which in turn makes them more
skeptical of what they can change. This also gives them an outlet to express, and
alter the political grievances they might have. This is contrary to countries such
as China and Vietnam where system support is stronger, and where citizens
follow one-sided politics more often, with little they can do about altering
change.
Overall, the influence of the news on system support tends to have a
meaningful, yet mediocre influence. Other influences, such as one’s interest in
politics, or belonging to a political party tend to have a stronger result on system
support. It is possible the relation between news politics and system support is
accompanied by the general feelings of system support and that despite the
influence of the news, people will be less likely to agree with leaders and more
likely to have national pride and support democracy. The influence of the news
might at least reflect these feelings. Further implications from this study might
72

Texas Tech University, Mark W. Shockley, December 2012

look at countries that have less regime stability. Possibly, where less stability
exists, there is less system support among the different levels. The media’s
influence might be stronger in these countries, especially where information can
be easily assessable and can highlight the shortcomings of a system’s instability.
Contrary, the government might be able to use the media to suppress
grievances, and control the disturbances of government efficiency. Regardless, in
democratic countries the news media contributes to regime support, but not to
the support of politicians.
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Chapter IV
Conclusion
The previous chapters have sought to contribute to the “Critical Citizens”
theory by asking how religion and news politics contribute to government
support. I have found that those who attend religious worship are more likely to
support political leaders, have confidence in government and support a powerful
leader. I credit these results to higher respect for authority among those who
attend religious worship compared to those who do not. Where critical citizens
have been wary of government, religious followers have been more inclined to
support government performance. These findings suggest that religious
cleavages tend to question authority less than secular cleavages and stray away
from the mold of critical citizens.
Contrary, I have shown that democratic citizens who support political
leaders are less likely to follow politics in the news compared to those who do
not. Alternatively, those who support democracy are more likely to follow
politics in the news than those who do not support democracy. These results
help affirm that news consumption results in similar political attitudes as critical
citizens because both seek information, are wary of government performance,
but support democracy. Consumers of news politics also are more likely to have
nationalism and confidence in government. These findings are attributed to the
idea that following politics in the news reaffirms the values of democratic
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societies. Those who regularly tune into the news are accustomed to norms
where political leaders are criticized and democratic values are affirmed.
These studies largely look at the micro level influences that contribute to
political support. A limiting factor that contributes to support of government are
macro level influences such as how the influences of other countries, war, or
GDP can contribute to government support. Specifically, how the public views
these macro level events can contribute to government support, but this
information is unknown in the available datasets. These lacking pieces do not
destroy the contributions this work has made however, but merely make up
lacking explanations. Another limitation in this work are the measures used that
largely show contributing factors of government support, but do not show
whether this support is reflective of a legitimacy crisis. Legitimacy and support
are distinct, and do not occur simultaneously. The studies here largely deal with
support of government. Further studies could examine failed states and how
factors like religion and news politics relate to legitimacy.
An overarching connection between the two chapters might be political
knowledge. Those who attend religious worship more often are less likely to be
getting their political information from the same place as regular news
consumers. This difference might contribute to the distinction between religious
followers and news consumers and their support of government. A further study
might differentiate the political knowledge between the two groups.
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Additionally, this work shows a distinction between secular and religious
cleavages, and their support of government. A further study might look into how
support of government varies by religion, or by religious denomination. Likely,
dogmatic religions might be more inclined to have followers who support
authority than less dogmatic religions.
In both chapters, I affirm that more diffuse levels of government, such as
nationalism and support for democracy, tend to have more support from
democratic citizens, than specific levels of government, such as political leaders.
I uniquely show religion increase specific levels of support, while news
consumption increases diffuse levels of support. These answers ultimately
contribute to the causes of government support, and do so by distinguishing
between the various levels of government.
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Appendix
Concept and Measures

Macro Level Variables
This was a macro level unit of analysis, where all of the observations were reflective of
their countries. All of the observations came from the World Value Survey 1999-2001
wave except for the variable measuring press freedom, which comes from Freedom
House, which measures the level of press freedom over various years. The year 1999
was used for this analysis, which simultaneously is the same year the the WVS 19992001 wave began. Macro level observations from the WVS were calculated by taking the
mean for each variable for each country.
1. % Confidence in Government: The variable was taken from the World Value Survey and
was read as follows:
“I am going to name a number of organizations. For each one, could you tell me how
much confidence you have in them: is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of
confidence, not very much confidence or none at all?” The observations for confidence
in government were collapsed into one of two outcomes. Having confidence in
government or not having confidence. The percentage of confidence in government
comes from the mean people in each respective country were shown to have either “a
great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in government.
2. Press Control comes from Freedom House, which measures the amount of freedom the
press in each country has. The measure ranges from 1-100, 1 being the most free and
100 being the least free.
3. Education: Education was measure as the mean amount of education the people in their
respective country have, among those who were participants in the WVS. The variable
ranges one through nine, one being no formal education and nine being a university
degree.
4. National Pride: This measures the average amount of pride respondents have in each
country. The variable ranges one through four, one being “very proud” and four being
“not at all proud.”
5. Satisfied with Financial Situation: This measures the average amount of economic
satisfaction respondents in each country have. The variable was standardized from 1-10
to 10-100, 10 being the least satisfied and 100 being the most satisfied.
Micro Level Variables
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Agreement with Leaders in National Office: 1/0
(V174) How satisfied are you with the way the people now in national office are
handling the country's affairs? Would you say you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied,
fairly dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?
1. Very satisfied
2. Fairly satisfied
3. Fairly dissatisfied
4. Very dissatisfied
This variable was dichotomized where 1 equals satisfied and 0 equals satisfied

Confidence in government: 1/0
The variable was taken from the World Value Survey and was read as follows:
(v153) “I am going to name a number of organizations. For each one, could you tell me
how much confidence you have in them: is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of
confidence, not very much confidence or none at all?” The observations for confidence
in government were collapsed into a dummy variable. Observations of having a great
deal of confidence and quite a lot of confidence were coded as a 1 for having confidence
in government. Observations of not very much confidence or none at all were coded as
a 0 for not having confidence in government.
Support for Democracy: 1/0
I'm going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about
each as a way of governing this country. For each one, would you say it is a very good,
fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country?
(V167) Having a democratic political system
Very Good
1

Fairly Good
2

Bad
3

Very Bad
4

This variable was dichotomized where 1 equals good and 0 equals bad.

Support of a Strong Leader: 1/0
I'm going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about
each as a way of governing this country. For each one, would you say it is a very good,
fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country?
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(V164) Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and
elections
Very Good
1

Fairly Good
2

Bad
3

Very Bad
4

This variable was dichotomized where 1 equals good and 0 equals bad.

National Pride: 1/0
(V216) How proud are you to be FRENCH? (substitute your own nationality for 'French')
1.Very proud
2.Quite proud
3.Not very proud
4.Not at all proud

This variable was dichotomized where 1 equals proud and 0 equals not proud.

Politics Important: 1-4
(V7) “For each of the following, indicate how important it is in your life.”
Politics - Would you say it is:
Very important
1

Rather important
Not very important
important
2
3

Not at all
4

Political Interest: 1-4
(V133) How interested would you say you are in politics?
1.Very interested
2.Somewhat interested
3.Not very interested
4.Not at all interested
Religious importance: 1-4
(V9) The Importance of Religion: “For each of the following, indicate how important it is
in your life.”
Religion - Would you say it is:
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Very important

Rather important
Not very important
important
2
3

2

Not at all
4

Religious Attendance: 1-7
(V185) Apart from weddings, funerals and christenings, about how often do you attend
religious services these days?
1.More than once a week
2.Once a week
3.Once a month
4.Only on special holy days
5.Once a year
6.Less often
7.Never, practically never

Politicians who don’t believe in God are Unfit for Public Office: 1-5
How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following : (V200) Politicians who
do not believe in God are unfit for public office

Agree
Strongly
1

Agree

2

Neither
agree or
disagree
3

Disagree

strongly
disagree

4

5

Religious Leaders should not Influence Government: 1-5
How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following: (V203) Religious leaders
should not influence government decisions
Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
strongly
Strongly
agree or
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

Politics in the News: 1-5
(v217) How often do you follow politics in the news on television or on the radio
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or in the daily papers?
1.Every day
2.Several times a week
3.Once or twice a week
4.Less often
5.Never
Following Politics in the News Everyday or Several Times a Week: 1/0
This variable comes from (v217) politics in the news, except the variable was
dichotomized where values of 1 and 2 were coded as 1, and where values of 3,4 and 5
were coded as zero.

Involvement in political parties or groups: 1/0
(v16 E) “Please look carefully at the following list of voluntary organisations and
activities and say... which, if any, do you belong to?” (Code all ‘yes' answers as 1, if not
mentioned code as 0)
Ideological Scale: 1-10
( V139)“In political matters, people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right.’ How would you
place your views on this scale, generally speaking? “
Left
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Right
10

Financial Satisfaction: 1-10
(V80) “How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your household?
If "1" means you are completely dissatisfied on this scale, and "10" means you are
completely satisfied, where would you put your satisfaction with your household's
financial situation?”
Satisfied
1

2

3

4

5

6
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Dissatisfied
9
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Education: 1-9
(V226) Ranges from one to nine
1. no formal educatiom
2. incomplete primary school
3. complete primary school
4. incomplete secondary school: technical
5. complete secondary school: technical
6. incomplete secondary: university-prep
7. complete secondary: university-prep
8. some university w/out degree
9. university with degree
Age:
Age: 15-97
(V225) The variable measures the age of the respondent.
Sex: 1/0
(V223) 1=male 0= female

Technical Measures
Operationalization took place on two levels, a micro-level analysis among
individual respondents and a macro-level that took place among nations. For all
operationalizations at the micro-level, maximum likelihood or specifically logit was used.
In some instances, interaction effects could be used to see if the differences significantly
differed across categories, such as the amount of free press or regime type. I would run
just a model with interaction effects, but the number of variables limits me from doing
this. As the number of variables increase, multicollinearity becomes more likely,
especially when determining if all the variables significantly differ by regime type. This
problem would distort the log odds of the reported coefficients. Problems with
multicollinearity also prevented the restriction of some variable such as religious
indications because the variables were all strongly correlated with one another.
Countries in 2001-1999 World Value Survey
Country

Frequency

Percent

Spain
United States
Canada
Japan
Mexico

1,134
1,166
1,820
1,092
1,432

4.87
5.00
7.81
4.69
6.14
87
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S. Africa
Argentina
S. Korea
Chile
India
China
Venezuela
Philippines
Moldova
Bangladesh
Vietnam
Macedonia
Morocco

2,875
1,164
1,121
1,173
1,641
914
1,163
1,134
919
1,463
971
996
1,129

12.34
4.99
4.81
5.03
7.04
3.92
4.99
4.87
3.94
6.28
4.17
4.27
4.84

Total

23,307

100.00

The countries in that were measured have been narrowed from the original
1999-2001 WVS to include only strong democratic countries and strong autocratic
countries. The title of these works deal with specifically democratic countries, and
democratic political culture. For this reason, the data was narrowed to include the
above countries. The three autocratic countries China, Vietnam and Morocco were used
to provide a reference group for the democratic countries measured. I realize the
sample of autocratic countries is not a strong representative sample of autocratic
countries. This lack of representation available is why more models exclusive of
autocracies were not included.
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