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Abstract 

Much research intro political trust – its causes, correlates and trends – builds on the twin 

assumptions that trust in a wide range of political institutions is ultimately an expression of (i) a 

singular and (ii) a cross-nationally equivalent underlying attitude. Yet, the widespread 

assumptions of unidimensionality and cross-national equivalence of political trust is at odds with 

the dominant conceptual understanding of political trust as a relational concept, driven by 

subjects, objects, and their interplay. 

This paper employs Rasch modelling as a direct, strict test of unidimensionality, equivalence and 

item hierarchy. We test the fit of the Rasch model on political trust items in seven widely used, 

cross-national surveys (World Values Survey, Afrobarometer, Arabbarometer, Asian Barometer, 

Eurobarometer, European Social Survey, and Latinobarometro), covering 161 national surveys in 

119 countries across the globe. We find that the unidimensional specification of the Rasch model 

does not fit the standard political trust question batteries. Political trust is not cross-nationally 

equivalent; trust in specific political institutions is more than a mere indicator of an underlying 

attitude.  

This conclusion does not impede cross-national research into political trust; rather it illustrates 

the need for consistent robustness checks across a range of objects of political trust. Our findings 

open up new venues for substantive research questions on specific objects of political trust and 

their relationships.  
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Putting ‘political’ back in political trust 

An IRT test of the unidimensionality and cross-national equivalence of political trust 

measures  

 

1. Introduction 

For decades, political trust research has been considered a necessary requirement for democratic 

resilience (Zmerli & Van der Meer 2017; Citrin & Stoker 2018). Cross-national research has 

therefore focused on political trust and its causes (e.g. Esaiasson 2011; Hakhverdian & Mayne 

2012; Bargsted et al. 2017), correlates (e.g., Voogd & Dassonneville 2018; Choi & Kwon 2019), 

and supposed crisis (e.g., Norris 2011; Van Erkel & Van der Meer 2016). This empirical 

literature on political trust builds on widely shared assumptions that trust is unidimensional as 

well as cross-nationally equivalent. According to these assumptions political trust – 

conceptualized narrowly as trust in government, parliament, and political parties, and more 

broadly to include the civil service, the police, and the judicial system – is an expression of a 

single underlying attitude (cf. Fisher et al. 2010: 162). The twin assumptions of 

unidimensionality and cross-national equivalence allowed scholars to rely on single political trust 

indicators or political trust scales as more or less interchangeable indicators of a singular 

underlying concept. 

Two strands of research have tested the presumed data-theoretical structure of political trust in a 

particularly stringent way. The first is the factor analytical approach, that focused on the 

measurement equivalence of trust in various objects (e.g., Breustedt 2018; Marien 2017; 

Schneider 2017), showing uniformly that political trust items relate to a single underlying factor. 

The second line of research departed from Item Response Theory, finding that political trust 

items form a unidimensional, hierarchical scale in which trust in one object is a precondition to 

trust in another object (e.g., Harteveld et al. 2013; Newton and Zmerli 2011; Zmerli and Newton 

2017).  

In light of this evidence, the notion of political trust in a wide range of political institutions as the 

expression of a single underlying attitude has become highly prevalent in the political trust 

literature. Nevertheless, this unidimensional interpretation of political trust is problematic, 

conceptually as well as empirically.  
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Conceptually, it conflicts with the common understanding of political trust as a fundamentally 

relational concept (Van der Meer 2017; Citrin & Stoker 2018): A trusts B to do X ( Hardin 1992; 

cf. Bauer and Freitag 2018), in which A is the citizen and B is a political institution (Norris 2011; 

Zmerli and Van der Meer 2017). This relational approach implies that trust hinges on the subject 

(i.e., the citizen that does or does not trust), the object (i.e., the political institution that is or is not 

trusted), and their performance. Trust in a range of objects can hardly be considered relational if 

these trust objects would be little more than links in a chain and would primarily be expressions 

of a single underlying attitude. A strong unidimensional interpretation of political trust suggests 

that citizens do not substantially distinguish between objects such as government, parliament, and 

the justice system. To the extent that objects of political trust are interchangeable, object-specific 

benchmarks, expectations, and performances do not factor into subjects’ attitudes. Political trust 

would then be reduced to its subject: A trusts. Hence, the prevalent assumptions of 

unidimensionality and equivalence of political trust are at odds with the equally prevalent 

understanding in the literature of political trust as a fundamentally relational concept. 

Moreover, empirical evidence for the unidimensionality of political trust is indeterminate. One 

research line finds that trust in various political objects is a cross-nationally equivalent dimension 

with scalar invariance, whereas another finds that these trust items are hierarchically related 

(implying that trust in one object functions as a stepping stone to trust in others). Yet, neither is 

sufficient evidence to support the assumption of unidimensionality in for instance cross-national 

or longitudinal comparisons, or in explanatory analyses. Crucially, the two traditions do not agree 

about the structure of the underlying political trust scale. This paper will therefore test to what 

extent the underlying dimension is metric and hierarchical via Rasch modeling. 

The Rasch model (see Andrich 1988; Wright and Mok 2004) was developed in the tradition of 

Item Response Theory (van Schuur 2003). While it is vastly more difficult to meet the demands 

of the Rasch model, there are some distinct advantages to its use (Meijer et al. 1990; van Schuur 

2003). The Rasch scale is a parametric test: Even though the original items may be dichotomous 

or ordinal, the resulting item and subject positions on the Rasch scale are metric (Meijer et al. 

1990). Moreover, a fitting Rasch scale is more robust, as it is better equipped to compare scales 

that only include a subset of items or respondents (Glas and Verhelst 1995). Finally, and perhaps 

most importantly, because the ordering of items (and subjects) is invariant across the scale, the 

Rasch scale allows an absolute comparison of groups over time or across different sections of the 
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underlying scale (van Schuur 2003). Rasch therefore allows us to test the unidimensionality and 

cross-national equivalence of the hierarchical model simultaneously (Annoni and Charron 2019). 

Rather than a showcase and detailed introduction to the Rasch model, this paper aims to answer a 

question with rather substantive implications: Do political trust survey measures meet the 

demands of the Rasch model? We test the unidimensionality of political trust across seven widely 

used, cross-national data sets spanning the globe, and under a variety of methodological 

choices. Substantively, a strong Rasch model would imply that trust scholars should not be 

particularly interested in specific objects of trust, and need to reconsider our understanding of 

political trust as a relational concept. 

 

2. The unidimensionality of political trust 

Despite its widespread use, there is no undisputed understanding of the concept of political trust 

(Hardin 2000; Warren 2017). Commonly, even if mostly implicitly, political trust is understood 

to be relational - requiring a subject who trusts (truster) as well as a political object that is trusted 

(trustee) – as well as situational – applied to specific circumstances or tasks. A trusts B to do X 

(Hardin 1992). To the extent that trust is an evaluation of this relationship, scholars have 

proposed various criteria on which these objects are evaluated, such as their competence, 

motivation, accountability or reliability (van der Meer 2017). Our measures and measurement 

models of political trust do not cover these theoretical notions very deeply. Political trust is 

conventionally measured in survey research in a range of objects, such as government, 

parliament, and political parties (Zmerli and van der Meer 2017). Most measurement thereby 

incorporates the relational aspect (A trusts B), but not the situational aspect (to do X). 

The last decade has seen an increased focus by political trust scholars into the dimensionality of 

people’s answers to survey items on political trust in a range of political objects.1 In the factor 

analytical tradition scholars have focused on the measurement equivalence of trust in various 

objects (e.g., Breustedt 2018; Marien 2017). This measurement equivalence is a necessary 

precondition for meaningful comparison (Davidov et al. 2014; Stegmueller 2011). Explaining 

                                                           
1 Empirical support for the existence of a single, latent dimension has also been found in studies employing less 

stringent techniques, including exploratory factor analyses (e.g., Hooghe 2011; Lu 2014) and reliability analyses 

(e.g., Van Erkel and Van Der Meer 2016; Choi & Kwon 2019). 
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group differences in political trust only becomes possible if political trust items are understood 

similarly across these groups. Hence, scholars have looked into the measurement equivalence of 

scales measuring trust in a range of political objects across time (Poznyak et al. 2014; Smets et al. 

2013; Turper and Aarts 2017), country (André 2014; Ariely 2015; Breustedt 2018; Marien 2017; 

Schneider 2017), time and country (Coromina and Davidov 2013; Marien 2011), subgroups 

(André 2014; De Vroome et al. 2013; Turper and Aarts 2017), and even levels of analysis (e.g., 

Ruelens et al. 2018). Measurement equivalence first requires that political trust has a similar 

structure across groups (configural equivalence), second that the factor loadings -that indicate 

how well individual trust items relate to this factor- are equal across groups (metric invariance), 

and ultimately that intercepts have a similar meaning across groups (scalar invariance). In this 

tradition there is no hierarchical relationship between items themselves. Studies in this field 

without exception found evidence for metric and even partial scalar invariance. That would imply 

that items measuring trust in a range of political objects relate similarly to an underlying structure 

that we label political trust, enabling a meaningful comparison of the underlying structure across 

time, space and/or subgroups (Breustedt 2018). 

A second line of research departed from a different tradition, that of Item Response Theory. More 

specifically, scholars have tested to what extent political trust items form a hierarchical scale in 

which trust in one object is a (probabilistic) precondition or precursor to trust in another (e.g., 

Zmerli and Newton 2017). Mokken scale analysis (Gillespie et al. 1987; Sijtsma et al. 1990) has 

been the most popular way to test whether political trust items load on this single, underlying, 

hierarchical political trust dimension, benefiting from differences across items and respondents in 

means and variances. Mokken scale analysis has been implemented on political trust items in 

countries such as Italy (Quaranta 2014), the Netherlands (van Elsas 2015), Sweden (Naurin 2011) 

and the United Kingdom (Rose 2014) as well as in cross-national studies covering Europe 

(Harteveld et al. 2013; de Vries and van Kersbergen 2007) and the globe (Newton and Zmerli 

2011; Zmerli and Newton 2017). All of these studies found evidence that the answer patterns in 

trust in various political objects indicate strong Mokken scales.2 In other words, without 

                                                           
2 In methodological terms: The size of Loevinger’s coefficient H (higher than .5) indicates a strong scale (Van 

Schuur 2003). 
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exception these studies find strong evidence for an underlying, hierarchical structure that we label 

political trust. 

Despite incidental pushback (e.g. Fisher et al. 2010), there is strong evidence to treat political 

trust measures as unidimensional and cross-nationally equivalent, as well as evidence for the 

existence of a hierarchical political trust scale. Yet, various shortcomings and irregularities cast 

the evidence for cross-national equivalence and unidimensionality in a new light. 

First, there is an ongoing question of delineation of political trust by its objects. Some opt for a 

rather narrow operationalization, focusing primarily on parliament and government as its object 

(Ariely 2015; Van Erkel and Van Der Meer 2016), whereas others take up a broader definition 

including a.o. the police and the justice system (Marien 2017), the civil service (e.g., Zmerli and 

Newton 2017) and international institutions (e.g., André 2014; van Elsas 2015). Few studies 

actively report specific items that do not meet the demands of the scale (but see Breustedt 2018 

who argues that the civil service hinders scalar invariance in her study of cross-national 

equivalence).  

Second, while most studies find evidence for a singular political trust scale or factor, the number 

of dimensions is not uncontested. On the one hand, Zmerli and Newton (2017) analyzed the 

World Values Survey and show that political trust can also be understood to belong to an even 

broader, overarching dimension of societal trust. On the other hand, others show evidence for 

multiple scales within the subset of political trust items. In her analysis of the World Values 

Survey data, Breustedt (2018) concludes that political trust is best understood as two factors that 

she labels representative and implementing.3 

Third, most of these scales have been tested in European countries. Only few studies actively 

incorporate democracies (let alone: non-democracies) outside of Europe. Studies that do 

encompass a wider set of countries were more likely to reach inconsistent findings. Zmerli and 

Newton (2017), for instance, find strong Mokken scales of political trust for all democracies in 

the World Values Survey except India, where they only find a weak scale after eliminating two 

                                                           
3 Although it is noteworthy that trust in government is part of the representative factor and not part of the 

implementing institutions, that encompass the police and the courts.  
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trust items. Breustedt (2018) finds configural invariance of her two-factor model in only 19 of the 

32 countries under study, and full invariance in even fewer. 

Fourth, the measurement equivalence literature does not generally find the strongest level of 

invariance, i.e., full scalar invariance. At best, they tend to find partial scalar invariance (e.g., 

Marien 2017; Poznyak et al. 2014). Partial scalar invariance is a sufficient condition for 

meaningful comparisons across groups (Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998), acknowledging that 

full scalar variance is in most instances an untenable demand (Byrne et al. 1989). Yet, other 

studies do not even find partial scalar invariance, particularly across countries (e.g., Ariely 2015; 

Breustedt 2018). 

Fifth, while Mokken analyses consistently find strong, hierarchical political trust scales, the 

ordering of items from easy to difficult (i.e., most to least trusted) is not constant across countries 

(Zmerli and Newton 2017). Rather, there are vast differences. In Latin American countries such 

as Argentina and Chile, government is one of the most trusted political object, whereas 

particularly in European countries government belongs to the least trusted objects. While political 

parties are generally the least trusted object, this is not the case in Colombia and Mexico where 

the civil service is trusted even less. There might be country specific reasons – cultural, 

institutional, or otherwise – why specific objects are trusted more or less. Yet, although the trust 

item might itself still be cross-nationally equivalent, too much object-specific cross-national 

variance would imply that the underlying trust scale is not. 

 

3. The Rasch model 

Item Response Theory models strive for a “calibration of both items and persons onto a latent 

variable scale that represents a construct” (Engelhard Jr. 2008). In other words, in the IRT 

tradition both the truster (the subject who trusts) and the trustee (the item that is trusted, for 

practical purposes the trustworthiness of the institution) is positioned on the underlying 

dimension. In the IRT tradition three main approaches have been put forward: the Guttman, 

Mokken, and Rasch models (see Engelhard Jr. 2008 for a historical overview). All estimate 

subject and object positions simultaneously, acknowledging that the difficulty of items might 

differ. The Mokken and Rasch models are probabilistic, whereas the Guttman model is 

deterministic. The Mokken and Rasch models differ on various criteria (cf. Engelhard Jr. 2008; 
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Gillespie et al. 1987; van Schuur 2003). Most notably, the Rasch model has stricter demands. 

Whereas the Mokken scale is a non-parametric test (Sijtsma et al. 1990), the Rasch model is a 

parametric model with a strict demand of double monotonicity. 

A first requirement is monotone homogeneity: subjects who score higher on the latent trait (i.e., 

political trust) should also be more likely to dominate each individual item (i.e., have a high value 

on each political trust object). This has several implications. Subjects that dominate a difficult 

item (a less trustworthy object) should be even more likely to dominate all the easier items (the 

more trustworthy objects), but not necessarily inversely. An answer pattern in which a respondent 

trusts the hardest item (the averagely least trusted object) but not the easiest (the most trusted 

object) constitutes an error. In other words, the easier items function as stepping stones to the 

more difficult ones. In Mokken scale analysis, monotone homogeneity is a sufficient precondition 

to measure subject positions (Sijtsma et al. 1990; van Schuur 2003).  

Yet, invariant measurement requires double monotonicity: the items that relate to the underlying 

scale should discriminate equally well albeit at different points of the underlying scale. The 

difference between ‘easy’ and ‘difficult’ items – reflecting the likelihood of respondents to 

dominate each item – should be consistent at all points of the scale (van Schuur 2003). Formally, 

the item response functions should not intercut but rather run parallel. Studies to date have almost 

without exception focused on the first demand (monotone homogeneity), but not on the more 

stringent second one.  

The Rasch model originates from psychometrics and is rarely used in fields such as behavioral 

political science. As an IRT approach it stands out by being “grounded in the theory of 

fundamental measurement” (Annoni and Charron 2019) : “First, the calibration of measuring 

instruments must be independent of those objects that happen to be used for calibration. Second, 

the measurement of objects must be independent of the instrument that happens to be used for the 

measuring” (Wright 1968). In this theory of fundamental measurement, measurement is thus not 

affected by the specific set of be subjects (e.g., respondents) or the specific of objects (e.g., items) 

to infer the measurement model (Wright and Mok 2004). “An important property of the Rasch 

model is that, under mild regularity assumptions, consistent item parameter estimates can be 

obtained from a sample of any subgroup of the population where the model holds. So item 

parameter estimates obtained using different samples from different subgroups (say, gender or 
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ethnic subgroups) of the population should, apart from random fluctuations, be equal” (Glas and 

Verhelst 1995). 

Double monotonicity is a firm requirement in the Rasch model. Compared to Mokken scale 

analysis, the assumptions behind the Rasch model are therefore more strict and rigid (Gillespie et 

al. 1987; van Schuur 2003). It is a parametric model, based on a log transformation of the item 

and person scores. We can sum up its main assumptions as follows: (1) Sum scores are sufficient 

parameters to calculate the underlying person and item positions on the latent variable of interest; 

(2) The items constitute a single latent dimension; (3) Local stochastic independence: “the 

response behavior of a person on an arbitrarily selected item g” does not depend on “his or her 

response on previous items, nor will it affect response behavior on subsequent items” (Meijer et 

al. 1990); (4) Singular monotonicity and double monotonicity. 

Figure 1 is a graphical representation of a unidimensional Rasch model of political trust items. 

Respondents’ likelihood to dominate each of the six trust items (A-F) increases as respondents 

are more trusting on the underlying political trust dimension. Respondents who dominate the 

more difficult item are more likely to also dominate all easier items. The ordering of items by 

difficulty (likelihood to dominate) is constant, regardless of one’s position on the underlying 

dimension. Finally, all items discriminate equally well, as is evidenced by the parallel trace lines. 

 

[Figure 1 somewhat here] 

 

There are different Rasch models based on sets of items with varying response category 

composition. For polytomous items, the most common models are the Rating Scale Model (RSM) 

and the Partial Credit Rasch Model (PCM) (Andrich 2016). The RSM is developed for a set of 

items with a constant set of response categories (such as Likert scales) that are also used similarly 

across items (Ostini and Nering 2006). The PCM has been developed to estimate Rasch 

parameters for items with varying response categories, and thus has more relaxed constraints 

(Masters 2016). In this paper we employ the RSM in line with the format of the data. For specific 

models, however, we also employ the PCM.  

The Rasch rating scale model presents the probability to dominate category (k) of item (i) by 

person (n) as a natural logarithmic function of that person’s position (Bn), the 
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difficulty/trustworthiness of the object (Di) and the threshold of the category (Fk) (Bond & Fox 

2007: 281).  

𝑃𝑛𝑖𝑘 =  
𝑒(𝐵𝑛−𝐷𝑖−𝐹𝑘)

1 +  𝑒(𝐵𝑛−𝐷𝑖−𝐹𝑘)
 

 

Like most IRT models (Cai and Thissen 2016), there is no single, absolute goodness-of-fit 

statistic for the Rasch model. Instead, there are multiple tests to assess whether the Rasch model 

holds. On the one hand, there are overall fit measures such as M2, a limited-information test 

statistic that “is found to be especially effective for testing the fit of unidimensional IRT models” 

(Cai 2016). Model fit may be assessed via traditional parameters such as RMSEA and CFI. On 

the other hand, there are tests of specific assumptions of the Rasch model. Most notably, 

assumptions 1 (sufficiency of the sum scores) and 4 (monotone homogeneity and double 

monotonicity) can be tested by using Andersen’s conditional LR test (Glas & Verhelst 1995: 70; 

Meijer et al 1990: 289). The test is based on the premise that subgroups within the dataset have 

homogeneous item parameters (subgroup homogeneity). It evaluates differences between CML 

estimates of the item parameters in different subgroups based on score levels or other external 

criteria.4 Assumptions 2 (unidimensionality) and 3 (local stochastic independence) can be tested 

through the use of the Martin-Löf LR test (Glas & Verhelst 1995: 70, 87). The Martin-Löf test 

assesses whether two sets of items – i.e., those items that respondents find easy and those that 

respondents find hard to dominate – tap into the same latent dimensions and thereby meet the 

demands of the Rasch model.5  

 

4. Data and methods 

Data 

We test the unidimensionality of political trust on the most recent waves of a globe spanning set 

of cross-national and longitudinal surveys that contain question batteries on trust in various 

institutions: the World Values Survey, Afrobarometer, Arabbarometer, Asiabarometer, 

                                                           
4 For the purpose of this analysis we create subgroups based on the median sum score of individuals.  
5 For the purpose of this analysis, we split items based on the median sum score of the items. 
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Eurobarometer, European Social Survey, and the Latinobarometro.6 All data sets are used in 

political trust research (see Zmerli and van der Meer 2017 for an overview). Together, they cover 

(i) a wide variety of democratic and non-democratic countries, (ii) similar but different sets of 

(political) trust objects, and (iii) various answer categories that range from a dichotomy in the 

Eurobarometer (tend to trust/distrust) to a ten point scale in the European Social Survey. This 

allows us to test the unidimensionality of political trust under a range of substantive and 

methodological conditions. 

We cannot extensively discuss all data sets. Our main analyses therefore focus on one of these 

data sets, the sixth round of the World Values Survey 2010-2014 that includes a diverse set of 

countries across the globe. As a robustness check, we test the fit of the Rasch model on the six 

region-specific data sets, with generally the same results (see the overview in the section on 

Robustness checks, or a more extensive discussion in our online Appendix). 

Two of the most extensive studies on the unidimensionality – the study on equivalence by 

Breustedt (2018) and the study on the hierarchical structure by Zmerli and Newton (2017) – 

analyze the sixth wave of the WVS. To mirror these studies, we limit our analyses of the WVS 

data to liberal democracies. Consequently, the sample of our main analyses covers 35,042 

individuals in 23 countries with a Polity IV democracy score of at least 8 (10 representing a full 

democracy). 7 An additional 2,917 individuals are dropped from our sample after we employ list-

wise deletion across all 6 political trust items (though this did not affect our outcomes 

substantially, see below). In total our final sample size consists of 32,125 individuals.  

 

Political trust items 

                                                           
6 Unfortunately, this selection of data sets does not encompass the United States and Canada, that tend to employ a 

different set of questions to measure trust in government (Dalton 2017). 
7 These countries are Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Chile, Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, India, Japan, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, 

United States, Uruguay. In line with Zmerli and Newton (2017) we did not include Ghana, New Zealand, and 

Trinidad and Tobago. We plan to do so in the next phase of our work.  
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The World Values Survey includes a lengthy question battery measuring confidence8 in a range 

of societal and political objects. Six items with more or less political objects are available across 

all 23 countries in the data set:  

1. Confidence in the Police 

2. Confidence in the Court System 

3. Confidence in the Civil Service 

4. Confidence in the National Government 

5. Confidence in the National Parliament 

6. Confidence in Political Parties  

They are measured on a four point scale, with answer categories 1 (‘a great deal’), 2 (‘quite a 

lot’), 3 (‘not very much’) and 4 (‘none at all’). We reverse coded these values from 0 to 3 such 

that value 0 represents (‘none at all’) and 3 (‘a great deal’). While our main analysis relies on the 

full information (estimating a Rasch model for polytomous items), we checked the robustness of 

our findings after dichotomizing the trust items between 2 and 3.9 Dichotomization did not affect 

our conclusions (see our online appendix). 

While there are missing values on each trust item (see Table 1), we ran our main analyses on the 

subset of respondents without any missing value. Yet, we ran robustness checks on the WVS data 

by modeling item and person parameters for subgroups with different patterns of missing 

responses. Doing so made no substantive changes on the item locations, item fit, and global fit of 

the Rasch model (see our online appendix).10 

 

Estimating the Rasch model 

Lacking an absolute goodness-of-fit statistic for the Rasch model, we employ two strategies 

simultaneously. The first strategy is the estimation of the global fit of the Rasch model using the 

                                                           
8 Confidence and trust are used rather interchangeably in the political trust literature (cf. Zmerli and Van der Meer 

2017). 
9 We do not know to what extent the differences between the four answer categories (item steps) are meaningful to 

the respondents. There are indications that the small differences between related answer categories are not very 

meaningful at the micro-level. However, this particularly relates to the 10 point scales used in for instance the 

European Social Survey. A higher degree of noise arguably makes it less likely to find fitting Rasch scales. 
10 There were extremely small differences between the list-wise deleted models and the models in which patterns of 

responses were incorporated as sub-groups. None of them changed the relative position of item locations, item fits, 

or the results of the Andersen LR test. The Martin-Löf test does not allow for missing values. 
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m2 statistic in the mirt package (Chalmers 2012). It relies on ML estimators, and uses fit indices 

that may be interpreted similarly to more widely known SEM models. Its main downside is a lack 

of apriori specifications of the model in line with the assumptions of the Rasch model.  

The second strategy is a test for violations of the key assumptions at the heart of the Rasch 

model. For that purpose we employ Andersen’s conditional LR test and the Martin-Löf LR test 

(Glas & Verhelst 1995: 70, 87). Rasch parameters are estimated through Conditional Maximum 

Likelihood (CML) available through the eRm package provided by (Mair et al. 2018).  

Given the predefined structured response categories to the trust items, we use the Rating Scale 

Model. Yet, as a check on the Anderson LR test specifically, we also checked the robustness of 

the outcomes to the less stringent Partial Credit Model. Findings did not differ substantively. 

All data sets used in this study are accessible without charge via their own web sites. The code 

we used to estimate all our models are deposited [here]. 

 

5. Results  

Item hierarchy and single monotony 

First, we assess the hierarchy of items from least difficult (most trusted institution) to most 

difficult (least trusted institution) in each country. Table 2 provides an overview of this 

hierarchical ordering, based on their means.  

In the full sample, the more politicized institutions – parliament, government, and particularly 

political parties – are the least trusted institutions, whereas the more impartial institutions – the 

civil service, the courts, and particularly the police – are trusted the most. 

Yet, the hierarchy differs substantially from country to country. In fact, very few countries 

conform to the ordering of items in the pooled data set. While it is difficult to find strict patterns, 

there are some indications that (Western) Europe differs from Latin America. The police are, for 

instance, trusted relatively less in countries such as Argentina, Mexico, and Uruguay. By 

contrast, government ranks better than average in countries such as Argentina and Chile.  

This ordering of objects from most to least trusted at the group level does not tell us, whether 

these hierarchical relationships also structure individual’s attitudes. For that purpose, the right 

panel in Table 2 provides the overall fit of the Mokken scale (Loevinger’s H). In line with the 

conclusions of Zmerli and Newton (2017) we find that these six trust items form a strong 
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Mokken scale, both in the pooled data set (H=0.57) and in all separate countries save one (India). 

The scale fits particularly well in Japan and South Korea (H=0.65). Within each country except 

for India, the political trust scales thus meet the demand of single monotony. Yet, as the hierarchy 

of items differs across countries, we cannot automatically conclude that these scales are cross-

nationally equivalent.  

 

[Table 2 somewhat here] 

 

Global fit, Andersen LR test, and Martin-Löf test 

Next, we turn to the test of the Rasch model. Table 3 presents the global fit indices for the 

unidimensional Rating Scale Model: The M2 statistic, RMSEA, TLI and CFI. The global fit 

indicators strongly suggest that these scales do not fit the Rasch model. The non-significant M2-

based p-values indicate a poor fit. Likewise, the confidence intervals of the RMSEA are all above the 

widely accepted cut-off of .05 for close fit and .08 for adequate fit. The TLI and CFI values are 

well below commonly accepted cut-offs of 0.95 to 0.90. In other words, the Rasch Rating Scale 

Model is unlikely to have generated the observed data.  

 

[Table 3 somewhat here] 

 

These global fit indicators only provide an estimate of closeness of fit to the data. We may use 

different tests of basically the very same model to assess whether specific demands of the Rasch 

model are met. We first focus on the Andersen LR Test to assess sub-scale invariance/homogeneity 

(see Table 4). The RSM model could not be estimated on Brazil, India, Mexico, South Africa, and 

Uruguay, as the minimization algorithm did not converge.11 In the Andersen LR test the response 

patterns need to meet a number of criteria. Among them is the condition that each item has an 

equal number of response categories and that variation exists in the response pattern for each sub-

sample. For example, in the event that everyone in the low-trusting group answers 0 to the item 

                                                           
11 A closer analysis of the item trace lines suggests that in these countries response patterns 
conditioned on the latent score on certain items were very closely related, making it difficult for 
the algorithm to converge on a solution of the location parameters. 
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trust in parliament, that item cannot be used for the Andersen LR test. Table 4 lists the items that 

meet these pre-conditions. It shows that the full set of trust items do not meet the demands of the 

Rasch scale: The significant p-values in Table 3 indicate an important difference between item 

location parameters (i.e., the trustworthiness of these institutions) within sub-samples of highly-

trusting individuals and others with low-political trust.12 As a check, we estimated a PCM instead 

of the RSM; this did not affect our conclusion (see online appendix). Finally, the Martin-Löf test 

leads to the same conclusion (see Table 5): If we split the set of items in two, the two resulting 

scales should be treated as significantly different scales. 

 

[Tables 4 & 5 somewhat here] 

 

6. Robustness  

Up to this point, we performed multiple tests (m2, Andersen LR, Martin-Löf) in various 

permutations (RSM/PCM, full range or dichotomized data, with or without the worst fitting items 

of police and parties, various ways to deal with missing data, bootstrapping) to understand the 

empirical fit of the very same unidimensional, hierarchical model. The outcomes are not affected 

by these permutations: The unidimensional Rasch model does not fit the political trust question 

battery in any democratic country in the World Values Survey (2010-2014). While we do find 

strong hierarchical (Mokken) scales within most countries, these scales are not at all cross-

nationally equivalent.  

The strongest robustness check entails fitting the Rasch model on other survey data that tend to 

differ in wording, number and type of political trust objects, number of answer categories, and 

most crucially context. Employing a similar setup as in our main analysis (e.g., original range of 

answer categories; listwise deletion of missing values), we attempted to fit the unidimensional 

Rasch model on the most recent waves of the Afrobarometer, Arabbarometer, Asian and South 

Asian barometer, Eurobarometer, European Social Survey, and Latinobarometro. In these 

robustness tests we did not limit the sample of countries to those with a sufficiently high Polity 

IV score, but include full, partial and non-democracies. We ended up with 138 national surveys 

                                                           
12 The non-significant p-values in Slovenia, South Korea, and Poland indicate a fit of the Rasch model, but only two-

item scales consisting of confidence in the police and the courts in Slovenia and Poland and confidence in the police and 

the civil service in South Korea. In the Philippines and Taiwan no likelihood value converged. 
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in 119 unique countries and territories in these 6 surveys. The item hierarchies tend to be more 

similar within these geographic regions/(sub-)continents than across regions, but with the 

exception of the Arab region they are nevertheless not at all identical. 

The Afrobarometer (wave 6, 2014-2016) contains a political trust battery with a somewhat 

different set of political objects than the other data sets. It includes trust in government, 

parliament, the president, courts, the police, the national election committee, the tax department, 

and the ruling party. The hierarchy of these trust objects varies vastly across countries. For 

instance, trust in the president is highest in some dictatorships with a strong repression record 

(Burundi, Cameroon, Sudan, Uganda, Zimbabwe). Although we find moderate to strong Mokken 

scales in all countries, the Rasch model does not fit in any (see online appendix Table A1). 

The Arabbarometer (2016-2017) covers the same set of trust objects that were central in our main 

analyses, except for the civil service. We find moderate to strong Mokken scales in all seven 

countries under study; moreover, the item hierarchies are identical across the Arab countries in 

this survey. More remarkably, the global fit indices suggest an acceptable fit of the Rasch model 

for two countries, Tunisia and Palestine (see online appendix Table A2). While Palestine does not 

meet the specific assumptions assessed by the Andersen LR test, we find a consistently 

acceptable fit in Tunisia: The item location parameters for high and low trusters does not differ 

significantly. Note, however, that the Tunisian case did not fit the Rasch model as part of the 

previous survey, the Afrobarometer. 

The Asian and South Asian barometers (2010-2016) covers a rather broad set of trust objects, 

even though not all objects were questioned in all countries (see the online report for more 

details). It includes trust in the civil service, the courts, local governments, national government, 

the national electoral commission, parliament, political parties, the police, and the 

presidency/Prime Minister. We find weak to strong Mokken scales in all countries, even though 

the item hierarchies strongly differ across countries. In none of the countries, we find a fitting 

Rasch model. Some countries (Philippines, Mongolia, Indonesia) have an acceptable RMSEA, 

but then other fit measures are out of bounds (see appendix Table A3). 

The Eurobarometer (wave 87.3 in 2017) stands out because the trust items are dichotomous.13 

The question battery includes courts, national government, national parliament, the police, the 

                                                           
13 Consequently, fewer items are excluded in the Andersen LR test, as fewer cell combinations are empty. 
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public administration, local government and political parties. Although there are consistently 

strong to very strong Mokken scales, the Rasch model does not fit the Eurobarometer data (see 

appendix Table A4).14 Dichotomous measures might reduce the complexity for respondents, but 

do not evidently create better fitting Rasch scales. 

The European Social Survey (wave 8, 2016-2017) stands out at the other end of the spectrum, for 

having eleven-point scale trust items, ranging from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust). We 

find consistently strong Mokken scales in each country, and the item hierarchies tend to be rather 

similar across countries. Moreover, the values of the RMSEA, the TLI and the CFI suggest that in 

6 countries the data may adequately fit the Rasch model, i.e., Slovenia, Portugal, Hungary, Spain, 

France, and Israel (see appendix Table A5). Although stricter and more commonly accepted cut-

off values to TLI and CFI (> .90) suggest the Rasch model only fits responses in Slovenia and 

Hungary, we consider it worthwhile to assess whether the assumptions of the Rasch model are 

met in all six countries. The Andersen LR test reveals that none of the six countries were close to 

an acceptable p-value for the Andersen LR test. Political trust items with more response 

categories thus do not necessarily yield better measurement. Rather, these long ranged answer 

categories may lead to more violations of the sufficiency of the sum-score for person placement 

on the latent scale. 

Finally, the Latinobarómetro (2017) covers trust in the electoral system, government, the justice 

system, parliament, political parties, and the police along a four point scale. While Mokken scales 

tend to be (very) strong, the global fit of the Rasch model does not fit in most Latin countries (see 

appendix Table A6). In four countries – Colombia, Peru, Chile, and Paraguay – the Rasch model 

fits on multiple fit indicators, but not all. Particularly, the CFI values remain below the 

commonly accepted cut-off of .95. Additional analyses– particularly the Andersen LR test to 

assess sub-sample invariance – show that the Rasch model does not meet the assumptions behind 

the Rasch scale in these four countries.  

All in all, the conclusion should be that we find a fitting Rasch model only in 1 of 161 national 

surveys. 

                                                           
14 In approximately 7 of the 35 countries, there was a mismatch between the M2-based fit indices and the Andersen 

LR test. While the former indicated a poor fit, the latter suggested that the scales in these 7 countries met the 

assumptions tested by the LR test. Closer analysis in these 7 countries reveal important violations of the local 

independence assumption (see online appendix for further details).  
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7. Conclusion 

The vast and expanding empirical literature on the causes, correlates, and crises of political trust 

has built on the twin assumptions that political trust is unidimensional and cross-nationally 

equivalent. Support for these twin assumptions have been based on confirmatory factor analyses 

as well as Mokken scale analyses (e.g., Breustedt 2018; Marien 2017; Zmerli and Newton 2017). 

If these twin assumptions are valid, this would suggest that political trust is hardly relational 

(driven by characteristics of subjects, objects, and their interaction), as objects of political trust 

would to a considerable extent be interchangeable. Rather, political trust would primarily be an 

outcome of subjects’ structural and cultural tendencies to be trusting or distrusting. 

Methodologically, these assumptions imply that studies directly speak to each other even when 

they focus on different trust objects (such as government, parliament, or various scales), and that 

the structure of underlying attitudes is similar across countries. In this article, we questioned how 

realistic these twin assumptions are.  

The conclusion of our analyses is rather unequivocal and sobering: We find no evidence that the 

political trust items meet the demands for a unidimensional Rasch model. Despite the strong 

evidence for partial scalar invariance in the measurement equivalence literature, and despite the 

strong evidence for monotonous homogeneity in studies applying Mokken scale analysis to these 

political trust items, the Rasch model does not hold. We studied seven cross-national data sets 

across the globe, containing 161 national surveys in 119 countries and territories, and found that 

the Rasch model fit the data in only 1 of those surveys.  

While the Rasch model does not hold, the political trust items do form strongly homogenous 

Mokken scales in almost all national surveys we studied. While they do not meet the demand of 

double monotonicity, they do meet the demand of monotonous homogeneity. Non-metric, 

country-specific, hierarchical scales of political trust items can thus still be used, even though 

there is no measurement invariance across all levels of the scale.  

Moreover, these political trust scales are not equivalent across countries. The hierarchical 

structure of the political trust objects varies in important ways (see also Zmerli and Newton 2017, 

p. 119). Generally, impartial institutions – the civil service, the courts, and particularly the police 

– are trusted more than the representative institutions – parliament, government, and particularly 
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political parties. Yet, political parties are the most trusted in China; parliament is trusted more 

than courts in most countries across the African continent; and government is among the most 

trusted institutions in Argentina and Chile. On the one hand, this lack of a consistent hierarchy of 

trust objects emphasizes the different conceptualizations of trust in democratic and authoritarian 

countries (see Zmerli and van der Meer 2017). On the other hand, we cannot conclude that 

political trust scales have cross-nationally equivalent structure if the hierarchy of the items 

making up this scale differs so substantially across countries. 

The unidimensional and cross-nationally equivalent nature of political trust was an awkward 

assumption anyway. It is directly at odds with the equally dominant conceptual understanding of 

political trust as a relational and at least partially evaluative concept. In this relational, evaluative 

approach trust is the result of the subject (truster), object (trustee), and their ties (Bauer and 

Freitag 2018; Hardin 1992; van der Meer 2017). If a Rasch model had fit the political trust items, 

trust would not be object-driven. The objects’ (procedural) performance and the subjects’ norms 

and benchmarks towards each of those objects would not have been a relevant factor; impartial 

institutions such as the courts and representative institutions such as parliament would be 

evaluated by the same yardstick. 

But that is not the case. Rather, the outcomes of our analyses show that the various objects of 

political trust cannot be reduced to mere links in a chain. These institutions have unique features 

that factor in the trust that people have in them. Trust may ‘operate’ somewhat ‘similarly across 

these institutions’ (cf. Fisher et al. 2010: 162) (hence the fitting Mokken scales), but not 

identically (hence the non-fitting Rasch scales). We cannot safely assume that political trust has a 

uniform, unidimensional structure across countries, that political trust items are to some extent 

interchangeable, or that political trust scales are cross-nationally equivalent. 

 

What does this conclusion mean for the substantive literature on political trust? 

First, the outcomes of this article do not imply that we need to stop asking our current sets of 

research questions. Cross-national analyses of political trust remain feasible and just as relevant 

as they are now. But these analyses cannot be done under a self-evident assumption of 

unidimensionality and/or cross-national equivalence. Rather, they require more tests to assess the 
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robustness of conclusions on multiple measures of political trust, to assess whether relationships 

are similar across multiple objects of trust.  

Second, our conclusions imply that some substantive research questions have gotten insufficient 

attention under the assumption of unidimensionality. The rejection of the Rasch model suggests 

that individual objects of political trust are sufficiently distinct to analyze in their own right. Even 

though the underlying hierarchical structure is not cross-nationally equivalent, the specific trust 

items continue to be focal points for scholarly inquiry. Trust objects have some unique meaning 

to respondents, as they function as more than mere indicators of an underlying scale. These 

differences between the political institutions do not merely show up in levels of trust respondents 

assign to them, but also in their variance structure. In this perspective the focus on (respondents 

with) answer patterns that do not conform to the unidimensional scale offers information that is 

substantively relevant (cf. Loner 2016). 

Third, the different item hierarchies across countries and across different levels of political trust 

are interesting objects for further study. Theorizing about these interdependencies is quite 

common in systems of multilevel governance (e.g., Harteveld et al. 2013; Muñoz 2017, who 

study the relationship between trust in national and European political institutions), but not so 

much for objects at the national level such as impartial and representative institutions. One may, 

for instance, consider the relationship between civil society and political parties under varying 

conditions of political clientelism. Similarly, populist messages might explain why in some 

countries government is trusted more than courts, whereas in many liberal democracies the 

impartial institutions are a stepping stone to trust in representative institutions.  

The lack of a fitting Rasch scale reflects the lack of firm theorizing about the underlying 

measurement model. Political trust scholars have often been limited by the availability of data. 

The conventional measure of political trust consists of a question battery on trust or confidence in 

a range of objects. Yet, these political trust measures have not been developed and optimized a-

priori from a firm conceptual footing with the aim to be unidimensional, hierarchical, and 

equivalent across subgroups. More detailed data-theoretical models are needed that do not merely 

isolate objects of trust but also take the circumstantial and evaluative nature of political trust into 

account (Van der Meer 2017; Bauer & Freitag 2018) and distinguish by type of trust (Fisher et al. 

2010; Warren 2017). Open-ended and close-ended, qualitative and quantitative probing strategies 
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allow us to test the empirical validity of these models, by comparing them to respondents’ 

interpretations across countries. Ultimately, it might prove to be as fruitful as costly to develop 

more refined measures of political trust that balance conceptual suggestions (such as the 

circumstantial and evaluative nature of political trust) with the need for a firm empirical 

foundation behind measurement models. 
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Figure 1. The unidimensional Rasch model 
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Table 1. Missing cases per item 

ITEM 
NUMBER OF  

MISSING CASES 
PERCENTAGE OF 
MISSING CASES 

CONFIDENCE IN THE POLICE 645 1.84 

CONFIDENCE IN PARLIAMENT 1,353 3.86 

CONFIDENCE IN THE CIVIL SERVICE 1,579 4.51 

CONFIDENCE IN GOVERNMENT 979 2.79 

CONFIDENCE IN POLITICAL PARTIES 1,242 3.54 

CONFIDENCE IN THE COURTS 1,172 3.35 

SEX 3 0.01 

AGE 21 0.06 

EDUCATION 1,332 3.80 

LIST-WISE MISSING ON POLITICAL 
TRUST 

2,917 8.32 
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Table 2. Item difficulty and Loevinger H-coefficient, by country (Polytomous Items) 

 Item difficulty (polytomous items), ordered by full sample 
Loevinger  

H-coefficient 

Countries Police Courts Civil Service 
National 

Government Parliament Political Parties H (scale) SE 

Full Sample 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.57 0.00 

Argentina 4 5 1 2 3 6 0.51 0.02 
Australia 1 2 3 5 4 6 0.49 0.02 
Brazil 2 3 1 4 5 6 0.50 0.01 
Chile 1 3 4 2 5 6 0.55 0.02 
Cyprus 2 1 3 5 4 6 0.57 0.02 
Germany 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.55 0.01 
Estonia 1 3 2 4 5 6 0.58 0.02 
Spain 1 2 3 5 4 6 0.48 0.02 
India 2 3 1 5 4 6 0.21 0.01 
Japan 2 1 3 4 5 6 0.65 0.01 
Korea 2 1 3 4 5 6 0.65 0.02 
Mexico 4 2 1 5 3 6 0.55 0.01 
Netherlands 2 1 3 5 4 6 0.65 0.01 
Peru 1 4 2 3 5 6 0.59 0.02 
Philippines 2 1 3 5 4 6 0.52 0.02 
Poland 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.61 0.02 
Romania 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.59 0.02 
Sweden 2 1 5 4 3 6 0.58 0.02 
Slovenia 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.62 0.02 
Taiwan 1 3 2 4 5 6 0.60 0.02 
United States 1 2 3 4 5 6 0.58 0.01 
Uruguay 4 1 2 5 6 3 0.50 0.02 
South Africa 2 4 1 3 5 6 0.61 0.01 
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Table 3. WVS (2010-2014) Global Fit Indicators for Rating Scale Model  

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI 

INDIA 196.465 12 0 0.099 0.087 0.111 -0.776 0.000 

PERU 199.920 12 0 0.116 0.102 0.131 0.873 0.492 

MEXICO 331.858 12 0 0.117 0.106 0.128 0.834 0.337 

BRAZIL 299.846 12 0 0.130 0.117 0.142 0.671 0.000 

TAIWAN, REPUBLIC OF CHINA 244.621 12 0 0.133 0.119 0.148 0.643 0.000 

CHILE 219.670 12 0 0.136 0.120 0.152 0.621 0.000 

SOUTH AFRICA 804.245 12 0 0.143 0.135 0.151 0.715 0.000 

PHILIPPINES 318.961 12 0 0.146 0.133 0.160 0.422 0.000 

SPAIN 300.971 12 0 0.149 0.135 0.164 0.560 0.000 

CYPRUS 312.282 12 0 0.162 0.146 0.177 0.281 0.000 

POLAND 302.199 12 0 0.174 0.157 0.191 0.485 0.000 

ARGENTINA 358.214 12 0 0.174 0.159 0.190 0.458 0.000 

SLOVENIA 392.313 12 0 0.179 0.164 0.194 0.590 0.000 

AUSTRALIA 553.898 12 0 0.179 0.167 0.192 0.296 0.000 

SWEDEN 381.103 12 0 0.179 0.164 0.195 -0.081 0.000 

URUGUAY 336.469 12 0 0.181 0.164 0.198 0.270 0.000 

GERMANY 839.380 12 0 0.191 0.181 0.203 -0.024 0.000 

ROMANIA 741.546 12 0 0.212 0.199 0.225 0.437 0.000 

SOUTH KOREA 666.249 12 0 0.214 0.200 0.228 0.236 0.000 

ESTONIA 812.649 12 0 0.218 0.205 0.230 -0.183 0.000 

NETHERLANDS 1.012.109 12 0 0.221 0.210 0.233 0.242 0.000 

UNITED STATES 1.360.736 12 0 0.230 0.220 0.240 -0.136 0.000 

JAPAN 1.666.991 12 0 0.268 0.257 0.279 -0.357 0.000 
Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA  
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Table 4. WVS (2010-2014) Andersen Likelihood Ratio Test for Rating Scale Model (RSM)  

COUNTRY LR CHI2.DF P.VALUE   ITEMS KEPT   

SLOVENIA 3.796 3 0.284 police, courts     

SOUTH KOREA 5.988 3 0.112 police, civserv     

POLAND 6.123 3 0.106 police, courts     

JAPAN 11.543 3 0.009 police, parties     

NETHERLANDS 15.746 3 0.001 police, civserv     

SWEDEN 25.546 3 0.000 civserv, courts     

SPAIN 41.980 6 0.000 police, parl, civserv, parties, courts  

ARGENTINA 59.883 6 0.000 police, civserv, gov, parties, courts  

CHILE 54.379 3 0.000 police, parties     

ESTONIA 66.030 4 0.000 police, gov, courts    

AUSTRALIA 127.345 5 0.000 police, parl, civserv, courts   

CYPRUS 118.860 7 0.000 police, parl, civserv, gov, parties, courts 

GERMANY 187.965 7 0.000 police, parl, civserv, gov, parties, courts 

PERU 119.425 5 0.000 police, civserv, gov, courts   

PHILIPPINES 13783097.215 7 0.000 police, parl, civserv, gov, parties, courts 

ROMANIA 133.021 7 0.000 police, parl, civserv, gov, parties, courts 

TAIWAN, REPUBLIC OF CHINA 18511187.548 6 0.000 police, civserv, gov, parties, courts  

UNITED STATES 123.877 5 0.000 police, civserv, gov, courts   
Andersen Likelihood Ratio Test with Median Split: Location Parameters estimated with CML in eRm package 

  



30 
 
 

Table 5. WVS (2010-2014) Martin-Löf Test for RSM/PCM 

COUNTRY LR DF P-VALUE 

ARGENTINA 256.510 80 0.0000 

AUSTRALIA 895.766 80 0.0000 

BRAZIL 567.910 80 0.0000 

CHILE 387.858 80 0.0000 

CYPRUS 395.890 80 0.0000 

GERMANY 1181.433 80 0.0000 

ESTONIA 1068.763 80 0.0000 

SPAIN 433.183 80 0.0000 

INDIA 255.821 80 0.0000 

JAPAN 1343.498 80 0.0000 

SOUTH KOREA 724.723 80 0.0000 

MEXICO 864.098 80 0.0000 

NETHERLANDS 1287.098 80 0.0000 

PERU 439.198 80 0.0000 

PHILIPPINES 436.874 80 0.0000 

POLAND 413.286 80 0.0000 

ROMANIA 1197.510 80 0.0000 

SWEDEN 247.994 80 0.0000 

SLOVENIA 497.759 80 0.0000 

TAIWAN 360.970 80 0.0000 

UNITED STATES 1221.255 80 0.0000 

URUGUAY 325.143 80 0.0000 

SOUTH AFRICA 767.049 80 0.0000 

Median Splits and Two Item Groups 
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Online Appendix. 

Table A1. Afrobarometer (2014-2016) Global Fit Indicators for Rating Scale Model + Mokken scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE SE 

TOGO 200.260 25 0 0.083 0.073 0.094 0.927 0.848 0.673 0.013 

BURUNDI 247.349 25 0 0.093 0.082 0.103 0.810 0.604 0.582 0.015 

GABON 308.043 25 0 0.099 0.089 0.109 0.870 0.730 0.531 0.015 

NIGERIA 574.243 25 0 0.100 0.093 0.107 0.874 0.737 0.485 0.010 

LIBERIA 346.440 25 0 0.106 0.096 0.116 0.857 0.703 0.539 0.016 

CAMEROON 324.762 25 0 0.107 0.097 0.118 0.759 0.497 0.512 0.015 

TANZANIA 773.946 25 0 0.118 0.111 0.125 0.712 0.401 0.572 0.012 

ZAMBIA 408.480 25 0 0.123 0.112 0.133 0.754 0.488 0.559 0.015 

NAMIBIA 449.385 25 0 0.125 0.115 0.135 0.655 0.281 0.614 0.016 

MOZAMBIQUE 768.755 25 0 0.127 0.119 0.135 0.790 0.562 0.669 0.010 

MALI 522.124 25 0 0.130 0.121 0.140 0.670 0.312 0.528 0.015 

MADAGASCAR 525.544 25 0 0.131 0.121 0.141 0.660 0.291 0.531 0.015 

TUNISIA 448.177 25 0 0.133 0.123 0.144 0.592 0.150 0.405 0.016 

NIGER 511.461 25 0 0.134 0.124 0.144 0.667 0.306 0.626 0.016 

GUINEA 510.905 25 0 0.134 0.124 0.144 0.762 0.505 0.644 0.013 

SÃO TOMÉ E PRINCIPE 465.521 25 0 0.136 0.125 0.147 0.684 0.341 0.443 0.018 

CAPE VERDE 489.724 25 0 0.137 0.126 0.147 0.679 0.331 0.538 0.016 

BOTSWANA 508.952 25 0 0.137 0.127 0.148 0.521 0.003 0.489 0.016 

SOUTH AFRICA 1.024.732 25 0 0.139 0.131 0.146 0.660 0.292 0.488 0.011 

LESOTHO 421.098 25 0 0.140 0.128 0.152 0.430 0.000 0.403 0.016 

SENEGAL 463.889 25 0 0.141 0.130 0.153 0.614 0.196 0.508 0.017 

SUDAN 575.548 25 0 0.146 0.136 0.156 0.673 0.319 0.561 0.015 

GHANA 1.192.821 25 0 0.147 0.140 0.154 0.799 0.582 0.634 0.010 

UGANDA 1.110.621 25 0 0.150 0.142 0.157 0.149 0.000 0.434 0.012 

MALAWI 1.252.630 25 0 0.156 0.149 0.164 0.574 0.112 0.453 0.011 

SIERRA LEONE 614.563 25 0 0.157 0.146 0.168 0.541 0.043 0.490 0.017 

ZIMBABWE 1.326.205 25 0 0.162 0.154 0.169 0.676 0.325 0.710 0.009 

ALGERIA 654.146 25 0 0.162 0.152 0.173 0.769 0.518 0.696 0.013 

BENIN 792.608 25 0 0.167 0.157 0.177 0.629 0.227 0.594 0.014 

KENYA 1.451.020 25 0 0.171 0.164 0.179 0.175 0.000 0.488 0.012 

MAURITIUS 973.332 25 0 0.187 0.177 0.197 0.543 0.048 0.643 0.016 

COTE D’IVOIRE 1.171.053 25 0 0.207 0.197 0.217 0.365 0.000 0.593 0.015 

Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 
Question:  How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about them to say? 
Answer categories:  0=Not at all, 1=Just a little, 2=Somewhat, 3=A lot 
Trust objects:  the justice system, local governments, the national electoral commission, the national parliament, the police, 

the presidency, the ruling party, and the tax office  
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Table A2. Arabbarometer (2016-2017) Global Fit Indicators for Rating Scale Model + Mokken scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE SE 

TUNISIA 86.789 17 0 0.065 0.052 0.079 0.973 0.954 0.456 0.020 

PALESTINE 116.847 17 0 0.076 0.063 0.089 0.982 0.969 0.620 0.015 

MOROCCO 180.120 17 0 0.095 0.083 0.108 0.965 0.941 0.597 0.017 

EGYPT 266.237 17 0 0.123 0.110 0.137 0.915 0.856 0.465 0.019 

JORDAN 308.699 17 0 0.126 0.114 0.138 0.833 0.716 0.497 0.020 

ALGERIA 360.807 17 0 0.135 0.123 0.148 0.930 0.882 0.573 0.018 

LEBANON 386.650 17 0 0.136 0.124 0.148 0.911 0.848 0.493 0.021 

Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 
Question:  I’m going to name a number of institutions. For each one, please tell me how much trust you have in them. 
Answer categories:  4=No trust at all, 3=Not very much trust, 2=Quite a lot of trust, 1=A great deal of trust [recoded to 0-3] 
Trust objects:  national government, the justice system, parliament, the police, and political parties  
  



33 
 
 

Table A3. Asian Barometer (2010-2012 / 2014-2016) and South Asian Barometer (2013) Global Fit 

Indicators for Rating Scale Model + Mokken scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE SE 

ASIAN BAROMETER (W4)           

 PHILIPPINES 200.128 33 0 0.068 0.059 0.077 0.913 0.841 0.419 0.015 

 MONGOLIA 202.640 33 0 0.068 0.059 0.077 0.836 0.699 0.331 0.015 

 CAMBODIA 209.032 33 0 0.078 0.068 0.089 0.871 0.763 0.507 0.017 

 MYANMAR 324.831 33 0 0.098 0.088 0.107 0.924 0.860 0.741 0.014 

 MALAYSIA 398.497 33 0 0.103 0.094 0.113 0.724 0.494 0.516 0.016 

 TAIWAN 724.927 33 0 0.124 0.116 0.132 0.799 0.631 0.480 0.015 

 SINGAPORE 288.240 18 0 0.126 0.113 0.139 0.729 0.302 0.638 0.018 

 KOREA 816.544 33 0 0.144 0.136 0.153 0.691 0.434 0.459 0.016 

 THAILAND 718.611 33 0 0.147 0.137 0.156 0.674 0.401 0.547 0.016 

ASIAN BAROMETER (W3)           

 INDONESIA 204.675 33 0 0.065 0.056 0.073 0.923 0.859 0.528 0.016 

 VIETNAM 220.117 25 0 0.093 0.082 0.105 0.698 0.371 0.587 0.018 

 JAPAN 1.472.344 33 0 0.163 0.156 0.170 0.486 0.058 0.462 0.015 

 HONG KONG 1.162.373 33 0 0.211 0.200 0.221 -0.131 0.000 0.555 0.020 

 MAINLAND CHINA 2.783.855 18 0 0.230 0.223 0.238 -0.072 0.000 0.637 0.012 

SOUTH ASIAN BAROMETER (2013)           

 NEPAL 149.491 17 0 0.079 0.068 0.091 0.940 0.898 0.372 0.018 

 PAKISTAN 941.606 41 0 0.103 0.097 0.109 0.925 0.890 0.393 0.011 

 BANGLADESH 586.914 32 0 0.130 0.121 0.140 0.958 0.936 0.701 0.014 

 INDIA 2.025.006 51 0 0.137 0.132 0.142 0.889 0.842 0.436 0.012 

 SRI LANKA 1.220.934 51 0 0.143 0.136 0.150 0.899 0.857 0.496 0.015 

Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 
Question:  I’m going to name a number of institutions. For each one, please tell me how much trust do you have in 

them.  
Answer categories:  4=No trust at all, 3=Not very much trust, 2=Quite a lot of trust, 1=A great deal of trust [recoded to 0-3] 
Trust objects:  the civil service, the courts, local governments [not in Nepal, Pakistan, Singapore], the national government 

[not in Bangladesh, Nepal], the national electoral commission [not in China, Singapore, South Asian 
Barometer], parliament [not in Nepal], the police, political parties, and the presidency / Prime Minister 
[neither in China, Vietnam; both in India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka] 
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Table A4. Eurobarometer 87.3 (2017) Global Fit Indicators for Rasch Model + Mokken scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE SE 

ALBANIA 136.718 20 0 0.081 0.068 0.094 0.979 0.980 0.673 0.017 

SPAIN 135.841 20 0 0.081 0.068 0.094 0.952 0.954 0.612 0.024 

CROATIA 154.034 20 0 0.084 0.072 0.096 0.952 0.954 0.553 0.023 

GREECE 160.400 20 0 0.085 0.073 0.098 0.903 0.908 0.514 0.027 

SERBIA 131.374 20 0 0.086 0.072 0.100 0.957 0.959 0.554 0.023 

FRANCE 136.482 20 0 0.087 0.073 0.101 0.926 0.930 0.515 0.022 

HUNGARY 168.934 20 0 0.089 0.076 0.101 0.971 0.972 0.713 0.017 

CYPRUS (REPUBLIC) 83.197 20 0 0.090 0.070 0.110 0.946 0.948 0.538 0.031 

ESTONIA 133.001 20 0 0.095 0.080 0.110 0.934 0.937 0.573 0.025 

LITHUANIA 159.607 20 0 0.095 0.082 0.109 0.894 0.899 0.470 0.025 

PORTUGAL 196.050 20 0 0.096 0.084 0.108 0.959 0.961 0.642 0.017 

MONTENEGRO 107.971 20 0 0.100 0.082 0.118 0.976 0.977 0.771 0.022 

SLOVENIA 198.112 20 0 0.100 0.088 0.113 0.926 0.929 0.573 0.022 

TURKEY 216.040 20 0 0.104 0.091 0.116 0.960 0.962 0.690 0.018 

FINLAND 213.191 20 0 0.105 0.092 0.118 0.919 0.922 0.617 0.023 

LATVIA 186.616 20 0 0.107 0.093 0.122 0.892 0.897 0.516 0.026 

POLAND 215.642 20 0 0.111 0.097 0.124 0.911 0.915 0.473 0.022 

LUXEMBOURG 101.681 20 0 0.111 0.090 0.132 0.924 0.928 0.547 0.039 

SWEDEN 231.951 20 0 0.111 0.098 0.124 0.904 0.909 0.518 0.022 

MALTA 83.046 20 0 0.112 0.088 0.138 0.961 0.963 0.652 0.033 

GREAT BRITAIN 179.449 20 0 0.112 0.098 0.128 0.911 0.916 0.590 0.024 

MAKEDONIA/FYROM 222.725 20 0 0.113 0.100 0.127 0.947 0.949 0.547 0.023 

GERMANY WEST 260.100 20 0 0.116 0.104 0.129 0.925 0.929 0.605 0.022 

BULGARIA 238.280 20 0 0.117 0.104 0.131 0.950 0.952 0.668 0.020 

THE NETHERLANDS 254.451 20 0 0.118 0.105 0.131 0.925 0.929 0.580 0.021 

ROMANIA 264.537 20 0 0.119 0.106 0.132 0.874 0.880 0.423 0.022 

DENMARK 256.837 20 0 0.120 0.107 0.133 0.860 0.866 0.574 0.024 

ITALY 265.400 20 0 0.120 0.108 0.133 0.930 0.933 0.668 0.023 

NORTH. IRELAND 87.571 20 0 0.121 0.096 0.148 0.943 0.945 0.765 0.032 

CZECH REPUBLIC 282.561 20 0 0.123 0.110 0.135 0.833 0.841 0.451 0.023 

SLOVAKIA 288.305 20 0 0.126 0.114 0.139 0.947 0.949 0.702 0.019 

AUSTRIA 307.111 20 0 0.130 0.117 0.143 0.820 0.829 0.475 0.023 

BELGIUM 352.474 20 0 0.133 0.121 0.145 0.871 0.877 0.523 0.019 

GERMANY EAST 202.779 20 0 0.137 0.120 0.155 0.892 0.897 0.606 0.026 

IRELAND 347.521 20 0 0.143 0.130 0.156 0.912 0.916 0.641 0.019 
Fit Indicators of the Rasch Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 

Question:  For each of the following institutions, please tell me if you tend to trust it or tend not to trust it. 

Answer categories: 2=Tend not to trust it, 1=Tend to trust it [recoded 0-1] 

Trust objects:  courts, local government, public administration, national government, national parliament, police, political 

parties 
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Table A5. European Social Survey (2016-2017) Global Fit Indicators for Rating Scale Model + Mokken 

scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE1 SE1 

SLOVENIA 210.188 32 0 0.067 0.058 0.075 0.986 0.924 0.578 0.015 

PORTUGAL 211.001 32 0 0.068 0.059 0.077 0.976 0.870 0.447 0.018 

HUNGARY 296.339 32 0 0.073 0.066 0.081 0.987 0.930 0.654 0.012 

SPAIN 361.584 32 0 0.075 0.068 0.082 0.980 0.894 0.564 0.013 

FRANCE 435.940 32 0 0.079 0.072 0.086 0.972 0.852 0.487 0.013 

ISRAEL 515.407 32 0 0.079 0.073 0.085 0.973 0.857 0.495 0.012 

IRELAND 589.563 32 0 0.082 0.076 0.088 0.972 0.850 0.494 0.012 

BELGIUM 411.665 32 0 0.083 0.076 0.090 0.979 0.886 0.582 0.014 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION 552.964 32 0 0.086 0.080 0.092 0.983 0.911 0.670 0.011 

ESTONIA 564.174 32 0 0.093 0.086 0.099 0.972 0.853 0.575 0.013 

CZECHIA 672.523 32 0 0.095 0.089 0.101 0.979 0.889 0.672 0.011 

POLAND 504.473 32 0 0.097 0.090 0.104 0.963 0.803 0.513 0.015 

SWITZERLAND 461.965 32 0 0.097 0.089 0.105 0.967 0.823 0.547 0.017 

GERMANY 936.207 32 0 0.101 0.095 0.106 0.964 0.808 0.541 0.011 

UNITED KINGDOM 674.652 32 0 0.103 0.096 0.110 0.963 0.804 0.544 0.014 

ITALY 946.817 32 0 0.107 0.101 0.112 0.962 0.797 0.567 0.011 

NETHERLANDS 642.320 32 0 0.108 0.101 0.116 0.965 0.816 0.596 0.014 

NORWAY 661.095 32 0 0.114 0.106 0.121 0.956 0.766 0.553 0.017 

SWEDEN 655.347 32 0 0.115 0.107 0.122 0.960 0.786 0.577 0.015 

AUSTRIA 869.732 32 0 0.115 0.109 0.122 0.957 0.773 0.571 0.014 

ICELAND 434.602 32 0 0.121 0.111 0.131 0.949 0.727 0.557 0.020 

FINLAND 956.160 32 0 0.123 0.116 0.130 0.951 0.739 0.584 0.014 

LITHUANIA 1.088.013 32 0 0.128 0.121 0.134 0.953 0.747 0.592 0.012 

Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 
Question:  Using this card, please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions I  

read out.  
Answer categories: 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust); 

1 Mokken scales based on a 10-point scale after collapsing two upper categories. 
Trust objects:  the justice system, the national parliament, the police, and political parties 
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Table A6. Latinobarómetro (2017) Global Fit Indicators for Rating Scale Model + Mokken scale 

COUNTRY M2 DF P RMSEA RMSEA_5 RMSEA_95 TLI CFI H-VALUE SE 

COLOMBIA 44.273 12 0 0.048 0.034 0.064 0.978 0.910 0.499 0.018 

PERU 45.913 12 0 0.050 0.035 0.066 0.954 0.817 0.447 0.018 

CHILE 50.099 12 0 0.053 0.038 0.069 0.968 0.872 0.556 0.016 

MEXICO 67.910 12 0 0.065 0.050 0.081 0.944 0.776 0.491 0.017 

PANAMA 59.794 12 0 0.068 0.051 0.085 0.946 0.784 0.491 0.019 

PARAGUAY 76.387 12 0 0.070 0.055 0.085 0.977 0.908 0.714 0.015 

BOLIVIA 92.310 12 0 0.078 0.064 0.094 0.884 0.537 0.485 0.017 

DOMINICAN REP. 83.269 12 0 0.079 0.064 0.096 0.934 0.737 0.519 0.020 

ECUADOR 102.189 12 0 0.080 0.066 0.095 0.942 0.769 0.629 0.015 

GUATEMALA 82.941 12 0 0.081 0.065 0.098 0.908 0.633 0.509 0.020 

EL SALVADOR 93.290 12 0 0.086 0.070 0.102 0.938 0.752 0.583 0.020 

HONDURAS 121.512 12 0 0.100 0.084 0.116 0.814 0.256 0.360 0.017 

NICARAGUA 123.008 12 0 0.102 0.086 0.119 0.895 0.579 0.598 0.017 

COSTA RICA 137.103 12 0 0.106 0.090 0.122 0.719 0.000 0.455 0.018 

BRAZIL 168.998 12 0 0.109 0.094 0.123 0.877 0.507 0.467 0.016 

ARGENTINA 196.950 12 0 0.119 0.105 0.134 0.818 0.273 0.412 0.018 

URUGUAY 291.640 12 0 0.147 0.132 0.161 0.615 0.000 0.502 0.016 

VENEZUELA 808.489 12 0 0.240 0.226 0.254 0.321 0.000 0.514 0.015 

Fit Indicators of the Rating Scale Model sorted by the M2-based RMSEA 
Question:  Please look at this card and tell me how much trust you have in each of the following groups/institutions.  
Answer categories: 4=No trust at all, 3=A little trust, 2=Some trust, 1=A lot of trust [recoded to 0-3] 
Trust objects:  the electoral system, the government, the justice system, parliament, the police, and political parties  

 

 

 


