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Abstract

The thesis “What makes authorities legitimate in the eyes of citizens? An investigation
of perceived legitimacy in different political regimes’ presents a comparative study into
political legitimacy. The thesis examines what factors contribute to perceiving political
authorities as legitimate by individuals socialized in different political regimes. Using
experimental vignettes and original survey data, the thesis investigates to what extent
normative qualities of political authorities (moral features) play a role in citizens’
evaluations of these authorities. Moreover, this thesis challenges the claim that citizens
in non-democratic regimes have unique or special expectations about political
authorities. It does so by comparing the factors influencing perceived legitimacy of
governments in different political regimes: two post-Soviet non-democracies (Russia
and Ukraine) and old and new democracies in Europe (France, Netherlands, and
Poland). The findings in all five countries support the theoretical model of a citizen
who is concerned with both her personal material well-being and the fairness of
authorities. The factor that had the largest positive effect on perceived legitimacy
across countries was distributive justice—fairness in providing goods and services
across the individuals in a society. Furthermore, respondents’ beliefs about what makes
political authorities legitimate were similar across the five countries and suggest that
for evaluating legitimacy, the output aspects of governing (e.g. welfare, order, and
stability) are less important than the input (e.g. elections, trust, representation) and
throughput aspects (e.g. fair procedures, legality, transparency, and integrity of
authorities).
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Introduction

Legitimacy: concept and relevance

If politics is about ‘who gets what, when, and how’ (Lasswell 1950), then legitimacy is
about the transfer of power from citizens to those who get to decide about politics. In
other words, legitimacy is a characteristic of authorities who have the right to make
decisions. Why are citizens more willing to accept some people as political authorities
over others? What contributes to their evaluations of political authorities? And do
people in different countries have different ideas about who should rule over them and
why? The conditions that authorities need to fulfil so that citizens voluntarily transfer
power to them and recognize their legitimacy are the subject of this thesis.

Legitimacy is an intangible quality and a complex concept and it is used and
interpreted in many different ways. A search for publications containing the term
‘legitimacy’ in a media database returns over 73,000 results just for the period of one
year. Even more results are returned for the search of the word ‘legitimate’—over
280,000t. The list of results illustrates the scope of uses and understandings of the
term. An article in The Nation identified the delivery of better lives to Chinese people
as the basis of the Communist Party’s legitimacy (‘Economic miracle built on
pollution’ 2015). The author of a Daily Star article recognized the need of the UN
Security Council backing for military action against ISIS being legitimate (Sachs 2015).
The Independent Online pointed to the use of a humanitarian crisis in Eastern Ukraine
by the self-proclaimed Donetsk and Luhansk People’s Republics to pressure the UN to
recognize their legitimacy (Losh 2015). An article in The East African linked the
stalemate of the Doha Round of negotiations with the decrease of the World Trade
Organization’s legitimacy (Mehta 2015). The Toronto Star questioned the legitimacy
of charges brought against a Canadian journalist arrested in India (Welsh 2015). The
Federal Register (2015) reported the revision of standards of gift acceptance by
Federal employees in the United States, which ‘affect the perceived integrity of the

! The searches were completed on 29 November 2015 using Factiva database and they included the
mentions of legitimacy and legitimate in all publications (including additional blogs and boards)
between 1 November 2014 and 29 November 2015.
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employee or the credibility and legitimacy of the agency’s program’. The Wall Street
Journal published an article by the president of Sierra Leone who emphasised the need
to increase the legitimacy of Sierra Leone’s government after the Ebola outbreak
(Koroma 2015). An article in The Irish Times reported the undermining of legitimacy
of the courts by the new Polish government and
president (Scally 2015). Metro Canada informed about ‘the recognition of the
legitimacy of the use of cannabis as a medicine’ in Ontario (Service Torstar News
2015). Finally, The Times discussed Daniel Radcliffe’s legitimacy as an actor (Turner
2015).

These are only a few examples of publications from the last days of November
2015 but each of them carries a different meaning of the word ‘legitimacy’: the source
of power, the right to military intervention, the recognition as a state, a justification of
arrest, the effectiveness of an international organization, the approval of actions, trust
in a government, the validity of institution’s decisions, the legality of products, and the
characteristics that make a person suitable for a certain role (even not a political one).

These examples illustrate the plethora of interpretations of legitimacy used in
the public debate and the prevalence of the concept in contemporary commentaries on
social and political reality. Moreover, the examples show that the different uses point
to different objects of legitimacy (policies, laws, actions, institutions), different actors
that can grant legitimacy to these objects (population within a country, the UN, courts),
and different functions of legitimacy (power to carry out actions, and recognition of
decisions). Finally, these examples show that there are various criteria for achieving
legitimacy (economic prosperity, effectiveness, trustworthiness, certain other personal
characteristics).

Furthermore, legitimacy seems relevant for the relations between citizens and
their governments. For example, the two waves of protests in Ukraine starting in 2004
and 2013 show that issues related to legitimacy are important to citizens and can affect
power relations between the state and citizens. These protests illustrate that citizens
may desire that authorities acquire power in a way that is perceived as legitimate; e.g.
via free and fair elections, the violation of which was the main concern of the Orange

Revolution in 2004-2005. These protests also show that citizens may desire that
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authorities exercise their power in a way that is perceived as legitimate; Ukrainians
disappointed with the conduct of President Yanukovych mobilized and protested
against the abuse of power and corruption in 2013-2014. These examples suggest that
perceived legitimacy can influence the stability of political authorities and their ability
to exercise power.

Therefore, this thesis focuses on the various criteria that political authorities
need to fulfil to be perceived as legitimate by citizens. By concentrating on citizens
perceptions of political authorities, this thesis investigates perceived legitimacy. For
the purpose of this investigation, | have defined perceived legitimacy as an attribute
ascribed to a political authority by individuals on the basis of evaluating the authority’s
normative qualities, which results in a willingness to voluntarily transfer political
power to this authority. This thesis aims to (1) establish what are the normative criteria
on the basis of which citizens ascribe legitimacy to political authorities, and (2)

explore the differences and similarities of these criteria across regimes types.

Comparing perceived legitimacy in different regimes

This research project began with a set of questions regarding legitimacy of hybrid
regimes—regimes that combine elements of democratic and autocratic rule. There is a
growing body of research trying to find out what kind of legitimation strategies are
used by leaders and elites in hybrid regimes to stay in power and engender legitimacy
(Holbig and Gilley 2010; Gerschewski 2013; Grauvogel and VVon Soest 2014; Sandby-
Thomas 2014; VVon Soest and Grauvogel 2015; Mazepus et al. 2016; Morgenbesser
2016). It is assumed that political authorities in democracies draw their legitimacy
mainly from the electoral procedures through which they are designated to rule by the
population, whereas legitimacy of hybrid and authoritarian regimes is believed to be
based prevailingly on the delivery of good living standards and goal-achievement in
general (e.g. Righy and Fehér 1982, pp.10-11; White 1986; Palma 1991, p.57; Holmes
1993). Another related issue that research of hybrid regimes explores is the
contribution of these strategies to the regimes’ stability and the extent to which these
strategies differ from the ones used by other political regimes (Gerschewski 2013;
Kailitz 2013).
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Building on the literature analysing legitimation strategies used by elites in
non-democracies, this thesis investigates the differences in political legitimacy between
hybrid regimes and democracies from the perspective of citizens. Instead of focusing
on the claims to legitimacy and the strategies used by authorities to convince citizens
of their right to rule, it investigates perceived legitimacy, i.e., how citizens in these
regimes evaluate and perceive the authorities. If one assumes that hybrid regimes use
different strategies than democratic (and authoritarian) regimes to obtain legitimacy,
one may also assume that citizens socialized in these different political systems use
different criteria to evaluate political authorities’ legitimacy and, as a consequence, are
convinced by different arguments and characteristics of political authorities when
voluntarily delegating power to them. If they are not, that would mean that either the
strategies used by the authorities do not resonate with the citizens, that the criteria for
legitimacy do not differ much across regime types, or that these strategies are to
achieve goals different than legitimacy (e.g. increase support). To what extent do
individuals living in different political regimes differ when it comes to the expectations
they have from political authorities? Compared with citizens socialized in democracies
such as the Netherlands, do citizens socialized in non-democracies such as Russia
require other qualities to perceive their rulers as legitimate?

Socialization can affect peoples’ eating habits, behaviour in public, and dress-
codes, which differ across societies and cultural groups. In other words, growing up in
a certain environment influences to some degree preferences for things as diverse as
diet, personal space, and clothing style. Similarly, political socialization is believed to
shape the scope of political orientations that a young person could acquire within a
given society. Knowledge about political institutions and their designated authority and
duties, about the way citizens and the state institutions interact, and about the formal
and informal procedures guiding the behaviour of political authorities and citizens is
passed on by teachers and parents, and is shaped by early experiences of political life.
While ‘(...) what makes power legitimate in one society may differ from others, and
that the criteria in one may be rejected by another (Beetham 1991, p.6), it is not clear to
what extent the ideas about how a political system ought to function (i.e., ideas about

an ideal political system) differ across countries and what might cause these differences.
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Contrary to the assumption about large differences between values of people in
different societies, there is evidence, for example, that a common belief in the
uniqueness of Russian character—which is used often by Russian political elites to
justify non-democratic institutions—is not in line with evidence from cross-cultural
research into personality traits (Allik et al. 2011). Although Russians may believe that
they have exceptional personalities and that because of that their nation ‘cannot be
understood by reason’2, Russians do not differ substantially from global averages when
it comes to personality.

Following from this debate about socialization and from the research on
legitimation strategies of non-democratic regimes, the two aims of this project
mentioned above can be phrased as questions: (1) What makes political authorities
legitimate in the eyes of citizens? and (2) Do people socialized in different political
regimes have different expectations about political authorities that rule over them?
Therefore, the three studies included in this thesis examine whether citizens in different

regimes use similar or different criteria to judge political authorities’ legitimacy.

Perceived legitimacy, trust, or support?

Some scholars are sceptical about the usefulness of the concept of legitimacy (Hyde
1983; Przeworski 1991) and have argued that the concept adds little or no explanatory
value to political science research. However, in my view, when defined precisely,
legitimacy can be a useful tool for analysing people’s attitudes towards authorities. It
seems to me that legitimacy is not the same as support, because support for political
authorities can be based on instrumental motives (e.g. “This government benefits me
materially, so I support it”), whereas legitimacy appears to be based on normative
grounds. For example, Abulof (2015) argued that one cannot “buy” legitimacy. Trust,
on the other hand, although perhaps closer to the meaning of perceived legitimacy,
does not encompass all aspects of legitimacy. Especially the willingness to transfer
power to the authorities and their right to take decisions and rule are the aspects of

legitimacy that go beyond trust. Even if one trusts another person, it does not mean that

2 Fyodor Tyutchev (1803-1873): Russia cannot be understood with the mind alone,/No ordinary
yardstick can span her greatness:/She stands alone, unique —/In Russia, one can only believe.’



6 Introduction

he or she considers that person legitimate and having the right to make political
decisions in their name. Other aspects of legitimacy that relate to the transfer of power
are at play here too, for example, the way the power is obtained, its legality, and the
scope of competences. Therefore, the concept of legitimacy has a distinct meaning and
might add to the explanation of the evaluations of political authorities and the
expectations that people have from them.

Finding the right definition and operationalization of political legitimacy is
not straightforward. Especially because perceived legitimacy is at the centre of much
current research, it is not easy to identify a consensual, suitable operationalization that
will go beyond trust or support for political institutions. Trust and support are usually
the variables used in empirical studies to measure (perceived) legitimacy. In this thesis,
the variables used to measure perceived legitimacy include questions similar to often-
used questions about trust and support and additional questions asking directly about
legitimacy, the right of authorities to take decisions, willingness to protest against these
decisions, and willingness to transfer power to the authorities.

A possible way to investigate whether perceived legitimacy is reflected in the
evaluation criteria of citizens is by testing in the same study several different factors
that can influence citizens’ judgments of authorities—i.e., including both instrumental
(e.g. material gains) and normative factors (e.g. justice) in one model. If in such a study
only instrumental motives would play a role in the evaluations of political authorities,
then this would suggest that legitimacy (defined as an attribute based on normative
qualities) actually does not exist. However, if normative factors would affect
evaluations of political authorities, then this would be an indication that legitimacy
(defined as an attribute based on normative qualities) is present in citizens’ judgments
of political authorities. All three empirical studies presented in this thesis show that
citizens evaluating political authorities are not only concerned with instrumental gains
and outputs delivered by the authorities, but also take into account the fairness and
justice of these authorities. The results suggest that there exists something like
legitimacy that can be studied empirically and that legitimacy and the factors
influencing judgments about it are distinct from related concepts such as support or

trust.
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Three ways to explore factors influencing perceived legitimacy

The three empirical studies presented in this thesis explore criteria used by citizens to
judge legitimacy of political authorities. The data for all three studies come from one
survey conducted in five countries. Each of these studies tries to answer the research
questions (What makes political authorities legitimate in the eyes of citizens? and Do
people socialized in different political regimes have different expectations about
political authorities that rule over them?) in a different way and explores different
aspects of perceived legitimacy.

The first study evaluates the effects of theoretically identified factors on the
perceived legitimacy of a hypothetical government in a vignette experiment. It aims to
be a test of the causal effects of two normative factors (distributive justice and
procedural justice), an instrumental factor (personal outcome), and dependence on
perceived legitimacy. To assess the effects of the theoretically identified factors across
political regimes, the same vignette experiment was conducted in five countries: the
Netherlands and France (two old democracies), Poland (a new post-communist
democracy), and Ukraine and Russia (two post-communist hybrid regimes). In the
study, the effects of the factors and their interactions were compared across countries to
test hypotheses about differences between citizens in different regimes.

The second study examines perceived legitimacy in a different way. While the
first study examines theoretically identified factors, the second study aims to identify
other criteria used by citizens for evaluating political authorities’ legitimacy. The
second study does so through the analysis of answers to an open question about the
most important characteristics of legitimate political authorities. This study thus
provides an opportunity to identify other (additional) criteria used by citizens for
evaluating legitimacy than those included in the first study. Moreover, it allows for a
comparison of conceptions of legitimacy held by citizens socialized in democratic and
hybrid regimes and a search for differences in their criteria for evaluating political
authorities. Are elections the most important criterion of legitimacy in democracies?
Avre elections also deemed important in hybrid regimes? Is it enough to win elections to

be considered legitimate or does the right conduct of authorities constitute a more
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important dimension of legitimacy according to citizens? Can elected leaders lose
legitimacy ‘through illegal and/or unconstitutional actions’ (Niland 2015)?

The third study, in contrast to the first and second, focuses not on perceived
legitimacy of hypothetical authorities, but on the perceived legitimacy of real and
current political institutions. The third study investigates to what extent evaluations of
current political authorities are based on general ideas about how the political system
ought to function (what principles the system should be based on) and to what extent
they are based on evaluations of the functioning of the current institutions. These two
categories of variables might be used by citizens to assess the legitimacy of political
authorities. Depending on consensus about either the general ideas regarding the
preferred regime type or the performance of institutions, either set of variables might
explain more variance in perceived legitimacy in different political regimes. In other
words, this study examines whether a possibly weaker consensus about the superiority
of a democratic system contributes to the explanation of perceived legitimacy of hybrid

regimes.

Summary

This project contributes to the research of legitimacy by exploring citizens’ (rather than
elites’ and scholars’) conceptions of legitimacy. Moreover, it contributes to theory
building by testing how several factors influence perceived legitimacy in diverse
political contexts (i.e., different regimes types). Finally, this research informs about the
similarities and differences in the mechanisms of evaluating political authorities

between citizens socialized in democracies and hybrid regimes.



Chapter 1. Perceived Legitimacy: The Concepts and Theories

‘(...) the basis of every system of authority, and correspondingly of every
kind of willingness to obey, is a belief, a belief by virtue of which persons

exercising authority are lent prestige’ (Weber 1964, p.382)

The question why people accept authority of others and follow rules imposed on them
constitutes the core of many studies of legitimacy. The main reference point in social
sciences research of legitimacy is Max Weber’s typology of bases of political
legitimacy and his work on how political orders can be sustained. According to Weber,
there are three pure types of legitimate domination based on three sources of
legitimacy. First, traditional legitimation of patriarchs and princes based on sanctity of
traditions; second, charismatic legitimation of war lords, plebiscitarian rulers, or
political party leaders based on ‘devotion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or
exemplary character of an individual person’ (Weber 1978, p.215); and third, legal-
rational legitimation ‘exercised by the modern ‘servant of the state’” (1947, pp.78-79)
based on laws and rules. This classification emphasizes the sources of legitimacy
available to rulers in different historical contexts.

Moreover, as the introductory quote illustrates, Weber equated legitimacy with
a belief in the authority’s right to exercise power. According to this descriptive
perspective, any political authority can be legitimate as long as subordinates believe in
its legitimacy. This definition of legitimacy in terms of beliefs has been elaborated and
restated by many social scientists. Among others, Lipset (1959, p.86) emphasised the
role of belief in his definition of legitimacy, which he understood as ‘the capacity of a
political system to engender and maintain the belief that existing political institutions
are the most appropriate or proper for the society’. Similarly, Dahl (1956, p.46) thought
of legitimacy as ‘a belief in the rightness of the decision or the process of decision
making’. Also Friedrich wrote that legitimacy can only be achieved if ‘there exists a

prevalent belief as to what provides a rightful title to rule’ (1963, p.237). In line with
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Almond and Powell’s (1966, p.18) definition, any power can be legitimate ‘if a belief
in its justifiable use exists’. This is not an exhaustive list of belief-based definitions of
legitimacy, but it illustrates the wide-spread understanding and impact of the Weberian
treatment of legitimacy.

Weber, however, discussed legitimacy not only in terms of beliefs. Four other
meanings of legitimacy can be found in his work: legitimacy as a claim for the right to
rule, as a justification for an existing form of political domination, as the promises to
contribute to the well-being of the population, and as the self-justification by the ruling
strata of their privileges (Bensman 1979, p.31) . In fact, although Weber defined
legitimacy in terms of beliefs, he devoted much more of his work to the authorities’
claims to legitimacy than to the conditions under which the claims are fulfilled
according to the subordinates (Bensman 1979, pp.17-48). Hence, the specification of
what the belief in legitimacy is supposed to be based on was left out of Weber’s theory.

Usually, empirically oriented scholars make a choice of either following
Weber’s understanding of legitimacy, rejecting it as circular or tautological (authorities
are legitimate when people believe in their legitimacy), or amending it in order to
better reflect the contemporary political context (Beetham 1991, pp.3-15). It was,
however, Weber’s idea of legitimacy that became the reference point for descriptive
studies of legitimacy, conducted usually by historians, political scientists, and
sociologists. In this thesis a descriptive approach will be used to investigate perceived
legitimacy, because it allows focusing on the beliefs and evaluations of political
authorities by citizens. The main purpose of using the descriptive approach, however,
will not be to explore the claims, justifications, promises, and self-justifications
communicated by those who want to obtain or have power, but to explore and compare
the criteria used by citizens when evaluating legitimacy of political authorities.

As many, if not most, social sciences concepts, legitimacy remains an
essentially contested one (Gallie 1955). Searching for an answer to the question of
what is legitimacy, we find endless literature that either explicitly or implicitly touches
upon the concept. Legitimacy is an object of study in philosophy, political science, law,
sociology, psychology, and international relations. The purpose of theories of

legitimacy is to explain a certain type of relation between authorities and subjects. In
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general, legitimacy is a notion used to understand why individuals and groups accept
the authority of others. The multiplicity of understandings and operationalisations of
the concept of legitimacy reflects its complexity yet, at the same time, leads to
confusion about what the concept really represents. There are scholars of political
science who described legitimacy as a ‘murky’ (Horne 2009, p.401) or ‘mushy’
(Huntington 1991, p.46) concept because of the plethora of definitions. Others pose
stronger objections pertaining to the lack of construct validity (Booth and Seligson
2009, pp.6-7), insufficient evidence of the consequences of legitimacy (for example,
for regime stability in Przeworski 1986, p.52), conflating definitions of legitimacy with
its consequences (O’Kane 1993), and tautology of the theory once it is operationalized
(Grafstein 1981, p.52). Some scholars warn that legitimacy is a residual container, to
which researchers can point when they need an explanation of variance in people’s
obedience of laws and authorities that is not accounted for by specific motives such as
fear, expediency, habit, or conformity (Hyde 1983, pp.386-387). Following Hyde’s
argument, if motives based on legitimacy beliefs lack any distinctive features, the
concept does not carry any explanatory value and cannot be a basis for any (predictive)
theory. Moreover, treating legitimacy as a residual container that simply accounts for
all the cases of compliance that do not fit in any other category is not a satisfactory
conceptualization either.

Beside these critiques of the concept of legitimacy, statements like
‘Legitimacy is a key resource for every political system” (Hurrelmann, Krell-Laluhov4,
Lhotta, et al. 2005, p.121), ‘legitimacy can claim to constitute, not merely an important
topic, but the central issue in social and political theory’ (Beetham 1991, p.41), and
‘What is meant by legitimacy or legitimate authority? That is the master question of
politics.” (Crick 1959, p.150) re-occur regularly in various fields of scientific inquiry.
Moreover, scholars are continuously refining definitions and conceptualizations of
legitimacy and searching for the right operationalisations.

Although the jury is still out on the extent of empirical consequences of
legitimacy (e.g. to what extent legitimacy contributes to the stability of political
regimes), the concept is undeniably of concern to any discipline dealing with the power

relations between authorities and subordinates. The strength of the explanatory
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potential of legitimacy, however, depends on the analytical precision with which the
concept is defined. In turn, arriving at this precision is the biggest challenge when
setting off to research questions pertaining to legitimacy of (political) authorities and
systems. This chapter provides an overview of the approaches to study legitimacy and
the consequences it has for the concept definition. It concludes with a definition and
theories of perceived legitimacy that are at the core of this research project and will be

used and tested in subsequent chapter.

1.1. Approaches to legitimacy, levels of analysis, and dimensions of legitimacy
Normative and descriptive approaches to legitimacy

What seems to unite most definitions of legitimacy is their reference to norms and
moral aspects of the exercise of power. Scholars of legitimacy take, however, two
distinct approaches that pertain to norms: a Kantian normative (prescriptive) approach
or a Weberian descriptive approach (Beetham 1991, pp.3-15; Bjola 2008, pp.629-630).
In the first approach, authorities are judged according to pre-set (ideal) moral
standards, whereas in the latter approach they are judged on the basis of the norms
regulating the exercise of power in a given society or shared by a specific population.
In other words, ‘Legitimacy is often presented as both an observable historical
situation, and as a moral relationship’(Barker 1990, p.13).

The “descriptive school’ is concerned with historical situations, whereas the
‘normative school’ aims to set ‘some benchmark of acceptability or justification of
political power or authority and—possibly—obligation’ (Peter 2014). The distinction
runs roughly between disciplines: with sociology, political science and history taking
regularly the descriptive view on legitimacy, and philosophy, political theory and law
usually taking the normative view.

Several examples of influential works using the descriptive approach to
legitimacy are an assessment of legitimacy of the communist regimes in Eastern
Europe in comparison with the regimes in Western Europe (Rothschild 1977), a cross-
national study of the loss of legitimacy and breakdown of democratic regimes in
Europe and Latin America (Linz and Stepan 1978), an analysis of relations between

societies and authorities in Southeast Asia (Alagappa 1995), and a comparison of the
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levels of regime legitimacy cross-country using survey data (prevailingly from the
World Values Survey) and data from several other institutions (Gilley 2009). Examples
of works using normative approach to legitimacy include a philosophical search of
conditions under which political authorities create moral duty to obey them (Rawls
1993), discussions of the link between moral justification and legitimacy (Raz 1985;
Simmons 1999), and a treatment of legitimacy as independent from the obligation to
obey (Buchanan 2002).

Although the distinction between descriptive and normative approaches to
researching legitimacy is the most common one, the two approaches sometimes
overlap. Firstly, there are scholars who postulate a conception of legitimacy that
combines descriptive and normative elements, which would not ignore the validity of
historical context, but also transcend justifying authorities behaviour only with the
historical setting within which they operate (Peter 2014). Among these are Habermas
(1979, 1996) with his conception of legitimacy grounded in deliberative democracy
and Bjola (2008), whose conception of legitimacy of actions in international relations
aims to bridge analytical and normative approaches by making legitimacy dependent
on the process of deliberation in the decision-making. Also Beetham’s approach is a
combination of normative and descriptive approaches (Peter 2014). Beetham (1991,
p.16) suggested evaluating legitimacy of authorities according to three dimensions:
authorities’ compliance with established rules, the justification of these rules in terms
of beliefs shared by people in a given society, and evidence of consent by the
subordinate to the particular power relation. Through these three dimensions, Beetham
(1991, p.11) elaborated Weber’s definition of legitimacy by saying that ‘power
relationship is not legitimate because people believe in its legitimacy, but because it
can be justified in terms of their beliefs’.

Secondly, the normative and descriptive approaches overlap because ‘the
normative suppositions of the first [normative school] are embedded in the second
[descriptive school]. The normative inclination towards democracy guides research in
the direction of studies of the opinions of voters and of the efforts of government to
influence these’(Barker 2000, p.8). This overlap between descriptive and normative

approaches is strongly present within political science and it affects the view on
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legitimacy—or rather illegitimacy—of non-democratic regimes, and will be discussed

in more detail below.

Levels of analysis in social sciences and dimensions of legitimacy

In general, in social sciences there are two main perspectives used to study legitimacy
(Weatherford 1992): macro (top-down) and micro (bottom-up). In the studies from the
macro perspective—‘taking the perspective from above’—the institutional system and
formal institutions are the centre of analysis: assessment focuses on answering what are
the rules of gaining power, is there a possibility of citizen interest representation within
the system, who are the citizens that are represented (e.g. consensual or majoritarian
system; Scharpf 1998), is there a system of checks and balances in place, are there
mechanisms that make a government accountable. In studies from the micro
perspective—*taking the perspective from grassroots’—Ilegitimacy is assessed on the
basis of citizens’ evaluations and the focus is on whether the institutions and
procedures are perceived as rightful and fulfilling their purposes by citizens.

Using a macro approach, political scientists usually follow a list of
theoretically pre-determined criteria of evaluation of a regime and assess regimes’
legitimacy treating these criteria as objective standards. Social scientists in this
tradition try to define standards for legitimate authorities and are less concerned with
subjective perceptions of citizens—they ‘do argue more or less explicitly that the
beliefs of citizens at any given time are not essential information for determining the
system’s legitimacy’ (Weatherford 1992, p.150) . In this way, social scientists that
assess legitimacy on the institutional level are somewhat similar to normatively
oriented philosophers searching for minimal criteria of acceptability of political
authorities.

Within the micro perspective, we can distinguish between studies interested in
a subjective assessment of legitimacy of political regimes—usually aggregated public
opinion of citizens—and individual level assessments concerned with the mechanisms
and factors that explain the evaluations of political authorities and granting of
legitimacy. While the assessments on the subjective level, similarly to the institutional

level, are concerned with establishing the degree of legitimacy of political regimes in
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general (e.g. Gilley 2009), the assessment on the individual level is more concerned
with the causal explanation of perceived legitimacy (e.g. Tyler and Caine 1981, Tyler
2003, Tyler 2001, Van der Toorn, Tyler, Jost 2011)—how do individuals weigh factors
characterizing political authorities against their personal situation when they evaluate
authorities (see Figure 1.1). Moreover, the studies interested in the individual

assessment focus more on the expectations of citizens rather than their opinions.

Institutional

MACRO
assessment

LEGITIMACY

Subjective
assessment

MICRO —

Individual
assessment

PERCEIVED LEGITIMACY

Figure 1.1. Levels of legitimacy assessment.

The studies also focus on different dimensions of legitimacy that can be
referred to as input, output, and throughput (Scharpf 1998, 2003; Schmidt 2013). This
distinction has its roots in Easton’s political system analysis (1957, p.384), who
distinguished three elements of political system : input (demands and support),
processes within a political system, and outputs (policy decisions.) Input legitimacy is
concerned with the conditions that a political system provides to link authorities’
actions and the ‘authentic preferences of citizens’(Scharpf 1997, p.19). Thanks to the
input, the authorities reflect (or ought to reflect) the values, norms, and needs present in
society. Output legitimacy deals with the effectiveness of the authorities in achieving
common goals and solving common problems (Scharpf 2003). Throughput legitimacy

is concerned with the quality of the governance process (Schmidt 2013, p.2). Adding
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throughput to the two initial dimensions of legitimacy suggested by Scharpf (2003),
completes the list of potential dimensions for evaluating legitimacy of democratic
political institutions: output is about governing for the people, input is about governing
by (and of) the people (usually referring to representation through a vote in elections),
and throughput is about governing with the people (Schmidt 2013, p.3).

Table 1.1 presents how different dimensions (input, output, and throughput) of
legitimacy can be analysed on different levels (macro and micro). The macro analyses
of input ask questions dealing with what are the right legal-institutional arrangements
and how the power relations should be regulated: either according to the moral
standards or theoretical models. Here the assessments happen on the level of abstract
universal rules (philosophy) or expert and scholar judgments (social science). The
macro analyses of output focus on what a legitimate system and legitimate authorities
ought to deliver, i.e. the ideal outputs judged on the basis of macro level (aggregated)
indicators (e.g. security, economic growth, or protection of human rights). By the same
token, the assessments of throughput on the macro level deal with the questions of
what are the appropriate processes that the institutions and political authorities ought to

use.

Table 1.1. Levels of analysis and dimensions of legitimacy.

Macro level Micro level

Input What are the right institutions? | What do the citizens think about the
current institutions?

What are the institutions preferred
by citizens?

Output What should the How do citizens evaluate what the
system/authorities deliver? institutions deliver?

What do citizens think the
institutions should deliver?

Throughput | How should the political What do citizens think about the
system/authorities operate? operation of the political
system/authorities?

How would the citizens like the
system/authorities to operate?

In turn, studies of the micro level focus on the three dimensions from the

perspective of citizens. As mentioned above, they emphasize two different aspects of



The Concepts and Theories 17

citizens’ perspective (see Figure 1.1). Researchers interested in the subjective
assessments investigate the opinions of citizens about the authorities and institutions,
whereas researchers interested in the individual level assessments focus on the ideals of
and expectations towards the authorities and institutions (Table 1.1). The former ones
want to arrive at the aggregate legitimacy score for a country awarded by its citizens,
the latter ones are more interested in understanding perceived legitimacy—what is the
basis of legitimacy granting, and what are the priorities that citizens set for political
authortities to grant them legitimacy.

Following from this, on the micro level, the analyses of input focus on the
evaluations of political institutions by citizens and their opinions about what political
system is the appropriate one. The research is concerned with, for example, people’s
preferences for democratic or other type of governance, direct democratic or expert
decision-making processes, the type of leadership and electoral system. The assessment
of output legitimacy on the micro level deals with the perception of the outputs that the
political system and authorities deliver as perceived by citizens. These evaluations can
go hand in hand with the expert macro-output evaluations, but can also diverge from
the more objective indicators. For example, despite the objective indicators showing
steady economic growth, citizens of a particular country can be much more sceptical
about the state of economy. And, vice versa, citizens might perceive developments in
their country as positive (or at least express such views) despite the objective increase
of inflation and poverty. Another type of question answered by the studies of the
micro-output type are what do citizens think legitimate authorities should be delivering
and the priorities set for the outputs expected from them. The micro-throughput
assessments concern the opinions of citizens about how well the procedures work and
what procedures should characterize their relation with institutions and authorities.

For the subjective assessments on the micro level (Figure 1.1), surveys of
public opinion to evaluate how well the authorities guard citizens’ rights (justice/fair
treatment) and deliver desired outcomes across society (distributive justice) are the
main method of inquiry. Hence, the government is evaluated by citizens themselves,
the opinions expressed in representative surveys are aggregated, and the legitimacy

scores for political regimes calculated. The score, however, still depends on the exact
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criteria of evaluation assigned to each dimension of legitimacy and on the
operationalization of the variables used to create a legitimacy score (see below an
example of Gilley’s subjective assessment of legitimacy).

Political psychologists are concerned primarily with the individual
assessments on the micro level (Figure 1.1.) and motivations that people have to
support certain institutional arrangements or submit to particular political authorities.
Their primary goal is not to aggregate these subjective preferences to inform about the
general level of legitimacy of a political system or authorities. Hence, their object of
study is not aggregated/absolute legitimacy (of the whole system) but perceived
legitimacy. The studies on the individual level explore the mechanisms and causal links
behind the factors affecting individuals’ judgments about authorities’ rights to rule.
Through the focus on individuals and the use of methods common in social psychology
(such as experimental methods), this approach allows to explore the whole scope of
potential preferences that shape individuals’ opinions about the authorities, various
motivations, and interactions between them.

Moreover, by focusing on the individual level and on perceived legitimacy
(rather than legitimacy) it is possible to explore what criteria of evaluation are
important for citizens when granting legitimacy to political authorities. More
specifically, it is possible to explore the ideas of citizens about what the best
institutional arrangements should be (democratic or not), what characteristics
legitimate authorities should have, what the duties of institutions and authorities
according to citizens are, and what procedures they ought to use. The ideas of citizens
about how the political system and state-society relations ought to be have received
little attention from scholars (Abulof 2015).

Although public opinion research examines ideas of individuals, to measure
legitimacy, public opinion surveys typically use standardized questions with pre-
determined answer options and often with a certain democratic bias (e.g. questions
about people’s satisfaction with democracy or evaluation of their state’s respect for
human rights; see section below for a more detailed discussion of democratic bias in
studies of legitimacy). This may limit public opinion surveys in the scope of ideas that

they examine (Hurrelmann, Krell-Laluhova and Schneider 2005, p.4). Across regime
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types, citizens may have particular criteria on the basis of which they ascribe
legitimacy to political authorities and different reasons for positive evaluations of
authorities.

Furthermore, public opinion surveys typically are not concerned with the
mechanisms that shape the citizens’ views of authorities, i.e., they are not concerned
with folk political philosophy. Although folk political philosophy is not a common
term in political science, I will use this term to explain the topic of investigation. If
scholarship on what constitutes good political organization is the study of political
philosophy, for example defined as ‘philosophical reflection on how best to arrange our
collective life—our political institutions and our social practices’(Miller 2016), then
scholarship of people’s reasoning and intuitions about what constitutes good political
organization might be called folk political philosophy. I define folk political
philosophy as the study of ordinary citizens reflections on how the political system is
organized and how it is ought to work. Such a use of the term folk political philosophy
is analogous to how anthropologists and psychologists use terms like folk biology and
folk physics (or intuitive physics) to refer to the study of people’s beliefs and reasoning
about the biological entities and physical objects (see Wilson and Keil 1999, pp.317—
319 and 577-579).

Taking such a folk political philosophy perspective seems fruitful for studying
value-based legitimacy. Levi, Sacks and Tyler (2009, p.356) distinguish between
value-based legitimacy concerned with the ‘sense of obligation or willingness to obey
authorities’ and behavioural legitimacy understood as ‘actual compliance with
governmental regulations and laws. There is not much research into value-based
legitimacy from the perspective of individuals although ‘moral thinking about politics
is not the prerogative of philosophers and scientists; social actors, endowed with
reflexivity, do it too’ (Abulof 2015, p.8). Unlike typical studies of public opinion, my
studies of folk political philosophy are not concerned with comparing the opinions of
people across countries, but aim to illuminate the system of judgments that people use
when evaluating authorities. In other words, my primary focus is not on what opinions
about the political system people express (e.g. the degree to which they evaluate their

government as legitimate), but on their ideas about how the political system ought to
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function that produce these opinions. In my view, taking such a folk political
philosophy perspective is suitable to investigate how people reason about and justify
the presence and influence of political authorities, regimes, and systems. Through this,
I build on the work of Carnaghan (2007, 2010) who approached citizens as “political
analysts’ in her intensive interviews with ordinary Russians.

By applying a folk political philosophy perspective | have combined elements
of both approaches to legitimacy discussed above. | have incorporated elements of the
descriptive approach by putting people’s beliefs at the centre of analysis and assuming
that legitimacy results from citizen’s subjective evaluations of authorities. | have also
incorporated elements of the normative approach by exploring what kind of
‘benchmark of acceptability or justification of political power or authority and—
possibly—obligation’ (Peter 2014) individuals have. At the centre of this thesis are
questions about the citizens’ conceptions of legitimacy, their ideas about what
constitute the input, throughput, and output dimensions of legitimacy, and the
antecedents of perceived legitimacy (i.e., value-based legitimacy, rather than its
consequences or behavioural legitimacy).

Because my studies aim to assess what conditions political authorities need to
satisfy to be attributed legitimacy by citizens, | focus on how individuals attribute
legitimacy to authorities. This means that my studies examine perceived legitimacy and
do not attempt to evaluate the overall or objective legitimacy of a given regime. Such
study of the individual-level processes might help avoid the (liberal-) democratic bias
that often characterizes the institutional and subjective assessments of legitimacy
(Figure 1.1). Possibly, such an individual-level approach might contribute to the

comparative study of legitimacy.

Democratic bias and research into legitimacy

Social scientists frequently narrow down the applicability of the concept of legitimacy
to countries with democratic regimes. Using Sartorian vocabulary (Sartori 1970), the
intension of the concept is more detailed and the extension is more limited. The
intension (connotation) is ‘the collection of properties which determine the things to

which the word implies', whereas the extension (denotation) is ‘the class of things to
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which the word applies’ (Sartori 1970, p.1041). In the case of legitimacy, the concept
is often defined with multiple properties and as a consequence the range of cases (the
class) fulfilling all of them is smaller. This narrower understanding of legitimacy can
be linked to the development of modern liberal democracies in the Western world and
the rejection of other forms of rule that are considered morally unjustified. Therefore,
legitimacy is often seen as an attribute of authorities only in the liberal-democratic
context (Linz 1988; Habermas 1996). Consequently, when using democratic criteria to
evaluate and compare the degree of legitimacy from the macro perspective (on the
institutional level), it is unavoidable that countries with non-democratic regimes are
judged by scholars and experts as having a deficit of legitimacy or being fully
illegitimate. This would mean that countries that end up on the top of the regimes’
ranking—the most democratic ones—are the most legitimate as well. Using democratic
criteria to assess the legitimacy of the regimes often ignores the preferences of citizens,
who might perceive their own regimes differently than the experts. Moreover, the
scales used to categorize political regimes such as Freedom House or Polity IV use
different criteria to score the regimes, and therefore rate the regimes of the same
countries differently; i.e. ‘Freedom House and Polity IV come to (...) different
conclusions about the level of democracy in several countries in the world’ (Hogstrom
2013, p.218).

Other macro level studies investigate legitimation strategies of political
institutions and authorities. This body of research addresses the ‘claims to legitimacy’
as understood by Weber (Bensman 1979, p.31). The legitimation strategies of
authoritarian and hybrid regimes (regimes that are characterized by relatively
competitive elections and many authoritarian measures to limit pluralism and dissent in
society) rather than legitimacy are the object of increasing number of studies: from the
evaluations of the bases of communist legitimacy in Eastern Europe to the assessment
of legitimation narratives of contemporary Russia, shifts in legitimation strategies in
post-Soviet Eurasia, and comparing different legitimation strategies in non-democratic
states (Rigby and Fehér 1982; Di Palma 1991; Holmes 1993; Sil and Chen 2004;
Feklyunina and White 2011; Gerschewski 2013; Kailitz 2013; Brusis et al. 2016;
Mazepus et al. 2016; Morgenbesser 2016; VVon Soest and Grauvogel 2016).
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Legitimation, however, is not equivalent to legitimacy. The difference is crucial,
because legitimation does not necessarily entail legitimacy, although it aims to achieve
it.

Legitimation involves strategies used by political authorities to justify their
right to rule in front of citizens, elite groups, international community, and themselves
(Barker 2001). There are many modes of legitimation used by political authorities
(Brusis 2016). One of the common forms of legitimation is rhetoric of incumbents and
other individuals or groups trying to gain political power. The rhetoric of (potential)
authorities aims to convince citizens that they have the right to rule over them on the
basis of certain procedures and laws, tradition, or comparative advantage over other
(potential) authorities with regards to outcomes that they can secure and values and
norms they represent. These justifications are attempts at gaining legitimacy and they
‘must be distinguished from the judgements made about the legitimacy of that
authority by those persons toward whom commands for compliance are
directed’(Uphoff 1989, p.300). Furthermore, as Hyde (1983, p.389) noted, legitimation
is not a sufficient proof of the existence of legitimacy as ‘[Political] Elites could be
attempting to induce something that does not exist’. On other occasions, elites can be
justifying their right to rule with incomplete or false information and hide their
inability to deliver what they have promised to citizens. They might also be simply
unable to convince a larger audience about the validity of their justification. To be
effective, however, these legitimation claims have to come in the shape of ‘arguments
that are able to establish a moral duty to obey (...) collectively binding decisions even
if they conflict with individual preferences’ (Scharpf 1998). To my knowledge, there
are no empirical studies that compare the legitimation strategies of democratic regimes
with the legitimation strategies of non-democracies.

One of the most important empirical studies that compares legitimacy (rather
than legitimation) of countries with different political systems is the work of Gilley
(2009). In his study of legitimacy in 72 countries, the author takes the micro
perspective and creates legitimacy scores predominantly on the basis of subjective
assessments. Gilley adopts Beetham’s (1991) main argument stating that there are three

dimensions of legitimacy that need to be analysed all together to be able to formulate a
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judgement about legitimacy of a political system. Moreover, according to Beetham,
legitimacy ‘is not a single quality that a system of power possesses or not, but a set of
distinct criteria, or multiple dimensions, operating at different levels, each of which
provides moral grounds for compliance or cooperation on the part of those subordinate
to a given power relation’(1991, p.20). The three listed dimensions are legality of the
authorities, justifiability of rules in terms of values and beliefs, and consent of the
governed. The legality of authorities as a dimension of legitimacy means that the power
needs to be ‘acquired and exercised in accordance with established rules’ (Beetham
1991, p.16). The second dimension of legitimacy is that the power ‘can be justified in
terms of beliefs shared by both dominant and subordinate’ assumes that the legitimacy
depends on the ‘beliefs current in a given society about the rightful source of authority;
about what qualities are appropriate to the exercise of power and how individuals come
to possess them; and some conception of a common interests (...) that the system of
power satisfies’(Beetham 1991, p.17). The final dimension of legitimacy is concerned
with the demonstrations of subordination to the rulers—*‘actions expressive of
consent’(Beetham 1991, p.18).

To illustrate how using these criteria can introduce democratic biases, Table
1.2 shows empirical application (operationalization) of Beetham’s ideas about
legitimacy by Gilley (2006, 2012). If legitimacy scores are based on such criteria as a
vote in free and fair elections and evaluation of human rights performance, it is
implicitly assumed that the preferred and legitimate system of rule is liberal democracy
in which the vote in free and fair elections and human rights are decisive for
legitimacy. In other words, it is assumed that the current belief is that liberal
democratic values provide justification for the authorities rule. This becomes
problematic when the study aims to compare the evaluations of authorities and
institutions by citizens socialized in different political regimes. It automatically
introduces an assumption that citizens in all (non-) democratic regimes have a
preference for multiparty system and human rights, therefore these are the right
designators of legitimacy. Furthermore, this assumption about democracy can be
problematic (see, e.g. Carnaghan 2010) and the universality of understanding of

individual human rights and the importance of particular rights in different cultural
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contexts is rather controversial (Donnelly 1982, 1984; Kausikan 1993; Freeman 1995;
Howard 1995). Gilley’s study is an example of how the normative suppositions about
legitimacy are embedded in its empirically-oriented (descriptive) assessment.
According to Barker (2000, p.8) , ‘The normative predisposition towards democracy
guides research in the direction of studies of the opinions of voters and of the efforts of
government to influence these’ and Gilley’s study shows how difficult it is to
completely separate the ideas about legitimacy from democratic rules. Even in such a
conceptually thorough and impressive study the bias cannot be completely avoided.
The tensions and connections (Beetham 1991, pp.243-250) between the (macro)
philosophical debates and (micro) empirical perspective on the one hand and the
availability of systematic empirical evidence without democratic bias on the other
represent the main challenge for scholars studying legitimacy in comparative
perspective.

Studies on the individual level using experimental methods can to some extent
avoid democratic bias if in the design of experiments they do not assume the preference
for democratic form of government. They can also explore the causal links between
various factors and legitimacy, as well as interactions between included factors. This
thesis uses experimental vignettes to search for causal links between values and
perceived legitimacy. Moreover, it explores how individuals in different regimes justify
the right to rule of authorities: what exactly are the normative criteria on the basis of
which the authorities can be considered as rightful in different societies. The main
limitation of experimental studies is that often they are not conducted on representative
samples (which is the advantage of the study mentioned above), but they compensate
with providing knowledge about the causal mechanisms behind evaluations of political
authorities and the ideas about legitimacy, which can be very informative as well. The

methods and data used for this thesis are discussed in detail in Chapter 2.
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Table 1.2. Dimensions of legitimacy according to David Beetham and operationalization by Bruce Gilley.
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Dimension

Beetham (1991); definition

Beetham (1991); suggested

Gilley (2009); online
appendix, p. 4

Gilley (2012, p.698)

operationalization Used variable Used variable
Separation of powers: Independence of
. Power is legitimate if it is acquired in judiciary from the legislative and executive . . Lo
Legality (rules) accordancegwith established 2ules (p.16) Jbranch?s] (p-123)/ ad(giitional condition— Confidence in police Confidence in justice system
independent media (p.124)
} Obtaining power according to the rules; e.g. ) )
free and fair elections based on full suffrage
Power is legitimate if it is exercised in Effective subordination of the military to Confidence in civil service }
accordance with established rules (p.16) civilian control (p.124)
Commitment from the side of the authorities ~ Evaluation of state respect for Perceived respect for human
) to uphold the rule of law (p.126) individual human rights rights
‘Power is legitimate to the extent that the
. . rules of power can be justified in terms of Provision of physical security/ Chronic Satisfaction with democratic L .
Justification . . . o Confidence in civil service
beliefs shared by the dominant and failure at defence (security issues) development
subordinate’ (p. 17)
Satisfying general rather than only particular
‘Power must be seen to serve recognisably or se(;tior}al inter'ests (chronic corruption, Evaluation of current political Rating of how democratically
general interest, rather than simply the growing inequality, unequal " th try is bei ¥
interest of the powerful’ (p.17) treatment/discrimination/patronage) (p.142- system ¢ country 15 bemg governe
145)
) Providing economic social welfare Satisfaction with operation of )
(expanding duties of the state) (p.140) democracy
Sum of security legitimacy
- - Use of violence in civil protest (repression) and political
legitimacy (exclusion)
‘... demonstrable expression of consent on
the part of the subordinate to the particular
ower relation in which they are involved, Voting in elections (directly expressin, . . . .
Consent {)hrough actions which provi};le evidence of conse%lt) (p.151-152) e ¢ Voter turnout in national Voter turnout in national

consent.” (p.18)
‘positive actions taking place in public’,

(p-150)

(assumption of choice/competition)

Mobilization: participation in political
activity at the grass-root (p.151)

legislative elections

Quasi-voluntary taxes
compliance

legislative elections

Taxes on income, profits and
property as a percentage of
central government revenues
less social contributions
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1.2. Concept definition and theories of legitimacy

Theories of legitimacy are very difficult to test. The difficulties with testing are caused
by imprecise definitions of legitimacy. According to Gurr (1970, pp.19-20), for a
theory to be a subject of empirical testing it has to fulfil two necessary and two
desirable (additional) conditions. A social science theory should have clear definitions
and be falsifiable (necessary conditions) and, preferably, it should be able to identify
relevant variables at various levels of analysis and be applicable to a large universe of
events (desirable conditions). While theories of legitimacy seem to be applicable (or at
least applied) to a relatively large universe of events, they are often difficult to falsify,
and do not always provide clear definitions that help to identify all the relevant

variables.

Definitions of the concept

The first challenge in the study of legitimacy is to define legitimacy. Not many
definitions actually state what legitimacy is—instead they describe what being
legitimate means or what the sources and consequences of legitimacy are. The
definitions vary from stating that legitimacy is a belief (Dahl 1956, p.46; Fraser 1974;
Linz 1988), quality of a regime (Merelman 1966, p.548), ‘the compatibility of the
results of governmental output with the value patterns of the relevant systems’
(Stillman 1974, p.42), and ‘institutional loyalty’ (Gibson et al. 2005a, pp.188-189), to
treating legitimacy as ‘the complex moral right to impose decisions on others’
(Simmons 1999). The multiplicity of definitions causes discrepancies in theories of
legitimacy and leads to conceptual confusion (see Appendix A for a selection of
definitions of legitimacy).

Moreover, as mentioned above, treating legitimacy as a belief follows arguably
the most influential definition of legitimacy, namely Weber’s definition (1978, p.213),
which states that legitimacy of authorities is derived from ‘the belief in its legitimacy’.
This definition, however, can lead to circularity in thinking about legitimacy, when it

does not specify where this belief comes from, i.e. what are the specific grounds and
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reasons that people have to hold their beliefs. When there is no mention of the
conditions that the authorities need to fulfil to engender the belief in legitimacy,
achieving legitimacy may be reduced to the effective public relations campaigns of the
governing elites (Beetham 1991, p.10).

As already shown above, in the scholarly debate within political science
multiple components of legitimacy were distinguished and many studies of legitimacy
have emphasized the multi-dimensional nature of the concept (Friedrich 1963, p.234;
Stillman 1974, p.39; Easton 1975a; Beetham 1991; Alagappa 1995, pp.11-30; Scharpf
1998). However, the lack of consensus on how many dimensions the concept of
legitimacy has and what these dimensions encompass leads to different definitions and
difficulties in operationalization. For example, Alagappa (1995) names four
elements/dimensions of legitimacy: shared values and norms, conformity with
established rules, proper use of power, consent of the governed. Booth and Seligson
(2009, pp.547-548) recognized seven dimensions of legitimacy: existence of political
community, support for core regime principles, evaluation of regime performance,
system support, support for regime institutions, support for local government, and
support for political actors. As mentioned above, Scharpf (2003) distinguished between
input and output dimension of legitimacy and Schmidt (2013) expanded the list with
the third dimension—throughput. Without a consensus about the number of dimensions
and what they are supposed to represent, the critics of legitimacy research have reasons
to claim that legitimacy is a residual container concept. Moreover, the lack of
consensus and sometimes clarity on what legitimacy entails makes replication of
studies very difficult. For example, Gilley’s replication of his own study assigns
different variables to different dimensions of legitimacy in 2012 than in 2009 (see
Table 1.2).

In line with Gerring’s (1999) views on social science concept formation, a
good concept has to balance out eight criteria3, among which there are at least three
that are especially relevant for improving the definition of legitimacy, i.e. parsimony,

coherence, and differentiation. A good conceptualization of legitimacy needs to be

® The eight criteria are (1) familiarity, (2) resonance, (3) parsimony, (4) coherence, (5) differentiation,
(6) depth, (7) theoretical utility, and (8) field utility.
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more precise and concise about the list of defining attributes of legitimacy (parsimony),
their relations (coherence), and distinctiveness of legitimacy from other concepts such
as trust and support (differentiation). In many cases, to solve the above mentioned
problems with the concept of legitimacy, five questions could be helpful. First of all,’
what is legitimacy?’ Is it an attribute of authorities, their right, or a belief of citizens?
The second question is ‘what is the object of legitimacy?’. For example, following
Easton (1965), political community, regime, or authorities can be an object of
legitimacy. Next question is ‘who assesses authorities and grants legitimacy?’. Are
these scholars, philosophers, elites, individuals, majority, minority, or citizens in
general? Moreover, in any socio-political context there needs to be a reference to the
sources of legitimacy, hence the fourth question is ‘what are the grounds of
legitimacy?’. Sources and causes of legitimacy identified by scholars are multiple: law,
tradition, or charisma (following Weber’s (1978, p.215) typology), elections,
competence, performance, or fairness. An additional question that could solve the
circularity problem of legitimacy theory is ‘what are the expected consequences of
legitimacy?’. Testing the theory of legitimacy can be more fruitful if the researchers are
clear about its influence on stability of regimes and authorities, trust, participation in

civil society, or tax compliance.

Theory of legitimacy: Legitimacy among other resources of power

Next to precise definitions of the concepts, the second necessary condition for a good
theory (Gurr 1970, pp.19-20) is the possibility to falsify it. Legitimacy of a regime is
often analysed retrospectively when a regime has had already collapsed. As noted by
Rothschild (1977, p.496) ‘It is easy to be wise after the event and to find, say in 1918
or 1959 that the Russian Tsarist or French fourth republican regimes had earlier
exhausted their legitimacy’. If the break-down of a regime is a sign of illegitimacy, the
opposite, i.e. existence of a regime, is not the proof of its legitimacy. In terms of good
theory, the collapse of a regime is not a sufficient condition to make judgments about
the preceding presence of legitimacy. Moreover, it makes the testing and falsification
of the theory impossible. Alternative approaches use voter abstention, protests and

demonstrations as a sign of decrease of legitimacy, however, the opposite—voting and
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the lack of protest—does not necessarily confirm legitimacy of a system, because it can
simply be a sign of either compulsion, apathy, lack of alternatives, or fear of coercion.
Situating legitimacy in the context of other resources of power and causes of stability
can help to solve the falsifiability problem.

Political legitimacy is one of many sources of power. Power can be defined as
‘the chance of a man or of a number of men to realize their own will in a communal
action even against the resistance of others who are participating in the action’(Weber
1947, p.180). In other words, power is ‘the ability to achieve our purposes’, it is
‘unevenly distributed’ (Beetham 1991, p.43), and implies influence ‘over other man’
(Friedrich 1963, p.160). Aristotle named several modes of assuring compliance of
people, i.e. force, distribution of rewards, education, or a combination of these.
Rothschild translated them into coercive, utilitarian, and normative techniques of rule
(1977, p.488). Political legitimacy, the normative mode of assuring compliance, is
therefore always connected to the exercise of power (Beetham 1991). While the
understanding of other resources of power (i.e. economic resources, social status,
information, and physical force) is clearer, the role of legitimacy is far less transparent.

In the systematisation based on the works of Weber (Uphoff 1989, p.306),
legitimacy represents a resource of legitimate power that produces normative
compliance of the ruled (Table 1.3). Hence, legitimacy is based on different reasons to
transfer power to political authorities than economic resources, social status, and
information (instrumental/utilitarian reasons) and physical force (coercive reasons).
Legitimacy is achieved thanks to normative considerations by the ruled: it concerns an
interaction between the authorities and society on the level of moral values.

Linking the motivations to transfer power to authorities to the problem of
falsifiability, legitimacy should be equated neither with voluntary compliance with
authorities’ orders nor with stability of regimes. This is true for two reasons. Firstly,
voluntary compliance can be driven by different motives, such as economic and non-
economic rewards. For example, clientelism is a good example of strategy that can
mobilize support and result in voluntary compliance (Rose et al. 2011), but it is based
on the provision of ‘material resources as quid pro quo for political support” (Stokes

2007) accompanied by threats of defection. Hence, clientelism is not contributing to
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the transfer of power based on the normative criteria—which is a requirement of
legitimacy—nbut rather on the personal gains or fear of punishment. Similarly, stability
can be achieved thanks to coercion, system of rewards and punishments, lack of
imaginable and feasible alternatives, collective action problem, or conformity
(Marquez 2016, pp.10-13). If these are the reasons behind the compliance, it is not an
effect of ‘a moral duty to obey’, but of instrumental gains. In short, support and
compliance can be forced or bought from individuals, whereas legitimacy cannot.
Secondly, ‘a moral duty to obey’ is a belief rather than action. Hence, the belief should
not be conflated with action that might be expected to result from this belief—actions

are more situational and depend on other factors aside the belief itself.

Table 1.3. Resources of power and the type of power transfer.

Resources of power Type of power Type of power transfer
E i R d e
CONOMIC TESOUTees eward power Utilitarian/instrumental
Social status Referent power .
. compliance

Information Expert power

Physical force Coercive power Coercive compliance

Legitimacy Legitimate power Normative compliance

Authority Political power Political compliance
(combination of other types
of compliance)

Source: Adapted from Uphoff (1989, p.306); based on French and Raven 1959; Etzioni
1961; lichman and Uphoff 1969.

To sum up, placing legitimacy (back) within the theory of resources of power
and possible motivations people may hold to obey, support, and to legitimize
authorities shows that legitimacy cannot be considered in isolation from these other
motivations and cannot simply be equated with stability of a regime. The norms and
values that political authorities need to represent to be recognized as legitimate—
factors influencing perceived legitimacy—are the main theme of this dissertation and

the specific theoretical model used here is discussed in the subsequent section.
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1.3. Perceived legitimacy and its antecedents: theoretical model and hypotheses

This project is concerned specifically with perceived legitimacy. Hence, it is not aiming
to say anything about legitimacy of a state in general or to evaluate a whole regime
using an ideal standard such as liberal democracy or other theoretical or philosophical
constructs. This project aims to evaluate whether the following working definition of
legitimacy is a useful one: perceived legitimacy is an attribute ascribed to a political
authority (or its representative) by individuals on the basis of evaluation of their
normative qualities and resulting in a willingness to voluntarily transfer power to these
authorities.

The working definition emphasizes the normative qualities (moral standing) of
authorities as the basis for legitimacy judgments, because as mentioned above in the
discussion of the resources of power, citizens can support a regime for many reasons.
They can express support because of fear of coercion or because of personal rewards
received in return for support. Granting legitimacy, however, is based on the positive
evaluation of the moral standing of the authorities—evaluation as just or unjust.
Legitimacy should result from a normative compatibility of the values promoted by the
authorities with the views and believes of citizens, which is what Beetham (1991, p.17)
refers to as ‘justifiability in terms of beliefs shared by both dominant and subordinate’.
Therefore, it seems to be at least theoretically possible to distinguish between
involuntary obedience (which is caused by the fear of coercion), voluntary support that
can result from instrumental gains (such as economic rewards, information, or social
status), and, arguably, the highest form of acceptance of authorities, namely perceived
legitimacy, which is caused by the positive normative evaluation of authorities (see
Figure 1.2). In practice, all these motives interact and (possibly) depending on the
particular context of political socialization, contribute to the assessment of authorities
by citizens. Therefore testing different motives (e.g. instrumental and normative)
against each other can help us determine to what extent the authorities enjoy support or

legitimacy in the eyes of citizens.
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YES
Do citizens fear coercion? - Involuntary obedience
YES

Are citizens primarily concerned -
with instrumental gains?

YES

Are citizens primarily concerned ‘
with normative considerations?

Voluntary support

Perceived legitimacy

NO

Transfer of power for
unknown reason

Figure 1.2. Factors determining the type of power transfer.

The working definition makes clear that the approach to study legitimacy in
this project is attitudinal rather than behavioural. The focus is on the process of shaping
the evaluations of authorities by an individual and his or her normative assessment of
the authorities. Perceived legitimacy could be understood as covert legitimacy (Easton
1965, pp.153-170). While overt legitimacy concerns the behaviour/actions (an
observable that does not inform us about the underlying motivations though), the
covert legitimacy concerns the attitudes/sentiments (Easton 1965, pp.153-170). Using
Easton’s categorization, the covert (perceived) legitimacy and motivations people hold
when judging authorities’ legitimacy are in the centre of this project. This approach fits
also with the studies by Tom Tyler, who tests psychological models of authorities’
assessment: ‘viewing subjective judgments on the part of the public about the actions

of the police and the courts as central to the effectiveness of legal authorities’ (2003,
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p.285). Perceived legitimacy as the recognition of the authorities’ right to rule based on
the evaluation of certain moral standards that individual citizens are committed to links
up with Easton’s (1965, p.278) understanding of legitimacy as ‘a strong inner
conviction of the moral validity of the authorities or regime’. However, because of a
plethora of uses and interpretations of the term ‘legitimacy’ and multiple and often
confusing definitions of it, it seems useful to clarify also what is not meant as
legitimacy here.

First of all, legitimacy is not equivalent with diffuse support for a political
system defined as ‘a reservoir of support—frequently described as patriotism, love of
country, loyalty, and the like’ (Easton 1965, p.125). Neither is it the same as diffuse
support defined as a preference for certain institutional arrangement or ‘attachment to
political objects for their own sake’ (Easton 1975a, p.445). The use of the concepts of
legitimacy and diffuse support is inconsistent (Fraser 1974, p.121) and sometimes
legitimacy and diffuse support are conflated. However, Easton (1965, p.278) himself
wrote about legitimacy not as an equivalent to but as one of the major sources of

diffuse support:

The inculcation of a sense of legitimacy is probably the single most effective
device for regulating the flow of diffuse support in favour both of the authorities
and of the regime. A member may be willing to obey the authorities and confirm to
the requirements of the requirements of the regime for many different reasons. But
the most stable support will derive from the conviction on the part of the member
that it is right and proper for him to accept and obey the authorities and to abide by

the requirements of the regimes.

Apart from delineating a difference between diffuse support and legitimacy,
the above quote shows also that legitimacy is not only ‘a quality that is ascribed to the
norms and structures of a regime’ but it can be assigned to authorities too (and other
political objects like policies and laws; in Easton 1965, pp.286-287; Rothschild 1977,
p.494; Gilley 2006, p.501). Nevertheless, these two are linked, because legitimacy of

particular authorities—incumbents—can affect legitimacy of the whole system (Easton
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1957, p.393, see also Table in 1965, p.287). This can happen in any political system,
but seems to be even more pronounced in non-democratic (personalized) systems,
where the leadership of the country is often associated with the system itself and
embodies and shapes the institutional arrangement. In addition to the general doubt
about citizens’ capacity to separate their preference for a regime (political system) from
particular outputs that the regime in place delivers and particular inputs it offers
(Mishler and Rose 1996, p.556), the distinction between the authorities and the regimes
in the case of authoritarian regimes becomes much more blurred and it has
consequences for the citizens’ perceptions of both. Similar problem occurs with
investigating new political regimes (Mishler and Rose 1996). My goal here is to assess
mainly the legitimacy of political authorities (and government specifically) and not the
legitimacy of an abstract regime (type), although the role of general ideas about the
preferred regimes type will be a part of investigation in Chapter 5. Moreover, the
regime type was a selection criteria for the cases included in the study, as this thesis
aims to investigate the differences in factors influencing perceived legitimacy across

different political regimes.

Factors influencing perceived legitimacy: a causal model

As discussed above, legitimacy is one of and arguably the most precious resource of
power. It makes people voluntarily acquiesce with authorities because of normative
compatibility of the values promoted by the authorities with the views and believes of
citizens. Studies of legitimacy and motivations identified several elements of this
normative compatibility, however we know relatively little about which normative
factors influence perceptions of legitimacy and how do they differ across regimes and
societies. Several factors that cause the increase of perceived legitimacy of authorities
were identified in empirically oriented studies in the field of social psychology. These
factors are fairness in distribution of goods among individuals, fair procedures guiding
the interactions between the authorities and individuals, following the rules of a
community in which an individual was socialized, and the power-position of an
individual relative to authorities, also called outcome dependence (Van der Toorn et al.

2011). With the exception of dependence, which is a less clear-cut factor, all these
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motives have to do with communal rather than with instrumental personal good and are
linked to the issues of justice. The reference to moral standards unites these motives as

possible (albeit not all) predictors of perceived political legitimacy.

Personal outcome and normative explanations
In contrast to normative explanations that focus on justice, rational choice theory

emphasises the role of personal economic gains (instrumental gains) in decisions of
individuals and it predicts that transferring of power to authorities is based on a
calculation of personal costs and benefits. The personal interest (understood mainly as
material gains) is the primary interest of individuals and should play the most
important role in the decision-making process. Also, it used to be a widespread notion
in political science that people “generally care about ends not means; they judge
government by results and are ignorant of or indifferent about the methods by which
the results were obtained” (Popkin 1991, p.99). Therefore the first hypothesis

following from the rational choice theory is: Positive personal outcome increases

perceived legitimacy of political authorities (H1).

However, Tyler and Caine’s (1981, p.643) overview of political science
literature yielded ‘widespread anecdotal evidence’ of higher support for authorities and
institutions that act ‘according to fair and impartial procedures’. In fact, since the 1990s
also political science studies have been undermining the pure self-interest explanation
of support for authorities and examples of studies in the democratic context emphasise
the ‘dual utility function’ in the decisions about compliance and support, meaning that
people are motivated both by normative reasons as well as instrumental ones (Levi
1991; Rothstein 1998; Wilking 2011). Similarly, psychological models of the citizen
‘suggest that citizens make normative judgments, rather than focusing upon whether
they are personally benefited or harmed’ (Tyler et al. 1986, p.972). According to Tyler
(1997, p.325), in opposition to rational-choice (resource-based) models?, ‘legitimacy

theory’ predicts that people ‘seek evidence of integrity and caring when judging

4 For elaboration of economic models’ predicting citizens’ choices and their influence in political
science see Tyler, Rasinski, and Griffin (1986). The self-interest assumption is at the heart of the
economic theory of value. The subjective expected utility is in turn the main predictor of citizen’s
behaviour in the economic theory of judgment.
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authorities’. There is a growing body of studies providing evidence that legitimacy is
enhanced by popular perception of authorities as just. These studies are mainly
concerned with courts and laws, and police (Thibaut and Walker 1975; Tyler and Caine
1981; Gibson 1989; Tyler 1990; Tyler and Huo 2002; Sunshine and Tyler 2003).

To test the normative factors determining perceived legitimacy, empirical
studies especially in the field of (social) psychology investigated the link between
norms and values, perceptions of fairness of authorities and their evaluations. Studies
showing an independent effect of fairness of procedures and outcome that is fair for the
community are contrary to earlier research, which indicated that citizens focus
primarily or exclusively on outcomes they personally get when evaluating authorities
(Leventhal et al. 1980). According to the studies of normative motives, perceived
justice of authorities increases positive evaluations of these authorities by citizens and,
as a consequence, makes the odds for compliant behaviour of people higher. The two
aspects of justice that feature in this body of literature are distributive and procedural
justice (Leventhal 1980; Kluegel and Mason 2004, p.817). These two antecedents of
perceived legitimacy together with outcome dependence and socialization will be
tested in the first study of this dissertation to see to what extent they determine the
perception of legitimacy of a government among the respondents (Figure 1.3). If only
instrumental motivations would have an effect on the evaluation of political authorities,
then one could speak of the presence of support, but not perceived legitimacy (see

Figures 1.2 and 1.3).
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Socialization

Instrumental/Personal gains | | Normative reasons |

P

| Distributive justice | I Procedural justice |

Economic rewards I I Dependence I |Need/EquaIity|

| Voluntary support/Perceived legitimacy

Figure 1.3.Factors influencing perceived legitimacy/voluntary support tested in this
study: economic rewards (personal outcome), dependence, distributive justice (based
on the principles of need and equality), procedural justice (voice), and socialization (in

different countries).

Procedural justice

Social order is built on the principle of procedural justice. In line with Leventhal (1980,
p.5), procedural justice rule is defined as ‘an individual’s belief that allocative
procedures which satisfy certain criteria are fair and appropriate’. In the context of
granting legitimacy, procedural justice refers to people’s evaluations of procedures
used by authorities as fair or unfair, right or wrong.

Tyler and Caine (1981, p.643) observed that political science research suggests
‘that support for authorities is more strongly dependent on acceptance of the belief that
government leaders and institutions function according to fair and impartial procedures
than upon outcomes received from the political system or specific government
decision’. Their experiments and survey study showed that satisfaction with leaders
was influenced by judgments about fairness of procedures in allocation of benefits

irrespectively of the achieved outcomes.
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The body of research on procedural justice has been growing in the past
couple of decades within the field of social psychology (see (Tyler 2006). A number of
studies showed that legitimacy of laws and police increases when people experience
fairness of procedures (Tyler and Caine 1981; Tyler 2001; Sunshine and Tyler 2003).
Fairness of procedures usually refers to the fairness of decision-making process used
by authorities. It is, however, comprised of several dimensions and can be
operationalized in various ways, i.e. as providing opportunity to voice people’s
opinions about a particular matter (voice/public deliberation/participation),
considerations of all the relevant information on the issue, following established formal
rules guiding the decision-making process on a certain issue, neutrality and consistency
of authorities across people and cases (unbiased and impartial decision-making), and
treatment with dignity and respect (Thibaut and Walker 1975; Leventhal 1980; Tyler et
al. 1985; Tyler and Rasinski 1991; Tyler 2000; Peter 2009). The importance of
different criteria of procedural justice varies depending on the institution under
evaluation, issue, dispute, or context (Tyler 1988, p.107).

At the same time, the role of deliberation processes has been emphasised in the
political science discussions of conceptions of democracy (Manin et al. 1987; Miller
1992a; Habermas 1996; Bohman 1997; Dryzek 2009, 2010; Gutmann and Thompson
2009). Deliberation is ‘a process of careful and informed reflection on facts and
opinions, generally leading to a judgment on the matter at hand’ (King 2003, p.25),
which involves citizens in a discussion and provides them with an opportunity to voice
their opinions and inquire about the issues that are decided on by the authorities. The
deliberative practices link with the concept of procedural justice and with the
throughput dimension of legitimacy (see p. 14).

On the basis of the theory of procedural justice the following hypothesis is

formulated: Procedural justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities

(H2).To test whether the effect of procedural justice is dependent on personal gains
(positive vs. negative outcome), a hypothesis about the interaction between these two

factors is formulated based on rational choice theory: The effect of procedural justice

on legitimacy is stronger when individuals experience positive personal outcomes (H3)
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(i.e., when individuals experience negative personal outcomes, the effects of procedural

justice on legitimacy are weak or absent).

Distributive justice

Another aspect of justice linked to citizens’ evaluations of authorities is distributive
justice. In line with the thesis of distributive justice, people are expected to ‘be more
willing to give power to legal authorities when they feel that those authorities deliver
outcomes fairly to people’ (Sunshine and Tyler 2003). Distributive justice however, can
be seen either as an instrumental motive to comply with authorities, when the main
focus of the subject is their own gain, or it can be understood as ‘the fairness of the
allocation of desirable outcomes across people’(Tyler 2012, p.345). Only the latter one
represents a normative motive linked to legitimacy of authorities (see Figure 1.2). And
although favourable outcome and distributive justice are related, they are clearly
distinct (Tyler 1988, p.117). Gilley provides a good illustration of the difference
between legitimacy and support based on personal interest: ‘A citizen who supports the
regime ‘because it is doing well in creating jobs’ is expressing views of legitimacy. A
citizen who supports the regimes ‘because I have a job’ is not’ (Gilley 2006, p.502).

Distributive justice can be seen also as encompassed in the idea of common
good—*‘the conviction that there is something called the interest of the realm, the
public, common, or national interest, the general good and public welfare, or the good
of the tribe, of “our people” (Easton 1965, p.312)’. According to Easton, the political
authorities are supposed to promote and contribute to the common good and their
failure to do so will diminish perceived legitimacy of a regime. Distributive justice
refers to one aspect of the common good, namely the distribution of resources in a
manner that helps the society as a whole (e.g. creation of jobs). Distributive justice can
be based on different principles depending on the information available to the people,
the type of group in which the distribution takes place, the particular situation, and
socio-economic status of an individual. The main principles on which distributive
justice can be based are equality, desert (equity) or need (Miller 1992b; DeScioli et al.
2014).
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Similar to procedural justice, distributive justice has its link to Scharpf’s ideas
about legitimacy, specifically to what he calls ‘output legitimacy’. One of the main
goals of government is to achieve some sort of common interest. If the pursuit of the
‘common purposes and dealing with common problems that are beyond the reach of
individuals and families acting on their own’(Scharpf 2003, p.4) is positively evaluated
by citizens, legitimacy of an institution increases. Following from this, if the goods and
services are distributed in a way that serves the communal interest (rather than
individual interests) and citizens do not experience strong relative deprivation (Gurr
1970), then the government will be normatively appreciated and will enjoy higher
legitimacy. The research into distributive justice also addresses a question ‘when those
who are advantaged are willing to re-distribute resources to the disadvantaged’ (Tyler
2000, p.119). Consequently, distributive justice is inherently linked with individuals’
perceptions of their situation in comparison to the situation of others belonging to the
same community (relative deprivation). The reflection on this relative situation is
supposed to influence normative judgments of authorities. Studies by Van den Bos et
al. (1997, 1998) showed that procedural justice had a different impact on outcome
satisfaction depending on the presence or absence of fairness in distribution (equity).

A hypothesis following from the theory of distributive justice is: Distributive

justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities (H4). The same as in the

case of procedural justice, to test whether the effect of distributive justice is dependent
on personal gains (positive vs. negative outcome), a hypothesis about the interaction
between these two factors is formulated based on rational choice theory: The effect of

distributive justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals experience positive

personal outcomes (H5) (i.e., when individuals experience negative personal outcomes,

the effects of distributive justice on legitimacy are weak or absent).

Outcome dependence

Apart from normative considerations of justice of authorities, the factor that could
influence legitimacy judgments of authorities by citizens is their dependence on these
authorities resulting from a disadvantageous position in the social system or specific

situation. Dependence is a factor that is linked to both expectation of economic rewards
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(instrumental/personal gains) and to distributive justice (normative/justice motivation)
based on the principle of need. It is neither a clear cut instrumental motive nor a
normative one. Despite the intuitive assumption that disadvantaged individuals—
individuals experiencing some sort of negative inequality—will express their
disapproval of the authorities, there is evidence that people who are powerless or
highly dependent on political authorities express positive evaluations of these
authorities. System justification theory offers an explanation of this phenomenon (Jost

et al. 2003, 2004; Jost and Van der Toorn 2012).

According to system justification theory, people want to see their social system
as fair and just. As a consequence, they are motivated to ‘defend, bolster, and justify
prevailing social, economic, and political arrangements (i.e., status quo)’(Jost and Van
der Toorn 2012; see also Jost et al 2004). According to Jost et al. (2003, p.14), ‘this
means that they should often view systems and authorities as above reproach and
inequality among groups and individuals as legitimate and even necessary’. This need
for justification of the system seems to have significant effects on perceived legitimacy
of authorities. Several studies showed that people who are dependent on the system
(powerless) tend to legitimize it and approve the position of those who control those
systems. Using Fiske and Berdahl’s (2007) vocabulary, individuals who depend on the
authorities for their mental and physical health, safety, and economic well-being are in
the outcome dependent situation (in other words, the authorities can exercise their
power over them). The main hypothesis in the studies of outcome dependence is ‘that
dependence on authorities for desired resources activates system justification
motivation, and this contributes to the legitimation of power holders’ (Van der Toorn et
al. 2011, p.128). Moreover, dependence contributes to the legitimation of political
authorities independently from the outcomes that people receive from them. The tests
of this hypothesis were conducted in educational, political, and legal setting. The
political study was completed at the time of water shortage in California, which created
a naturally occurring situation for measurement of perceived legitimacy of
governmental authority responsible for water allocation decisions. The results of this

study showed that people who felt very affected by the water shortage, evaluated the
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authorities as more legitimate. In general, studies driven by the system-justification
theory hypothesis provided evidence that people in dependent positions express
acceptance of power differences, support status quo, and boost legitimacy of (unjust)
power relations (Van der Toorn et al. 2011). The evidence, however, comes mainly
from studies on American respondents. A cross-national comparison of perceptions of
fairness in the workplace by Americans and Hungarians indicated that system
justification levels are lower among the respondents from the post-communist new

democracy (Van der Toorn et al. 2010).

Furthermore, there is evidence from large-N cross-country surveys that people
belonging to high-status groups are more likely to see their governments as legitimate
(Brandt and Reyna 2012; Brandt 2013). These divergent results might be partially
explained by the way in which outcome dependence is operationalized. Brandt’s
studies use standard measures of social status such as gender, income, education, race,
and social class, whereas in the studies by Van der Toorn the outcome dependence is
situational and hence much more specific and contextualized. The present study
contributes cross-cultural evidence to assess the viability of the system justification
theory and specifically outcome dependence in predicting levels of perceived
legitimacy. The hypothesis based on the system justification theory that will be tested
in this project is: Dependence on political authorities increases perceived legitimacy of
the authorities (H6).

Socialization/Politicization

Perceived legitimacy requires ‘a generalized sense of identification with and feeling of
obligation toward the regime that motivates citizens to comply’(Gurr 1970, p.185).
This generalized sense of identification and obligation to comply with the rules of the
regime is achieved through socialization (social learning). Political socialization
according to Easton and Dennis (1980, p.7) refers to ‘those developmental processes
through which persons acquire political orientations and patterns of behaviour’. Easton
(1965, p.208) linked socialization with legitimacy as contributing to the authorities’

capacity to rule, which is ‘closely connected to the presence of an ingrained belief,
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usually transmitted across the generations in the socialization process, that the
occupants of the political authority roles have a right to command and the other
members of the system a duty to obey’. The assumption of Easton is that citizens
(members of a system) are ‘imperceptibly socialized’ to believe in the political order’s
legitimacy and this belief is reinforced further in life (1965, p.280). Furthermore, ‘As
members of a society mature, they must absorb the various orientations toward political
matters that one is expected to have in that society’ (Easton 1975b, pp.397-398).
Moreover, knowledge about political institutions and their designated authority and
duties, about the way citizens and the state institutions interact, and about the formal
and informal procedures guiding the behaviour of political authorities and citizens is
passed on by teachers and parents, and is shaped by early experiences of associational
and political life (e.g. Galston 2001; McFarland and Thomas 2006). Since political
socialization is supposed to be deeply rooted in the political culture of every country,
the ideas about how a political system should function and what the role of political
authorities is may vary depending on the values promoted in a given society and
through its education system. Moreover, the strength of different motives to support
authorities held by citizens as well as the combination of methods used by authorities
to gain legitimacy can vary from system to system (Easton 1965, p.185). Also,
according to Inglehart (1988, p.1228) societies ‘tend to be characterized by reasonably
durable cultural attributes that sometimes have major political and economic
consequences’. Although evidence on the individual level is rather anecdotal and
scarce, the expectation is that evaluations of political authorities and the importance of
different factors for these evaluations can be affected by the regime type in which an
individual has been socialized. The specific comparative hypotheses following from

socialization are formulated in the section below.

Perceived legitimacy in different regimes: a comparative model

The definition of perceived legitimacy as an attribute ascribed to political authorities by
individuals on the basis of evaluation of their normative qualities and resulting in a
willingness to voluntarily transfer power to these authorities allows for comparisons in

different political and cultural contexts (Dogan and Pelassy 1990, p.3). In line with the
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socialization/politicization theory, the sources and understanding of legitimacy can be
culturally determined and the relation between citizens (subjects) and the state
culturally prescribed. The influence of socialization in different political regimes can
be reflected in the ideas about what makes authorities legitimate held by citizens in
different societies.

According to Huntington (1991, pp.46-58), the survival and legitimacy of
authoritarian regimes depends heavily on their economic performance, so this could
result in citizens being more sensitive to receiving individual positive outcomes from
the authorities. In the Soviet Union in the earlier totalitarian phase of the Communist
Party’s (CP) rule, the regime referred to terror and coerced mobilization while
imposing ideology as the source of its right to rule. The authorities were convinced that
they had the monopoly of ‘Truth’ and were guided by the superior knowledge about
what is right for society (Di Palma 1991, p.50; Saxonberg 2004, pp.146—151, 2013,
pp-59-60). In its post-totalitarian form (after the death of Stalin), the CP legitimized
itself more on the basis of performance: it justified its rule through proclaimed
“economic superiority” over the West, prosperity and improving living standards.
Authoritarian regimes also rely heavily on fear—‘the ultimate inducement that a
regimes can use to compel individuals to comply with its demands’(Rose et al. 2011,
p.21), so it is difficult to distinguish to what extent the normative motives (concerns
with justice or ideology) or instrumental gains (individual economic rewards) were and
are of importance for citizens’ assessments of the authorities. However, if authoritarian
legitimacy is believed to be performance-based, then positive outcomes from the
authorities should be the basis of positive evaluations of these authorities. Therefore, a
hypothesis regarding the influence of individual positive outcomes in non-democracies

can be formulated: The most important motives citizens have to grant legitimacy

to/support authorities in non-democracies are of instrumental nature (H7).

The legitimacy of democracies is based mainly on input: shared ideas about
what the political system represents and relatively durable electoral procedures
assuring representation of citizens’ interests (Easton 1975, p.447). Moreover, in more
recent works on legitimacy a strong link has been established between democratic

legitimacy and the need for deliberation and participation of citizens (Manin et al.
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1987; Miller 1992a; Habermas 1996; Bohman 1997; Dryzek 2009, 2010; Gutmann and
Thompson 2009). Western democracies have in general higher levels of civic
participation than, for example, post-communist new democracies (Howard 2003).
Low participation and lower trust in institutions in Central and Eastern Europe after the
collapse of communist is to a large extent linked to the past of forced participation and
mobilization in these societies. The expectation is thus that participation and
deliberation are more crucial to the conception of legitimacy among citizens of
Western democratic countries than in post-communist democracies and non-
democracies. So two comparative hypotheses based on these expectations are

formulated: ‘Procedural justice is a more important factor for perceptions of

legitimacy among democratic citizens than among citizens socialized in new

democracies and hybrid regimes (H8)’ and ‘Citizen participation is more important for

perceived legitimacy in old democracies (H9) .

Despite lower social engagement in political and civil processes, according to
Kluegel and Mason (2004, p.817) also a strong preference for egalitarianism among
citizens in post-communist countries is a legacy of the previous political system and
makes citizens sensitive to fair economic distribution. Moreover, the salience of
distributive justice was enhanced in this region by the initial results of transition from
communism to capitalism and democracy, which increased social inequality and
benefited the old nomenklatura more than average citizens. The increase of
unemployment and inequality measured by the GINI coefficient meant a widening gap
between the rich and poor and feelings of distributive injustice (Mason 2003). On the
basis of these social developments and the results of the analysis of the International
Social Justice Project data by Kluegel and Mason (2004), justice in economic
distribution is expected to be more important for the perceived legitimacy among
people in post-communist countries. Hence another hypothesis that will be tested in

this project is: Distributive justice has a more important role in perceptions of

legitimacy among citizens socialized in post-communist regimes than among citizens

socialized in democracies (H10).

Hybrid regimes seek confirmation of their right to rule through the institution

of elections, which are usually seen as a defining attribute of democratic systems
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(Gerschewski 2013), but these elections are characterized by controlled competition
and manipulation. In fact, the role of elections in supplying legitimacy might be less
important for domestic legitimacy than other factors—elections might be used merely
to signal ‘that alternatives are unlikely’ (Marquez 2015). Authorities in hybrid regimes
use various legitimation strategies to convince multiple audiences about the
rightfulness of their rule. For example, in Russia multiple narratives are used by elites
to justify the current political system as the most suitable one for the good of the
nation. The common narratives are those of stability and order that should be the values
guiding how the country is governed as well as references to exceptionalism of
Russians and national values. These narratives find support from citizens as reflected
by public opinion surveys (see Carnaghan 2010, p.155), but the implications of this are
not clear. It is, for example, not sure whether the authorities’ ideas about what
constitutes order are the same as the citizens’ ideas about it. Moreover we do not know
if order (or nationalism) constitutes the grounds for granting legitimacy in the eyes of
citizens. Therefore the last hypothesis that will be tested in this project is: Stability and
order are expected to be important for evaluations of legitimacy of political authorities

in Russia (H11).

Summary of research questions and hypotheses

The main purpose of this dissertation is to contribute to answering two questions: what
factors contribute to perceived legitimacy and how do they vary across citizens
socialized in different political regimes. The different political regimes under
investigation are old democracies (France and the Netherlands), new post-communist
democracy (Poland), post-communist hybrid regime in crisis (Ukraine), and post-
communist hybrid regime with growing authoritarian tendencies (Russia). The choice

of cases will be explained in Chapter 2.

The first empirical study investigates the causal links between four factors
identified above—distributive justice, procedural justice, dependence, and personal
outcome—and perceived legitimacy. It compares these links across five countries with
different political regimes. In the study in Chapter 3 hypotheses H1-H8 and H10 will

be tested. The second empirical study is concerned with citizens’ idea of legitimacy
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and it explores the views of citizens socialized in different regimes about what should
characterize legitimate political authorities. This study presented in Chapter 4 will try
to find support for the hypotheses H7-H11 with a different method. The third
empirical study researches the evaluations of real political authorities in each of the
five countries and analyses the contribution of the ideas about what the political system
should represent and how it actually performs to the explanation of perceived
legitimacy (Chapter 5). It addresses hypotheses H2, H4, and H6 (see the list below).

Chapter 2 will discuss the methodology used in each of the three empirical
chapters: the selection of cases, design of the studies, data collection procedures,

sample, as well as some data organization procedures.
List of hypotheses:

H1: Positive personal outcome increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities
(tested in Chapter 3).

H2: Procedural justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities (tested in

Chapters 3 and 5).

H3: The effect of procedural justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals

experience positive personal outcomes (Chapter 3).

H4: Distributive justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities (Chapter

3 and 5).

H5: The effect of distributive justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals

experience positive personal outcomes (Chapter 3).

H6: Dependence on political authorities increases perceived legitimacy of the
authorities (Chapters 3 and 5).

H7: The most important motives citizens have to grant legitimacy to/support authorities

in non-democracies are of instrumental nature (Chapters 3 and 4).
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H8: Procedural justice is a more important factor for perceptions of legitimacy among
democratic citizens than among citizens socialized in new democracies and hybrid
regimes (Chapters 3 and 4)

H9: Citizen participation is more important for perceived legitimacy in old
democracies (Chapter 4).

H10: Distributive justice has a more important role in perceptions of legitimacy among
citizens socialized in post-communist regimes than among citizens socialized in
democracies (Chapter 3 and 4).

H11: Stability and order are expected to be important for evaluations of legitimacy of

political authorities in Russia (Chapter 4).
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2.1. Comparative study of perceived legitimacy

The main goal of this research project is to find and compare the criteria on the basis of
which people attribute the right to rule to political authorities in different political
regimes. To answer the research questions and test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter
1, I used three methods and conducted a survey in five countries to collect comparative
data. To be able to say something about perceived legitimacy in hybrid regimes, I
investigated them in a comparative perspective and included democratic cases in the
case selection. In the choice of countries, I followed the diverse cases selection strategy
to achieve variation on two variables: regime type and experience with communist rule
(Gerring 2008, p.650). Since I am interested in differences between democratic and
hybrid regimes, I selected contrasting cases: on one end I included two post-communist
(and post-Soviet) hybrid regimes, namely Russia and Ukraine, on the other end there
are two old democracies—the Netherlands and France. In between these contrasting
cases there is a new post-communist democracy—Poland. Including Poland in the
dataset allows for controlling for similarities between countries that share the
communist past. Apart from the differences and similarities between the contrasting
countries, I am also interested in the differences and similarities between the “relatively
similar” cases (Dogan and Pelassy 1990, p.132), namely between old democracies,

between post-communist countries, and between post-Soviet hybrid regimes.

Hybrid regimes: Russia and Ukraine

The debate on the ‘grey-zone’ regimes in democratisation studies and the proliferation
of regimes that do not fall into the clear-cut categories of democracy and
authoritarianism, led to conceptual stretching and confusion in taxonomies of regimes
(Collier and Levitsky 1997; Armony and Schamis 2005). Scholars initially labelled
these grey-zone regimes with adjectives indicating that they represent diminished types
of democracy, e.g. defective, delegative, electoral, managed, and illiberal (Kubicek
1994; O’Donell 1994; Lipman and McFaul 2001; Zakaria 2003; Gilbert and Mohseni
2011). The trend in classifying these regimes changed in the 2000s when adjectives
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were added to indicate diminished subtypes of authoritarianism, e.g. electoral,
competitive, new, innovative, and deliberative (Diamond 2002; Levitsky and Way
2002, 2010; Ottaway 2003; Schedler 2006; Bogaards 2009; Bunce and Wolchik 2010;
He and Warren 2011). Categorizing a country as one type of regime or the other
depends on the criteria that are used to evaluate it.

Russia and Ukraine since the 1990s both were categorized as hybrid
regimes—unconsolidated democracies or unconsolidated autocracies (Way 2005)—and
many parallels were drawn between Ukraine’s transition from communism under
Kravchuk (1991-1994) and Kuchma (1994-2004) and Russia’s under Yeltsin (1991-
1999) and Putin’s early regime (from 1999). From the moment Putin started to
introduce reforms that increased his powers, curbed competition, and led to the
marginalization of democratic opposition, Russia’s and Ukraine’s paths started to
diverge more visibly (Kuzio 2006). While Putin established the party of power—
United Russia— which dominated the legislative institutions (Wilson 2009; White and
Kryshtanovskaya 2011, p.558), in Ukraine this has never happened and each election
reflected strong competition between two blocks that had their support bases in
different regions: national-democrats oriented more towards the EU were supported by
the Western and Central regions and the pro-Russian Communists/socialists were
supported by the industrial regions in the East and South.

In Ukraine, the spectacular protests known as the Orange Revolution of
2004/2005 (Kubicek 2009, p.327) resulted in the re-vote of the falsified second round
of presidential elections and the victory of Yushchenko, who became the president of
Ukraine in January 2005. He was the politician running against the pro-incumbent
candidate—Yanukovych. This, nevertheless, did not end internal battles between the
two camps that have essentially two opposite visions of the development of the country
(especially that Yanukovych’s Party of Regions won the parliamentary elections in
2006 and he became the prime-minister) as well as internal battles within the Orange
camp between Yushchenko and Tymoshenko (who served as prime-minister in 2005
and 2007-2010). The conflicts within the Orange coalition, corruption, and the lack of
improvement of the economic situation in the country made the young supporters of

Maidan disillusioned about the government. Tymoshenko lost the run for presidency to
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Yanukovych in 2010 and this began the reversal of the started democratizing reforms
(Brudny and Finkel 2011, p.827). The crucial moment that led to another serious
upheaval in Ukraine was the refusal by Yanukovuch to sign the Association Agreement
with the European Union in 2013. This caused another wave of protest, which turned
into a confrontation between the security forces and the protesters. The events in the
winter of 2013/2014 at Maidan had even more serious consequences this time, as
Russia, who supported Yanukovych and his rejection of the closer association with the
EU, used the moment of political and civic chaos to annex Crimea under a fabricated
pretext of defending their compatriots (Russians living on the peninsula). Moreover,
Russia has been (unofficially) supporting separatists from the Eastern and Southern
regions of the country in their fight against the newly installed government in Kiev.
The UN Human Rights Monitoring Mission in Ukraine reported in June 2015 that the
death toll in the conflict zone of Eastern Ukraine by conservative estimate has been
6,417 people (including 626 women and girls) and the number of wounded was 15, 962
people (United Nations Human Rights 2015). Despite the Minsk ceasefire agreement
from February 2015, the violence continues as Russia denies its involvement while
escalating the hostilities between the separatists in the Donetsk and Lugansk regions
and the pro-governmental forces (Kardas and Kononczuk 2015).

In this dynamic situation in both countries, the categorization of the regime
becomes problematic and the regime scores change depending on the exact timing of
data collection as well as the criteria of assessment. Polity IV Project (Marshall and
Jaggers 2013) classified Russia as anocracy with a score of 4 (open anocracy)>.
Russia’s score decreased from 6 to 4 in 2007 after 7 years of being in the category of
democracies. The Polity IV score is a rather optimistic ranking for Russia. Freedom
House® ranks Russia as ‘not free’ since 2005 (2015) and Levitsky and Way (2010,
p.371), based on civil liberties, elections, and playing field, categorized Russia as full
authoritarian regime from 2008. According to The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU;
2011, 2014), Russia’s democratic record deteriorated between 2011 and 2014 (it fell

from the 117" to 132" place of 167 countries) and it was classified as an authoritarian

® The scale for Polity IV runs from 10 (full democracy) to -10 (autocracy).
® Freedom House uses the scale from 1 (most free) to 7 (least free).
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regime with overall score of 3.39 on the scale from 1—authoritarian, to 10—
democratic. Also The Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index (BSTI) shows the
trend towards authoritarian rule and in 2014 classified Russia as a moderate autocracy
by comparison with highly defective democracy in 2012 (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2016)7.

By comparison, Ukraine received a score between 6 and 7 between 1995 and
2013 from Polity IV (Marshall and Jaggers 2013), which puts it in the category of (not
full) democracies. Freedom House ranked Ukraine as free between 2006 and 2010 and
as partially free from 2011 until 2015 (2015). Levitsky and Way considered it a
democracy in 2008 (2010, p.371). The Economist Intelligence Unit (2011, 2014)
classified Ukraine as a hybrid regime in 2011 and 2014, but its overall score fell from
5.94 (which was on the border between hybrid regime and flawed democracy) in 2011
to of 5.42 in 2014. The Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index ranked Ukraine’s
democratic performance the same in 2012 and 2014 with the score of 6.1 and classified
it as defective democracy (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2016).

These rankings indicate that in general both countries are considered as hybrid
regimes that combine electoral mechanisms and other democratic institutions with
authoritarian practices. Ukraine, however, throughout the 2000s moved in the direction
of democracy (albeit not without setbacks), whereas Russia has been moving towards

full authoritarianism.

Democracies: Poland, Netherlands, and France

Next to these two post-communist—and also post-Soviet—hybrid regimes, another
post-communist case was included, Poland. Since 1989 Poland embarked on a
transition to democracy. Poland is currently a member of the European Union and
considered one of the examples of successful democratization. From the beginning of
the 2000s, Polity IV gave Poland the highest score of 10—full democracy. Freedom
House classified Poland as free already in 1990 and from 2005 assigned it the most
positive freedom score. The Economist Intelligence Unit categorized Poland as a

flawed democracy with the score of 7.12 in 2011 and with the score of 7.47 in 2014.

" Bertelsmann Stiftung experts evaluate aspects of transformation on the scale from 10 to 8.5
(democracy in consolidation) on one side to below 4 (hard-line autocracy) on the other.
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Poland was ranked very high in The Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index
(fifth most advanced transformation) and was categorized as democracy in
consolidation in 2014.

The Netherlands is consistently placed among the most democratic countries
in the world. It is a full democracy according to Polity IV, it has been considered free
by Freedom House since 1973 (the first round of evaluation), and it is in the top ten of
full democracies according to The Economist Intelligence Unit. France’s regime record
is similar to the Netherlands. It is a slightly lower ranked full democracy than the
Netherlands and only in 2011 France was categorized by The Economist Intelligence
Unit the same as Poland—flawed democracy—with the score of 7.77. These two cases
represent old democracies, however with different political systems. While the
Netherlands is a constitutional (parliamentary) monarchy, France is a semi-presidential
republic. Choosing these two different old democracies, allows checking whether there
are common legitimacy ideas and perceived legitimacy patterns that associated with the
fact of being an old democracy.

Table 2.1 summarizes the discussed categorizations and characteristics of the

regimes of the five countries selected for this study.
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Table 2.1. Comparison of regimes: evaluations by different institutions and projects

Russia Ukraine Poland Netherlands France

Previous regime Communist/Soviet Communist/ Soviet Communist Democracy Democracy
. . . . . . . . . . Semi-

Current political system Presidential Semi-presidential Semi-presidential Parliamentary presidential

1991-2000: open 1991-1993: Democracy )

. anocracy (1-5) 1991-2000: Democracy

Polity IV . (6)

2000-2007: (6-9) Full democracy
-10 (autocracy) to 10 (full 1994: open anocracy (5)  Full Democracy (9)
democracy) Democracy (6) 1995-2013: Democracy 2001-2013: Fu (10)

2007-2013: ’ democracy (10)

(6-7)
Open anocracy (4)

Freedom House
1 (most free) to 7 (least
free)

EIU
1(authoritarian) to 10
(democratic)

BSTI

10 (democracy in
consolidation) to 1(hard-
line autocracy)

1999-2005: partly free
(4.5-5)

Since 2005: not free (5.5-
6.0)

2006: hybrid regime
(5.02)
2015: authoritarian (3.31)

2006: highly defective
democracy (5.7)

2015: moderate autocracy
4.4

1999-2005: partly free
(3.5-4.0)

2006-2010: free (2.5)
Since 2011: partly free
(3.0-3.5)

2006: flawed democracy
(6.94)

2015: hybrid regime
(5.70)

2012: defective
democracy (7.1)
2015: defective
democracy (6.8)

Free since 1999 (1.0-1.5)

2006: flawed democracy
(7.30)
2015: flawed democracy
(7.09)

2006: democracy in
consolidation (9.2)
2015: democracy in
consolidation (9.5)

Free since 1999

(M

2006: full
democracy
(9.66)
2015: full
democracy
(8.92)

Free since 1998
(1-1.5)

2006: full
democracy
(8.07)

2015: flawed
democracy
(7.92)




Methodology 55

2.2. Sample

Because this project aims to test theories (instrumental vs. normative motives) as well
as compare conceptions of legitimacy among citizens socialized in different regimes,
the group of citizens that I selected for the investigation is the same in each country. |
used student samples between the age of 16 and 25°. In each country | collected
samples of students, because they are a comparable social category in the cross-cultural
context: they come from similar backgrounds, have a similar social position (at least
relative to other groups within their respective societies), more often than other groups
use the internet as a source of information, and—most importantly—because of their
similar age, they were equally recently socialized into their respective political
communities. In this way many variables were kept constant and this allowed assessing
the differences in the evaluation process to the different political contexts in which the
respondents grew up. Students are a homogenous population, so they constitute a
suitable population for experimental research, which is one of the methods used in this
dissertation.

Also, student samples can be used for researching political attitudes and
believes for several reasons. First, students are potential voters and typically participate
in political and associational life. Second, they are a population that is on average more
informed. Third, they have more sophisticated ideas about political systems and are
more familiar with the concepts researched in this study (see Mintz et al. 2006, p.769).
Also, they can be considered more representative of the public than the elites (Mintz et
al. 2006). Some studies from the USA support this idea and suggest that the views of
students and the general population overlap to a large extent and the distributions on
the variables of interest to political scientists are very similar for students and general

public (Druckman and Kam 2011, pp.51-52). In addition, students can be considered

8 In the Netherlands students were prevailingly recruited from history and political science
programmes; in France they were recruited among others from economy and management, applied
studies of foreign languages, sociology, political science, law, and art history; in Poland from
journalism, economy, management, public administration, American studies, national security,
international relations, and social communication; in Ukraine among others from history, linguistics,
political science, languages, journalism, law, ecology, and engineering; in Russia students were
recruited from the most diverse programmes ranging from university to professional education.
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as future political leaders (Mickiewicz 2014). Lastly, students were the most accessible
and the least costly group to sample, which allowed for collecting large samples from
five countries.

Sampling from a student population has its limitations. The main issue is the
limited possibility to generalize what the young people think to the whole society in
their country. There is, however, growing evidence that effects of experimental studies
conducted with convenience samples such as students or online opt-in samples,
recruited with various software tools (e.g. Mechanical Turk) replicate with
representative samples (Mullinix et al. 2015) °. Representativeness, however, is not the
main purpose of this study. The student sample is suitable for the goals that this
research wants to achieve, namely theory testing and cross-country comparison of a
similar population. As mentioned above, thanks to the student sample it is possible to
keep many variables constant and to investigate causal links using experimental
methodology, as well as compare similar cohorts that were all socialized after the fall
of the communist block and lived most of their lives in the 2000s. If there are striking
differences in students’ ideas about what constitutes a legitimate authority in hybrid
regimes and if these differences reflect the ideas promoted by the regimes, this could
imply that students are socialized to internalize different ideas about state-society
relations. In other words, if socialization into different political culture matters for the
establishment of values important for evaluating what is legitimate, then even students
should mention some of these culturally-determined characteristics. For this reason,
using a student sample is a powerful test of the political socialization theory. The
choice for student samples thus allows for relatively straightforward comparative

interpretation of the results.

2.3. Survey

The data was collected through a survey that was divided into three parts. The first part
included a vignette experiment, in which students were asked to read a hypothetical

story and answer several questions about the legitimacy of the government in the story.

®This is not to say that effects of any study conducted with student population can be replicated with
representative samples or that they can substitute them.
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Participants then answered manipulation check questions and basic demographic data
including the study programme they were admitted to. The second part of the survey
contained survey questions about respondents’ political system preferences as well as
evaluations of the actual institutions in their country. The last part of the survey
contained a couple of open questions and three questions measuring the socio-
economic status of participants (see the full survey in Appendix B).

The survey was administered as a pen-and-paper task in the Netherlands,
Poland, France, and partially in Russia. Additional data in Russia was collected online
and the Ukrainian sample was collected fully online. The hard-copy version and online
version of the study were designed to make them as similar as possible. Even though
the software allowed for more options of randomization in the online version than pen-
and-paper version (e.g. randomization of all the questions), the decision was made to
follow the most similar design in both versions, so the data remained comparable. Both
the online and the pen-and-paper versions of the survey were preceded by instructions
and informed about the possibility to leave or withdraw from the study at any time, that
their responses were anonymous, and provided information about what was expected
from participants if they proceed to the survey (see Appendix C).

To check whether the mode of data collection influenced the results, analyses
were conducted to compare the online and pen-and-paper samples from Russia. The
online and pen-and-paper samples were compared for the experimental vignette study
(Chapter 3) and for the correlational study (Chapter 5). In general, in the vignette
study (involving an evaluation of a hypothetical government) the level of perceived
legitimacy was higher in the online sample than in the pen-and paper sample. All
effects, however, had the same direction in both samples. The difference was in the
magnitude of the effects; they were larger in the online sample than in the pen-and-
paper sample (see Appendix D). Also the comparison of the online sample and the pen-
and-paper sample for the correlational study showed that perceived legitimacy of three
institutions (government, courts, and president) was higher in the online sample and
also that all effects were in the same direction in both samples (for more details see

Appendix D). The results of these analyses show that the results (observed effects of
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manipulations, correlations between variables) were not caused by differences in the
mode of data collection and did not affect inferences regarding the tested hypotheses.

The data collection in the Netherlands took place at the University of Leiden
in September and October 2014. The French sample was collected at the University of
Lyon in November and December 201410, The data collection in Poland took place at
universities and higher education institutions in Poznan and Krakow in May, June, and
December 2014. The data collection in Ukraine was conducted using Qualtrics online
survey software. Participants of the survey were recruited from universities in Kiev and
Mykolaiv and completed the online survey between June and November 2014. The
data collection in Russia was conducted using two methods. The first bulk of data was
collected in May and June 2014 in a survey administered as a pen-and-paper task. The
second bulk of data was collected in June and September-December 2014 using
Qualtrics online survey software. For the pen-and-paper task, participants were
recruited from the Higher School of Economics in Moscow and 303 responses were
collected. To recruit additional participants, an online link to the survey was circulated
on social networks for students by a research assistant based in Moscow. Participants
of the online survey included in the analysis came from around 300 different
universities and higher education institutions located in many regions of Russia (see
Appendix E for the full list).

In each country the study was conducted in the native language of respondents
and the questions were included or excluded only on the basis of applicability to a
given political system (e.g. a set of questions about the president did not apply to the
Netherlands). The English text was the basis for all translations, although the
translators of the Ukrainian and Russian version consulted also the wordings in
Russian and Polish, respectively. All translations were done or proof-read by native
speakers and assured the closest similarity to the original while keeping it

understandable in a specific national context.

10 This was several months before the terrorist attack on the offices of the French satirical newspaper
Charlie Hebdo in Paris on 7 January 2015 that led to a nation-wide protest.
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Experimental vignette

Randomized experiments became a more prominent research method in political
science in the last couple of decades (Druckman et al. 2006). Experiments are a
research method that facilitates ‘causal inference through the transparency and content
of their procedures, most notably the random assignment of observations (a.k.a.
subjects or experimental participants) to treatment and control groups’ (Druckman et
al. 2011, p.3). Thus, what distinguishes experiments from other research methods is the
possibility to control the factors that influence participants of the experiment, i.e. the
possibility to manipulate exactly the factors that the experimenter wants to manipulate.
This kind of control is not present in either public opinion surveys (usually exploring
correlational relations between variables) or interviews. Moreover, thanks to the
experimental design, researchers have better tools to achieve internal validity by
randomly assigning participants to different experimental conditions and to establish
causality (which is often not the case with other methods), i.e. they can check whether
the experimental stimulus indeed had an impact on the dependent variable. The lack of
internal validity can render any study (not only experimental ones) useless; therefore
the priority of any experiment is to make sure that the manipulation has an effect on the
subjects and to ensure ‘experimental realism’ (Druckman and Kam 2011, p.44).

The type of experiment used to study perceived legitimacy in this project is the
factorial vignette experiment!!. The aim of vignette experiments (and factorial surveys)
is to ‘determine the underlying principles behind human judgments (or evaluations) of
social objects’ (Rossi and Anderson 1982). A vignette ‘is a short, carefully constructed
description of a person, object, or situation, representing a systematic combination of
characteristics (Atzmuller and Steiner 2010, p.128). Factorial vignette experiments use
stories (vignettes) to manipulate a set of variables (factors) in all their possible
combinations and check the effect of these variables and their interactions on the
dependent variable. This method allows for controlling the influence of selected factors
on the dependent variable. It also allows providing context to the evaluation of, for

example, political authorities by presenting a story with several variables that are

11 1t is also known as factorial survey. The term factorial survey is more often used in case of
nationally representative studies.
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expected to play a role when people judge the legitimacy and performance of
institutions and politicians. This helps to establish external validity, because
participants are confronted with a realistic story. Moreover, participants can weigh
different aspects of the political process and their own situation before making a
legitimacy judgment. The possibility of measuring the beliefs and perceptions after
providing standardized, controlled, and carefully constructed context is considered one
of the biggest advantages of vignette experiments (Finch 1987, pp.105-106).

The vignette text in the experiment conducted for this thesis described a
hypothetical situation in which a government made a decision about helping the
victims of a flood that had occurred in their country. In the vignette four factors (see
Chapter 1) were manipulated each taking two levels: being strong/present (level 1) or
being weak/absent (level 2). This 2 (procedural justice) x 2 (distributive justice) x 2
(dependence) x 2 (personal outcome) design yielded 16 versions of the story. The same
16 vignettes were presented to students socialized in five different countries in their
native language (see Appendix F for all 16 versions of the vignette in all languages).
The survey was administered as a paper-and-pen task to students in the Netherlands,
Poland, France, and Russia and online to students in Ukraine and Russia. The pen &
paper version of the study was administered to students after or during larger lectures
in the class-rooms with the help of lecturers. The samples were collected at the Higher
School of Economics in Moscow and around 300 other universities and polytechnics
across Russia (see the list of higher education institutions in Appendix E). In Poland
the sample was collected at the universities in Poznan, Pila, and Krakow, in the
Netherlands in Leiden, in France in Lyon, and in Ukraine in Kiev and Mikolayiv (in
Southern Ukraine).

Each participant was presented with one vignette only so that all
manipulations were between-subjects. Participants received an instruction explaining
that the story they are about to read is a hypothetical one and that they should imagine
that they and their families are in the described situation before answering the
questions. The procedural justice manipulation was inspired by the manipulation used
by Tyler and Caine (1981, p.650) in their study of endorsement of formal leaders,

where the City Councilmen made a voting decision either based on a meeting with his
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constituents or based on his own feelings. In the present experiment a governmental
commission either organized a series of meetings with victims of the flooding during
which they had a chance to talk about the damages they suffered and propose forms of
help that the government could offer them or a governmental commission refused to
meet with the victims. The manipulation of dependence on the help of the government
referred to the loss the respondent and his family suffered because of the flooding: the
respondent either suffered a marginal loss (the family lost only a car that they were
using in the weekends) or the house and possessions of the family suffered damages
and they had limited access to primary goods like food and other essentials. The
manipulation of personal outcome referred to either reception of the governmental help
or to its lack. The manipulation of distributive justice referred to whom the government
offered their help—either providing the benefits to everybody who needed the help
most or omitting certain groups.12 To illustrate how the text of the vignette was
constructed, below is one of 16 versions of the vignette used to manipulate procedural
justice (present), distributive justice (present), dependence (absent), positive outcome

(present).13

[The same in each version]There was a flooding in your region. The water
is gone now. [Independence from the authorities] The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to
primary goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car
that you used in the weekends. [The same in each version] The government

12 For reasons of keeping the vignettes internally consistent (and still keeping the balanced design of
the experiment), the manipulation of outcome was slightly different in one combination of
dependence and distributive justice. Because it was impossible for a distributively just government
(distributive justice condition) to provide no help to the people who needed it the most (dependence
condition), the help was provided (despite the negative outcome condition), but did not improve the
material situation of the victims of flooding. The manipulation of distributive justice and negative
outcome in this case was: ‘[Distributive justice part 1] Then the government decided to provide
benefits for every flood victim whose house or crop fields were damaged. [Negative outcome]
Although you will receive the benefit, it is useless. The benefit is not even close to the minimum that
is needed to help your family to get back on their feet. [Distributive justice part 2] Also farmers
from your region will receive this kind of benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop
fields that were the only source of income for their families.” The manipulations in this shape were
used in V13 and V14 (see Appendix F).

13 Pre-tests with international and Dutch students at the University of Leiden (N = 87) and a pre-test
with Russian students at the Higher School of Economics in Moscow (N = 16) tested whether the
manipulations have worked as intended. Short (15 min) informal focus groups with the students who
completed the questionnaire helped to improve the phrasing and coherence of the manipulations.
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has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental commission
came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. [Procedural
justice] Before writing the report, the commission held a series of meetings
with victims of the flooding. The victims had an opportunity to talk about the
damages they suffered and propose forms of help that the government could
offer them. Everybody got a chance to present their point of view and the
report guided the decision of the government. [Distributive justice part 1]
Then the government decided that every flood victim will receive a benefit in
proportion to the losses they suffered. [Outcome] As a consequence, you will
receive a benefit that will help you buy a car. [Distributive justice part 2]
Farmers from your region will receive benefits to compensate for the
destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for their
families.

After reading the vignette, participants completed the following questions
about perceived political legitimacy: 1) The government has the right to take this kind
of decisions; 2) Decisions of this government should be respected; 3) | would trust this
government; 4) | would like it, if in the future, this government made decisions on this
type of issues that influence my life; 5) On the whole this government is legitimate; 6)
I would be ready to protest against this decision of the government; 7) If this situation
is representative of how the government acts, | would like this government to rule in
my country. The following questions served as manipulation checks: 1) After the
flooding, | was dependent on the government for help; 2) The way in which the
government arrived at this decision was fair; 3) The decision of the government
represented a fair distribution of help; 4) The decision of the government had a positive
effect on my personal financial situation. For all questions participants indicated their

answers on a 7-point scale from 1 = Fully disagree to 7 = Fully agree.

Open question study

The word legitimacy is used in many academic and public debates. It appears
frequently in the press and other mass media. However, many scholars believe that
using the word itself to ask a question about legitimacy to citizens is too confusing, too
difficult, or too abstract. Legitimacy is a latent concept and scholars often debate and
contest its meaning and devise proxies for empirical measurement. It is unclear to what

extent the understanding of scholars coincides with the meaning assigned to the word
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by broader educated audience, especially in cross-cultural context. While the proxies
used so far might give indication about the trends in legitimacy, people’s understanding
of it could bring new insights into the weight of different supposed components of
legitimacy. Following this approach, I conducted a study that could be described as a
study of folk political philosophy, in which participants got a chance to answer an open
question about what they think the most important characteristics of legitimate
authorities are. On the basis of their answers, the research contributed to clarifying

hierarchy in the dimensions of the concept in different political regimes.

Data and methodology: development of the coding scheme

Students from the Netherlands, France, Poland, Ukraine, and Russia answered an open
question ‘In your opinion, what characterizes legitimate authorities? Please list up to
five characteristics in order of importance (1 = most important).’14 The same samples
of students were used to analyse the open question answers as for the vignette
experiment study. Participants could name up to five characteristics of legitimate
political authorities in order of importance. In each country only a part of participants
responded to the open question and only a portion of those gave all five answers (see
Table 2.2).

4 The question was translated into five languages. In Dutch: Wat zijn volgens u de kenmerken van
legitieme autoriteiten? Noem maximaal vijf karakteristieken in volgorde van belangrijkheid (1 =
meest belangrijk). In French: Quelles sont les caréristiques d'une autorité légitime? Veuillez lister
jusqu'a cing caractéristiques par ordre d'importance (1= le plus important). In Polish: Czym
charakteryzuje si¢ wtadza posiadajaca legitymizacj¢? Prosze nazwac do pigciu cech w porzadku od
najwazeniejszego (1 = najwazniejsza cecha). In Ukrainian: Yum, Ha Banry nymKy, XapakTepu3yeTbest
neriTuMHa Biana? Bkaxite, Oyap nacka, 10 I'SITH XapaKTePUCTHK, TIOYNHAIOYH BiJl HAHOLIBII
BaxumBoi (1 = maiiBaxknmuBinra puca). In Russian: Uem xapaxrepu3yercsi JETHTHMHAsS BIACTH?
IMosxanyiicta, Ha30BHUTE JI0 MSATH XapaKTEPUCTHK B MOPsIKe BaXHOCTH (1 = camoe BakHOE).
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Table 2.2. Numbers of answers to the open question.

Country Answer 1  Answer2 Answer3 Answer4 Answer5 Total
Ukraine 271 254 218 160 118 1021
Russia 409 352 270 177 125 1333
Poland 269 251 212 173 141 1046
France 189 179 146 111 76 701

The 292 271 224 152 110 1048

Netherlands

In the first round of coding each of two coders received a random sample of
10% of participants from one country who gave at least one answer to the question.
Coder 2 received a 10% random sample of participants from the Netherlands and
Coder 3 received a 10% random sample of participants from Poland. | coded both
random samples (Coder 1). Coders 2 and 3 received an instruction, in which they were
asked to code the answers in two ways.

First, the coders were asked to evaluate the surface meaning of the answers (a
meaning the closest to the intention of the respondent) to make sure that we get at a
detailed picture of what kind of answers participants provided. This kind of coding is
sometimes referred to as ‘representational coding’: using codes that represent what is
‘out there’ as closely as possible (Sapsford and Jupp 2006, pp.170-171). The idea
behind this coding is to represent as closely as possible the answers of respondents
while grouping these answers into categories (hence, reducing the number of answers).
The difficulty is to find the right balance between the number of categories (codes) and
the number of phenomena and ideas expressed by respondents.

Second, the coders were asked to interpret the answers from the theoretical
point of view and categorize them according to the input, throughput and output
aspects of legitimacy drawing on the work of Scharpf (2003) and Schmidt (2013)
outlined above. The coders, who are familiar with the political legitimacy literature,

received a brief description of each of the three categories!s. This type of coding is

'3 Input: is about governing by (and of) the people; in democracies usually referring to representation
of interests through a vote in elections, in authoritarian regimes it could be, for example, ideology;
Scharpf (2003). Output: is about governing for the people; Scharpf (2003). Throughput: is about
governing with the people; emphasises the role of the quality of processes in decision-making, e.g.
efficacy, accountability, transparency, inclusiveness and openness to interest intermediation (Schmidt
2013, p.3).
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referred to as ‘hypothesis-guided coding’, in which a theoretical distinction guides the
process of assigning specific codes (Sapsford and Jupp 2006, pp.170-171). There were
three rounds of coding involving three coders and two rounds of discussion involving
two coders that led to achieving reasonably high inter-coder reliability (see Appendix
G for details regarding the development of the coding scheme).

In the final round Coder 1 and Coder 2 achieved 77.39% of complete agreement. Coder
1 and Coder 3 completely agreed about 81.73%. The final list of codes used to
categorize the answers of respondents is presented in Table 2.3. The trade-off between
keeping such a large number of codes and inter-coder reliability is discussed in more
detail in Appendix F.

The hypothesis-guided code list is presented in Table 2.4. For the purpose of
further analysis based on the theoretical distinctions between input, throughput, and
output, the definitions of each of these aspects of legitimacy had to be specified. In this
study, input was defined as the basis on which authorities are representing the people—
it refers to the reasons people hold to designate others to act on their behalf. This
includes the ways in which the interests of the citizens can reach (potential) authorities,
who in turn can become their representatives, so any input of ideas or interest of
citizens in the political process is included.16 Throughput refers to the process of the
use of power and personal characteristics of authorities that influence how the
authorities govern. Output was defined as including all (expected) results of
governing—in other words, the outcomes of the use of power (Bovens 2005). The
representational codes from Table 2.2 were assigned to the aspects of legitimacy that
they fitted the most within. Table 2.3 lists the representational codes that were assigned

to each of these aspects of legitimacy.

18 This understanding of input is close to Beetham’s ‘consent” dimension of legitimacy in the modern
state in its electoral and mobilizational forms (1991, pp.150-158).
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Table 2.3. List of representational and hypothesis-guided codes (used in the last coding
phase).

REPRESENTATIONAL CODES

HYPOTHESIS-GUIDED CODES

1

ELECTIONS
Reference to the choice of the people, free and fair
elections, legally chosen

INPUT

JUSTICE

Refers not to the actors/politicians, but to the system and
how it operates, when the word ‘justice’ or
‘righteousness’ is used

THROUGHPUT

LEGAL VALIDITY/LEGALITY

Constitutionality, being formed on the basis of law,
lawfulness, refers to the legal acquisition of power
legality, following the laws, not breaking of the laws

THROUGHPUT

CHECKS & BALANCES

Checks and balances between institutions, courts, acting
within given authority, separation of powers, control by
citizens

THROUGHPUT

EQUALITY
When this exact formulation is given

THROUGHPUT

IMPARTIALITY
Equal treatment, just treatment, objectivity,
independence, not subject to pressures

THROUGHPUT

HONESTY/FAIRNESS

Using ‘fair-play’ rules, sincere; can refer to some sort of
distributive justice too, honesty/fairness of the
actors/politicians; in general use the code when the word
honesty/fairness is used

THROUGHPUT

TRANSPARENCY
Openness, no corruption, clarity, transparency

THROUGHPUT

(DE FACTO) AUTHORITY
Taking decisions, (being able to) making laws, executing
decisions/laws, effectiveness

OUTPUT

10

RELIABILITY
Doing things as promised, eliciting belief—credibility,
completing postulates, trustworthiness

THROUGHPUT

11

ACTING FOR THE COMMON GOOD/FOR
CITIZENS

Acting not for their own interest, acting for citizens,
altruism, selflessness

OUTPUT

12

TRUST/SUPPORT

INPUT

13

ACCEPTANCE/APPROVAL
Recognition by citizens, acceptance, respect from
citizens, obedience, no protest, voluntariness, consent

INPUT

14

SECURITY/ORDER/STABILITY
Taking care of the state security

OUTPUT

15

EXPERTISE
Knowledge, competence, experience necessary to take
good decisions/actions

OUTPUT

16

REPRESENTATION
Referring to the representation of certain interests,
party’s electorate

INPUT
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Table 2.3 continues

17

WELFARE/ECONOMIC PROSPERITY
Referring to economic development, improvement of
living standards, help to the poor etc.

OUTPUT

18

INTEGRITY

References to moral standing/qualities and values,
characteristics that make someone a good politician; used
for moral qualities and characteristics that do not fit with
other categories and are encompassed by the term
integrity (including responsibility, truth-telling, respect)

THROUGHPUT

19

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION/CONSULTATION
Turnout, referenda, civil society, consulting with
citizens, deliberation, listening to the citizens,
accessibility, rallies

INPUT

20

PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS &
FREEDOMS
Tolerance, freedom, respect for an individual

OUTPUT

21

DEMOCRACY
When only the word ‘democracy’ or ‘democratic’ is used

INPUT

22

IDEOLOGICAL
When a specific ideology is named (e.g. conservative,
liberal, socialist)

INPUT

23

TRADITIONAL/RELIGIOUS

INPUT

24

EFFICIENCY
Efficient way of acting, only about the process

THROUGHPUT

25

FOREIGN POLICY

OUTPUT

26

INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION

INPUT

27

NATIONAL INTEREST/ SOVEREIGNTY

OUTPUT

28

LEADERSHIP/CHARISMA
References to leadership, the rule of strong leader,
charisma

THROUGHPUT

29

PATRIOTISM/NATIONALISM
National identity, national values, patriotic

OUTPUT

30

*xF

NATIONAL UNITY
Appeared in the French dataset several times

OUTPUT

31

OTHER™

OTHER

“"If an answer did not fit in any of the listed categories, it was assigned the code ‘other’.

" The code ‘national unity’ was added by Coder 1 when coding the French sample (after the Polish

and Dutch samples)
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Table 2.4. Hypothesis guided codes: representational codes according to input,
throughput, output criteria.

INPUT THROUGHPUT OUTPUT
1. Elections 1. Justice 1. (De facto) authority
2. Trust/support 2. Legal validity/legality 2. Acting for the common
3. Acceptance/approval 3. Checks & balances good/for citizens
4. Representation/pluralism 4. Equality 3. Security/order/stability
5. Citizen participation/ 5. Impartiality 4. Welfare/economic
consultation 6. Honesty/fairness prosperity
6. Democracy 7. Transparency 5. Protection of individual
7. Ideological 8. Reliability rights & freedoms
8. Traditional/religious 9. Expertise 6. Foreign policy
10. Integrity 7. National
11. Efficiency interest/sovereignty
12. Leadership/charisma 8. Patriotism/nationalism
9. National unity

Note. International recognition did not fit within any of the aspect of legitimacy, as all other codes
pertained to domestic politics and domestic capacity of authorities to act. This code had a very low

frequency, so it was not problematic to exclude them from the analysis.

Correlational study

The third empirical study included in this project involves exploring the views of

participants about the institutions in their country. Questions 1-39 (see Appendix B)

were used to test the relation between the perceived legitimacy, views about how the

ideal political system should look like and the evaluations of performance of the

political regime in the fields linked to perceived legitimacy as defined in Chapter 1.

This correlational study will analyse what drives the variance in perceived legitimacy

scores in the five selected countries.
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Chapter 3. Comparative Study of Factors Influencing Perceived
Legitimacy across Different Political Regimes

Any political authority wants to be legitimate. Even the cruellest dictator needs at least
a section of population to recognize their power, believe in his right to rule and the
appropriateness of his decisions. Coercion—including the use of force—and
distribution of rewards is believed to be a costly manner of making people comply with
laws and support a regime. Relying on legitimacy—understood as a quality that secures
voluntary transfer of power to authorities based on normative grounds—at least in
principle, makes ruling easier and cheaper. Studies of perceived legitimacy of police
and courts showed compelling evidence that a set of factors linked to fairness enhances
favourable perceptions of political authorities. These studies, however, were conducted
prevailingly in the context of the USA and Western Europe. This chapter explores what
makes people deem governments legitimate and what role justice plays against other
motives in the evaluations of authorities. As mentioned in the theoretical and
methodological chapter, the study presented here is a comparative one and it aims to
test the influence of the same factors believed to influence the perception of legitimacy
in different political regimes, i.e. two old European democracies (Netherlands and
France), a post-communist democracy (Poland), a post-communist hybrid regime in
crisis (Ukraine), and a hybrid post-communist regime with increasing authoritarian
tendencies (Russia).

Citizens’ willingness to transfer power to political authorities is often
explained through alternative, though not mutually exclusive, models of authority-
citizen relations. On the one hand there is a self-interested, oriented towards personal
gain, and following the logic of the rational choice theory citizen interested mainly in
the outputs provided by authorities. On the other hand, a community-interested, justice-
oriented, and following the logic of a fairness-based psychological model citizen
whose main concern are the fair distribution and procedures (Tyler et al. 1986). In this
chapter, | will first test these two theories and explore the relationship between the two

models of a citizen using a vignette experiment. As discussed in Chapter 2, this method



70 Chapter 3

allows for a joint test of multiple factors outlined in the theoretical framework and for
detecting causal relations between identified factors and perceived legitimacy. The
second goal of this chapter is to assess whether the theory travels well across regime
types. And finally, the third goal is to compare the effects of hypothesized factors and
their interactions on perceived legitimacy evaluations by individuals socialized in

different political contexts.

3.1. Theory, definitions and hypotheses

Legitimacy is a quality of authorities and regimes attributed to them by citizens. As
explained in more detail in Chapter 1, to assess the factors influencing evaluations of
authorities by citizens, 1 use the conception of legitimacy which focuses on the
individual level processes, i.e. perceived legitimacy. Perceived legitimacy is defined
here as an attribute ascribed to a political authority (or its representative) by
individuals on the basis of evaluation of their normative qualities and resulting in a
willingness to voluntarily transfer power to these authorities. Hence, perceived
legitimacy can be understood as the recognition of the authorities’ right to rule based
on the evaluation of certain moral standards that individual citizens are committed to.
As discussed in Chapter 1, authorities can use different sources of power to
make citizens acquiesce with them, comply with their decisions, and support their
actions. Perceived legitimacy is treated as one of these resources; in particular, it is the
resource of power based on the evaluations of normative qualities of political
authorities. Other resources of power were discussed in Chapter 117, The main
normative factors that lead to the increase of perceived legitimacy of authorities were
identified by social psychologist. These factors are distributive fairness and procedural
fairness (Van der Toorn et al. 2011). Following from this, two hypotheses were

formulated?8:

7 Motives that lead to involuntary compliance (such as fear of coercion) are not tested here as they
would be very difficult to manipulate independently in the vignette design. Moreover, the fear of
coercion is related closer to the police, courts, and military (at least in democracies) than to the
government that is the object of evaluation here.

'8 Hypotheses numbers were assigned in Chapter 1 and the same numbers are used consequently
throughout the dissertation.
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H?2: Procedural justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities.

H4: Distributive justice increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities.

In this study, the evaluations of justice of political authorities are tested against
instrumental reasons—the improvement of personal material situation. In line with
rational-choice theory, positive personal outcome should be the main driver behind the
evaluation of political authorities and its absence should lead to lesser appreciation of
factors such as procedural and distributive justice. Hence the third hypothesis is:

H1: Positive personal outcome increases perceived legitimacy of political authorities.
Moreover, the rational choice theory implies that personal outcome matters more for
the evaluation of political authorities than normative considerations. Therefore, two
following hypotheses can be formulated about the interactions between personal
outcome and normative factors:

H3: The effect of procedural justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals
experience positive personal outcomes.

H5: The effect of distributive justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals
experience positive personal outcomes.

Dependence of the individual on the political authorities is another factor that is
expected to influence perceived legitimacy and according to system-justification theory
it should increase perceived legitimacy. However, as mentioned in Chapter 1, there is
evidence that comparatively worse social situation might actually decrease legitimacy.
The hypothesis about dependence is based on the system-justification theory’s
prediction:

H6: Dependence on political authorities increases perceived legitimacy of the
authorities.

Moreover, political socialization is believed to influence what rules and behaviours are
considered most important by citizens, therefore differences in evaluations of political
authorities between citizens socialized in different political regimes are expected.
Because political socialization cannot be manipulated, the same experiment was
conducted in five different countries with similar group of citizens (students) to
compare the effects of different factors on their perceived legitimacy. The set of

hypotheses linked to the regimes type is as follows:
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H7: The most important motives citizens have to grant legitimacy to/support
authorities in non-democracies are of instrumental nature.

H8: Procedural justice is a more important factor for perceptions of legitimacy among
democratic citizens than among citizens socialized in new democracies and hybrid
regimes

H10: Distributive justice has a more important role in perceptions of legitimacy among
citizens socialized in post-communist regimes than among citizens socialized in
democracies

Each of the hypothesized factors has been discussed in more detail in Chapter 1 and

Figure 3.1 shows the overview of factors tested in this study.

Socialization

Personal outcome | | Dependence | I Distributive justice I | Procedural justice

| Voluntary support/Perceived legitimacy |

Figure 3.1. Factors influencing perceived legitimacy tested in this study: personal
outcome, dependence, distributive justice, procedural justice, and socialization (in
different countries).

3.2. Experimental vignette method

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, the method used to investigate the impact of the
five factors on perceived legitimacy was a vignette experiment. Four factors were
manipulated in the story describing a hypothetical situation in which a government
made a decision about helping the victims of a flood that had occurred in their country.
Each of the manipulated factors had two levels: being strong/present (level 1) or being
weak/absent (level 2). This 2 (procedural justice) x 2 (distributive justice) x 2

(dependence) x 2 (personal outcome) design yielded 16 versions of the story. The
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factors were operationalized in a hypothetical story about government’s reaction to a
flooding (see Chapter 2 for more details about operationalization). The same set of
vignettes was presented to students in five countries in their native language (see
Appendix F). The survey was administered as a paper-and-pen task to students in the
Netherlands, Poland, France, and Russia and online to students in Ukraine and Russia.

As mentioned above, in each country we collected samples of students,
because they are a comparable group in the cross-cultural context: they come from
similar backgrounds, more often than other groups use the internet as a source of
information, and—most importantly—because of their similar age, they were equally
recently socialized into their respective political communities. In this way we kept
many variables constant and were able to look for the differences in the evaluation
process linked to different political context in which the respondents grew up. For
more detailed discussion of the manipulations, operationalization and sample see
Chapter 2. After reading the vignette, participants completed a questionnaire measuring
their perceptions of legitimacy of the government in the story and whether the
manipulations have been received as intended.

Prior to the analysis of the effects of the vignette on perceived legitimacy, |
tested whether the manipulations used in the vignette text were effective and if the
questions asked to evaluate perceived legitimacy made for a reliable scale. In all five
countries answers to the manipulation check questions showed that all four
manipulations worked in the intended direction and that the differences between the
perceptions of the two levels of each manipulation were significant. The results of the
t-tests are reported in Appendix H. The t-tests show that in different conditions
participants perceived the stories presented to them differently and as intended.

I measured the dependent variable—perceived legitimacy—with seven
questions: 1) I would trust this government; 2) If this situation is representative; 3) |
would like it, if in the future, this government made decisions on this type of issues that
influence my life; 4) Decisions of this government should be respected; 5) | would be
willing to protest against this decision of the government; 6) On the whole this
government is legitimate; 7) The government has the right to take this kind of

decisions. All seven items were highly correlated with each other in all five countries
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(see Appendix I). Principal axis factoring analysis showed that the items loaded highly
on a single factor. Principal component analysis showed very similar results. The
internal consistency of these seven items was good, Cronbach’s o between .83 and .86,
indicating that the scale is reliable. | computed the dependent variable, perceived

legitimacy, as the average score for these seven items.

3.3. Results of the experiments

This section presents the results of the experiment in each country. It discusses all
significant effects and interactions that were found and not only the hypothesised ones.

This is to see whether the hypothesised effects are not confounded by other effects.

Netherlands

The data collection took place at the University of Leiden in September and October
2014. In total, 399 vignette responses were collected from students. The number of
participants included in the analysis was 380 (responses from participants who were
over the age of 25, or non-Dutch were excluded from analysis). Of the 380 participants,
149 were female and 214 were male (17 did not specify their gender). The average age
of participants was 19.17 (min = 16, max = 25).

Figure 3.2 shows mean perceived legitimacy in all 16 conditions of the
experiment. To assess effects of the manipulations, perceived legitimacy scores were
analysed with a factorial ANOVA including all interaction effects. The ANOVA
showed seven significant effects, including four main effects and three interaction
effects, see Table 3.1. On average procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy
from 3.53 to 4.14, distributive justice from 3.41 to 4.26, and positive outcome from
3.67 to 4.00. These main effects were in the predicted direction. Dependence decreased
perceived legitimacy from 3.97 to 3.70 and the direction of the effect was opposite to
the hypothesised one. There were significant two-way interactions of distributive
justice x procedural justice and distributive justice x positive outcome. There was also
a significant three-way interaction of procedural justice x dependence x positive

outcome.
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Figure 3.2. The Netherlands: Mean perceived legitimacy for all 16 conditions. Error

bars show standard errors of the mean.

Table 3.1. Results of factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy (N = 379,

=.300). Effects with p > .05 are not shown.

adjusted R?

Factor/Interaction F (1, 363) p Partial n°
Procedural justice 37.92 <.001 0.10
Distributive justice 73.15 <.001 0.17
Positive outcome 10.57 .001 0.03
Dependence 7.15 .008 0.02
Procedural justice x Distributive justice 8.96 .003 0.02
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 25.57 <.001 0.07
Procedural justice x Dependence x Positive 5.58 .019 0.02

outcome

Figure 3.3 shows that distributive justice increased perceived legitimacy in

conditions with positive outcome. Distributive justice had a small effect on perceived

legitimacy of the government when outcome was negative. This means that fair

distribution of help to the victims increased positive evaluations of the government

especially when participants also received help from the government that improved

their material situation. Figure 3.4 shows the interaction effect of procedural justice
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and distributive justice. Procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy in conditions
with distributive justice. In other words, the ability to enter into discussion with the
governmental commission increased perceived legitimacy when the help was
distributed fairly to the victims of the flooding.
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Figure 3.3. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the distributive justice x
positive outcome interaction. Error bars show standard errors.
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Figure 3.4. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the distributive justice x
procedural justice interaction. Error bars show standard errors.
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To interpret the three-way interaction of procedural justice x positive outcome
x dependence, | examined pairwise comparisons for procedural justice across
conditions of outcome and dependence. The two graphs on the left side of Figure 3.5
show that when participants were independent, procedural justice increased perceived
legitimacy both in conditions of positive outcome (difference M = 0.49, p = .013) and
negative outcome (difference M = 0.97, p <.001). The two graphs on the right side of
Figure 3.5 show that when participants were dependent, procedural justice increased
perceived legitimacy in conditions of positive outcome (difference M = 0.73, p <.001),
but not in conditions of negative outcome (difference M = 0.27, p = .178). In other
words, when participants were presented with a story in which their property was
damaged and they did not have access to essential goods, being able to meet with the
governmental commission and voice their needs increased positive evaluation of the
government only if they received help from the government. If they did not receive
help, the opportunity to voice opinions did not change perceived legitimacy of the

government.
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Figure 3.5. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the procedural justice x
dependence x positive outcome interaction. Error bars show standard errors.
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France

The data collection took place at the University of Lyon in November and December
2014. In total, 430 vignette responses were collected from students. The number of
participants included in the analysis was 327 (responses from participants who
completed the questionnaire inattentively, were over the age of 25, or non-French were
excluded from analysis; the French sample consisted of 47 respondents that stated a
different nationality than French). Of the 327 participants 203 were female and 116
were male (8 did not specify their gender). The average age of participants was 18.6
(min = 16, max = 25).

Figure 3.6 shows the mean perceived legitimacy score in all 16 conditions. To
assess effects of the manipulations, perceived legitimacy scores were analysed with a
factorial ANOVA including all interaction effects. The ANOVA showed two
significant interaction effects and three significant main effects (Table 3.2). On average
procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy from 3.93 to 4.32, distributive justice

from 3.76 to 4.5, and positive outcome from 4.00 to 4.30.
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Figure 3.6. France: Mean perceived legitimacy for all 16 conditions. Error bars show
standard errors of the mean.

Table 3.2. Factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy (N = 323, adjusted R® = .217).
Effects with p > .05 are not shown.

Factor/Interaction F (1, 307) p Partial n°
Procedural justice 10.02 .002 0.03
Distributive justice 35.67 <.001 0.10
Positive outcome 4.69 .031 0.02
Procedural justice x Distributive justice 14.64 <.001 0.05
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 23.54 <.001 0.07

Figure 3.7 illustrates the interaction of distributive justice and procedural
justice. The graphs show that procedural justice did not have an effect on perceived
legitimacy in conditions with distributive injustice. There was no large difference in the
evaluation of the government between participants who read a story in which the
victims could voice their opinion and participants who read the story where they could
not voice their opinion, if the distribution of help was unfair. Conversely, procedural
justice increased perceived legitimacy in conditions with distributive justice (V1, V5,
V9, and V13).
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Figure 3.7. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the procedural justice x
distributive justice interaction. Error bars show standard errors.

Figure 3.8 illustrates the interaction of distributive justice and positive
outcome. Like in the case of the Netherlands, distributive justice increased perceived
legitimacy in conditions with positive outcome. Distributive justice had no effect on

evaluations of the government when outcome was negative.
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Figure 3.8. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the distributive justice x
positive outcome interaction. Error bars show standard errors.
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Poland

The data collection took place at universities and higher education institutions in
Poznan and Krakow in May, June, and December 2014. In total, 462 vignette responses
were collected from students. The number of participants included in the analysis was
437 (responses from participants who completed the questionnaire inattentively, were
over the age of 25, or non-Polish were excluded from analysis). Of the 437 participants
268 were female and 150 were male (19 did not specify their gender). The average age
of participants was 21.17 (min = 18, max = 25).

Figure 3.9 shows the mean perceived legitimacy scores for all 16 conditions.
To assess effects of the manipulations, perceived legitimacy scores were analysed with
a factorial ANOVA including all interaction effects. The ANOVA showed seven
significant effects, including three main effects and four interaction effects, see Table
3.3. The main effects were in predicted directions. On average procedural justice
increased perceived legitimacy from 3.39 to 3.96, distributive justice from 3.32 to 4.03,
and positive outcome from 3.38 to 3.97. The main effect of dependence was not
significant. Both two-way interactions of distributive justice x positive outcome and
dependence x positive outcome were qualified by the higher-order interactions. There
was a significant three-way interaction of procedural justice x dependence x positive
outcome, which was qualified by a significant interaction including all four factors:

procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence x positive outcome.
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Figure 3.9. Poland: Mean perceived legitimacy for all 16 conditions. Error bars show
standard errors of the mean.

Table 3.3. Factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy (N = 437, adjusted R?= .221).
Effects with p >.05 are not shown.

Partial

Factor/Interaction F (1, 421) p n’
Procedural justice 29.88 <.001 0.07
Distributive justice 44.70 <.001 0.10
Positive outcome 32.20 <.001 0.07
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 10.10 .002 0.02
Dependence x Positive outcome 4.16 .042 0.01
Procedural justice x Dependence x Positive 8.61 .004 0.02
outcome

Procedural justice x Distributive justice x 7.33 .007 0.02

Dependence x Positive outcome

To test the H6 (Dependence on the authorities increases perceived legitimacy
of the authorities), | compared the impact of dependence across eight combinations of
other factors. Figure 3.9 shows that dependence had no consistent impact on perceived
legitimacy. In conditions with procedural justice and distributive justice, dependence
increased perceived legitimacy when outcomes were positive, but decreased perceived

legitimacy when outcomes were negative (see from the right side of Figure 3.9:
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distributive justice + procedural justice, distributive justice + procedural injustice,
distributive injustice + procedural justice). However, when both distributive justice and
procedural justice were absent (most left graph in Figure 3.9: distributive injustice +
procedural injustice), then dependence decreased perceived legitimacy when outcomes
were positive, and increased perceived legitimacy when outcomes were negative.

Also in Poland the interaction of distributive justice and positive outcome was
significant. Figure 3.10 shows that distributive justice increased perceived legitimacy
when the outcome was positive. Distributive justice had a smaller positive effect on

evaluations of the government when outcome was negative.
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Figure 3.10. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the distributive justice x
positive outcome interaction. Error bars show standard errors.

The interaction between dependence and positive outcome was significant in
Poland too. Figure 3.11 shows that dependence decreased perceived legitimacy when
outcome was negative. In other words, if a person depended on the help from the
government and did not get the help (V13-V16), they had less favourable view of this
government than a person who did not depend on the help from the government and
did not get the help either (V9-V12). Dependence had a smaller (and positive) effect

when outcome was positive.
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Figure 3.11. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the dependence x positive
outcome interaction. Error bars show standard errors.

As in the Dutch sample, to interpret the three-way interaction of procedural
justice x positive outcome x dependence, | examined pairwise comparisons for
procedural justice across conditions of outcome and dependence. The graphs on the left
side of Figure 3.12 show that when participants were independent, procedural justice
increased perceived legitimacy in conditions of negative outcome (difference M = 0.88
, p <.000 ), but not in conditions of positive outcome (difference M = 0.28, p = .196).
The graphs on the right side of Figure 3.12 show that when participants were
dependent, procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy in conditions of positive
outcome (difference M = 0.9, p <.000), but not in conditions of negative outcome
(difference M =0.25, p=0.24).
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Figure 3.12. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the dependence x positive
outcome x procedural justice interaction. Error bars show standard errors.

To interpret the four-way interaction, | compared the outcome xdistributive
justice interaction across the four combinations of procedural justice and dependence
(see Figure 3.13). The four-way interaction was presented in this way to make possible
the test of H5 (The effect of distributive justice on legitimacy is stronger when
individuals experience positive personal outcomes). The graphs show how the
interaction of distributive justice x positive outcome plays out depending on the
configurations of procedural justice and dependence.

Distributive justice increased perceived legitimacy when there was positive
outcome in three of the graphs below (procedural injustice + dependence, procedural
justice + independence and procedural justice + dependence). That is, in each of these
graphs there was a relatively small effect of distributive justice when outcomes were
negative. The only combination of factors where distributive justice increased
perceived legitimacy when the outcome was negative was in the case of procedural
injustice + independence, i.e., when respondents were independent from the help of the
government and when they experienced fair procedures (the victims of the flood had an

opportunity to express their opinions).
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Figure 3.13. Mean perceived legitimacy scores for all 16 conditions to describe the
procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence x positive outcome interaction.
See text for details. Error bars show standard errors.

Ukraine

The data collection was conducted using Qualtrics online survey software. Participants
of the survey were recruited from universities in Kiev and Mykolaiv (in the south of
Ukraine) and completed the online survey between June and November 2014. In total,
930 people started completing the survey; the drop-out rate was 59 %. The number of
participants included in the analysis was 425 (responses from participants who were
over the age of 25, non-Ukrainian, or not studying at a Ukrainian university were
excluded from analysis). Of the 425 participants 305 were female and 120 were male.
The average age of participants was 19.8 (min = 16, max = 25).

Figure 3.14 shows the mean perceived legitimacy scores for all 16 conditions.

To assess effects of the manipulations, perceived legitimacy scores were again
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analysed with a factorial ANOVA including all interaction effects. The ANOVA
showed seven significant effects, including four main effects and three interaction
effects, see Table 3.4. The main effects of procedural justice, distributive justice, and
outcome were in predicted directions. The main effect of the dependence was opposite
to the hypothesised one; dependence had a negative effect on perceived legitimacy. On
average procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy from 3.12 to 4.19,
distributive justice from 3.03 to 4.28, and positive outcome from 3.33 to 3.98. The
dependence decreased perceived legitimacy from 3.81 to 3.50. There were three two-
way significant interactions of procedural justice x distributive justice, distributive

justice x positive outcome, and dependence x positive outcome.
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Figure 3.14. Ukraine: Mean perceived legitimacy for all 16 conditions. Error bars show
standard errors of the mean.
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Table 3.4. Factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy (N = 425, adjusted R? = .466).
Effects with p >.05 are not shown.

Factor/Interaction F (1, 409) p Partial n2
Procedural justice 106.36 <.001 21
Distributive justice 144.40 <.001 .26
Positive outcome 38.64 <.001 .09
Dependence 9.12 .003 .02
Procedural justice x Distributive Justice 4.80 .029 .01
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 29.64 <.001 .07
Dependence x Positive outcome 21.70 <.001 .05

Figure 3.15 illustrates the interaction effect between procedural justice and
distributive justice on perceived legitimacy score. When procedural justice was present
(people had the opportunity to voice their opinions) the government scored higher on
perceived legitimacy than when it was absent (people did not have the opportunity to
voice their opinions). This effect was magnified in the presence of distributive justice.
Procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy more when distributive justice was

present.
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Figure 3.15. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the procedural justice x
distributive justice interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

Figure 3.16 shows the same pattern of interaction of distributive justice and

positive outcome as in all the previously analysed countries. Distributive justice
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increased perceived legitimacy more in conditions with a positive outcome, whereas it

had smaller effect in conditions with a negative outcome.
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Figure 3.16. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the positive outcome x
distributive justice interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

Figure 3.17 describes the interaction effect of outcome and dependence.
Dependence decreased perceived legitimacy when outcome was negative. In other
words, if a person depended on the help from the government and did not get the help,
they had less favourable view of this government than a person who did not depend on
the help from the government. Dependence had no effect on perceived legitimacy when

outcome was positive.
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Figure 3.17. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the positive outcome x
dependence interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

Russia

The data collection was conducted in May and June 2014 using pen and paper method
and in June and September-December 2014 using Qualtrics online survey software. For
the pen and paper version of the study, participants were recruited from the Higher
School of Economics in Moscow and 303 responses were collected. To recruit
participants for the online study, a link to the survey has been circulated on social
networks for students by an assistant based in Moscow. In total, 3093 people started
completing the online survey; the drop-out rate was 75 %. Participants of the online
survey included in the analysis came from around 300 different universities located in
many regions of Russia. The number of participants included in the analysis from both
pen and paper and online survey was 934 (responses were excluded from the analysis if
they came from participants who were over the age of 25, below the age of 16, non-
Russian, or not based at a Russian university). Of the 934 participants 434 were female
and 491 were male; 9 participants did not state their sex. The average age of
participants was 20.21 (min = 16, max = 25).

Figure 3.18 shows the mean perceived legitimacy scores for all 16 conditions.
To assess effects of the manipulations, perceived legitimacy scores were again
analysed with a factorial ANOVA including all interaction effects. The ANOVA

showed ten significant effects, including four main effects and five interaction effects
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(see Table 3.5). The main effects of procedural justice, distributive justice, and
outcome were in predicted directions. The main effect of the dependence was opposite
to the predicted direction; dependence had a negative effect on perceived legitimacy.
On average, procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy from 3.71 to 4.22,
distributive justice increased perceived legitimacy from 3.49 to 4.44, and positive
outcome increased perceived legitimacy from 3.75 to 4.18. On average, dependence
decreased perceived legitimacy from 4.13 to 3.80. There were four two-way significant
interactions: procedural justice x distributive justice, distributive justice x positive
outcome, dependence x positive outcome, and distributive justice x dependence.
These interactions were qualified by two significant three-way interactions of
procedural justice x distributive justice x positive outcome and procedural justice x

distributive justice x positive outcome.
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Figure 3.18. Russia: Mean perceived legitimacy for all 16 conditions. Error bars show
standard errors of the mean.
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Table 3.5. Factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy (N = 929, adjusted R? = .243).
Effects with p >.05 are not shown.

Factor/Interaction F (1, 913) p Partial n°
Procedural justice 42.44 <.001 .04
Distributive justice 144.94 <.001 14
Positive outcome 29.52 <.001 .03
Dependence 17.93 <.001 .02
Procedural justice x Distributive Justice 7.29 .007 .01
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 28.95 <.001 .03
Dependence x Positive outcome 14.97 <.001 .02
Distributive justice x Dependence 6.37 012 .01
Dependence x Distributive justice x Procedural 8.20 .004 .01
justice

Dependence x Distributive justice x Positive 6.64 .010 .01
outcome

Figure 3.19 shows the two-way interaction of procedural justice x distributive
justice. As in three other countries (in Poland this interaction was accounted for in a
four-way interaction), procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy when
distributive justice was present. This implies that participants that read the story in
which the government consulted citizens about the help they need evaluated the

government better if it also distributed help fairly to the victims of flooding.
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Figure 3.19. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the procedural justice x
distributive justice interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.
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Another two-way interaction that was significant in Russia as in all the other
countries was the interaction of distributive justice x positive outcome. Figure 3.20
shows that distributive justice increased perceived legitimacy more when the outcome

was positive than when the outcome was negative.
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Figure 3.20. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the distributive justice x
positive outcome interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

There were two two-way interactions involving dependence that were
significant in the Russian case: the interaction of dependence and positive outcome and
the interaction of dependence and distributive justice. Figure 3.21 shows that
dependence decreased perceived legitimacy when outcome was negative. So, if a
person depended on the help from the government and did not get it, they had less
favourable view of this government than a person who did not depend on the help from
the government. Dependence had no effect on perceived legitimacy when outcome was

positive.
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Figure 3.21. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the dependence x positive
outcome interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

Figure 3.22 illustrates that distributive justice increases increased perceived
legitimacy more when participants when independent than when they were
independent. This means that if the government distributed the help fairly, participants
that were in the conditions in which they did not suffer a large property loss and had
access to primary goods like food and other essentials perceived the government as
more legitimate than those who were in the conditions in which they lost the house and

have no access to primary goods.
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Figure 3.22. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the dependence x
distributive justice interaction effect. Error bars show standard errors.

To interpret the three-way interaction of dependence x positive outcome x
distributive justice, | examined pairwise comparisons for distributive justice across
conditions of outcome and dependence. The graphs on the left side of Figure 3.23 show
that when participants were independent, distributive justice increased perceived
legitimacy both in conditions with negative outcome (difference M = 0.93 , p <.000)
and in conditions with positive outcome (difference M = 1.38, p < .001). The graphs on
the right side of Figure 3.21 show that when participants were dependent, distributive
justice increased perceived legitimacy in conditions with positive outcome (difference
M = 1.38, p = <.000) but not in conditions with negative outcome (difference M =
0.12, p = .450). In general, Figure 3.21 shows that distributive justice increased
perceived legitimacy in all combinations of outcome, dependence and distributive

justice, except when respondents were dependent and received a negative outcome.19

1% The story with this combination of factors represents one of the less plausable scenarios in practice.
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Figure 3.23. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the interaction of
dependence x positive outcome x distributive justice interaction effect. Error bars show
standard errors.

Similarly, to interpret the three-way interaction of dependence x procedural
justice x distributive justice, | examined pairwise comparisons for procedural justice
across conditions of distributive justice and dependence. The graphs on the left side of
Figure 3.24 show that when participants were independent, procedural justice increased
perceived legitimacy both in conditions of distributive injustice (difference M = 0.52 ,
p =.001) and distributive justice (difference M = 0.49, p = .002). The graphs on the
right side of Figure 3.22 show that when participants were dependent, procedural
justice increased perceived legitimacy in conditions of distributive justice (difference
M =0.97, p <.001) but not in conditions of distributive injustice (difference M = 0.09,
p = .576).



Factors Influencing Perceived Legitimacy

97

Perceived legitimacy
w
(0]

B Procedural injustice

Hi

O Procedural justice

Distributive
injustice

Distributive
justice

Independence

Distributive Distributive
injustice justice

Dependence

Figure 3.24. Mean perceived legitimacy scores to describe the dependence x
distributive justice x procedural justice interaction effect. Error bars show standard

errors.

3.4. Comparative analysis

To facilitate the comparison of the results from the five countries discussed above,

Table 3.6 shows the results of the full factorial ANOVA models for all five countries.

The table shows that in all five countries distributive justice had the largest significant

positive effect on perceived legitimacy. Procedural justice and positive outcomes had

significant positive effects on perceived legitimacy in all five counties too. Dependence

did not have a consistent effect on perceived legitimacy across countries.

The interaction effect that was significant in all five cases was the interaction

of positive outcome and distributive justice. This interaction showed that distributive

justice increased perceived legitimacy when personal outcome was positive. In other

words, if participants’ material situation improved as a result of the government’s

decision, then the effect of just distribution of help among the victim of the flood on
perceived legitimacy increased significantly. Another significant two-way interaction

that was found in four out of five countries was the interaction of distributive justice

and procedural justice. Interestingly, the procedural justice increased perceived
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legitimacy if distributive justice was present. This interaction revealed that when there
was no distributive justice, the victims’ opportunity to deliberate on their situation or
its lack did not change the perceived legitimacy score. The two-way interaction
between the positive (personal) outcome and procedural justice was not significant in
any of the five countries.

The interaction of dependence and positive outcome was significant only in
two hybrid regimes—Russia and Ukraine. The interaction showed the same pattern in
both cases. Dependence decreased perceived legitimacy when the outcome was
negative and it had no effect on perceived legitimacy when outcome was positive. This
means that if a person depended on the help from the government (they had no access
to essential goods and services and their property was destroyed) and did not get the
help, they had less favourable view of this government than a person who did not
depend on the help from the government (whose property did not suffer and who had
access to essential goods and services) and did not get the help either.

The analysis of the results in each individual country showed that there are no
clear differences between the old democracies, the new democracy, and the hybrid
regimes in how the tested factors influenced perceived legitimacy. Three hypothesized
factors were significant and worked in the same direction in each country: distributive
justice, procedural justice, and positive outcome increased perceived legitimacy.
Dependence on average decreased perceived legitimacy, but it did not have a coherent
pattern and its main effect was significant only in three out of five cases (in the
Netherlands, Ukraine, and Russia).

To test whether the hypothesized effects differed across the five countries, data
from all five countries were analysed in one ANOVAZ20, The model included the main

effects of distributive justice, procedural justice, positive outcome, and dependence, the

2 Combining datasets from different countries resulted in an unbalanced number of participants
across countries. Because of the large sample size, the standard tests of homogeneity—Levene’s test
and Bartlett-Box F test for equality of variances were not useful. However, the homogeneity of
variance was assessed with a scatter plot of residuals against the predicted values of perceived
legitimacy (as suggested by Field et al. 2012, p.440). The plot does not show a strong systematic
pattern (see Appendix J) and suggests that the assumption of the homogeneity of variances is not
violated.
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hypothesised interaction effects?!, country variable, and the interactions with the

country variable (Table 3.7).

21 To keep the model as powerful as possible (maximum degrees of freedom), only the hypothesized
effects were included.
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Table 3.6. Results of factorial ANOVAs for each country (full model).

NL FR PL UA RU
F Partial F Partial F Partial F Partial F Partial
Factor (1,363) n? (1,307) n? (1, 421) 7 (1, 409) n (1,913) n?
Procedural justice 37.92*%** 095 10.02** .032 29.88*** .066 106.36*** .206 42 .44%** .044
Distributive justice 73.15*** 168 35.67*** .104 44.70%** .096 144.40*** 261 144.94*** 137
Dependence 7.15%* .019 1.38 .004 0.13 .000 9.12** .022 17.93*** .019
Positive outcome 10.57** .028 4.69* .015 32.20%** 071 38.64*** .086 29.52%** .031
Procedural justice x Distributive justice ~ 8.96** .024 14.64*** .046 1.48 .004 4.80* .012 7.29** .008
Procedural justice x Dependence 1.28 .004 3.60 .012 0.00 .000 0.12 .000 0.02 .000
Procedural justice x Positive outcome 0.00 .000 0.03 .000 0.02 .000 2.67 .006 0.15 .000
Distributive justice x Dependence 0.73 .002 0.21 .001 0.05 .000 1.73 .004 6.37* .007
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 25.57*** 066 23.54%** .071 10.10** .023 29.64%** .068 28.95%** .031
Dependence x Positive outcome 1.29 .004 2.32 .007 4.16% .010 21.70*** .050 14.97%** .016
Procedural justice x Distributive justice ~ 0.87 .002 0.08 .000 0.08 .000 2.98 .007 8.20** .009
x Dependence
Procedural justice x Distributive justice ~ 0.00 .000 0.07 .000 0.65 .002 1.15 .003 0.37 .000
x Positive outcome
Procedural justice x Dependence x 5.58* .015 1.29 .004 8.61** .020 0.10 .000 0.36 .000
Positive outcome
Distributive justice x Dependence x 1.42 .004 213 .007 271 .006 1.61 .004 6.64* .007
Positive outcome
Procedural justice x Distributive justice ~ 1.93 .005 0.93 .003 7.33** .017 1.45 .004 0.18 .000
x Dependence x Positive
outcome

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.
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Table 3.7. Factorial ANOVA for perceived legitimacy on the merged dataset (N =
2493, adjusted R? = .268).

Factor/Interaction F (1, 2458) p Partial n°
Corrected model 27.84 <.001 .28
Procedural justice 169.88 <.001 .07
Distributive justice 345.54 <.001 A2
Positive outcome 87.56 <.001 .09
Dependence 21.875 <.001 .01
Country 13.23 <.001 .02
Procedural justice x Country 4.89 .001 .008
Distributive justice x Country 4.03 .003 .007
Dependence x Country 1.36 .245 .002
Positive outcome x Country 1.84 118 .003
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 91.27 <.001 .04
Distributive justice x Positive outcome 0.78 .54 .001
x Country

Procedural justice x Positive outcome 0.49 49 .000
Procedural justice x Positive outcome x 0.45 a7 .001
Country

Table 3.7 shows that country variable had a significant effect on perceived
legitimacy (F = 13.32, p <.001, partial n2 = .02), which indicates that countries varied
in the average level of perceived legitimacy across all conditions. On average Polish
and Ukrainian participants evaluated the governments most negatively across all
conditions and had very similar average score (see Figure 3.25): mean perceived
legitimacy in Poland and Ukraine was M = 3.67. All other countries differed
significantly from Poland and Ukraine and between each other. The Dutch participants
on average evaluated the government for M = 3.83, and this score was significantly
higher than the mean score in Poland (p < .05) and in Ukraine (p <.05). The Dutch
average score was also significantly lower than the scores in Russia (p < .03) and
France (p <.001). Russian participants on average evaluated the government in the
hypothetical stories higher than Polish, Ukrainian, and Dutch participants with the
mean perceived legitimacy score of M = 3.98. The French participants stood out as
those with the highest mean perceived legitimacy score of M = 4.13. Figure 3.25
illustrates differences between the mean perceived legitimacy scores across all

conditions in five countries.



102  Chapter 3

4.30 -
4.20 -

4.10 - I
4.00 -
3.90 -
380 | [
3.70 - T T
3.60 -
3.50 -
3.40 -

3-30 T T T T 1
NL FR PL UA RU

A

Figure 3.25. Mean perceived legitimacy scores across all conditions in five countries.
Perceived legitimacy was measured on the scale from 1 (lowest score) to 7 (highest

score). Error bars show standard errors.

Table 3.7 shows that there were also differences in how two factors influenced
perceived legitimacy cross-country. More specifically, the effects of procedural justice
(F=4.89, p=.001, partial n2 = .008) and distributive justice (F = 4.03, p = .003,
partial 2 = .007) differed across countries. The comparison of mean differences in
perceived legitimacy scores between conditions with procedural justice and conditions
without procedural justice across five countries showed that in every country
procedural justice increased perceived legitimacy. In other words, in all countries when
victims of flooding had a chance to participate in a meeting with the governmental
commission and voice their opinions about the help they need, the government was
evaluated more positively than when the commission did not meet with the victims.
The difference, however, was in the strength of the effect of procedural justice on
perceived legitimacy. Figure 3.26 shows that in Ukraine the mean difference in
perceived legitimacy between conditions with procedural justice and procedural
injustice was bigger than in all the other countries. In other words, procedural justice
had a significantly larger effect on perceived legitimacy in Ukraine (Myifference = 1.05,
partial n° = .04) than in the Netherlands (Mgifference = 0.62, partial n° = .01), Poland
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(Mdiﬁerence = 0.57, partial nz = .01), Russia (Mdiﬁerence = 0.52, paI’tlal nz = .02), and
France (Mgifrerence = 0.43, partial n° = .004).
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Figure 3.26. Mean difference between perceived legitimacy score when procedural
justice was present and when procedural justice was absent in five countries. Error bars

show standard errors.

A comparison of mean differences in perceived legitimacy scores between
conditions with distributive justice and conditions without distributive justice across
the five countries showed that in every country distributive justice increased perceived
legitimacy. This means that on average, participants in all countries gave higher score
to the government that distributed the help fairly to the victims of flooding—provided
benefits to those who most desperately needed the help. As with procedural justice, the
difference between the five countries was in the size of the effect. Figure 3.27 shows
that in the Netherlands, France and Poland the mean difference between perceived
legitimacy in conditions with distributive justice and in conditions without distributive
justice was very similar (in NL: Mgigterence = 0.86, partial 112 =.02; in FR: Myitference =
0.72, partial n2 = .01; in PL: Mgifference = 0.72, partial n° = .02). In Russia (Mgifference =
0.98, partial n> = .07) and Ukraine (Mgifterence = 1.26, partial n° = .05) the mean

difference was larger than in democracies.
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Figure 3.27. Mean difference between perceived legitimacy score when distributive
justice was present and perceived legitimacy score when distributive justice was absent

in five countries. Error bars show standard errors.

The effects of dependence and positive outcome did not significantly differ
across countries. Also, the effects of hypothesised interactions of distributive justice
with positive outcome and procedural justice with positive outcome did not differ

significantly in the five analysed countries (Table 3.7).

3.5. Discussion

Scholars from various disciplines are interested in the evaluation mechanisms used by
people to assess authorities. Political psychology and political science both investigate
two different theories that offer explanations for granting legitimacy and support to
political authorities, namely the rational choice model of citizen’s behaviour and the
normative common-good oriented model. In this study | tested hypotheses based on
these two models of citizen in five different countries. Moreover, | compared how the

previously identified factors influence perceived legitimacy of respondents whose
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political socialization into different political regimes has shaped their assessment
schemes.

Manipulation checks showed that the factors were manipulated as intended
and the scale used to measure perceived legitimacy served as a reliable measure in all
five countries. This allowed for testing the hypotheses.

The H4 (Distributive justice increases perceived legitimacy of political
authorities) was supported. In all five countries distributive justice increased perceived
legitimacy. Moreover, distributive justice had the largest significant effect on perceived
legitimacy in all five countries. Also H2 (Procedural justice increases perceived
legitimacy of political authorities) was supported. Procedural justice had a significant
positive effect on perceived legitimacy across all cases. Because the main effects of
distributive and procedural justice were significant, the results suggest that the
normative factors matter for evaluations of political authorities and hence contribute to
perceived legitimacy.

Moreover, the results of the experiments across the five countries supported
the H1 (Positive personal outcome increases perceived legitimacy of political
authorities). Receiving a positive personal outcome from the government consistently
and significantly increased perceived legitimacy in the five countries indicating that the
rational choice theory’s prediction about the role that the positive outcome plays in
evaluations of authorities is correct. What the experiments did show too, however, is
that positive personal outcome did not have the strongest main effect of all the factors:
distributive justice—fair distribution of help among the victims of flooding—increased
perceived legitimacy the most. In all five countries there was a significant interaction
of positive outcome and distributive justice, which supported the H5 (The effect of
distributive justice on legitimacy is stronger when individuals experience positive
personal outcomes). Across the analysed countries, distributive justice increased
perceived legitimacy more when personal outcome was positive.

No support was found for the H3 (The effect of procedural justice on
legitimacy is stronger when individuals experience positive personal outcomes) as the
interaction between personal outcome and procedural justice was not significant in any

of the countries under investigation. However, a significant interaction of procedural
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justice with distributive justice was found in the analysis of four out of five countries
(it was not found only in Poland). The interaction showed that procedural justice
increased perceived legitimacy when distributive justice was present. If distribution of
government’s help was unfair, then having the opportunity to meet with the
governmental commission and participate in a discussion either did not increase
perceived legitimacy of the government or increased it to a smaller extent. In general,
however, the results showed that participants socialized in old democracies, as well as
in different post-communist regimes find having a voice in the decision-making
process important.

The H6 (Dependence on the authorities increases perceived legitimacy of the
authorities) was not supported either. Dependence did not have a consistent effect on
perceived legitimacy: it had no effect on legitimacy in the French sample and had a
significant main effect in the Dutch, Ukrainian and Russian samples. In the Polish
sample it was a factor present in three interactions (Dependence x Positive outcome,
Procedural justice x Dependence x Positive outcome, and Procedural justice x
Distributive justice x Dependence x Positive outcome). In the Dutch sample
dependence interacted with procedural justice and positive outcome. In the Russian
sample dependence interacted with distributive justice and positive outcome. Contrary
to the hypothesis, the main effects of dependence showed that being dependent on the
government’s help decreased perceived legitimacy in the Netherlands, Ukraine and
Russia. This pattern was not reversed as part of the three-way interaction: in the
Netherlands and Russia dependence either had no effect on perceived legitimacy or
reduced perceived legitimacy. This effect is thus opposite to the hypothesis. In Poland,
the effect of dependence was not consistent and in four out of eight conditions it
decreased the perceived legitimacy whereas in the other four conditions it increased
perceived legitimacy. Hence, the hypothesis was generally not supported.

The experiment tested also a set of comparative hypotheses, based on the
assumption that being socialized in different political regimes can affect the role of
different factors in the evaluations of authorities by citizens. The H8 (Procedural
justice is a more important factor for perceptions of legitimacy among democratic

citizens than among citizens socialized in new democracies and hybrid regimes) was
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not supported. Procedural justice had a significant main effect in each country included
in the analysis and it increased perceived legitimacy across the countries. The
comparative analysis showed also that procedural justice had a significantly larger
effect on perceived legitimacy in Ukraine than in other analysed countries. This
indicates that the experiments did not find evidence in support of the hypothesis that
procedural justice is more important in old democracies than in other regimes.

The H10 (Distributive justice has a more important role in perceptions of
legitimacy among citizens socialized in post-communist regimes than among citizens
socialized in democracies) was partially supported. Although distributive justice had
the largest positive effect on perceived legitimacy in all five countries, its effect was
significantly bigger in Ukraine and Russia. Considerations of fairness of the
distribution of help were of larger concern to participants socialized in post-communist
hybrid regimes.

I did not find support for the H7 (The most important motives citizens have to
grant legitimacy to/support authorities in non-democracies are of instrumental nature),
as there was no difference in the effect size of positive personal outcome between
democracies and non-democracies. However, as mentioned above, distributive justice
had the largest effect in the non-democratic regimes (Ukraine and Russia) showing that
although personal outcome matters, the output aspect of legitimacy—fair distribution
of help—was considered the most important quality of the government that affected the

legitimacy score.

3.6. Conclusion

The results of the vignette experiments show that the theories about the factors
influencing citizens’ evaluations of political authorities are strong and travel well
across different regime types (at least within Europe). The three factors predicted by
the rational choice theory and a theory of justice-oriented citizen showed the same
patterns in how they influenced perceived legitimacy of participants socialized in old
democracies, a post-communist new democracy, a hybrid post-communist regime in
crisis, and a post-communist hybrid regime with growing authoritarian tendencies. All

participants cared about having the voice in the process of decision making by the
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hypothetical government, they welcomed improvement of their material situation
through governmental assistance, and most importantly, they were sensitive to fair
distribution of help from the government. Dependence had no consistent effect on
perceived legitimacy, but in general it either did not change perceived legitimacy or
decreased it.

Moreover, in all countries positive personal outcome increased perceived
legitimacy when the distribution of help of the government was fair. Interestingly, the
lack of significant interaction between the positive outcome and procedural justice and
the presence of the interaction of distributive justice and outcome suggest that in
general the more important goal of having a voice and participation in deliberation is to
arrive at a fair distribution rather than an individual favourable outcome. Following
from this, it can be concluded that the two ways in which citizens are expected to
evaluate political authorities were not mutually exclusive. The results supported the
image of a community-interested, justice-oriented citizen who grants legitimacy to
authorities because they take care of the common good (distributive justice) and listen
to the people’s opinions (procedural justice). The results also showed that the image of
a self-interested, personal gain-oriented citizen cannot be rejected. Participants did care
about their personal outcome—receiving help from the government resulted in a more
favourable evaluation of the authorities. This means that both normative and rational-
choice motives contributed to the evaluation of the government.

The differences expected to occur due to participants’ socialization in different
political regimes were not large. As mentioned above, the direction of significant
effects was the same across samples from all regime types. However, the effect of
distributive justice was significantly higher in the Ukrainian and Russian samples than
in the democratic samples. This result implies that fair distribution of help by the
government is a more salient issue in these hybrid regimes. It can be due to
socialization and higher expectation on the side of citizens to receive fair distribution
of goods and services. Moreover, the time of data collection in Ukraine can explain the
strength of the effect of distributive justice—the data was collected during the months
following Euromaidan, a series of protests that challenged the president of Ukraine—

Yanukovych—and expressed discontent with the socio-political situation in the
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country. According to Ryabchuk (2014, p.131), deeper underlying reasons behind the
protests are of socio-economic nature rather than geopolitical or ideological divides
that are emphasised by political leaders. The grievances of population towards political
authorities are linked to the lack of effectiveness of governments’ actions to solve the
problems that are of the greatest concern for Ukrainians: rising prices for food,
communal housing costs, unemployment, low wages and pensions, corruption, and
crime (Ryabchuk 2014, p.130). The high awareness of these socio-economic problems
in their society could have resulted in the strongest effect of distributive justice among
Ukrainian participants. In the Russian case, the strong effect of distributive justice
could be explained also by a comparatively high inequality of Russian society
(according to the World Bank’s data, Russia is the least equal society of all five
analysed countries?2), Russians, especially living in the peripheries, are very concerned
with their material well-being and sensitive to the issues of fair re-distribution
(Busygina and Filippov 2015).

To summarize, the theoretical model combining the rational choice and
justice-oriented motivations of citizens in their evaluations of political authorities
works well. The results suggest that citizens’ positive evaluations can be enhanced by
instrumental incentives (personal positive outcome), but also that just behaviour on the
side of political authorities (distributive and procedural justice) can lead to
achievement of a higher level of support and increase perceived legitimacy. This

pattern held independently from the regime type in which participants were socialized.

22 According to the World Bank (2012) Russia’s GINI coefficient in 2012 was at 41.6. The GINI
coefficient for other countries was: the Netherlands 28.0, France 33.1, Poland 32.4, and Ukraine 24.7.
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Chapter 4. What makes political authority legitimate? An analysis
of ideas about legitimacy in the Netherlands, France, Poland,

Ukraine, and Russia

In the vignette experiment study in Chapter 3 I tested the influence of specific factors
on perceived legitimacy in five countries. These factors have been identified by earlier
studies of perceived legitimacy, but the previous studies measuring their influence on
perceived legitimacy were usually limited to the context of one country. Here, the
vignette experiment has been conducted in five countries in which the level of
democracy varied and the importance of these factors was compared. Participants of
the study all reacted to the same stories about a hypothetical government and evaluated
the legitimacy of this government on the basis of the combination of four factors:
personal positive outcome, dependence on the help from the government, distributive
justice, and procedural justice. In short, this experiment showed that distributive justice
had the largest effect on perceived legitimacy in each country, that procedural justice
had a significant effect independent from the regime in which the participants were
socialized, and that both instrumental (personal outcome) and normative (justice)
motives were relevant when evaluating this hypothetical government in each country.
Following from that, there were no large cross-country differences detected when it
comes to the importance of the four manipulated factors. In each country a government
was perceived as more legitimate when it distributed help in a just way, delivered
personal positive outcomes, and gave people voice in decision-making process. Hence,
political socialization in different regimes did not have a big influence on the
evaluations of legitimacy. This does not mean, however, that political socialization
does not play a role at all and that it does not lead to differences in what is considered
to be the base of authorities’ legitimacy in different regimes. There might be other
factors that participants would normally take into account to evaluate the legitimacy of
political authorities in their countries. In this chapter, | explore what these other factors
are and compare them cross-country to learn whether the participants in different

political regimes use other evaluation schemes to deem political authorities legitimate.
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As shown in Chapter 1, various criteria of evaluation of legitimacy can be used
within objective approaches to legitimacy. Similarly, within subjective approaches,
different scholars use different factors that should be evaluated to arrive at a judgment
about the state of legitimacy of a country, institution, or authority. Like in the vignette
study, here too I use the subjective approach focusing on the individuals’ evaluation
criteria. By investigating the views of citizens about what makes authorities legitimate,
this study could be described as a study into folk political philosophy (see Chapter 1,
pp. 12-18). It tries to enhance our understanding of the system of judgments that
people use when evaluating the right of others to rule—exercise power—over them.
Taking the folk philosophy perspective is suitable to discover how people reason about
and justify the presence and influence of political authorities, regimes, and systems.

In this chapter, | investigate what criteria young educated people find
important for evaluations of political authorities’ legitimacy in their countries. As in
the vignette experiment, | compare the views of respondents from old European
democracies (France and the Netherlands), a new post-communist democracy (Poland),
and two hybrid regimes—one post-Soviet hybrid experiencing a political and economic
crisis and one post-Soviet hybrid regime that steadily shows more and more
authoritarian features (Russia). The comparison is based on the assumption that
because culture, history and values vary across societies, we can expect that what
citizens expect the political authorities to be like may vary across countries (Schmidt
2013, p.10).

Public opinion surveys often imply that citizens in the countries with
authoritarian regimes might have a default preference for a more authoritarian rule and
therefore they should find authoritarian leaders more legitimate. Especially in the
context of Russia, scholars and observers of politics find outputs of political authorities
such as order and stability to be more important for evaluations of authorities than
democratic rights and freedoms (Sil and Chen 2004, pp.348-349). These observations
are supported by public opinion surveys that consistently show that around 40 % of
Russians are ready to trade, for example, their freedom of speech and the right to travel
abroad for a normal salary and decent pension (Levada Center 2015). Scholars also

emphasise the proneness of Russians toward authoritarian rule or strong leadership
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(Hahn and Logvinenko 2008; summary of studies in Hale 2011). However, to what
extent these preferences constitute criteria for perceived legitimacy is not clear for
several reasons. Firstly, the phrasing of the survey questions often does not allow for
other important characteristics of authorities to be evaluated simultaneously or in the
context. Although it may be true that strong leadership is important for Russian
citizens, we do not know whether this means that the leader does not need to go
through the electoral process or can breach laws and limit other freedoms of citizens to
achieve goals of order or financial security for citizens (Hale 2011). Although public
opinion surveys can be very informative, the respondents never pick the legitimacy-
granting attributes they could answer about, so we cannot be sure what the scope and
importance of possible answers is. Moreover, we do not know how their requirements
for legitimate authorities compare to citizens’ in other countries. Secondly, the
preference for order or strong leadership can be expressed because of the lack of viable
or better alternatives in the current situation in the country (Holmes 2015, p.51).
Therefore such data about preferences for strong leadership do not tell us enough about
what constitutes an ideal legitimate authority according to the citizens. We cannot be
sure that expressing a preference for, for example, an authoritarian leader means that
this is a criterion which must be fulfilled for the leader to be legitimate or that it
reflects norms or beliefs of citizens (Fleron 1996, p.236). It might simply be an
expression of support driven by conformity, instrumental gains, or fear of violence
(Marquez 2016). Considering the widespread rhetoric of democracy as well as easier
access to information in today’s hybrid regimes and (new) authoritarian systems, it is
possible that the democratic criteria for evaluating political authorities prevail even
there.

According to Huntington (1991, pp.46-58), the survival and legitimacy of
authoritarian regimes depends heavily on their economic performance, i.e. their output.
The legitimacy of democracies, by contrast, is based mainly on input: shared ideas
about what the political system represents and relatively durable electoral procedures
that assure representation of citizens’ interests (Easton 1975, p.447). It is not sure,
however, if citizens socialized in different political regimes differ in the emphasis they

put on the input and output in their legitimacy evaluations. In this study, I compare the
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criteria for evaluation of regimes used by respondents socialized in different political
regimes and interpret the differences also using the input, output, and throughput
distinction suggested by Schmidt (2013).

In an attempt to address the above issues dealing with perceived legitimacy, |
asked students in Russia, Ukraine, Poland, the Netherlands and France an open
question: ‘In your opinion, what characterizes legitimate authorities?’. Students were
asked to name up to five characteristics in order of importance. To be able to analyse
the answers, a coding scheme was created in order to organize the results and prepare
them for the analysis and interpretation. The details about the procedures used to
organize the data and information about the methodology are in Chapter 2 and
Appendix G. Moreover, the lists with two types of codes assigned to the answers of
respondents—representational and hypothesis-guided—are also in Chapter 2. Several
hypotheses posed in Chapter 1 (see section 1.3) will be assessed using the data
provided by respondents about their ideas on what constitutes a legitimate political

authority:

H7: The most important motives citizens have to grant legitimacy to/support authorities

in non-democracies are of instrumental nature

H8: Procedural justice (throughput) is a more important factor for perceptions of
legitimacy among demaocratic citizens than among citizens socialized in new

democracies and mixed regimes.

H9: Citizen participation (input) is more important for perceived legitimacy in old

democracies.

H10: Distributive justice has a more important role in perceptions of legitimacy among
citizens socialized in post-communist regimes than among citizens socialized in

democracies

H11: Based on previous evidence, stability and order are expected to be important for

evaluations of legitimacy of political authorities in Russia.
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4.1. Results

This section presents the results of representational coding. 5148 answers provided by
respondents from five countries were coded in a uniform way. Firstly, | present and
discuss the results country by country. While reporting the results, I also discuss the
coding choices that were made regarding specific words and phrases. Subsequently, |
compare the results from all five countries in two ways: (1) | compare the frequencies
of the representational coding; (2) | analyse and compare the frequencies of the
hypothesis-guided coding.

Results of representational coding
The Netherlands

In the Netherlands, 1048 answers of respondents were analysed (see Table 1 in
Appendix K). Most frequent answers (more than 7% of the answers) to the question
about the characteristics of legitimate authorities were transparency (9.15%), elections
(8.30%), legal validity/legality (7.16%), and checks & balances (7.06%). In the
category of transparency most of the answers were expressed with the words such as
openness, transparency, clarity, overtness. There were only six mentions directly
related to corruption (6 of 96; 6.25%). The answers categorized as elections were often
qualified by adjectives such as fair, free, and democratic (39 of 87; 44.83%).

The other frequent answers that constituted 5% or more of the entire sample
were honesty/fairness (6.97%), impartiality (5.82%), (de facto) authority (5.73%), and
representation/pluralism (5.06%). The category honesty/fairness included answers that
used the words eerlijk and eerlijkheid. The category impartiality included answers such
as ‘equal treatment’, ‘objectivity’, ‘independence’, ‘equality before the law’, and ‘not
racist’. The category ‘(de facto) authority’ included all words and phrases that referred
to the actual power to govern and to having the executive capacity. Some of the
answers that were assigned to this category were ‘possesses power’, ‘ability to execute
decisions’, ‘authority’, and ‘effective’.

The answers that were the least frequent (less than 1% of answers) were

security/order/stability, acceptance/approval, welfare/economic prosperity,
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traditional/religious, leadership/charisma, national interest/sovereignty, efficiency,
ideological, international recognition, foreign policy, patriotism/nationalism, and
national unity.

Respondents were asked to name the characteristics of legitimate authorities in
order of importance, so the first answer reflects the most important characteristic of
legitimate authorities. Table 2 in Appendix K shows the frequencies of answers given
on the first position—the most important characteristic of legitimate authorities
according to Dutch respondents. The answer given by far most frequently was
elections—20.14% (59 of 292). The second most important characteristic of legitimate
authorities was honesty/fairness, which was named by 9.22% of respondents (27 of
292). The next three most frequent answers were given all by 7.85% of respondents (23
of 292 each) and these were transparency, legal validity/legality, and reliability.
Reliability was a category that included answers that expressed an expectation that the
authorities will do what they promise (words and phrases such as ‘reliability’, ‘keep
their promises’, and ‘do what they say’).

Codes that were assigned to the answers only once or not at all were expertise,
acceptance/approval, leadership/charisma, traditional/religious, national
interest/sovereignty, efficiency, ideological, international recognition, foreign policy,

and patriotism/nationalism.

France

In France, 701 answers of respondents were analysed (see Table 3 in Appendix K).
Most frequent answers to the question about the characteristics of legitimate authorities
were elections (15.83%), justice (8.13%), citizen participation/consultation (6.56%)
and integrity (6.42%). The word elections was often accompanied by an adjective or
qualification such as ‘free and fair’, ‘universal suffrage’, ‘democratic’, ‘direct’, and
‘chosen by the majority’ (64 of 111 answers; 57,66%). Justice was a category that
included answers that used the word équité and juste. ‘Equité’ translated to ‘equity’

refers to ‘the quality of assigning to each what he deserves by reference to the
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principles of natural justice; impartiality’23. This is to differentiate the meaning from
equality, which was expressed by the word ‘égalitaire’, although the two belong to the
same field of meaning. The third most popular category was citizen
participation/consultation at 6.56% and the fourth most frequent answer was integrity
at 6.42%. Citizen participation/consultation included answers such as referendum,
taking the opinion of the people into account, listening to the people, dialogue, and
accessibility. The category of integrity included answers such as loyal, respectful,
determined, responsible, and coherent.

The other common answers that constituted 5% or more of the entire sample,
were acting for the common good/for citizens (5.71%), checks & balances (5.71%), (de
facto) authority (5.42%), and representation/pluralism (5.28%).

The least frequent answers of French respondents (less than 1% of answers)
were leadership/charisma, trust/support, honesty/fairness (honnéte), national
interest/sovereignty, national unity, patriotism/nationalism, ideological,
traditional/religious, and international recognition. It is worth noting that the categories
trust/support and honesty/fairness were in the top 10 most frequent answer in all the
other countries, whereas in France they constituted only 0.71% and 0.57% respectively.

Table 4 in Appendix K shows the frequencies of the answers given on the first
position—the most important characteristic of legitimate authorities. The answer that
was given most frequently by French respondents was elections—46.03% (87 of 189)
respondents named it as the characteristic of the highest priority for legitimacy, which
is a much higher proportion of answers than in any other country. The second most
important characteristic was justice, which was named by 8.99% of respondents (17 of
189). The next three most frequent answers were given by only 5.25% of respondents
(10 of 189): integrity, representation/pluralism, and acceptance/approval.

There were many codes that were assigned to the answers only once or not at
all. These codes were checks & balances, expertise, reliability, protection of individual

rights and freedoms, leadership/charisma, honesty/fairness, welfare/economic

2 Definition of the word équité in French: ‘Qualité consistant & attribuer & chacun ce qui lui est ddi par

référence aux principes de la justice naturelle ; impartialité’ (from the French online dictionary at
http://Aww.larousse.fr/dictionnaires/francais/%C3%A9quit%C3%A9/30712).
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prosperity, national interest/sovereignty, national unity, patriotism/nationalism,
ideological, traditional/religious, and international recognition. Elections clearly
dominated among the answers, therefore other characteristics were not mentioned often

as the most important characteristic of legitimate authorities.

Poland

In Poland, 1046 answers of respondents were analysed (see Table 5 in Appendix K).
Most common answers to the question about the characteristics of legitimate
authorities were trust/support (12.69%), justice (9.46%) and legal validity/legality
(8.41). As in other cases, the code trust/support was assigned to the answers using the
exact words ‘trust” and ‘support’. Justice was a category that included answers that
used the word ‘sprawiedliwos¢’ [spravedlivoshch] and (like in the case of Ukrainian
‘cnpaseonusicmv’ and Russian ‘cnpaseonusocms’) designated reference to justice,
justice system, social justice, or just behaviour. The third most popular category, legal
validity/legality, included words and phrases such as ‘legality’, ‘law-abidingness’,
‘constituted according to the law’, ‘following the laws’, ‘consistent with the
constitution’.

The other popular answers (5% or more of the entire sample) were integrity
(7.46%), (de facto) authority (7.36%), acting for the common good/for citizens
(7.07%), and elections (5.93%). Surprisingly and differently than in the other countries,
elections were not among the top three popular answers.

The least frequent answers in the Polish sample (less than 1% of answers)
were national interest/sovereignty, ideological, leadership/charisma,
traditional/religious, foreign policy, welfare/economic prosperity,
patriotism/nationalism, international recognition, and national unity.

Table 6 in Appendix K shows the frequencies of the answers given on the first
position—the most important characteristic of legitimate authority. In Poland the
largest percentage of respondents thought that trust/support is the most important basis
of legitimacy of political authorities. The second most frequent answer listed on the
first position was justice (41 respondents, 15.24%). The third top answer was elections,

which was the only different category in the top three by comparison with the top three
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most frequent categories in general. Almost a quarter of respondents (66 of 296) named
elections as the most important characteristic of legitimate authorities (23.42%).

The least common answers given on the first position (less than 1% of
participants) were representation/pluralism, security/order/stability, efficiency,
leadership/charisma, transparency, checks & balances, equality, ideological,
traditional/religious, foreign policy, welfare/economic prosperity,

patriotism/nationalism, international recognition, national unity.

Ukraine

In Ukraine, 1019 answers of respondents were analysed (see Table 7 in Appendix K).
Most common answers given by respondents to the question about the characteristics
of legitimate authorities were transparency (11.09%), elections (10.89%) and integrity
(10.79%). The category of transparency encompassed mainly answers of
‘transparency’, ‘openness’, and references to ‘no corruption’. The absence of
corruption as an important characteristic of legitimate authorities was listed 47 times
out of 113 (41.59%) words and phrases coded as transparency. Respondents who listed
elections as an important characteristic of legitimate authorities in many cases added an
adjective to specify what kind of elections are needed to secure legitimacy (85 out of
111; 77.27%). Among the most popular adjectives were fair, legal, free, and
democratic. The answers coded as integrity referred to the moral standing and qualities
and values that political authorities should have or represent. In general, these were
characteristics that make someone a good politician that did not fit with any of the
more specific codes. The most frequent words in this category were ‘responsibility’,
‘decency’, and ‘loyalty’.

Other answers that were frequently given by respondents from Ukraine were
legal validity/legality (8.15%), acting for the common good (7.56%), honesty/fairness
(6.48), trust/support (6.08%), and justice (5.10). Since there is some meaning overlap
between honesty/fairness and justice, the coding needs some clarification. Each answer
that pertained to justice, justice system, social justice, or just behaviour and was
expressed by the word ‘cnpaseonusicms’ [spravedlyvist’] was coded as justice,

whereas each answer that pertained to the quality of being honest or fair(-play) and was
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expressed by the word ‘vecnicms ’ [chesnist'] was coded as honesty/fairness. Despite
the fact that semantically both words are very close to each other, they were often used
by respondents as two different characteristics of legitimate authorities, i.e. frequently
the same respondent named both of these qualities as separate characteristics they
would require from legitimate authorities. Therefore, for the purpose of
representational coding—Kkeeping the codes as close to the answers of the respondents
as possible—these two aspects of fairness were assigned separate codes.

The least popular answers (less than 1% of) were national unity, protection of
individual rights and freedoms, welfare/feconomic prosperity, equality, ideological,
international recognition, national interest/sovereignty, security/order/stability, and
leadership/charisma.

Table 8 in Appendix K shows the frequencies of the answers given on the first
position—the most important characteristic of legitimate authority. The largest
percentage of respondents thought that elections (free, fair, democratic, and legal) are
the most important basis of legitimacy of political authorities. More than a quarter of
respondents (71 out of 271) named elections on the first position (26.20%). The second
most frequent answer on the first position was honesty/fairness (29 respondents,
10.70%) and third was trust/support (27 respondents, 9.96%).

The least frequent answers given on the first position (less than 1% of
participants) were exactly the same as the least frequent answers in general (Table 7

and 8 in Appendix ).

Russia

In Russia, 1333 answers of respondents were analysed (see Table 9 in Appendix K).
Most frequent answers to the question about the characteristics of legitimate authorities
were legal validity/legality (12.09), elections (11.71%) and a slightly less popular
category of trust/support (7.21). The category of legal validity included words and
phrases such as ‘legality’ ‘law-abidingness’, ‘lawfulness’, ‘following the laws’,
‘constitutionality’. This category included all notions referring to the legality of
obtaining power (e.g. constitutionality, coming to power on the basis of laws) and all

notions referring to the legality of behaviour of political institutions. The second most
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common answer among Russian respondents was elections. As in the other cases, the
majority of answers (101 of 156; 64.74%) were qualified with an adjective such as fair,
free, democratic, legal, involving multiple parties, or without forgeries. The code
trust/support in all cases was used when the exact words ‘trust’ and ‘support’ were
used by respondents.

Other answers that were frequently given by respondents from Russia (5% or
more of the answers), were transparency (6.64%), justice (5.71%), and acting for the
common good/for citizens (5.48%). The code transparency was assigned to words like
‘openness’, ‘transparency’, ‘publicness’, and words and phrases linked to corruption
(‘no bribes’, ‘no corruption’, ‘not corruptible’, ‘fight corruption’). There were 34
(39.53%) corruption related answers of 84 answers coded as transparency.

The least common answers in the Russian sample (less than 1% of answers)
were international recognition, leadership (the category that included answers like
‘Putin’, ‘charisma’, ‘authoritarian’), security/order/stability, foreign policy,
patriotism/nationalism, ideological, and traditional/religious.

Table 10 in Appendix K shows the frequencies of the answers given on the
first position—the most important characteristic of legitimate authority. The largest
percentage of respondents thought that elections (free, fair, democratic, and legal) are
the most important basis of legitimacy of political authorities. Almost a quarter of
respondents (99 of 409) named elections on the first position (24.21%) and also in the
Russian sample it was clearly the dominant answer. The second most frequent answers
on the first position were answers coded as legal validity/legality (62 respondents,
15.16%). Trust/support was on the third place among most popular answers and the last
one that was mentioned by more than 10% respondents (52 respondents, 12.71%). In
Russia the first three most frequent answers listed on the first position by respondents
were exactly the same as the first three most frequent answers listed on all five
positions.

The least common answers given on the first position (less than 1% of
respondents) were the same as all least frequent answers in general. Moreover, less
than 1% of respondents mentioned equality, expertise, reliability,

representation/pluralism, and national interest/sovereignty.
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4.2. Comparison of the representational codes

To compare the results from all five countries, Table 4.1 shows the rank orders
of codes used to categorize all the answers (from all five positions). This table helps to
identify the differences and similarities in the ranks of specific answers given by
respondents. Table 4.2 shows the top ten most popular answers (from all positions). By
providing percentages of the answers, Table 4.2 indicates to what extent the answers
differed across countries. Answers pertaining to elections were the most frequent
answers in general (looking at the total of answers from all five possible positions)
only in France. France was also the only country, in which the most popular answer—
elections—clearly dominated over the next frequently given answers. Elections were
named 15.83% of the time, whereas the second most popular answer—justice—
constituted 8.13% of the answers (difference of 7.7%). In all the other countries the
difference between the top answer and the second most frequent answer was much
smaller (between 0.38% in Russia and 3.64% in Poland), making elections clearly the
most important answer in France. Elections, however, were important also according to
the respondents from Ukraine (10.89% of answers), Russia (11.71%) and the
Netherlands (8.30%), where it was the second most frequently given answer. Poland
was the only country in which elections were not among the top two most popular
answers: in Poland elections constituted 5.93 % of all the answers and were on the
seventh position of most popular answers.

The answers that were the most frequent in Ukraine and in the Netherlands
belonged to the category of transparency. In Ukraine transparency constituted 11.09%
of all answers and in the Netherlands 9.15%. The distribution of answers categorized as
transparency in these two cases differed though. In Ukraine 41.59% of answers coded
as transparency, directly named the absence of corruption as the most important
characteristic of legitimate authorities. In the Netherlands, only 6.25% of answers were
directly related to corruption. In Russia, transparency was also ranked relatively high.
It was the fourth most frequent answer making for 6.46% of the answers. Similarly to
Ukraine, almost 40% of the answers were emphasising that legitimate political

authorities should not be corrupt.
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Table 4.1. Rank orders of codes (all answers).

Code NL FR PL UA RU
Transparency 1 14 13

Elections 2 1

Legal validity / legality 3 11

Checks & balances 4 5 18 12

Honesty / fairness 5 24 11 6 12
Impartiality 6 10 13 15 12
(De facto) authority 7 5 9 10
Representation / pluralism 8 15 14 17
Integrity 9 4 3 7

Citizen participation / consultation 10 16 11 14
Reliability 10 16 10 15 22
Justice 12 2 2 8 5

Democracy 13 13 19 17 21
éfitzlggsfor the common good / for 14 5 6 5 7

Expertise 14 12 12 10 18
Other 16 16 8 21 9

fPr;c;tggE%n of individual rights / 17 18 16 19 16
Trust / Support 18 23 1 7 3

Equality 19 9 22 25 20
Security / order / stability 20 20 19 23 25
Acceptance / approval 21 14 8 13 11
Welfare / economic prosperity 22 21 27 19 15
Traditional / religious 23 29 25 28 28
Leadership / charisma 24 22 25 28 24
National interest / sovereignty 25 24 23 21 19
Efficiency 26 19 21 28 30
Ideological 26 28 24 27 28
International recognition 26 30 30 23 23
Foreign policy 29 30 27 28 26
Patriotism / nationalism 30 27 29 18 26
National unity 31 24 31 25 30

Note. Double (or triple) ranks (e.g. within a country two or three codes with the same rank number)
mean that those codes were mentioned the same number of times in a sample.
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In Poland, the most common answer was trust/support, which constituted
13.10% of the answers. This category was also popular in Russia, where 7.21 % of
respondents said that a characteristic of legitimate authority is that people trust or
support it. In Russia this was the third most popular answer. In Ukraine, trust/support
constituted 6.08% of the answers and it was the seventh most frequent answer. In
France and the Netherlands, trust/support was not among top ten answers provided by
respondents (23" and 18" answer respectively).

Legal validity/legality was among the most common codes in four out of five
countries. In Russia, it constituted 12.09% of the answers and it was mentioned the
most often (elections were only 0.38% less popular though). Legal validity/legality was
the third most frequent answer in Poland (8.41%) and the Netherlands (7.25%) and it
was the fourth and similarly popular category in Ukraine (8.15%). Only in France,
legal validity/legality was not among the top ten most frequent answers (rank eleven).

Although legal validity/legality was not a common expression used to describe
a legitimate authority in France, the second most frequently used word was justice,
which has a meaning related to legal validity/legality category. Justice was the second
most frequent answer in France (8.13%) as well as in Poland (8.41%). It was the fifth
most frequent answer given by the Russian respondents (5.71%) and eighth by the
Ukrainian respondents (5.10%).

The word justice and related phrases were not used often by the Dutch
respondents, however, other codes touching upon similar themes were assigned
frequently to their answers, such as mentioned above legal validity/legality and the
words and phrases coded as impartiality (5.82%), which are also related to the theme of
justice.

Integrity was among the top most frequent answers in all five countries. It was
the third most frequent category in Ukraine (10.79%), the fourth in Poland and France
(7.46% and 6.42% respectively), the seventh in Russia (4.95%) and the ninth in the
Netherlands (4.96%).

Another answer that appeared in every sample was (de facto) authority. (De

facto) authority was the fifth most popular answer in Poland (7.36%), the seventh in
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the Netherlands and in France (5.73% and 5.42% respectively), and the ninth in
Ukraine and Russia (4.91% and 4.13% respectively).

The category ‘acting for the common good/for citizens” was emphasised by
respondents in four countries: in Ukraine (7.56%), Poland (7.07%), France (5.71%),
and Russia (5.48%). It was not among the top ten most frequent answers only in the
Netherlands.

Instead, in the Netherlands, there was more emphasis on representation and pluralism
(5.06%) and citizen participation and consultation (4.58%). The latter two types of
answers were present also only in France, where citizen participation/consultation was
the third most frequent answer (6.56%) and representation/pluralism was the eighth
most frequent answer (5.28%). In all three post-communist countries
representation/pluralism was named less often: in Poland it was ranked fifteenth
(2.58%), in Ukraine fourteenth (2.36%), and in Russia seventeenth (2.40%). In the
latter case, more answers pertained to majoritarian representation rather than to
pluralism. Also citizen participation/consultation was not among the most popular
codes in these three countries. It was ranked sixteenth in Poland (2.39%), eleventh in
Ukraine (3.53%), and fourteenth in Russia (3.08%).



Table 4.2. Ten most frequent answers in the Netherlands, France, Poland, Ukraine, and Russia (answers from all positions).
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NL FR PL UA RU
(N =1048) % (N=701) % (N = 1046) % (N =1019) % (N =1333) %
1 Transparency 9.15 Elections 15.83 Trust/Support 12.62 Transparency 11.09 Legal validity/ 12.09
legality
2 Elections 8.30 Justice 8.13 Justice 9.46 Elections 10.89 Elections 11.71
3 Legal validity/ 7.25 Citizen 6.56 Legal validity/ 8.41 Integrity 10.79  Trust/Support 7.21
legality participation/ legality
consultation
4 Checks & 7.06 Integrity 6.42 Integrity 7.46 Legal validity/ 8.15  Transparency 6.46
balances legality
5 Honesty/fairness 6.97 Acting for the 571 (De facto) 7.36 Acting for the 7.56 Justice 5.71
common good authority common good
6 Impartiality 5.82 Checks & 5.71 Acting for the 7.07 Honesty/fairness 6.48  Acting for the 5.48
balances common good common good
7 (De facto) 5.73 (De facto) 5.42 Elections 5.93 Trust/Support 6.08 Integrity 4.95
authority authority
8 Representation/ 5.06 Representation/ 5.28 Acceptance/ 411 Justice 5.10 Checks & 4.80
pluralism pluralism approval balances
9 Integrity 4.96 Equality 4.42 Reliability 3.82 (De facto) 491 (De facto) 413
authority authority
10 Citizen 4.58 Impartiality 3.85 Honesty/fairness 3.35 Expertise 4.42  Acceptance/ap 3.83
participation/ proval

consultation
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Table 4.3 shows the differences between the most common first answers (the
most important characteristic of legitimate authorities) in all five countries were not
large either. Here, elections were named as the most important characteristic of
legitimate authorities by the most respondents in Ukraine (26.20%), Russia (24.21%),
France (46.03%), and the Netherlands (20.14%), but once again in Poland it was
ranked lower—the third most popular answer (13.24%). Justice was the second most
frequently named characteristic on the first position in Poland (15.24%) and in France
(8.99%). In the Netherlands and Ukraine the second most frequently named
characteristic was honesty/fairness (9.22% and 10.70% respectively), and in Russia
legal validity/legality (15.15%). Trust/support was among the most frequent answers
only in post-communist countries in the sample: in Poland it was mentioned the most
often (23.42%), while in Ukraine and Russia it was the third most popular answer
(9.96% and 12.71% respectively).



Table 4.3. Ten most frequent first answers in the Netherlands, France,

of legitimate authorities).

What Makes Political Authority Legitimate

127

Poland, Ukraine, and Russia (the most important characteristic

NL FR PL UA RU

(N =292) % (N =189) % (N =269) % (N =271) % (N = 409) %
1 Elections 20.14 Elections 46.03 Trust/Support 23.42 Elections 26.20 Elections 2421
2 Honesty/fairne 9.22 Justice 8.99 Justice Honesty/fairness 10.70 Legal 15.16

SS ) 15.24 validity/legality
Transparency 7.85 Integrity 5.29 Elections 13.75 Trust/Support 9.96 Trust/Support 12.71
4 Legal 7.85 Representation/ Acceptance/ Transparency 7.75 Acceptance/ 6.60
validity/legalit pluralism 5.29 approval approval
y 6.69
5 Reliability 7.85 Acceptance/ 5.99 Legal validity/ Legal validity/ 7.38 Justice 5.87
Approval ) legality 6.32 legality
6 Impartiality 6.83 Democracy 423 (De facto) Justice 7.01 Acting for the 4.89
' authority 5.95 common good

7 (De facto) 6.14 Acting for the Acting for the Acting for the 5.90 Honesty/fairness 4.40

authority common good 3.70 common good 4.09 common good
8 Justice 5.46 Equality 317 Honesty/fairness Acceptance/ 4.06 Transparency 3.67

) 2.97 approval
9 Democracy 5.46 Legal validity/ 317 Reliability (De facto) 3.32 (De facto) 3.18
legality ) 2.97 authority authority

10 Checks & 4.78 Citizen 2.12 Impartiality 2.23 Integrity 2.95 Integrity 2.93

balances participation/

consultation
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To sum up, the scope of answers given by respondents did not differ much
across the five countries. The specific words to talk about the legitimacy of authorities
varied, but the general concepts that the answers referred to seemed to be very similar.
In their conceptions of legitimacy, however, respondents prioritized the most important
characteristics of political authorities slightly differently.

Two clear differences were detected between the old democracies and post-
communist countries. Firstly, a bigger priority was given to trust/support by
respondents from post-communist countries (Poland, Ukraine, and Russia), indicating
that perhaps they experience political authorities in their countries as not trustworthy
and not deserving the support. Another possible explanation is that a vote in election on
itself does not necessarily indicate support or trust for particular political authority. It
can be a sign of disappointment with incumbents or no viable alternatives: following
Rose (1995, p.550), if ‘the choice offered is between more or less distrusted parties,
then voters can only be ‘negatively represented’ by voting to turn the rascals out or
keep the less unsatisfactory alternative in office’. By emphasising the importance of
trust and support of citizens for the authorities as important characteristic for
recognizing them as legitimate, they express the need of genuine preference for these
authorities rather than voting for someone simply because they are the most acceptable
option among all bad ones. Moreover, for respondents from the post-communist
countries the idea of elections as purely ritualistic and meaningless act might be more
salient, because of their parents’ experience with the communist involuntary
mobilization (Palma 1991). Therefore, beside the procedures of free and fair elections,
they express the need to be able to trust and support the authorities.

Secondly, in the old democracies citizen participation/consultation and
representation/pluralism were emphasised more than in the post-communist countries.
As hypothesised in Chapter 1, the communist past was linked to the lower level of
activism and this effect might have spilled over also to the younger generations in these
countries. By comparison with other post-communist countries, the percentage of
mentions of citizen participation in Ukraine was higher. This can reflect the events that
preceded the data collection—the mass protests referred to as Euromaidan that were

attended by many students.
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The French respondents stand out in their emphasis of elections and general
suffrage as the most important characteristic of legitimate authorities. This is in line
with the priority given to the idea of representative democracy rather than associational
democracy, with the emphasis of the state mission to protect the general interest rather
than particularist or group interests (Saurugger 2007). The Dutch respondents stand out
as the only ones that did not mention acting for the common good as one of the most
important characteristics of legitimate authorities. However, Dutch respondents
emphasised ‘impartiality’ and ‘reliability’ more than respondents in other countries. In
this way they focused on the characteristic of the individuals in power rather than the
outcomes they should deliver. Having these characteristics though can be seen as a
precondition to deliver the common good and act for the citizens’ benefit.

In the next step of the analysis of answers about legitimacy of political
authorities, the codes were organized according to the input, throughput, and output
dimensions of legitimacy. The next section compares the answers of respondents from

the five countries using these hypothesis-guided codes.

4.3. Comparison of the hypothesis-guided codes

Another way to analyse the answers of respondents is to use the theoretical
distinction between input, throughput, and output dimensions of legitimacy (see
Chapter 1.1). To test whether the responses in different countries varied across this
distinction, answers from the first position (see Appendix I) that belonged to each
aspect were summed up according to earlier defined terms (see Table 2.3). The total
frequencies are shown in Table 4.4. To test whether frequency distributions of the first
answers differed across countries, I analysed frequencies with a Pearson’s Chi-square
test. There was a significant association between the legitimacy aspects and country,
(8) = 46.16, p < .001. To assess which frequencies contributed to the association, |
examined the standardized residuals (Field 2013, pp.726-746). Standardized residuals
are an index how much the observed frequency in a cell deviates from the expected
frequency for that cell based on the row and columns totals (i.e., the number of times a
theme was mentioned across all countries and the total frequency for each country).

Standardized residuals indicated that input was mentioned significantly less often (than



130 Chapter 4

expected) in the Netherlands (std. residual = -3.04, p <.01) and significantly more
often in France (std. residual = 3.43, p < .001), and that throughput was mentioned
significantly less often in France (std. residual = -2.68, p <.01) and significantly more
often in the Netherlands (std. residual = 3.34, p < .001). No significant cell deviations
were observed for output, but the frequency of output in France (6.99%) was

marginally lower than expected (std. residual = -1.92, p =.055).

Table 4.4. Frequency of dimensions per country (answers from first positions only).

NL FR PL UA RU
Input 103 121 130 125 195
(35.40%) (65.05%) (49.24%) (46.30%) (48.51%)
Throughput 154 52 96 112 158
(52.92%) (27.96%) (36.36%) (41.48%) (39.30%)
Output 34 13 38 33 49
(11.68%) (6.99%) (14.39%) (12.22%) (12.19%)
total 291 186 264 270 402
(100%0) (100%) (100%0) (100%) (100%0)

Table 4.5 shows the frequencies of answers from all positions organized

according to the legitimacy dimension.

Table 4.5. Frequency of legitimacy dimensions per country (answers from all

positions).

NL FR PL UA RU M%
Input 270 246 315 281 399

(26.60%) (36.12%) (31.47%) (27.96%) (31.54%) 30.74%
Throughput 593 312 475 546 621

(58.42%) (45.81%) (47.45%) (54.33%) (49.09%) 51.02%
Output 152 123 211 178 245

(14.98%) (18.06%) (21.08%) (17.71%) (19.37%) 18.24%
total 1015 681 1001 1005 1265

(100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)
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The results of cross-country comparison of frequencies of all answers align with the
results of the test for the first answers. Throughput was mentioned most often by Dutch
respondents (58.42%) whereas it was mentioned least frequently by French participants
(45.81%). Also input results were similar: input was least frequently mentioned in the
Netherlands (26.60%) and most frequently in France (36.12%). Some variation was
observed for the frequencies of output with the highest frequency in Poland (21.08%)
and the lowest frequency in the Netherlands (14.98%).

These results are in line with the findings based on representational coding.
Once again the analysis showed that for the French respondents input—elections,
representation, and citizen participation—were a priority requirement to be fulfilled by
legitimate authorities. The Dutch respondents emphasised the throughput more, which
included characteristics of political conduct such as impartiality, transparency, and
professionalism. At the same time, they prioritized the output—acting for the common
good, welfare, security, and protection of individual rights—Iess than respondents in

other countries.

4.4. Conclusions

This study of perceived legitimacy was concerned with the ideas about legitimacy of
political authorities held by citizens socialized in different political regimes. Because
political legitimacy is in the eye of the beholder, different agents—academics,
politicians, leaders, citizens, ethnic groups, generations—can have different
conceptions of legitimacy. This study researched students’ conception of legitimacy in
five different countries by focusing on their ideas about the most important
characteristics of legitimate authorities. Moreover, political socialization literature and
works on the different bases (sources) of legitimacy in different political regimes
suggested that we might expect different conceptions of legitimacy across different
countries. Therefore the second goal was to compare the content of perceived
legitimacy in two old democracies, a new democracy, a hybrid regime in political
crisis, and a hybrid regime with authoritarian tendencies.

First important conclusion from the process of coding of students’ answers is

that in all five countries similar concepts and themes were used to express what the
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characteristics of legitimate authorities are. This implies that in the process of political
socialization, similar ideas and words filled the concept of legitimacy. Moreover, the
least popular answers were very similar across all cases. The issues linked to foreign
policy, national identity, and patriotism were not the main criteria of legitimacy of
political authorities.

Public opinion surveys and literature on regime survival suggested that the
bases of legitimacy in non-democracies like Russia might be different than in stable
democracies. This was not confirmed by the results of this study. Output—the aspect of
legitimacy that included answers such as welfare, order, stability, acting for the
common good, and answers expressing the power to execute decisions—was not the
most important aspect of perceived legitimacy in any of the analysed countries. Hence,
it cannot be concluded that it plays a larger role in the evaluations of legitimacy in non-
democratic regimes than input or throughput and the H10 (Distributive justice has a
more important role in perceptions of legitimacy among citizens socialized in post-
communist regimes than among citizens socialized in democracies) was not supported.
Moreover, the output category of legitimacy, which contained words that could
indicate the importance of instrumental gains for the assessment of legitimacy, was not
the largest category in any of the five countries, so H7 (The most important motives
citizens have to grant legitimacy to/support authorities in non-democracies are of
instrumental nature) was not supported either. Also H11 (Based on previous evidence,
stability and order (output) are expected to be important for evaluations of legitimacy
of political authorities in Russia) cannot be supported. However, if order is understood
not as a preference for a strong leader, but for the rule of law, then the results can be
interpreted as supporting this hypothesis. In Russia, the characteristic of legitimate
authorities named most frequently by the respondents was legal validity/legality. Issues
such as justice and impartiality ranked high on the list of answers too.

Throughput (fair procedures, legality, and integrity of authorities) and input
(election, trust/support/and representation) were in general much more frequent
answers than output in all five countries. It does not imply that output is unimportant
for any evaluation of political authorities or cannot be more important for decisions

such as what party a citizen is going to vote for. It rather implies that output is not as
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important as throughput and input for the judgments concerning legitimacy of
authorities. The findings about the throughput in general do not support the H8
(Procedural justice (throughput) is a more important factor for perceptions of
legitimacy among democratic citizens than among citizens socialized in new
democracies and mixed regimes). Issues such as transparency were mentioned most
frequently in the Netherlands and in Ukraine. However, the content of this category
varied between them. While words such as transparency and openness prevailed in the
category of transparency in the Netherlands, the words expressing concern with
corruption were much more common in this category in Ukraine. This shows that the
general the idea that transparency is important for legitimacy is shared, but what needs
to be done to either achieve it (in Ukraine) or sustain/improve it (in the Netherlands)
may differ depending on the current state of transparency in a given country and the
most urgent political issues in the eyes of citizens. While in Ukraine and Russia ‘the
abuse of entrusted power for private gain’ was underscored by respondents, making
sure that authorities ‘act visibly and understandably, and report on their activities’
seems to have been more important in the Netherlands (Transparency International4).
What could potentially explain the high number of mentions of transparency by Dutch
respondents is the practice of elite driven ‘politics behind closed doors’ and a demand
to make some of the hidden processes more open, e.g. coalition formation, elections of
mayors, information sharing. Corruption, on the other hand, is one of the problems that
frustrates young people in Ukraine and one of the causes that some of them took to the
streets in 2004-2005 as well as in 2013-2014. Perceptions of corruption of political
authorities and bureaucracy are wide-spread also in Russia (Levada Center 2014).
Two main differences were found between post-communist countries and old
democracies. First, although input was in general important in each country, the post-
communist countries emphasised trust/support more than France and the Netherlands.
In France, elections were the most frequently mentioned characteristic of legitimate
authorities among the answers concerned with input. Second, a larger emphasis was
given to citizen participation and consultation in the old democracies than in Poland,

Ukraine, and Russia. This supports the H9 (Citizen participation (input) is more

2% https://www.transparency.org/what-is-corruption#define
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important for perceived legitimacy in old democracies) and, in line with the earlier
studies, can be explained by the experience of communism and the lack of willingness
to engage in politics and social activism in the post-communist era.

A final point worth mentioning is the fact that the conceptions of legitimacy in
each country contained multiple ideas linked to democracy and democratic rule. The
most important characteristics of legitimate authorities were legal validity, elections,
transparency, citizen participation and consultation, checks & balances, and
representation and pluralism in different combinations in different countries. The
emphasis on a specific aspect of democratic rule can be linked to the experience of
either regime transition or regime functioning. For example, it is possible to imagine
that citizens in a country that does not have free and fair elections (e.g. Russia), will
prioritize the rule of law (legal validity/legality) that can secure the fairness of electoral
process, whereas the elections themselves might be chosen as the most important
characteristic of legitimate authorities where legality is more likely to be taken for
granted (e.g. France). Similarly, as mentioned above, a bigger priority given to trust
and support by respondents from post-communist countries (Poland, Ukraine, and
Russia), might indicate that a vote in election on itself does not necessarily indicate
support or trust for particular political authority. Hence, although the list of
characteristics of democratic rule might be very similar according to citizens across the
regimes, depending on the context in which these citizens operate, they might give
greater value to different specific criteria of democratic or, in a broader sense, fair rule.

To sum up, this study provided a detailed picture of ideas about what
characteristic legitimate authorities should have according to respondents in five
countries under investigation. The respondents in all countries gave a set of answers
that showed that they have rather nuanced views about what conditions should be
fulfilled by political authorities to be recognized as legitimate. In general, most
answers given in each country were concerned with the issues related to the process of
governing—throughput—such as fairness/justice, impartiality, legality, transparency,
and mechanisms of checks & balances, as well as with the personal traits of the
authorities that can assure that the process of governing can be as such, namely

integrity, reliability, and expertise. This implies that the full scope of throughput
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variables should contribute greatly to perceived legitimacy evaluations in all five
countries. The output characteristics were the least frequently mentioned criteria for
legitimate authorities, which suggests that although it might be important for the
stability of regimes, output does not seem to be the most important aspect of the
legitimacy of authorities. Another way to think about it is that authorities that follow
fair procedures and laws, who have integrity and skills, and who engage with citizens,
are expected to be able to secure best and socially just outcomes.
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Chapter 5. Cross-country study of perceived legitimacy of the
current political authorities

After investigating whether theories of legitimacy travel well across different political
regimes and comparing the conceptions of legitimacy in the Netherlands, France,
Poland, Ukraine, and Russia, this study will focus on the criteria that explain the
perceived legitimacy of real political institutions in these five countries. This study will
test whether the variance in perceived legitimacy attributed to the political authorities
by participants socialized in different political regimes can be explained with different
sets of variables. To illustrate how the potential combinations of these different sets of
variables could affect the variance in perceived legitimacy, three ideal-type country
models are presented below.

Imagine country A in which there is a broad consensus within the society
about what type of political system is preferred. In this country, people generally agree
that the system should be democratic, free and fair elections ought to decide about who
has the authority to rule, independent courts must make sure that politicians do not act
beyond their authority, and fairness and the rule of law needs to guide the behaviour of
institutions. Citizens in general consider democracy to be the obvious and right
political system choice, which could be caused by a long democratic tradition or bad
experience with other forms of government. Despite this consensus, the perceptions of
performance and qualities of the current authorities vary widely. Therefore, the
perceived legitimacy of the authorities is predicted by perceptions of their performance,
rather than general ideas about how the system should work.

Now imagine country B in which there is a broad consensus about how poorly
the current authorities perform. In general, citizens agree that the current authorities do
not live up to their expectations, do not care for the interests of society at large, and do
not treat citizens fairly. This general negative view of the authorities, however, does
not translate into common ideas about the right political system for the country. There
is no consensus about democracy being the preferred form of government. This can be

a result of bad (or no) experience with democratic rules, disagreeing with the principles
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of democracy, specific understanding of democracy, or a preference for another
political system among some individuals. Therefore the variance in perceived
legitimacy is explained by the general ideas about how the system should work rather
than by evaluations of their actual performance.

It is also possible to imagine country C, in which citizens are divided on what
is the right political system for their country, as well as on how well the current
political authorities perform. In this case, the perceived legitimacy of the current
authorities will be predicted by systemic preferences as well as by the evaluations of
the performance of the authorities.25

To assess which factors predict the evaluation of political authorities in
different countries with democratic and non-democratic regimes, a survey was
conducted with students in France, the Netherlands, Poland, Ukraine, and Russia (see
Appendix B). Students responded to a set of general questions about democracy and
democratic institutions and to a set of questions pertaining to their evaluation of the
performance of the current political authorities. The questions were linked to the issues
of procedural and distributive justice to test H2 (Procedural justice increases perceived
legitimacy of political authorities) and H4 (Distributive justice increases perceived
legitimacy of political authorities). Moreover, to check if dependence has an effect on
perceived legitimacy if operationalized as socio-economic status, students answered
three questions about their material situation and status (Appendix B, p. 188, Q46-
Q48). Including the effect of socio-economic status on perceived legitimacy in the
analysis allowed testing H6 (Dependence on political authorities increases perceived
legitimacy of the authorities/ The lower the socio-economic status, the higher the
perceived legitimacy of the authorities). Also, students answered several questions

measuring their perceived legitimacy of the current institutions in each country (see

% Of course, it is also possible to image country D, in which, just as in country C, the citizens are
divided on what is the right political system for the country and on the performance of the current
authorities, but where these variables do not predict perceived legitimacy of the authorities. This
would be possible if in country D perceived legitimacy is explained by some other (unknown)
variables. Given that some of the variables included in the current study explained substantial
variation in perceived legitimacy, | refrain from elaborating on country D.
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Table 5.1). Using multiple regression, the role of different factors in predicting

perceived legitimacy of current institutions was assessed.

Table 5.1. Items measuring perceived legitimacy of the government, parliament, courts,

and president.

Government Parliament Courts President

1 The current The current Courts in my The current
government of my parliament of my country are president of my
country is country is legitimate. country is
legitimate. legitimate. legitimate.

2 | trust the current I trust the current Trust courts in my I trust the current
government of my parliament of my country. president of my
country. country. country.

3 The current The current Courts have a right The current
government has the parliament has a to issue judgments president has the
right to make right to make that influence my right to make
decisions that decisions that life. decisions that
influence my life. influence my life. influence my life.

4 | support the current | support the current * I support the current
government of my parliament of my president of my
country. country. country.

5 1 am willing to obey * I am ready to obey I am willing to obey

the current
government of my

the decisions of
courts in my

the president of my
country.

country. country.
* The question about obedience has not been asked in the case of parliaments, because it was decided

that obedience relates more to the executive and judicial institutions rather than to the legislative
institution. The question about support was not asked in the case of courts, because the support cannot
be expressed through elections or membership in a supported political party. This was a deliberate
choice linked to the limitations on the number of questions that | was allowed to include in the
questionnaire. It did not seem to have negatively affected the reliability of the scales measuring
perceived legitimacy of each institution.

As mentioned above, evaluations of the current institutions are based on
general ideas about how the political system ought to function (what principles it
should be based on) and on the actual functioning of the current institutions (Fraser
1974). Therefore two types of questions were asked to predict perceived legitimacy of
institutions. The first type of questions measured the general preferences for political
system and views about democracy and its elements, which focused on how the system
and authorities ought to be. The second type of questions measured more specific
evaluations of the present institutions, which focused on how the current system

actually works (Table 5.2). Moreover, linking it with the vignette experiment study
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(Chapter 3), each question had at its core the concept of democracy, procedural justice,

distributive justice, or personal interests. Each question was also matched with the

input, output, and throughput dimension of legitimacy to evaluate the commonalities

with the answers about characteristics of legitimate authorities assessed in Chapter 4.

Table 5.2 provides variable abbreviations used further in this chapter to refer to the

general and specific views.

Table 5.2. Independent variables: survey questions.

- Variable Input / output /
Views . Concept
abbreviation P throughput
General views
In general, democracy is the
best functioning political Democracy best Democracy Input
system invented so far.
In general, political parties are
important in representing the Parties important | Democracy Input
interests of citizens.
Free and fair elections are the lecti Democracy /
basis for a well-functioning :Emecélr?::t procedural Input
political system. P justice
It is important that courts are
e Democracy /
able to stop other institutions Courts should
. . S procedural Throughput
from acting beyond their stop institutions i
. justice
authority.
Political authorities should o Distributive
secure fair access to goods and Auth_orltles should - Throughput
. . provide access justice
services to all citizens.
Political authorities should treat horities should | Procedural
every citizen according to the Authorities shou A Throughput
treat equal justice
procedures and laws.
Political authorities should iti s
Auth_orltles should Distributive
secure equal chances for all provide equal _ Throughput
o justice
citizens. chances
Specific views
Socio-economic status Socio-economic Instrumental
. Output
status gain
The current political system of | System is Democracy Input
democratic

my country is democratic.
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Table 5.2 continues

The current government works

for the benefit of all citizens Govkerr}ment Distributive Outout
rather than for the benefit of Works for justice utpu
. everybody
small elite.
The parliament of my country is
able to stop the government Parliament can Procedural
. : L Throughput
from acting beyond its stop government | justice
authority.
Political parties in my country
. i Procedural
represent the interests of P.a.”'es represent L Input
o citizens justice
citizens well.
Elections in my country are free | Elections are free | Procedural
. - - Input
and fair. and fair justice
The cgurts treat everyone the Courts treat equal Progedural Throughput
same In my country. justice
Courts in my country are able Courts can stop Procedural
to stop the government from S Throughput
. . . government Justice
acting beyond its authority.
The parliament of my country Is Parliament can Procedural
able to stop the president from stop president i stice Throughput
acting beyond his authority PP )
The courts of my country are
able to stop the president from Cou_rts can stop !Drogedural Throughput
. ) . president justice
acting beyond his authority
The current president works for
the benefit of all citizens rather | President works Distributive Output
than for the benefit of small for everybody justice P

elite.

5.1. Comparative descriptive data

Perceived legitimacy of each institution was measured with items listed in Table 5.1.

Table 5.3 shows the results of the reliability testing of the perceived legitimacy scale

constructed of these items for government, parliament, courts, and president (apart

from the Netherlands). The internal consistency of the items measuring perceived

legitimacy of each of the institutions for every country was good—Cronbach’s o was

sufficiently high, indicating that the scales were reliable. | computed the dependent

variables, perceived legitimacy of each institution, as the average score for these items

(see Table 5.3)
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Dutch respondents were the most satisfied with their institutions by
comparison with four other countries. In the Netherlands, the average score for all
institutions was above 5 (on the scale from 1 to 7) and the standard deviations were the
lowest, so the institutions were quite uniformly evaluated as legitimate. Courts had the
highest perceived legitimacy of all institutions (5.78). Courts were evaluated the most
positively of all institutions also in France and in Poland, received the second highest
score in Russia (after the president), and had the lowest perceived legitimacy of all
institutions in Ukraine. In France, the institution with the lowest perceived legitimacy
score was the president, but all institutions received a score above 4. In Russia, only
the parliament was evaluated below 4. All other institutions received a score higher
than 4, with president having the largest perceived legitimacy score (4.80). In Poland,
respondents were more critical about the government and parliament and evaluated
them on average below the neutral point of the scale, whereas the president and courts
had scores on the positive side of the scale. The results in Ukraine were mixed too; the
president and the government were evaluated more positively, whereas the courts and
the parliament received on average rather negative evaluations.26

To provide an overview of the average views of respondents, Table 5.4 shows
the mean answers and standard deviations for each independent variable (predictors)
included in the analysis. According to this descriptive data, Russia stands out as the
country with the lowest score on three general views about the political system:
democracy is the best political system, parties are important, and elections are

important.

% These evaluation differences may be linked to the fact that after Yanukovych fled the country, the
new president has been chosen (in May 2014) and an inter-regnum pro-revolutionary government
installed, but the parliament and courts have not been changed. The parliamentary elections took
place at the end of October 2014, whereas the majority of the data for this study was collected before
November 2014,
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Table 5.3. Scale consistency and mean scores for perceived legitimacy for the government, parliament, courts, and president in the
Netherlands, France, Poland, Ukraine, and Russia.

Country Government Parliament Courts President
(sample N)
NL Cronbach’s a .87 .82 .89
(380) N =373 N =374 N =378
M (SD) 5.10 (1.11) 5.14 (1.03) 5.78 (1.02)
FR Cronbach’s o .84 .85 .85 .86
(322) N =296 N =296 N =299 N =298
M (SD) 4.31 (1.35) 4.70 (1.31) 5.48 (1.22) 4.12 (1.45)
PL Cronbach’s o .78 73 g7 .85
(437) N =432 N =434 N =435 N =433
M (SD) 3.53 (1.20) 3.78 (1.18) 4.88 (1.20) 4.44 (1.40)
UA Cronbach’s o .93 .88 71 .92
(425) N =409 N = 406 N = 407 N =410
M (SD) 4.58 (1.55) 3.55 (1.52) 3.20 (1.15) 5.20 (1.47)
RU Cronbach’s o .89 .87 g7 .92
(934) N =904 N =891 N =893 N =904

M (SD) 4.24 (1.46) 3.80 (1.44)  4.24(1.24)  4.80 (1.58)
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Socio-economic status was measured with three questions (see Appendix B):
material situation measured in what the family can afford, placement of the family’s
income on the scale from the lowest to highest in their society, and social position
(class) from the bottom to the top of society (bottom three items in Table 5.4). The
material situation of participants in the Netherlands and France was on average the
best, whereas in Ukraine it was the worst. However there was similar amount of
variance in the data in each country (SD between 0.92 and 1.08). The three items
measuring socio-economic status were used to create a scale. The internal consistency
of these items was good (Cronbach’s a between .72 and .76; see Appendix L)
indicating that the scale is reliable. | computed a variable for socio-economic status of

a respondent as an average of these three items.
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Table 5.4. Means and standard deviations for predictors in all samples.

NL FR PL UA RU

Variable M M M M M
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Democracy best 4.82 5.23 4.61 5.22 3.82
(1.65) (1.68) (1.83) (1.66) (1.74)
Parties important 5.25 4.75 4.17 4.36 4.04
(1.24) (1.76) (1.75) (1.80) (1.66)
Elections important 5.69 5.95 5.74 6.01 5.05
(1.47) (1.51) (1.50) (1.34) (1.67)
Courts should stop institutions 5.96 5.86 6.26 6.44 5.73

(1.16) (1.41) (1.18) (1.03) (1.46)
Authorities should provide access 5.42 6.25 6.07 6.49 5.73
(1.45) (1.32) (1.43) (0.96) (1.58)

Authorities should treat equal 6.01 6.46 6.58 6.58 6.10

(1.29) (1.07) (092) (0.84) (1.37)
Authorities should provide equal 5.96 6.42 6.25 6.61 5.84
chances (1.24) (1.11) (1.35 (0.83) (1.58)
System is demaocratic 5.53 5.27 531 3.87 3.94

(1.26) (1.57) (1.52) (1.64) (L.67)
Government works for everybody 4.62 3.58 2.57 3.74 3.35
(1.46) (1.76) (1.54) (1.71)) (1.70)

Parliament can stop government 5.07 4.34 3.25 4.21 3.35
(1.47) (1.68) (1.67) (1.71) (L.75)

Parties represent citizens 4.43 3.11 2.38 2.31 2.84
(1.44) (1.60) (1.38) (1.48) (1.57)

Elections are free and fair 6.17 5.65 5.07 3.72 3.38
(1.02) (1.61) (1.76) (1.76) (1.84)

Courts treat equal 5.02 3.97 3.42 1.64 2.54
(1.51) (1.87) (1.69) (1.07) (1.61)

Courts can stop government 4.90 4.47 3.93 2.75 2.84
(1.50) (1.67) (1.78) (1.73) (1.65)

Parliament can stop president 4.22 3.93 4.25 3.10
(1.68) (1.66) (1.81) (1.78)

Courts can stop president 4.33 4.14 2.65 2.82
(1.77)  (1.77)  (1.76)  (L.77)

President works for everybody 3.73 4.08 4.25 4.09
(1.80) (1.76) (1.73) (1.84)

Material situation* 5.29 5.01 4.36 3.74 3.99
(0.92) (1.03) (0.98) (1.02) (1.08)

Income group* 6.57 6.07 5.61 4.99 5.31
(1.50) (1.54) (1.47) (1.48) (1.63)

Social status* 5.20 4.36 4.73 4.18 4.32

(1.10) (1.08) (1.06) (1.09) (1.16)

*Material situation was measured on a scale 1-6, Income group on a scale 1-10, and Social status on a
scale 1-10. All the other variables were measured on a scale from 1-7.
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5.2. Multiple regression analysis

I used multiple hierarchical regression to assess to what extent the perceived legitimacy
of each institution was predicted by general preferences related to political system (step
1) and evaluation of the performance of the institutions (step 2). The results of these
analyses are described in sections 5.3-5.7. Because respondents answered the
questionnaire about their views on the real political system of their country after the
experimental vignette, | first tested whether the hypothetical vignette presented to
respondents influenced the perceived legitimacy of real institutions. Only in the case of
the Netherlands significant effects of the vignette manipulations on perceived
legitimacy of the real institutions were found (i.e., for the government and the courts).
To control for these effects they were included in the regression models in the
Netherlands in step 1; the general views were entered in step 2, and the specific views
in step 3. Results of the ANOVAs testing the effects of the vignette manipulations on
perceived legitimacy of the real institutions in all five countries are reported in
Appendix M.

5.3. The Netherlands

Perceived legitimacy of the current government
Three specific predictors had a highly significant positive effect on perceived

legitimacy of the government (see Table 5.5). The evaluation of the current
government as working for the benefit of all citizens rather than a small elite had the
largest effect on perceived legitimacy (B = 0.46). The evaluation of elections as free
and fair had a positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the government too (f = 0.21).
If participants thought that the parliament can check the government, the perceived
legitimacy score of the government was higher (B = 0.23). Of the general predictors,
there was only one that had a significant positive effect, namely if respondents thought
that political parties are important in representing the interests of citizens, the perceived
legitimacy of the government was higher (B = 0.11). The R® change in step 3 (.41)
indicates that the evaluations of the performance of the government (specific views)

explained substantial amount of variance in perceived legitimacy.
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Table 5.5. Linear model of predictors of the current government’s perceived legitimacy
(N =290, adjusted R?= .60, R?change step 1 = .03, R*change step 2 = .18, R? change
step 3 = .41, df = 275).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 1.11 0.36

Step 1 Procedural justice -0.16 0.08

Step 2 Democracy best 0.04 0.03 0.06
Parties important 0.10* 0.04 0.11
Elections important -0.02 0.04 -0.03
Courts should stop institutions 0.02 0.04 0.02
Authorities should provide access 0.01 0.03 0.01
Authorities should treat equal -0.02 0.03 -0.03
Authorities should provide equal -0.08 0.04 -0.09
chances

Step 3 System is democratic 0.01 0.04 0.01
Elections are free and fair 0.23*** 0.05 0.21
Parliament can stop government 0.17%** 0.03 0.23
Courts can stop government 0.04 0.03 0.05
Government works for everybody 0.34%** 0.03 0.46
Socio-economic status 0.02 0.05 0.02

Note. * p < .05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.71. B is not reported for the effect in Step 1 as for
this effect a change of 1 SD is not meaningful.

Perceived legitimacy of the current parliament
Three specific predictors had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of

the parliament (see Table 5.6). The evaluation of the elections as free and fair had the
largest effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament (B = 0.33). Respondents who
evaluated the political parties as representing the interests of citizens well, had higher
perceived legitimacy scores for the current parliament (§ = 0.28). The ability of the
parliament to stop the government when it acts beyond its authority had a positive
effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament too (B = 0.24). The same as in the case
of the government, if respondents thought that in general political parties are important
in representing the interests of citizens, the perceived legitimacy of the parliament was
higher (B = 0.12). Another general predictor that had a significant effect on perceived
legitimacy of the parliament was the attitude towards authorities’ duty to secure equal
chances to all citizens. If participants thought that the authorities should do so, then

they supported the current parliament less (B = -0.11). The general view that courts
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should be able stop institutions from acting beyond their authority had the smallest
significant and positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament (3 = 0.09). In
general, specific predictors had the largest effects on perceived legitimacy of the

current parliament.

Table 5.6. Linear model of predictors of the current parliament’s perceived legitimacy
(N =291, adjusted R?= .53, R*change step 1 = .23, R? change step 2 = .33, df = 278).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.72 0.35

Step 1 Democracy best -0.01 0.03 -0.01
Parties important 0.11* 0.04 0.12
Elections important 0.01 0.04 0.02
Courts should stop institutions 0.08* 0.04 0.09
Authorities should provide access 0.02 0.03 0.03
Authorities should treat equal 0.03 0.03 0.04
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.09* 0.04 -0.11

Step 2 System is democratic -0.03 0.04 -0.04
Elections are free and fair 0.34*** 0.05 0.33
Parliament can stop government 0.16*** 0.03 0.24
Parties represent citizens 0.20%** 0.04 0.28
Socio-economic status 0.08 0.05 0.06

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.76.

Perceived legitimacy of the current courts
The hierarchical regression model predicting perceived legitimacy of the current courts

included the significant vignette manipulations (procedural justice and procedural
justice x outcome x dependence interaction as well as all its components) in step 1 (see
Table 5.7). Two specific predictors had a highly significant positive effect on perceived
legitimacy of the courts. The perception of courts as treating everybody the same
increased perceived legitimacy of the current courts (p = 0.50). Also, when respondents
thought that the courts are able to stop the government from acting beyond its
authority, they evaluated the courts more positively (B = 0.23). The only general
significant predictor is the one about courts: if respondents thought that courts should
be able to check other institutions, then they perceived the current courts as more
legitimate (§ = 0.12).
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Table 5.7. Linear model of predictors of the current courts’ perceived legitimacy (N =
293, adjusted R?= .53, R? change step 1 = .07, R?change step 2 = .18, R?change step 3
= 31, df = 274).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 2.39 0.35

Step 1 Procedural justice -0.29 0.17
Dependence -0.03 0.17
Outcome -0.32* 0.16
Procedural justice x outcome 0.23 0.23
Procedural justice x dependence -0.15 0.23
Outcome x dependence -0.22 0.23
Procedural justice x outcome x 0.66* 0.33
dependence

Step 2 Democracy best -0.03 0.03 -0.05
Parties important 0.05 0.04 0.06
Elections important -0.03 0.04 -0.04
Courts should stop institutions 0.10* 0.04 0.12
Authorities should provide access 0.02 0.03 0.03
Authorities should treat equal 0.06 0.04 0.08
Authorities should provide equal chances ~ 3.5x10°  0.04 4.4 x 103

Step 3 System is democratic 0.05 0.04 0.06
Courts can stop government 0.15*** 0.03 0.23
Courts treat equal 0.32*** 0.03 0.50
Socio-economic status -0.05 0.05 -0.04

Note. * p < .05, ** p <.01, *** p < .001. For the continuous predictors VIFs < 1.74. Including
interactions of the manipulated factors in the regression yielded high VIF values for the
dichotomous predictors (ranged from 3.80 to 7.08). However, this does not indicate
multicollinearity. The VIF is not an appropriate index of multicollinearity for dichotomous
predictors and their interactions (Cohen et al. 2003, p.425). Bs are not reported for the effects in Step
1 as for these effects a change of 1 SD is not meaningful.

Conclusions
Respondents in the Dutch sample evaluated the current state institutions in their

country very positively. The perceived legitimacy of institutions was high with courts
evaluated as the most legitimate institution (Table 5.3).

From the general predictors the significant ones turned out to be those that
referred more directly to the institution under investigation. The general predictor that
mattered for perceived legitimacy of the current government and parliament was the
view that political parties are important in representing the interests of citizens. In other

words, if respondents thought that the political parties play an important role, they
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attributed more legitimacy to the institutions that are constituted by political parties’
representatives. For the courts, the view that courts should stop other institutions when
they act beyond their authority was the only significant general predictor. The view
that political authorities should secure equal chances for all citizens had a negative
effect on the perceived legitimacy of the current parliament, which could indicate that
the performance of the parliament does not match the expectations about what the
parliament ought to be doing.

The specific predictors of legitimacy of institutions, focusing on their actual
performance rather than what they ought to be and do, contributed strongly to the
explanation of variance in perceived legitimacy scores. Five specific predictors had
significant effects on perceived legitimacy of the institutions. The perception of
elections as free and fair had the largest effect on perceived legitimacy of the
parliament, indicating the importance of procedural justice and input aspect of
legitimacy. Obtaining power in a legal and fair way by the parliament members was the
most important predictor of their perceived legitimacy. Hence, perceived legitimacy of
the legislature was designated mainly by the way in which it came to power—
legitimate elections.

Whether the government was perceived as working for the common good had
the largest effect on the perceived legitimacy of the government. Here the focus was on
the distributive justice, so the output aspect of legitimacy. Moreover, it shows that
according to Dutch respondents legitimate governing should be based on the principle
of taking care of the interests of the whole society.

The most important predictor of perceived legitimacy of the courts was
whether they were thought of as treating everybody the same. Not surprisingly,
procedural justice (throughput aspect of legitimacy) was the most important predictor
of perceived legitimacy of the judicial branch of power. This shows that, according to
Dutch respondents, impartiality and fair processes are relevant for sustaining
legitimacy of the courts. The other significant specific predictor related to procedural
justice and throughput legitimacy was the division of powers in the state (checks and
balances)—the ability of the legislative and judicial bodies to stop the government

from acting beyond its authority.
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Socio-economic status was not a significant predictor of perceived legitimacy
in the Netherlands. It implies that either personal situation was not of importance for
the evaluations of legitimacy, or respondents with the lowest socio-economic status are
in a good enough situation to value the current institutions anyway.

The analysis of the Dutch sample shows that variables dealing with the actual
performance of institutions are the most important factors contributing to perceived
legitimacy. In each case, the variance explained by the specific factors was larger than
the variance explained by the general factors. In other words, the more abstract ideas
about democracy and how the political authorities ought to behave proved weaker at
explaining the willingness to transfer power to political authorities. Although the type
is not clear cut, the Dutch respondents resemble more the citizens of country A, in
which their evaluations of the performance of the current institutions explain most of
the variance in perceived legitimacy. The parliament was the only institution in which
the general principles that should guide political authorities influenced perceived
legitimacy, so in this case they reminded more the citizens of country C—where the
variance in perceived legitimacy is explained by both general and specific evaluations
of institutions. Those respondents who had more socialist views—supporting the idea
that political authorities should secure equal access to goods and services to all
citizens—were less favourable of the current parliament. This could be explained by
the fact that at the time of the survey the largest political party in the parliament was a
conservative-liberal political party (VD). Therefore, those respondents who disagree
with the principles of economic liberalism and support redistributive policies instead,
granted less legitimacy to the parliament. The general views about democracy being
the best system, however, did not influence perceived legitimacy of any of the analysed

institutions.

5.4. France

Perceived legitimacy of the current government

Three specific predictors had a highly significant positive effect on perceived
legitimacy of the government (Table 5.8). The evaluation of the current government as

working for the benefit of all citizens rather than a small elite had the largest effect on
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perceived legitimacy (p = 0.53). The evaluation of elections as free and fair had a
positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the government too (B = 0.14). If participants
thought that the parliament can check the government, the perceived legitimacy score
of the government was higher (f = 0.11). No general predictors were significant. The
R? change in step 2 (.41) indicates that the evaluations of the performance of the

government (specific views) explained a lot of variance in perceived legitimacy.

Table 5.8. Linear model of predictors of the current government’s perceived legitimacy
(N =219, adjusted R*= .57, R*change step 1 = .18, R*change step 2 = .41, df = 205).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.53 0.45

Step 1 Democracy best 0.02 0.05 0.02
Parties important 0.01 0.04 0.01
Elections important 0.06 0.05 0.06
Courts should stop institutions 0.01 0.05 0.01
Authorities should provide access 0.05 0.07 0.04
Authorities should treat equal -0.03 0.09 -0.03
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.01 0.09 -0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.07 0.06 0.08
Elections are free and fair 0.14** 0.05 0.17
Parliament can stop government 0.09* 0.04 0.11
Courts can stop government 0.04 0.04 0.04
Government works for everybody 0.42*** 0.04 0.53
Socio-economic status 0.10 0.08 0.06

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 2.57.

Perceived legitimacy of the current parliament
Three specific predictors had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of

the parliament (Table 5.9). The ability of the parliament to stop the government when it
acts beyond its authority had the largest positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the
parliament ( = 0.25). The evaluation of the elections as free and fair had similar effect
on perceived legitimacy of the parliament (8 = 0.24). The evaluation of political parties
as representing the interests of citizens well had a significant effect on perceived
legitimacy of the current parliament too (8 = 0.15). A general predictor that had a
significant effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament was the view that the

authorities should treat all citizens according to the procedures and laws ( = 0.20).
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Table 5.9. Linear model of predictors of the current parliament’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 224, adjusted R?= .45, R*change step 1 = .30, R?change step 2 = .18, df = 210).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) -0.13 0.50

Step 1 Democracy best 0.08 0.05 0.10
Parties important 0.09 0.05 0.11
Elections important 0.01 0.06 0.01
Courts should stop institutions 0.02 0.06 0.02
Authorities should provide access -0.06 0.08 -0.06
Authorities should treat equal 0.25* 0.09 0.20
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.01 0.10 -0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.08 0.06 0.09
Elections are free and fair 0.20*** 0.06 0.24
Parliament can stop government 0.20** 0.08 0.25
Parliament can stop president -0.02 0.08 -0.02
Parties represent citizens 0.13* 0.05 0.15
Socio-economic status 0.14 0.08 0.09

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 3.45.

Perceived legitimacy of the current courts
Three specific predictors had a highly significant positive effect on perceived

legitimacy of the courts (Table 5.10). The perception of courts as treating everybody
the same had the largest effect and increased perceived legitimacy of the current courts
(B = 0.46). When respondents evaluated the current system as democratic, they
perceived the courts as more legitimate (B = 0.22). Also, when respondents thought that
the courts are able to stop the government from acting beyond its authority, they
evaluated the courts more positively (B = 0.15). Socio-economic status was a
significant predictor of perceived legitimacy of the current courts (B = 0.14). The only
general significant predictor was the view that political authorities should secure equal

chances to all citizens (B = 0.16).
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Table 5.10. Linear model of predictors of the current courts’ perceived legitimacy (N
=223, adjusted R?= .63, R? change step 1 = .37, R?change step 2 = .28, df = 210).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.09 0.37

Step 1 Democracy best 0.03 0.04 0.04
Parties important -0.02 0.03 -0.03
Elections important 0.07 0.04 0.09
Courts should stop institutions 0.06 0.04 0.07
Authorities should provide access 0.08 0.06 0.08
Authorities should treat equal 0.10 0.07 0.09
Authorities should provide equal chances 0.18* 0.08 0.16

Step 2 System is democratic 0.17%** 0.04 0.22
Courts can stop government -0.06 0.05 -0.08
Courts can stop president 0.11* 0.05 0.15
Courts treat equal 0.30*** 0.03 0.46
Socio-economic status 0.20** 0.06 0.14

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 2.99.

Perceived legitimacy of the current president
Of all factors included in the model, only two specific predictors had a significant

positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the president (Table 5.11). The evaluation of
the president as working for the benefit of the whole society and not a small elite
increased the perceived legitimacy (B = 0.57). Also, the ability of the courts to stop the
president from acting beyond his authority had a significant effect (3 = 0.16).
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Table 5.11. Linear model of predictors of the current president’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 220, adjusted R?= .53, R*change step 1 = .16, R*change step 2 = .40, df = 206).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.02 0.50

Step 1 Democracy best -0.04 0.05 -0.04
Parties important 0.05 0.05 0.06
Elections important 0.10 0.06 0.10
Courts should stop institutions -0.06 0.06 -0.06
Authorities should provide access 0.09 0.08 0.07
Authorities should treat equal 0.04 0.09 0.03
Authorities should provide equal chances 0.03 0.10 0.02

Step 2 System is democratic -0.03 0.06 -0.04
Elections are free and fair 0.11 0.06 0.12
Parliament can stop president 0.02 0.05 0.03
Courts can stop president 0.14** 0.04 0.16
President works for everybody 0.46*** 0.04 0.57
Socio-economic status 0.13 0.09 0.07

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 2.63.

Conclusions
Respondents in the French sample were on average rather positive about their

institutions. The government, parliament, and president received a score above 4
(middle point of the scale), while the courts got the highest perceived legitimacy score
above 5.5 (Table 5.3).

In France, similarly to the Netherlands, most of the unique variance in
perceived legitimacy was explained by the specific predictors. Again, the strongest
predictor of legitimacy of the government was the perception that it works for all
citizens and not for a small elite. Two strongest predictors of the perceived legitimacy
of the parliament were the evaluation of the elections as free and fair and the ability of
the parliament to check the government if it acts beyond its authority. The perceived
legitimacy of the courts increased the most if respondents thought that they treat people
equally. As in the case of the government, the strongest predictor of perceived
legitimacy of the president was the evaluation whether the president works for the
common good.

The results imply that distributive justice is the strongest predictor of the

legitimacy of the executive institutions (the government and the president). So for these
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institutions, the emphasis in the evaluations is on how fairly they deliver the outputs to
society. For the legislative institution (the parliament) procedural justice had the
strongest effect on perceived legitimacy, i.e. the fairness of elections (input aspect of
legitimacy) and securing the checks and balances of the executive (throughput aspect
of legitimacy). Procedural justice of the courts—whether they treat everyone the
same—was the strongest predictor of their perceived legitimacy.

Like the Netherlands, France in general fits more with the description of
country A. Only one general predictor had a significant effect on perceived legitimacy
of the courts and the parliament. There were no significant effects of general predictors
on the executive institutions and in no case the variance was explained by the
preference for democracy. Instead, the variance in perceived legitimacy was driven by
specific evaluations of how the institutions perform and what rules are actually applied
by them. In other words, respondents had different assessment of how well the

institutions perform.

5.5. Poland

Perceived legitimacy of the current government

Four specific predictors had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the
government (Table 5.12). The evaluation of the current government as working for the
benefit of all citizens rather than a small elite had the largest effect on perceived
legitimacy (B = 0.53). The evaluation of elections as free and fair had a positive effect
on perceived legitimacy of the government too (B = 0.09). If participants thought that
the parliament can check the government, the perceived legitimacy score of the
government was higher (B = 0.07). Also, the ability of courts to control the government
had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the courts (p = 0.09). From
the general predictors only one had a small significant effect, namely if respondents
thought that political parties are an important in representing the interests of citizens,
then they evaluated the current government better (3 = 0.10). The R? change in step 2
(.39) indicates that the evaluations of the performance of the government (specific

views) explained a lot of variance in perceived legitimacy.



156 Chapter 5

Table 5.12. Linear model of predictors of the current government’s perceived
legitimacy (N = 389, adjusted R?= .51, R°change step 1 = .14, R*change step 2 = .39,
df = 375).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.66 0.37

Step 1 Democracy best -51x10% 003 -7.8x10*
Parties important 0.07* 0.03 0.10
Elections important 0.05 0.03 0.06
Courts should stop institutions -0.03 0.04 -0.03
Authorities should provide access 0.02 0.04 0.03
Authorities should treat equal 0.03 0.06 0.03
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.01 0.04 -0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.04 0.04 0.06
Elections are free and fair 0.09** 0.03 0.14
Parliament can stop government 0.07* 0.03 0.10
Courts can stop government 0.06* 0.03 0.09
Government works for everybody 0.42%*** 0.03 0.53
Socio-economic status -0.04 0.05 -0.03

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.66.

Perceived legitimacy of the current parliament
Three specific predictors had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of

the parliament (Table 5.13). The ability of the parliament to stop the government when
it acts beyond its authority had the largest positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the
parliament (B = 0.35). If respondents thought that the parliament can stop the
government from acting beyond its authority, they perceived the parliament as more
legitimate. Also, if respondents thought that the current political system is democratic,
they gave higher legitimacy scores to the parliament (p = 0.20). The evaluation of
political parties as representing the interests of citizens well had a significant effect on
perceived legitimacy of the current parliament too (B = 0.17). A general predictor that
had a significant effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament was the view that in
general political parties are important in representing the interest of citizens: if
respondents agreed that indeed political parties are important, perceived legitimacy
increased ( = 0.20).
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Table 5.13. Linear model of predictors of the current parliament’s perceived legitimacy
(N =392, adjusted R?= .37, R*change step 1 = .10, R*change step 2 = .29, df = 378).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.82 0.42

Step 1 Democracy best -0.04 0.03 -0.06
Parties important 0.08* 0.03 0.12
Elections important 0.07 0.04 0.09
Courts should stop institutions -0.05 0.05 -0.05
Authorities should provide access -0.02 0.04 -0.02
Authorities should treat equal 0.03 0.06 0.02
Authorities should provide equal chances 0.04 0.04 0.04

Step 2 System is democratic 0.16*** 0.04 0.20
Elections are free and fair 0.06 0.03 0.08
Parliament can stop government 0.25%** 0.03 0.35
Parliament can stop president 0.02 0.03 0.04
Parties represent citizens 0.15*** 0.04 0.17
Socio-economic status -0.04 0.06 -0.03

Note. VIFs < 1.67.

Perceived legitimacy of the current courts
Three specific and two general predictors had a highly significant positive effect on

perceived legitimacy of the courts (Table 5.14). The perception of courts as treating
everybody the same had once again the largest effect and increased perceived
legitimacy of the current courts (p = 0.37). When respondents thought that the courts
are able to stop the president from acting beyond his authority, they evaluated the
courts more positively (B = 0.20). Also, like in France, whether respondents evaluated
the current system as democratic had a positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the
courts (B = 0.10). From the general predictors the view that courts should be able to
stop other institutions from acting beyond their authority increased perceived
legitimacy of the current courts (B = 0.154). The second general significant predictor
that had an effect on perceived legitimacy of the courts was the view that political

authorities should treat everybody according to the laws and rules (p = 0.09).
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Table 5.14. Linear model of predictors of the current courts’ perceived legitimacy (N
= 390, adjusted R?= .44, R® change step 1 = .12, R? change step 2 = .33, df = 377).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.81 0.39

Step 1 Democracy best 20x10% 003 3.1x10°
Parties important 0.04 0.03 0.05
Elections important 0.02 0.04 0.02
Courts should stop institutions 0.15** 0.05 0.14
Authorities should provide access 0.01 0.04 0.01
Authorities should treat equal 0.12* 0.06 0.09
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.01 0.04 -0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.08* 0.04 0.10
Courts can stop government 0.07 0.05 0.11
Courts can stop president 0.13** 0.05 0.20
Courts treat equal 0.26*** 0.03 0.37
Socio-economic status -0.03 0.06 -0.02

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 3.62.

Perceived legitimacy of the current president
Of all factors included in the model, only two specific predictors had a significant

positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the president (Table 5.15). The evaluation of
the president as working for the benefit of the whole society and not a small elite had
the strongest significant effect on the president’s perceived legitimacy (p = 0.68). Also,
the perception of the elections as free and fair increased perceived legitimacy of the
president (B = 0.14). The R? change in step 2 of the regression shows that most of the
variance in perceived legitimacy of the president was explained by the specific
predictors (.55).
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Table 5.15. Linear model of predictors of the current president’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 388, adjusted R?= .62, R*change step 1 = .08, R change step 2 = .55, df = 374).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.55 0.38

Step 1 Democracy best -0.04 0.03 -0.05
Parties important 0.03 0.03 0.04
Elections important 0.02 0.04 0.02
Courts should stop institutions 0.03 0.04 0.03
Authorities should provide access 32x10° 004 34x10°
Authorities should treat equal 0.10 0.06 0.06
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.04 0.04 -0.04

Step 2 System is democratic 0.06 0.04 0.06
Elections are free and fair 0.11*** 0.03 0.14
Parliament can stop president 0.01 0.03 0.01
Courts can stop president 0.04 0.03 0.06
President works for everybody 0.54%** 0.03 0.68
Socio-economic status -0.02 0.06 -0.01

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. VIFs < 1.72.

Conclusions
Polish respondents on average evaluated their current political authorities less

positively than the Dutch and French respondents. The government and the parliament
received a score below 4 (middle point of the scale), while the president and the courts
got the score above 4, with the latter ones being the most legitimate institution in the
eyes of respondents (Table 5.3).

The pattern of explanation of the variance in Poland was similar to the pattern
in the Netherlands and France. There were more specific predictors affecting perceived
legitimacy than general ones. A general factor that had relatively small significant
effect on perceived legitimacy of both the government and the parliament was the view
that political parties play an important role in representing citizens. Perceived
legitimacy of the government was influenced by four specific predictors and again the
evaluation of the government as working in the interest of everybody had the strongest
effect. There were three specific predictors that had a significant effect on perceived
legitimacy of the parliament, while the most variance in perceived legitimacy of the
parliament was, like in France, explained by its ability to stop the government from

acting beyond its authority. Three specific predictors had a significant effect on
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perceived legitimacy of the current courts. The most variance was explained again by
the evaluation of the courts as treating every citizen the same. The second largest effect
was the ability of the courts to provide checks and to balance the power of the
president. The general significant predictors were related to the evaluations of how the
courts should function: the views that it is important for courts to be able to check other
institutions and that authorities should treat citizens according to the rules and laws
increased the perceived legitimacy of the courts. Once again, perceived legitimacy of
the president was best explained by two specific predictors. The perception of the
president as working for the common good had the strongest effect on the perceived
legitimacy of the president.

Also in Poland, perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions was best
explained by the perception of their performance as benefiting the whole society rather
than small elite, so the results indicated the importance of distributive justice in the
provision of outcomes. Checks and balances—the ability to stop the government from
acting beyond its authority—was the strongest predictor of perceived legitimacy of the
parliament. This result implies that procedural justice and the throughput aspect of
legitimacy was important for the legislative body. However, the evaluation of the
extent of democracy that is present in the current system had a significant effect as
well, which shows that the considerations of the input aspect of legitimacy were
important for perceived legitimacy of the parliament too. Once again procedural
justice—treating all citizens the same—was the most important for the evaluation of
legitimacy of the courts. Different general ideas about whether courts should be able to
stop other institutions, like in the Netherlands, explained a part of the variance in
perceived legitimacy too.

Most of the variance in perceived legitimacy was explained by specific
views—evaluations of how the political authorities act. Poland, as the Netherland and
France, reminded more the ideal type of country A, where the general views about
what political system is the best did not explain perceived legitimacy of institutions and

where the specific evaluations did.
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5.6. Ukraine

Perceived legitimacy of the current government
Three specific and three general predictors had a significant effect on perceived

legitimacy of the government (Table 5.16). The evaluation of the current government
as working for the benefit of all citizens rather than a small elite once again had the
largest effect on perceived legitimacy (B = 0.69). The evaluation of elections as free
and fair had a positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the government ( = 0.13) and
seeing the current political system as democratic had a positive effect too ( = 0.11).
Ukraine is the first case in which the view that democracy is the best political system
had an effect on the perceived legitimacy of the government. If respondents thought
that democracy is the best political system, they saw the current government (of
Yatsenyuk) as more legitimate (p = 0.09). If, however, respondents believed that the
authorities should provide equal access to goods and services to all citizens, they
evaluated the current government as less legitimate (B = -0.10). Also, the view that
courts should be able to stop other institutions from acting beyond their authority
increased perceived legitimacy of the current government (B = 0.09). The R? change in
step 2 (.57) indicates that the evaluations of the performance of the government
(specific views) explained more variance in perceived legitimacy, but the significance
of three general factors implies that they are important too, as each of them explains

unique (added) variance in perceived legitimacy.
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Table 5.16. Linear model of predictors of the current government’s perceived
legitimacy (N = 341, adjusted R?= .69, R? change step 1 = .13, R?change step 2 = .57,

df = 327)
Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 1.16 0.60

Step 1 Democracy best 0.09** 0.03 0.09
Parties important -0.04 0.03 -0.05
Elections important 0.03 0.04 0.03
Courts should stop institutions 0.14** 0.05 0.09
Authorities should provide access -0.17** 0.05 -0.10
Authorities should treat equal 0.10 0.07 0.05
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.10 0.06 -0.05

Step 2 System is democratic 0.10** 0.03 0.11
Elections are free and fair 0.10*** 0.03 0.13
Parliament can stop government 0.01 0.03 0.01
Courts can stop government -0.01 0.03 -0.01
Government works for everybody 0.62*** 0.03 0.69
Socio-economic status -0.09 0.06 -0.05

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. VIFs < 1.58.

Perceived legitimacy of the current parliament
Four specific predictors had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the

parliament (Table 5.17). The ability of the parliament to stop the government when it
acts beyond its authority had the largest positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the
parliament (B = 0.27). Also, if respondents evaluated the elections as free and fair, they
thought that the parliament is more legitimate (p = 0.25). The evaluation of political
parties as representing the interests of citizens well had a significant effect on
perceived legitimacy of the current parliament too (B = 0.19). The smallest significant
effect was of the evaluation of the current political system as democratic: the
government received a higher perceived legitimacy score from respondents who
considered the current system democratic. The R?change in step 2 shows that most of
the variance in perceived legitimacy scores of the parliament was explained by the

specific predictors (.29).
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Table 5.17. Linear model of predictors of the current parliament’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 341, adjusted R?= .31, R*change step 1 = .05, R*change step 2 = .29, df = 327).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.91 0.90

Step 1 Democracy best -0.05 0.05 -0.06
Parties important 0.02 0.04 0.02
Elections important -0.04 0.06 -0.04
Courts should stop institutions 0.04 0.08 0.03
Authorities should provide access -0.02 0.08 -0.01
Authorities should treat equal -0.05 0.10 -0.02
Authorities should provide equal chances 0.06 0.09 0.03

Step 2 System is democratic 0.12* 0.05 0.13
Elections are free and fair 0.22%** 0.05 0.25
Parliament can stop government 0.24%**>* 0.07 0.27
Parliament can stop president 24%x10° 006 29x10°
Parties represent citizens 0.20*** 0.05 0.19
Socio-economic status -0.05 0.09 -0.03

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L. VIFs < 2.88.

Perceived legitimacy of the current courts
Only two specific predictors had a highly significant positive effect on perceived

legitimacy of the courts (Table 5.18). As in all countries analysed above, the perception
of courts as treating everybody the same had the largest effect and increased perceived
legitimacy of the current courts (p = 0.32). Also, like in France and Poland, if
respondents evaluated the current system as democratic they saw the courts as more
legitimate (B = 0.11). None of the general predictors had a significant effect on
perceived legitimacy of the courts, and R change in step 2 shows that the variance in

the perceived legitimacy scored is better explained by the specific factors (.23).
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Table 5.18. Linear model of predictors of the current courts’ perceived legitimacy (N
=342, adjusted R?= .25, R? change step 1 = .05, R? change step 2 = .23, df = 329).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.91 0.70

Step 1 Democracy best 0.01 0.04 0.01
Parties important 0.03 0.03 0.04
Elections important 0.06 0.05 0.06
Courts should stop institutions 0.11 0.06 0.09
Authorities should provide access -0.02 0.06 -0.01
Authorities should treat equal 0.01 0.07 0.01
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.05 0.07 -0.04

Step 2 System is democratic 0.08* 0.04 0.11
Courts can stop government 0.11 0.06 0.17
Courts can stop president 0.08 0.06 0.12
Courts treat equal 0.37*** 0.06 0.32
Socio-economic status 0.03 0.07 0.02

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L. VIFs < 3.99

Perceived legitimacy of the current president
There were 3 specific and 4 general predictors that had a significant effect on perceived

legitimacy of the president (Poroshenko; Table 5.19). The evaluation of the president
as working for the benefit of the whole society and not a small elite had the strongest
significant effect on the president’s perceived legitimacy (B = 0.76). Also, the
perception of the elections as free and fair increased perceived legitimacy of the
president (B = 0.11). If respondents considered the current political system to be
democratic, then the president’s perceived legitimacy was higher ( = 0.08).

Three significant general effects were the same in the case of the government.
If respondents believed that democracy is the best political system, they thought of the
current president as more legitimate ( = 0.08). If, however, respondents believed that
the authorities should provide equal access to goods and services to all citizens, they
evaluated the current president as less legitimate (3 = -0.07). Also, the view that court
should be able to check and balance other institutions had a positive effect on perceived
legitimacy of the president (§ = 0.08). In addition to this three predictors, the view that
elections are the basis for well-functioning political system, had a small effect on the
perceived legitimacy of the president (B = 0.05). The R? change in step 2 of the

regression shows that large part of the variance in perceived legitimacy of the president
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was explained by the specific predictors (.61). However, the significance of four
general predictors indicated that different ideas about how the political system should

work influenced the perceived legitimacy of the president too.

Table 5.19. Linear model of predictors of the current president’s perceived legitimacy
(N =341, adjusted R?= .75, R*change step 1 = .14, R? change step 2 = .61, df = 327).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 1.41 0.52

Step 1 Democracy best 0.07* 0.03 0.08
Parties important -0.04 0.03 -0.05
Elections important 0.08* 0.04 0.05
Courts should stop institutions 0.12** 0.04 0.08
Authorities should provide access -0.11* 0.05 -0.07
Authorities should treat equal 0.06 0.06 0.03
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.10 0.05 -0.05

Step 2 System is democratic 0.07* 0.03 0.08
Elections are free and fair 0.09** 0.03 0.11
Parliament can stop president -69x10* 002 -85x10"
Courts can stop president -0.01 0.03 -0.01
President works for everybody 0.64*** 0.03 0.76
Socio-economic status 0.03 0.05 0.02

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.47.

Conclusions
Ukrainian respondents, opposite to the Dutch, French, and Polish respondents,

evaluated the courts the worst of all of political institutions. They were also rather
negative about the current parliament of their country. The new government of
Yatsenyuk and the newly elected president Poroshenko were evaluated more positively
(Table 5.3). These differences in evaluations of particular institutions were reflected in
which predictors affected the legitimacy scores of the institutions.

The most variance in perceived legitimacy scores was explained again by the
specific predictors—specific views had the largest effects on perceived legitimacy of
the institutions. In the case of the parliament and courts the specific views were the
only ones with significant effects. Differently than in stable democracies, however,
there were many significant effects of general views affecting perceived legitimacy of

the current government and the president. Three of them were the same in both cases:
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the agreement with the statement that democracy is the best political system invented
so far, the belief that the authorities should provide equal access to goods and services
to all citizens, and the view that courts should be able to stop other institutions from
acting beyond their authority. If respondents represented the view that political
authority’s duty is to secure equal access to goods and services, they perceived the
current government and president as less legitimate. This general view did not have a
significant effect in any other country analysed so far. This result can imply that those
respondents who might have supported more pro-Russian ideas of the Party of Regions
and hence the regime of Yanukovych, were less favourable of the more liberal and pro-
European government of Yatsenyuk and president Poroshenko. Also, Ukraine is the
first case in which the effect of the belief in democracy being the best political system
was a significant variable. If respondents were more democratically oriented, they
perceived the government and the president as more legitimate.

The strongest effects show similar patterns to the other countries analysed so
far. The best predictor of the legitimacy of the executive institutions was whether they
were perceived as working for the common good. This showed again that the
distributive justice in providing outcomes to society is of the greatest concern for the
evaluation of legitimacy of the government and president. Procedural justice—the
ability to stop the government from acting beyond its authority and the fairness of
elections were the strongest predictors of perceived legitimacy of the parliament. This
result implies that throughput (checks and balances) and input (electoral process)
aspects of legitimacy were important for respondents when they evaluated the
legislative body. Consistently with the results in the Netherlands, France, and Poland,
procedural justice—treating all citizens the same—was the most important for the
evaluation of legitimacy of the courts.

The results in Ukraine show that respondents were less unanimous than in
stable democracies about what kind of political system they prefer, more specifically to
what extent democracy is the best system. This general predictor had a significant
effect on two executive institutions. Also, unlike in stable democracies, the view that
elections are important had a significant effect on perceived legitimacy indicating that

there might have been more variability among respondents regarding the extent of
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support for the idea of elections. Another interesting general effect that was significant
is the view that authorities should provide equal access to services and goods. This
general view was a significant predictor of legitimacy of the executive institutions only
in Ukraine. Although specific views—evaluation of institutions’ performance—were
the strongest predictors of perceived legitimacy, the significance of the above
mentioned general views shows that Ukraine, especially in the evaluations of the
president and the government, suits better the description of country C, where the idea
about what the political system ought to be like and the evaluations of the performance

of the authorities explain perceived legitimacy.

5.7. Russia

Perceived legitimacy of the current government
Four specific and three general predictors had a significant effect on perceived

legitimacy of the government (Table 5.20). Consistently with all the other countries,
the evaluation of the current government as working for the benefit of all citizens rather
than a small elite had the largest effect on perceived legitimacy (p = 0.55). The
evaluation of elections as free and fair had a positive effect on perceived legitimacy of
the government ( = 0.17), the ability of the parliament to stop the government from
acting beyond its authority (p = 0.10), and seeing the current political system as
democratic had positive effect on perceived legitimacy of the government too (f =
0.11).

In Russia, like in Ukraine, the view that democracy is the best political system
had an effect on the perceived legitimacy of the government. However, in Russia the
direction of the effect was reversed. If respondents thought that democracy is the best
political system, they saw the current government (of Medvedev) as less legitimate (8
=-0.10). If, however, respondents thought that authorities should treat all citizens
according to procedures and laws, they saw the current government as more legitimate
(B =0.20). Also, the view that courts should be able to stop other institutions from
acting beyond their authority slightly increased perceived legitimacy of the current
government (B = 0.06). The R? change in step 2 (.53) indicates that the evaluations of

the performance of the government (specific views) explained more variance in
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perceived legitimacy, but as in Ukraine, the significance of three general factors imply
that they are important too, as each of them explains unique (added) variance in

perceived legitimacy.

Table 5.20. Linear model of predictors of the current government’s perceived
legitimacy (N = 733, adjusted R? = .60, R? change step 1 = .07, R? change step 2 = .53,

df = 719).
Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.15 0.22

Step 1 Democracy best -0.08*** 0.02 -0.10
Parties important 0.04 0.02 0.04
Elections important 0.04 0.03 0.04
Courts should stop institutions 0.06* 0.03 0.06
Authorities should provide access -0.02 0.03 -0.02
Authorities should treat equal 0.22%** 0.03 0.20
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.01 0.03 -0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.05* 0.03 0.06
Elections are free and fair 0.13*** 0.02 0.17
Parliament can stop government 0.09*** 0.02 0.10
Courts can stop government 9.7x10* 002 11x10°
Government works for everybody 0.47*** 0.03 0.55
Socio-economic status 0.07 0.04 0.04

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs<1.97.

Perceived legitimacy of the current parliament
Four specific predictors and one general predictor had a significant positive effect on

perceived legitimacy of the parliament (Table 5.21). The ability of the parliament to
stop the government when it acts beyond its authority had the largest positive effect on
perceived legitimacy of the parliament ( = 0.34). Also, if respondents evaluated the
elections as free and fair, they thought that the parliament is more legitimate (B = 0.26).
The evaluation of political parties as representing the interests of citizens well had a
significant effect on perceived legitimacy of the current parliament too (B = 0.15).
Evaluation of the current political system as democratic was the specific predictor with
the smallest significant effect: when respondents considered the current political
system as democratic, they saw the parliament as more legitimate (8 = 0.09). The

general view that had a significant effect on perceived legitimacy of the parliament was
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the view that authorities should treat all citizens according to procedures and laws (§ =
0.12). The R? change in step 2 shows that most of the variance in perceived legitimacy

scores of the parliament was explained by the specific predictors (.46).

Table 5.21. Linear model of predictors of the current parliament’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 737, adjusted R”= .48, R*change step 1 = .03, R*change step 2 = .46, df = 723).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.57 0.25

Step 1 Democracy best -0.03 0.03 -0.03
Parties important 0.01 0.03 0.01
Elections important -9.1x10* 003 -1.0x10°
Courts should stop institutions -0.02 0.03 -0.02
Authorities should provide access 0.02 0.03 0.02
Authorities should treat equal 0.13** 0.04 0.12
Authorities should provide equal chances 3.6 x10°  0.03 3.9 x 107

Step 2 System is democratic 0.08** 0.03 0.09
Elections are free and fair 0.21*** 0.03 0.26
Parliament can stop government 0.29*** 0.03 0.34
Parliament can stop president 0.03 0.03 0.04
Parties represent citizens 0.14*** 0.03 0.15
Socio-economic status 0.09 0.05 0.05

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.98.

Perceived legitimacy of the current courts
Three specific, three general predictors, and socio-economic status had a significant

effect on perceived legitimacy of the courts (Table 5.22). The perception of courts as
treating everybody according to procedures and laws, as in all other countries, had the
largest effect on perceived legitimacy of the current courts (p = 0.27). Also, like in
France, Poland and Ukraine, evaluating the current system as democratic had a positive
effect on perceived legitimacy of the courts (B = 0.22). If respondents thought that the
courts can stop the government from acting beyond its authority, they evaluated the
courts as more legitimate (p = 0.18). The socio-economic status had a small significant
effect on perceived legitimacy of the courts (B = 0.06). The higher the social status of
respondents, the more they thought of the courts as legitimate.

Like in the case of perceived legitimacy of the government, the view that

democracy is the best political system had a negative effect on perceived legitimacy of
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the courts. If respondents thought that democracy is the best political system, they saw
the current courts as less legitimate (p = - 0.11). Again if respondents thought that
authorities should treat all citizens according to procedures and laws, they saw the
current courts as more legitimate (p = 0.19). Also, the view that courts should be able
to stop other institutions from acting beyond their authority slightly increased
perceived legitimacy of the current courts (8 = 0.09). The R? change in step 2 (.27)
indicates that the evaluations of the performance of the government (specific views)
explained more variance in perceived legitimacy of courts, but the significance of three
general factors imply that they are important too.

Table 5.22. Linear model of predictors of the current courts’ perceived legitimacy (N =
741, adjusted R?= .29, R? change step 1 = .03, R? change step 2 = .27, df = 728).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 1.06 0.26

Step 1 Democracy best -0.08** 0.03 -0.11
Parties important 0.02 0.03 0.02
Elections important 0.02 0.03 0.03
Courts should stop institutions 0.08* 0.03 0.09
Authorities should provide access 0.02 0.03 0.02
Authorities should treat equal 0.17***  0.04 0.19
Authorities should provide equal chances 0.01 0.03 0.01

Step 2 System is democratic 0.16***  0.03 0.22
Courts can stop government 0.14*** 0.04 0.18
Courts can stop president 0.03 0.03 0.05
Courts treat equal 0.21*** 0.03 0.27
Socio-economic status 0.10* 0.05 0.06

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 2.26.

Perceived legitimacy of the current president
There were 3 specific and 2 general predictors that had a significant effect on perceived

legitimacy of the president (Putin; Table 5.23). The evaluation of the president as
working for the benefit of the whole society and not a small elite had the strongest
significant effect on the president’s perceived legitimacy (B = 0.66). Again, the
perception of the elections as free and fair increased perceived legitimacy of the
president (B = 0.15). If respondents considered the current political system to be

democratic, then the president’s perceived legitimacy was higher (§ = 0.06).
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Three significant general effects were the same in the case of the government.
If respondents believed that democracy is the best political system, they through of the
current president as less legitimate (B = -0.07). If, however, respondents believed that
the authorities should treat all citizens according to the same procedures and laws, they
thought of the president as more legitimate (p = 0.19).

Table 5.23. Linear model of predictors of the current president’s perceived legitimacy
(N = 736, adjusted R = .67, R*change step 1 = .08, R*change step 2 = .59, df = 722).

Predictors b SE B
(Constant) 0.31 0.22

Step 1 Democracy best -0.06** 0.02 -0.07
Parties important -0.01 0.02 -0.01
Elections important 0.01 0.03 0.01
Courts should stop institutions 0.05 0.03 0.04
Authorities should provide access 0.03 0.03 0.03
Authorities should treat equal 0.23*** 0.03 0.19
Authorities should provide equal chances -0.02 0.03 -0.02

Step 2 System is democratic 0.06** 0.03 0.06
Elections are free and fair 0.13*** 0.02 0.15
Parliament can stop president -9.4x10* 002 -1.0x10°
Courts can stop president 0.01 0.02 0.01
President works for everybody 0.58*** 0.02 0.66
Socio-economic status 0.07 0.04 0.04

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. VIFs < 1.95.

Conclusions
On average, Russian respondents were fairly satisfied with their institutions: all current

political institutions received a score above 4 (midpoint of the scale) beside the
parliament, which was evaluated rather negatively and got a score below 4. Not
surprisingly, the current president had the highest average perceived legitimacy of all
investigated institutions in Russia (Table 5.3).

Like in all other countries, the most variance in perceived legitimacy scores
was explained again by the specific predictors—specific views had the largest effects
on perceived legitimacy of the institutions. Differently than in stable democracies and
similarly to the other hybrid regime (Ukraine), there were many significant effects of

general views affecting perceived legitimacy of the institutions. For three out of four
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institutions two or three general views were found significant. The effect that was
found in the analysis of perceived legitimacy of all four institutions was the view that
authorities should be treating all citizens according to procedures and laws. This effect
could imply that respondents who are convinced by the rhetoric of order (understood,
however, as following the established laws and procedures rather than random rules)
often used by the Russian authorities and media, see the current Russian institutions as
more legitimate.

The other general view that had a significant negative effect on perceived
legitimacy of the government, the courts, and the president was the preference for
democracy as the best political system invented so far. If citizens believed that
democracy is indeed the best system, they saw these institutions as less legitimate. The
reverse then was true as well: if the democratic system was a less preferred system,
respondents considered the current institutions as more legitimate. This finding,
however, was accompanied by the effect of a specific view that was found in the
analysis of perceived legitimacy of all institutions. If respondents considered the
current political system to be democratic, they thought of all the institutions as more
legitimate. This finding could perhaps be explained by the fact that those respondents
who support democracy as the most suitable political system have a different
conception of what democracy is than those respondents who considered the current
system democratic.

The strongest effects show similar patterns to all the other countries analysed
so far. The strongest predictor of legitimacy of the executive institutions was whether
they were seen as working for all citizens rather than for small elite. So, distributive
justice in providing outcomes to society was of the greatest concern for the evaluation
of legitimacy of the government and president. Procedural justice—the ability to stop
the government from acting beyond its authority and the fairness of elections were the
strongest predictors of perceived legitimacy of the parliament. This result implies that
throughput (checks and balances) and output (electoral process) aspects of legitimacy
were crucial for respondents when they evaluated the legislative body. Consistent with
the results in all the other countries, procedural justice—treating all citizens the same—

was the most important for the evaluation of legitimacy of the courts.
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The results in Russia show that respondents were even less unanimous than in
stable democracies and in Ukraine about what kind of political system they prefer. The
two effects of democracy perceptions showed opposite effects on perceived legitimacy.
The general view that democracy is the best political system decreased perceived
legitimacy, whereas the opinion that the current political system is democratic
increased perceived legitimacy of institutions. Although specific views—evaluation of
institutions’ performance—were the strongest predictors of perceived legitimacy, the
significance of the above mentioned general views shows that in Russia the variance in
perceived legitimacy scores is also explained by the different views on the ideal
political arrangement. Therefore, Russia fits more with the description of country C,
where the variance in perceived legitimacy is explained by both specific and general

predictors.

5.8. Comparative discussion and conclusions

The analysis of perceived legitimacy in the five selected countries showed several
similarities and differences between the evaluations of political authorities. First of all,
institutions in old democracies were on average perceived by respondents as more
legitimate than institutions in the new democracy and in the two hybrid regimes.
Second, in all five countries the specific views—views about how well
institutions perform—explained a larger part of the variance within perceived
legitimacy. The specific predictors that had significant effects were to a large extent
similar across countries (see Table 5.24). The most important and consistent predictor
of perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions (government and president) was
whether they have worked for the common good rather than a small elite (five out of
five countries) and whether the elections are considered free and fair (four out of five
countries). In both hybrid regimes (Russia and Ukraine) another significant specific
predictor of perceived legitimacy of the executive was whether the current regime was
evaluated as democratic. The most common predictors of perceived legitimacy of the
parliament were whether the parliament can stop the government from acting beyond
its authority (five out of five countries), whether political parties represent the interests

of citizens well (five out of five countries) , and whether the elections are free and fair
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(four out of five countries). Perceived legitimacy of courts was predicted by their equal
treatment of all citizens (five out of five countries) and the judgment of the political
system as democratic (four out of five countries).

Finally, the main differences concerned the significant general predictors.
Table 5.25 shows that for the executive institutions, the hybrid regimes in Ukraine and
Russia had more significant general predictors than democracies. In contrast, for the
parliament and courts, democracies had more general predictors than hybrid regimes.

In the analysed democratic regimes, there was more influence of general
predictors on perceived legitimacy of the parliaments and courts than on the executive
institutions. This means that respondents in the Netherlands, France and Poland were
more divided on the general rules in the case of non-executive institutions. For
example, in the Netherlands and Poland perceived legitimacy of the parliament was
explained by the extent of agreement with the statement that political parties are
important in representing the interests of citizens. In other words, if respondents
believed that political parties indeed play an important role, they attributed more
legitimacy to the parliament.2” Moreover, both in the Netherlands and Poland the
extent of agreement with the statement that courts should stop other institutions from
acting beyond their authority determined perceived legitimacy of the courts. Hence
there is no uniform opinion about the scope of power that the courts should have and
this influences the evaluation of the current courts. Therefore, | conclude that regarding
the non-executive institutions, democratic countries were closer to the description of
country C, where both ideas about the general arrangement of political system and
evaluations of the performance of authorities vary and are responsible for the
differences in perceived legitimacy.

There was only one significant general predictor that explained the variance in
perceived legitimacy of the current governments in the Netherlands and Poland,
namely the perception of political parties as important institution to represent citizens’
interests. This is the same general predictor that was significant in the case of the

parliament in these two countries. In general, however, general predictors did not

%7 In Poland this result is in line with the trend of growing antipathy towards political parties that
governed the country in the last 15 years (Centrum Badan Opinii Spotecznej 2015). Perhaps a similar
phenomenon would explain the result for the Netherlands.
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explain the variance in perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions. The
differences in their perceived legitimacy were explained prevailingly by the evaluation
of the performance. Therefore, | conclude that regarding the executive institutions
(governments and presidents) democratic countries matched the description of country
A, in which the ideas about the preferred political system and the importance of free
and fair elections did not explain differences in perceived legitimacy.

By contrast, in Ukraine the general views explained variance in perceived
legitimacy of the executive institutions and not of the parliament and courts. In the case
of the government and president, the view that authorities should provide equal access
to goods and services to everybody had a negative effect, which implies that
respondents who were more in favour of socialism/communism, considered the new
liberal executives as less legitimate. Moreover, the preference for a democratic system
had a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of these two institutions.
Respondents were divided on what kind of political system is best for the country and
these views had an effect on perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions. This
means that Ukrainian respondents matched the description of citizens from country C
when they evaluated their president and government, whereas they were closer to the
model of country A when they evaluated the legislative and judicial institutions (Table
5.24 and 5.22).
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Table 5.24. Comparison of “specific” predictors across countries (see text for
explanation). If a predictor had a significant effect in a country this is indicated by a
check mark (v'). Negative effects are indicated by a minus (-).

Country
Institution Predictor NL FR PL UA RU
Government  Government works for everybody v v v v v
Elections are free and fair v v v v v
Parliament can stop government v v v v
Courts can stop government v
System is democratic v v
Parliament Parliament can stop government v v v v v
Parties represent citizens v v v v 4
Elections are free and fair v v v 4
System is democratic v 4
Courts Courts treat equal v v v v 4
System is democratic v v 4 4
Courts can stop government v/ v/
Courts can stop president NA v v
Socio-economic status v v
President President works for everybody NA v v v v
Elections are free and fair NA v v v
System is democratic NA v v
Courts can stop president NA v

Russia was the country in which the highest number of significant effects for the
general views was found (Table 5.25). Two common general effects that explained the
variance in perceived legitimacy were the preference for democracy as the best
political system and the view that political authorities should treat all citizens
according to procedures and laws. The first general view had a negative effect on
perceived legitimacy of the government, courts, and president (respondents who
though democracy is the best system saw the current institutions as less legitimate).
Interestingly, this general view was accompanied by an opposite effect of a specific
view regarding democratic performance (Table 5.24). In particular, if respondents
considered the current political system to be democratic, they thought of all the

institutions as more legitimate. As mentioned above, these opposite directions of
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effects could perhaps be explained if respondents who support democracy as the best
political system have a different conception of what democracy is than those
respondents who considered the current system democratic. Another general view had
a significant positive effect on perceived legitimacy of all institutions in Russia. When
respondents considered it important for authorities to treat all citizens according to
procedures and laws, they perceived all current institutions as more legitimate (Table
5.25). As mentioned earlier, this can be interpreted as an emphasis on order
(understood as the rule of law) as an important aspect of political authorities’
legitimacy.28 Respondents from Russia were the closest to the description of citizens
from country C, where political legitimacy is predicted both by preferences for the
political system and assessments of performance of political institutions.

The analysis shows that the specific views explain most of the variance in
perceived legitimacy of institutions in each country. The significant effects are similar
across all the analysed regimes. The perception that executive institutions work in the
interest of the whole society rather than for a small elite was consistently the strongest
predictor of their perceived legitimacy. In other words, the perception of distributive
justice in the provision of outputs by authorities increased their legitimacy in the eyes
of citizens. Hence the H4 (Distributive justice increases perceived legitimacy of
political authorities) was supported by the results of this study. Also, in each country,
the more the courts were seen as treating everybody the same, the more legitimacy was
ascribed to them by respondents. Thus, procedural justice—throughput—was the most
important aspect of perceived legitimacy of the courts. In the case of the parliament,
the input aspect of legitimacy as well as throughput affected perceived legitimacy.
More specifically, the perception that the parliament can stop the government from
acting beyond its authority (throughput/procedural justice), the perception of elections
as free and fair (input/procedural justice) or the system as democratic
(input/democracy), and the perception of political parties as representing the interests

of citizens well (input/procedural justice) all had a positive effect on perceived

28 This is in line with some interpretations of Putin’s legitimacy as based on the provision of law and
order, which are appreciated by the Russian citizens after their experience of chaos and disorder in the
1990s (Anderson Jr. 2013, p.133).
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legitimacy of the parliaments. Procedural justice, thus, increased perceived legitimacy
of institutions in all five countries and therefore H2 (Procedural justice increases

perceived legitimacy of political authorities) was supported by the data.

Table 5.25. Comparison of “general” predictors across countries (see text for
explanation). If a predictor had a significant effect in a country this is indicated by a
check mark (v'). Negative effects are indicated by a minus (-).

Country
Institution Predictor NL FR PL UA RU
Government  Parties important v/ V4
Courts should stop institutions v v
Democracy best v v (-)
Authorities should provide access v ()
Authorities should treat equal v
Parliament Parties important v v
Authorities should treat equal V4 v
Courts should stop institutions v
Authorities should provide equal v (-)
chances
Courts Courts should stop institutions v v
Authorities should provide equal v
chances
Authorities should treat equal V4 v/
Democracy best v ()
President Democracy best NA v v ()
Courts should stop institutions NA v
Authorities should treat equal NA v
Authorities should provide access NA v ()
Elections important NA v

Dependence (operationalized as socio-economic status) did not have a
significant effect on perceived legitimacy of institutions in most of the analysed cases.
Also, the direction of the effect (even if not significant) was inconsistent across
institutions and countries. For example, in Poland higher socio-economic status had a
negative effect on perceived legitimacy (the higher the social status, the lower the

perception of legitimacy), whereas in France it had a positive effect on perceived
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legitimacy of all institutions (the higher the social status, the higher the perception of
legitimacy) of all institutions. Moreover, the direction of the effect changed even within
one country depending on the institution under investigation, e.g. in the Netherlands,
higher socio-economic status had a positive (insignificant) effect on perceived
legitimacy in the case of the government and parliament and a negative (insignificant)
effect in the case of the current courts. Therefore the H6 (Dependence on political
authorities increases perceived legitimacy of the authorities/The lower the socio-
economic status, the higher the perceived legitimacy of the authorities) was not
supported and more research into the relation between socio-economic status (and
dependence) and perceived legitimacy of different institutions is needed.

Moreover, future research could explore the relation between evaluations of
the political institutions and partisanship. Partisanship of respondents can influence
their perceptions and assessment of political institutions. Moreover, some institutions
can be more partisan (e.g. government, president, and parliament) than others (e.g.
courts) and the perception of their partisanship could also vary across regimes.
Although in the survey I asked a question about political views of respondents, I did
not address the partisanship of respondents and institutions directly, therefore I could
not control for its effects in my analysis.

To summarize, the analysis suggests that the extent to which the general views
explain perceived legitimacy of institutions depends on the type of institutions and the
regime type. In the case of democracies, different preferences for the arrangements
within the political system (although not the type of the political system itself)
explained the differences in the levels of perceived legitimacy granted by respondents
to the legislative and judicial institutions. They did not explain much difference in the
perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions. The perceived legitimacy of the
executive institutions was mainly driven by the negative or positive assessment of their
performance. The opposite was true for the hybrid regimes: the general predictors were
more important in explaining perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions.
Another main difference between democracies and hybrid regimes is that in hybrid
regimes there was an effect of viewing democracy as the best system on perceived

legitimacy of institutions whereas in democracies this predictor was not significant.
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Also, Russian respondents were the closest to the description of citizens of country C
of all the analysed countries. This means that among Russian respondents preference
for democracy and ideas on how the system ought to work, as well as the evaluations
of institutional performance were associated with the level of perceived legitimacy.



181
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What makes political authorities legitimate? The studies presented in this thesis
indicate that in the eyes of citizens, the moral standing of the authorities is a very
important characteristic that contributes to the willingness to voluntarily transfer power
to them. All three studies showed that citizens socialized in different political regimes
do not only care about personal rewards that they receive from the authorities, but also
care about whether the authorities distribute goods and services fairly across society,
use just and transparent procedures, and represent integrity, honesty, and reliability.
The results of the studies showed that most citizens see acquiring power in a legal
manner (through a victory in free and fair elections) as the basis for the voluntary
transfer of power (Chapter 4 and Chapter 5). Moreover, citizens are sensitive to how
the rule is exercised, specifically if the decisions about ‘who gets what, when, and how’
are taken in a just way (Chapter 3, 4, and 5). Importantly, distributive justice had the
largest positive effect on perceptions of legitimacy of authorities in both the
experimental (operationalized as the distribution of help to the victims of flood in
Chapter 3) and the correlational study (operationalized as working for the common

good rather than small elite in Chapter 5).

Summary of results

This thesis aimed to contribute to understanding of the criteria used by citizens to judge
political authorities’ legitimacy, to comparison of ideas about legitimacy in different
political regimes, and to theory-building and methodology of research into political
legitimacy. The three empirical studies reported in this thesis were conducted in five
countries to achieve these aims. All of them provided results and insights that may

guide future research of perceived legitimacy.

Main results

In the first empirical study of this thesis, the vignette experiment tested the causal
relations between perceived legitimacy and instrumental and normative factors. The

findings supported a model of a citizen that is concerned with both his/her personal
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material well-being and fairness of institutions when evaluating political authorities.
The results confirmed that citizens’ evaluations of authorities become more positive
with provision of instrumental incentives (personal positive outcome), but also that just
behaviour on the side of political authorities (distributive and procedural justice) can
do the same. Moreover, fair distribution of help was the most important factor
influencing perceived legitimacy of the hypothetical government, showing that the
extent of fairness in ‘who gets what’ aspect of politics is the core concern of citizens
when granting legitimacy to authorities. Furthermore, citizens that experienced fairness
of procedures—the possibility to consult the authorities and voice opinions—expressed
higher level of legitimacy than citizens who did not. This finding illustrates that
legitimacy is based not only on the evaluation of ‘who gets what’, but also on ‘how’
the decisions are taken. In this case, whether the hypothetical government consulted the
citizens about their situation made a difference for their perceptions of legitimacy. The
same patterns were observed across the regime types in which participants were
socialized. In other words, the results showed support for the proposed theory of
perceived legitimacy across different regimes.

The second study of this thesis explored the conceptions of legitimacy among
respondents socialized in different political regimes. The analysis of answers to an
open question about the most important characteristics of legitimate authorities showed
that these characteristics are very similar across countries: similar concepts and themes
were used to express what the characteristics of legitimate authorities are. These
findings supported the view that normative characteristics of political authorities, and
less the outcomes provided by them, are important for citizens when granting
legitimacy. The analysis revealed that characteristics of authorities belonging to the
input and throughput dimensions were mentioned more often by respondents than
characteristics belonging to the output dimension. In other words, with regards to
legitimacy, respondents were concerned about the way power is obtained by authorities,
emphasized free and fair elections, and underlined the role of trust (input). Moreover,
they were also concerned with the way power is exercised and listed personal
characteristics and modes of conduct that they expected from authorities (throughput:

fairness/justice, impartiality, legality, transparency, and mechanisms of checks &
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balances). This implies that just winning elections does not yield a constant and lasting
level of perceived legitimacy. To sustain legitimacy, political authorities need to show
procedural and distributive fairness. This study, thus, corroborated the results of the
vignette experiment and extended them with additional normative criteria that were
listed as important for legitimacy by the respondents.

The correlational third study explored the factors influencing the perceived
legitimacy of real institutions. Results supported the hypothesis that how political
institutions perform matters the most for the perceptions of their legitimacy. The
perception that executive institutions work for the interest of the whole society rather
than for a small elite was consistently the strongest predictor of their perceived
legitimacy. This indicated that distributive justice in the provision of outputs is
important for the evaluation of real—not only hypothetical—institutions. This further
corroborated the results of the vignette experiment, which showed the positive
influence of fair distribution on perceived legitimacy as well. Moreover, in all countries
the ability of parliaments to control governments as well as the quality of
representation offered by political parties consistently explained perceived legitimacy
of parliaments. This shows that respondents across countries (1) valued effective
procedures serving as checks and balances on the executive institutions and (2)
perceived parliaments as more legitimate if they thought that political parties are
responding to the needs and values of citizens. These two findings show the
importance of throughput and input for the evaluation of political institutions.

The results of all three studies show that the most important factors
influencing perceived legitimacy across all five countries are distributive justice and
procedural justice. In the experiment, distributive justice was operationalized as fair
distribution of help. In the correlational study, the variable that measured distributive
justice was the extent to which the executives were perceived as working for the
benefit of all citizens rather than for the benefit of small elite. In both studies, the
effects of fairness in the allocation of goods and services on perceived legitimacy were
the largest of all tested effect. In the study of the conceptions of legitimacy,
respondents expressed the importance of distributive justice by referring to acting for

the common good or in the interest of all citizens. Words such as fairness/honesty and
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equality, which are linked to the issues surrounding distributive justice, were also
named frequently as important characteristics of legitimate authorities.

Also procedural justice had consistent positive effect on perceived legitimacy.
It was operationalized in the experiment as giving voice to the citizens and in the
correlational study as fairness of elections, checks and balances between different
institutions, and equal treatment of citizens. Respondents expressed the importance of
procedural justice in their answers to the open question about characteristics of
legitimate authorities by referring to the rules that need to be followed to obtain power
(free and fair elections), but also to checks and balances of authorities’ conduct while
in power, such as transparency, fairness, impartiality, and equal treatment. The
experiment found a significant interaction between distributive and procedural justice
in four out of five cases. The interaction showed that procedural justice increased
perceived legitimacy when distributive justice was present. In other words, if
distribution of government’s help was unfair, then having the opportunity to meet with
the governmental commission and participate in a discussion either did not increase
perceived legitimacy of the government or increased it to a smaller extent. A possible
interpretation of this interaction is that people expect fair procedures to lead to fair
distribution of help and goods and services. Only then substantial increases in
authority’s legitimacy can be gained.

Following these consistent results it can be concluded that if authorities would
like to increase their perceived legitimacy, they should strive to achieve distributive
justice by including as many citizens as possible in the fair distribution of goods and
services. Moreover, the results also suggest that a good way to achieve distributive
justice is the application of procedural justice: impartiality, transparency (understood
both as openness and no abuse of office for personal gain), giving voice to all the
concerned parties, following laws, and guaranteeing equal treatment.

Furthermore, the responses to the open question exploring the ideas about
legitimacy showed that in both democratic and non-democratic regimes students’
conceptions of legitimacy and democracy were intertwined. For example, free and fair
elections, which are a crucial component of the concept of democracy, were almost

uniformly considered the basis for legitimate rule. Another component of democracy,
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the rule of law, was also emphasized as a very important characteristic of legitimate
authorities. The results of the three studies also suggest that it is possible that citizens
in different regimes are primarily concerned with distributive and procedural fairness
of regimes rather than democracy as an abstract form of government. In other words,
citizens in their evaluations might focus on more specific desirable behaviors and
characteristics of authorities and institutions rather than an aggregate judgment of the
level of democracy. This seems plausible, because understanding of political processes
in terms of fair division of resources and impartial treatment is more intuitive and less
abstract than understanding in terms of presence or absence of democracy. In short, it
does not matter whether we call a regime democratic or not, as long as the authorities
and institutions treat people fairly. The primacy of concerns about distributive and
procedural justice could thus explain the similarities in the conceptions of legitimacy in

democracies and hybrid regimes.

Differences between individuals socialized in different regimes

Contrary to expectations, the differences in legitimacy evaluations due to respondents’
socialization in different political regimes were not large. However, each study showed
several differences that are worth elaborating on as they might provide a starting point
for further investigation.

In the first study, the main differences identified between democracies and
hybrid regimes were in the magnitude of the effects of distributive justice. In both
hybrid regimes, Ukraine and Russia, the effect of distributive justice was significantly
higher than in the democratic regimes. The result implies that fair distribution of help
by the government might be a more salient issue in these hybrid regimes. This could be
due to socialization: the communist legacy may have fostered higher expectations on
the side of citizens to receive goods and services from state institutions. It could also be
a reflection of the urgency of the problems connected to distribution of goods and
services in Ukraine and Russia due to wide spread corruption and stark inequalities.
The comparative analysis showed also that procedural justice had a significantly larger
effect on perceived legitimacy in Ukraine than in the other analysed countries. This fits

with the current developments in Ukraine: the waves of protests in 2004 and 2013
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show that especially young citizens want to have their voice heard and that they are
ready to express their discontent in mass demonstrations. The underestimation and
disregard of the citizens’ voices by the authorities in Ukraine led to an escalation of the
conflict between citizens and the state.

The second study explored differences in the conceptions of legitimacy of
respondents socialized in different political regimes. Although public opinion surveys
and literature on regime survival suggested that the basis of legitimacy in non-
democracies like Russia might be different than in stable democracies, this was not
confirmed by the results of this study. Output—the aspect of legitimacy that included
answers such as welfare, order, stability, acting for the common good, and answers
expressing the power to execute decisions—was not the most important aspect of
perceived legitimacy in any of the analysed countries. It does not mean, however, that
outputs are not important for other kinds of judgments about political authorities (e.g.
support) and for behaviour towards them (e.g. obedience, voting). It merely shows that
the output aspects of governing are not as essential when evaluating legitimacy as input
and throughput. Moreover, the analysis showed that French respondents emphasized
input—elections, representation, and citizen participation—as a priority requirement
for legitimate authorities more often than respondents from other countries. The Dutch
respondents showed more emphasis on throughput, which included such characteristics
of political conduct as impartiality, transparency, and professionalism.

Also, the second study showed that transparency was the most frequently
named characteristic of legitimate authorities in both the Netherlands and Ukraine.
However, the content of this category varied. Respondents in the Netherlands often
referred to the category of transparency with words such as transparency and openness.
In contrast, respondents in Ukraine often referred to transparency with words
expressing concern with corruption. This shows that the notion that transparency is
important for legitimacy is shared, but that what needs to be done to either achieve it
(in Ukraine) or sustain and improve it (in the Netherlands) may differ depending on the
current state of transparency in a given country and the most urgent political issues in
the eyes of citizens. Respondents from Ukraine (and Russia) might have been mainly

concerned with the level of the abuse of power for personal gains whereas respondents
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in the Netherlands used words describing the need of transparency in terms of acting in
a visible, open manner that can be observed and checked by citizens.

In the second study, two other differences were found between post-
communist countries and old democracies. First, although input was important in each
country, respondents from the post-communist countries emphasised trust/support
more than those from France and the Netherlands. In France, elections were the most
frequently mentioned characteristic of legitimate authorities among the answers
concerned with input. Second, a larger emphasis was given to citizen participation and
consultation in the old democracies than in the post-communist countries. This finding
is in line with earlier studies (see Chapter 1, pp.39-40) that have linked the experience
of communism with the lack of willingness to engage in politics and social activism
(on a daily basis) in the post-communist era.

The third study found that institutions in old democracies were on average
perceived by respondents as more legitimate than institutions in the new democracy
and hybrid regimes. Moreover, the extent to which general views about the ideal
political system (beliefs about how the system should work) explained perceived
legitimacy of institutions depended on the type of institutions and on regime type. For
respondents from democracies, some variance in perceived legitimacy of the legislative
and judicial institutions was explained by different preferences for the arrangements
within the political system (although not the type of the political system itself).
However, these preferences did not explain much of perceived legitimacy of the
executive institutions. The perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions was
mainly explained by assessment of their performance. The opposite pattern was
observed for hybrid regimes: the general predictors were more important in explaining
perceived legitimacy of the executive institutions. Another difference between
democracies and hybrid regimes was that in hybrid regimes perceived legitimacy of
institutions was influenced by whether respondents viewed democracy as the best
system, whereas in democracies this predictor was not significant. Also, among
Russian respondents perceived legitimacy was associated with preferences for
democracy and ideas on how the system ought to work, as well as the evaluations of

institutional performance.
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In sum, the differences in what makes authorities legitimate in the eyes of
citizens from analysed countries were mainly differences of emphasis rather than of
kind. Distributive justice was the strongest predictor of perceived legitimacy in all
countries, but it was especially strong in the case of Russia and Ukraine—two
countries were income inequality and the oligarchic appropriation of state resources are
of biggest concern. This links with the finding that requirement for transparency of
political authorities was often expressed by phrases such as ‘not corrupt’ in Ukraine
and Russia. In other words, the results from hybrid regimes indicate that respondents
recognize that the requirement of fair distribution cannot be met without getting rid of
corrupt practices of political authorities. Moreover, stronger emphasis on trust and
support in post-communist countries suggests that the process of building a trust-based
relation between the citizens and political authorities might be ongoing in Poland,
Ukraine, and Russia and that relying on elections as a source of input legitimacy,

although necessary, might not be a sufficient condition for achieving full legitimacy.

Theoretical and methodological contributions

This thesis focused specifically on one level of analysis of legitimacy, namely the
individual level. Taking this perspective contributed to the development of the concept
of legitimacy in several ways. First of all, exploring how individuals think about
political legitimacy and what criteria they use to evaluate the legitimacy of political
authorities informs us about the ideals that people have regarding those who rule over
them. In other words, these studies contributed to our understanding of what
individuals think about legitimacy and what are the factors that they focus on when
evaluating whether the authorities deserve to have power transferred to them. Moreover,
understanding the conception of legitimacy that citizens have and its similarities and
differences to the conception of legitimacy held by the elites, rulers, and scholars can
contribute to the research of the effects of what is known as legitimation strategies used
by the authorities. Understanding the normative expectations from legitimate
authorities on the part of citizens is necessary to know whether the legitimation offered
by the authorities is in fact congruent with what citizens expect from them. By

checking whether the values promoted by the authorities are compatible with the
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expectations on the moral standing of authorities we can arrive at a more complete
assessment of legitimacy of political regimes.

Secondly, the studies presented in this thesis showed that finding out what
criteria citizens use and especially what normative factors they take into account when
judging political authorities, helps to sharpen the distinction between the concept of
support and legitimacy. Making this differentiation is difficult and this study represents
only one of the steps towards achieving it. The research presented here compared
instrumental and normative factors’ influence on judgments about political authorities
and showed that the proposed definition of perceived legitimacy as based on the
normative evaluations is a useful definition. Therefore, this research contributed to the
pursuit of a more precise delineation of the meaning of legitimacy. This is necessary, if
legitimacy is to be considered a distinct concept with explanatory value, which adds to
the understanding of mechanisms behind the transfer of power from citizens to
authorities.

Another theoretical issue that this thesis aimed to illuminate was the effect of
(outcome) dependence on perceived legitimacy. Although dependence was effectively
manipulated in the experimental vignette, its effects on perceived legitimacy were not
consistent across five countries (Chapter 3). Contrary to the hypothesis derived from
system justification theory that dependence on political authorities increases perceived
legitimacy, the main effects of dependence showed that being dependent on the
government’s help decreased perceived legitimacy in the Netherlands, Ukraine and
Russia. In Poland, the effect of dependence was not consistent and in France not
significant and very small. Similarly, the results of the correlational study did not show
clear patterns in the effect of dependence (operationalized as socio-economic status) on
perceived legitimacy of different political authorities. In most cases its effect on
perceived legitimacy was not significant and the direction of the effect was not always
the same. Therefore, the prediction of system justification theory about the role of
dependence in perceived legitimacy was not supported. Further cross-cultural
investigation might explain why the effects of dependence found here are opposite to

the predictions of system justification theory.
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Finally, the vignette study contributed to the methodology of legitimacy. The
experimental vignettes designed for this research project successfully manipulated the
factors that were supposed to affect perceived legitimacy. Moreover, the vignettes
allowed for conclusions about the causal links between the variables included in the
model. In addition, the scale developed to measure perceived legitimacy in the vignette
experiment showed high consistency and was a reliable measure across all five cases.
In other words, the questions used to measure perceived legitimacy correlated strongly
and loaded on one factor. Therefore this scale seems like a good tool for

operationalizing perceived legitimacy that goes beyond trust and support.

Implications for further research

This thesis examined theoretically prescribed factors that have been claimed to
influence perceived legitimacy and also explored what other factors might be important
to citizens when granting legitimacy to political authorities. Respondents identified
many aspects related to the exercise of power that they find crucial for legitimacy. On
the basis of these results, the next step in researching legitimacy on the individual level
could be testing of the causal links between these additional criteria of evaluation (e.g.
aspects of elections, degree of corruption) and perceived legitimacy. The method of
vignette experiments (or factorial survey) seems to be a suitable tool to further the
understanding of the mechanisms behind legitimacy granting. Studies that include
additional factors influencing perceived legitimacy could contribute to advancing
theory of perceived legitimacy.Moreover, testing the same model in other countries and
with different samples can further inform us about its strengths and shortcomings.

For the particular purpose of this study, student samples were used to explore
differences across the regime types. Consequently, this study has its limitations. First
of all, it is not clear whether the differences and similarities between regimes would be
larger or smaller if samples used in the study would be drawn from different
populations. One can imagine that characteristics of a particular sample might affect
the criteria used to evaluate political authorities. For example, other potential
homogenous groups from which samples could be drawn to study legitimacy are police

corps and militaries. However, these elite groups differ from students (and other groups
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within society) in several ways. They are often self-selecting to join these institutions,
because they have a particular set of values and a specific idea about legitimacy of
authorities. Moreover, they are trained and obliged to serve their country and be loyal
to the state. Therefore, we might find that the conceptions of legitimacy differ either
more or less across countries, if one uses samples of police or military rather than
samples of students. Furthermore, these differences would be due to the particular
characteristics of individuals joining police or military and specific effects of these
institutions rather than general political socialization process in a particular regime.
Also, there is some evidence that students’ views are more representative of the public
than the elites (see Chapter 2). By the same token, using samples of lower educated
people across countries might yield different results and show either larger or smaller
differences in what characteristics of political authorities are important across these
regimes. In this case, however, larger cross-country differences in ideas about
legitimacy might be attributed, for example, to the quality of lower education in a
particular country (e.g. the quality of lower education in the Netherlands might be
better than the quality of lower education in Ukraine) than to socialization in a
particular regime. Therefore, for the purpose of testing the assumption that political
socialization in different regimes affects ideas about legitimacy, student samples were
suitable.

Nevertheless, using student samples might also affect the scope of cross-
country differences detected in the study of legitimacy. One could assume that being
educated for certain number of years and reaching the undergraduate level of studies
might lead to a uniform idea about what legitimate authorities are like. This might be
partially true as the differences in the ideas about legitimacy and in the factors
contributing to legitimacy of authorities found in my studies were not large. Following
similar steps of education could make the ideas about legitimacy converge and as
mentioned in Chapter 2.2 students in general have more sophisticated ideas and more
knowledge about political systems than other social groups. However, there are two
reasons to believe that the detected similarities are not entirely due to the fact of using
students in particular. Firstly, even scholars of legitimacy within one university often

disagree on what legitimacy is, what dimension it includes, and what factors influence
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it. This was also demonstrated in Chapter 1, where the diverse definitions and scholarly
understandings of legitimacy were discussed. For this reason, it is unlikely that being a
student is fully responsible for rather similar understanding of legitimacy across the
regimes. Secondly, there are previous studies that suggest that students’ political views
are distributed similarly to the views of general public (Chapter 2), therefore there is no
clear a priori reason to believe that all students across countries have the same views
about legitimacy. This does not mean that comparing samples drawn from different
populations across countries would not yield valuable results. On the contrary,
comparisons of ideas about legitimacy between different social groups from democratic
and non-democratic regimes can be very informative, provided the studies control for
the factors relevant for the particular question of interest.

Another way of expanding on this research would be to conduct similar studies
in different populations within one country (elites, students, workers, different ethnic
groups). A comparison of the ideas of different groups within societies about what
constitutes legitimacy and testing the effect of the same factors in these groups might
illuminate societal cleavages and political polarization. A study exploring differences
within one society could include different social groups and could fill the divide
between research on legitimation strategies used by political elites and research of the
perceptions of these authorities by citizens. By identifying what factors influence
perceived legitimacy according to the elites and comparing these factors to other
groups within society, we could learn whether there is a disparity between the
conceptions of legitimacy of those with power and those who are influenced by it. In
other words, we could learn to what extent the elite’s strategies resonate with citizens
or particular groups of citizens.

Furthermore, identifying the mechanisms that lead to formulating judgments
about distributive justice and discovering how the conceptions of distributive justice
might differ between diverse groups within and across societies might be a fruitful
avenue for future research. Since fairness of distribution was the strongest predictor of
perceived legitimacy, better understanding of fairness and how citizens arrive at their
moral assessments of political authorities may contribute to the understanding of

legitimacy.
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APPENDIX A. Definitions of legitimacy

Table A.1. Definitions of legitimacy.

Appendices 207

Discipline

Author (year)

Definition of legitimacy

What is it?

Type of study

Philosophy/
political theory

Bernard Manin
(1987, pp.351-352)

Allen Buchanan
(2002, p.689)

Jurgen Habermas
(1979 and 1996)

‘(...) the source of legitimacy is not the predetermined
will of individuals, but rather the process of its
formation, that is, deliberation itself’

‘... an entity has political legitimacy if and only if it is
morally justified in wielding political power’

‘Legitimacy means that there are good grounds for a
political order’s claim to be recognized as right and
just; a legitimate order deserves recognition.
Legitimacy means a political order’s worthiness to be
recognized.’(Habermas 1979, pp.5-6)

His definition of legitimacy is grounded in deliberative
democracy: ‘only those statutes may claim legitimacy
that can meet with the assent of all citizens in a
discursive process of legislation that in turn has been
legally constituted’, Jiirgen Habermas (1996, p.110)

‘citizens may regard their laws as legitimate insofar as

the democratic process, as it is institutionally organized
and conducted, warrants the presumption that outcomes

are reasonable products of a sufficiently inclusive

Deliberation is the basis for legitimacy and
legitimate policy

Sourcelit is deliberation

Legitimacy is independent from the
obligation to obey of those upon whom the
rules are imposed

Being legitimate means being morally
justified

Normative Kantian approach, definition
linked to the theory of deliberative
democracy and ideal communicative
action

Being legitimate/source: deliberation

theoretical/philosophic
al

theoretical/philosophic
al

theoretical/philosophic
al
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deliberative process of opinion- and will-
formation’(Bohman and Rehg 2014)

Philosophy/ Joseph Raz (1985,
political theory p.8)

A. John Simmons
(1999)

Robert Grafstein

‘an authority is legitimate only if there are sufficient
reasons to follow its directives’

Distinction between justification and legitimacy (based
on Locke)

‘Justifying an act, a strategy, a practice, an
arrangement, or an institution typically involves
showing it to be prudentially rational, morally
acceptable, or both. And showing this, in standard
cases, centrally involves rebutting certain kinds of
possible objections to it (...)” (1999, p.740)

‘A state’s (or government’s) legitimacy is the complex
moral right it possesses to be the exclusive imposer of
binding duties on its subjects, to have its subjects
comply with these duties, and to use coercion to enforce
the duties’

Institutional legitimacy: Legitimacy is a property of

Refers to normative reasons to recognize
the authorities and obey them

Being legitimate

Being legitimate does not imply being
justified and vice versa

Legitimacy is a matter of degree

(on the individual level it is dichotomous,
but on the aggregate level the degree of
legitimacy depends on the extent to which
the right to rule is recognized by all or
some groups)

Statement: legitimacy is the moral right
to impose

Criticism of taking values and attitudes as

philosophical

theoretical/philosophic
al

theoretical/philosophic

(1981) institutions not of individuals. Public-oriented a departure for legitimacy al
approach: ‘Politics occurs among people, not within
them’ (p. 55); ‘a legitimate institution secures Property
obedience to its decisions by the very fact of having
made them through appropriate institutional Being legitimate
procedures’
Social Tom Tyler (1997) “The belief that authorities are entitled to be obeyed’ Importance of procedural justice: ‘fair empirical
Psychology treatment by authorities of groups or

organizations, leads to favourable views
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about the status of that group or
organization, and through those views, to a
greater willingness to view authorities as
legitimate and to defer to them’, Belief

Political science

Robert A. Dahl
(1956, p.46)

Gibson, Caldeira,
and Spence

(2005b, pp.188-
189)

Joseph Rothschild
(1977, p.497)

Seymour Martin
Lipset (1959, p.86)

David Easton (1965,
p.237, 19753, p.444
and 453-456)

Legitimacy ‘not in an ethical but in a psychological
sense, i.e., a belief in the rightness of the decision or the
process of decision making’

Based on Easton, but treats legitimacy as a synonym of

diffuse support: ‘ (...) institutional loyalty—support not
contingent upon satisfaction with the immediate outputs
of the institution’

‘(...) political legitimacy, like the bank’s credit, is seen
as implicit mandate from the public (depositors) to the
regime and authorities (managers) to rule (invest) in an
expected manner.’

‘Legitimacy involves the capacity of a political system
to engender and maintain the belief that existing
political institutions are the most appropriate or proper
for the society’

Diffuse support is a ‘reservoir of favourable attitudes
or good will that helps members to accept or tolerate
outputs to which they are opposed or the effects of
which they see as damaging to their wants’

Belief

Source/Consequence

Statement: mandate; Examples from the
communist block (Poland, Soviet Union,
Yugoslavia, Western Europe)

Legitimacy, next to effectiveness, is one of
two pillars supporting government.
Legitimacy is affective and evaluative,
whereas effectiveness is instrumental

Statement: pillar?

Beliefs/Sources

In contrast to specific support, diffuse
support is more durable, independent from
short-term outputs, rooted in socialization
processes (but also in experience, like

specific support)

theoretical

empirical, survey
vignette experiment

theoretical with
empirical examples

theoretical/historical-
comparative

theoretical with
empirical examples
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Legitimacy

‘a strong inner conviction of the moral validity of the
authorities or regime’ (Easton 1965, p.278)

“The conviction ‘that it is right and proper... to obey
the authorities and to abide by the requirements of the
regime’”

Beliefs: conviction

Legitimacy contributes to diffuse support

Political science

Richard Merelman
(1966, p.548)

John Fraser (1974)

Juan Linz (1988)

Peter Stillman
(1974, p.42)

‘Legitimacy is a quality attributed to a regime by
population’

‘A sense of moral rightness attributed to a regime’

Legitimacy ‘does not refer to whether authorities and
structures follow some concrete set of objective legal
rules but to the extent to which members of a political
system believe that the authorities and structures are
adequate to meet the members’ own expectations as to
how the political system ought to behave’

‘the belief that in spite of shortcomings and failures, the
political institutions are better than any other that might
be established, and therefore can demand obedience’

‘is the compatibility of the results of governmental
output with the values patterns of relevant systems;
relevant systems are all the systems affected by the
government: international system, the society, groups
within the society, and individuals within the society

Legitimacy is different from effectiveness and
responsiveness: ‘For a legitimate government cannot
effectively respond to demands that are self-
destructive...’; °(...) legitimacy (...) is a long-term

Statement: Quality, attribute theoretical

Belief methodological/theoret
ical

Legitimacy is a distinct concept from

support (Factor analysis) factor analysis

Only democratic systems are legitimate theoretical/historical/w
ith empirical examples

Beliefs

Legitimacy is a matter of degree (‘varies theoretical/conceptual

along the continuum’); it is impossible to
achieve a governmental output compatible
with all the relevant systems; ‘some
societies are so diverse that even low
legitimacy is impossible’(Stillman 1974,
p.43)




responsiveness that maintains the value patterns of the
society and its citizens and occasionally involves an
immediately unpopular—but, in the long term,
legitimate—policy.” (p.52)

Sources: compatibility, responsiveness
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Political science Carl Friedrich
(1963, p.234)

Muthiah Alagappa
(1995, pp.29-30)

David Beetham
(1991, p.16)

When ‘a given rulership is believed to be based on good
title by most men subject to it’

Legitimacy can only be achieved if ‘there exists a
prevalent belief as to what provides a rightful title to
rule. If the community is basically divided on this
matter, then no legitimacy is possible’ (Friedrich 1963,
p.237)

‘Legitimacy is the belief by the governed in the ruler’s
moral right to issue commands and the people’s
corresponding obligation to obey such commands’

Power can be said to be legitimate to the extent that i) it
conforms to established rules, ii) the rules can be
justified by reference to beliefs shared by both
dominant and subordinate, and iii) there is evidence of
consent by the subordinate to the particular power
relation

Beliefs

Legitimacy if an interactive process
between ruled and ruled; cultivation of
legitimacy is unending; shared beliefs; in
established regimes, procedures are more
important for legitimacy than performance

Beliefs

Theory aims to be applicable to all
historical contexts; any exercise of power,
independent of regimes type, requires
legitimation

historical

historical/empirical

theoretical/
historical/with
empirical examples
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M. Stephen
Weatherford (1992)

Discussion of system-level and public opinion
approaches to legitimacy

Legality
Beliefs
Consequences

Development of a measure of legitimacy

conceptual/methodolo
gical

Political science

Bruce Gilley (Gilley
2009, 2012)

John A. Booth and
Mitchell A. Seligson
(2005, p.538)

Pippa Norris (2011)

Based on Beetham:

‘a state, meaning the institutions and ideologies of a
political system, is more legitimate the more that it
holds and exercises political power with legality
justification, and consent from the standpoint of all its
citizens’ (Gilley 2009, p.11)

Following Easton: ‘citizens orientations of support for
and trust in (or rejection od and mistrust of) the political
regimes at its various levels;

Five dimensions/levels of support: 1) national identities;
2) approval of core regime principles and values; 3)
evaluations of regime performance; 4) confidence in
regimes institutions; 5) approval of incumbent office
holders (from most diffuse to most specific)

Norris makes a distinction between institutional
confidence (represents a belief in the capacity of an

Being legitimate

Research into effects of legitimacy on
political participation; study in a stable
democracy (Costa Rica)

Beliefs/Perceptions

Focused on democracies: democratic
deficit (e.g. dimension 2 refers to
‘agreement with core principles and

normative values upon which the regime is
based, including approval of democratic
values and ideals’ (2011, p.25); the word

legitimacy is mentioned but not used

empirical

empirical , surveys

empirical/surveys




agency to perform effectively) and trust (reflects a
rational or affective belief in the benevolent motivation
and performance capacity of another party)

explicitly
Beliefs/Perceptions

Actually: support-focused
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Political science

Achim Hurrelmann
etal. (2005, p.121)

Vivien Schmidt
(2013)

Rodney Barker
(1990)

‘the acceptance of a specific political order by its own
citizens and to the beliefs on which that acceptance is
grounded’

Added throughput legitimacy to Scharpf’s input and
output; legitimacy is defined as ‘the extent to which
input politics, throughput processes and output policies
are acceptable to and accepted by the citizenry, such
that citizens believe that these are morally authoritative
and they therefore voluntarily comply with government
acts even when these go against their own interests and
desires.’(Schmidt 2013)

‘legitimacy is precisely the belief in the rightfulness of
a state, in its authority to issue commands, so that those
commands are obeyed not simply out of fear or self-
interest, but because they are believed in some sense to
have moral authority, because subjects believe that they
ought to obey’(Barker 1990, p.12)

Statement: acceptance and beliefs

Perceptions

Focus on the EU
Being legitimate

Statement: acceptance

Belief

empirical/print media
discourse analysis

conceptual

conceptual/theoretical/
with empirical
examples about the
EU

theoretical/with
empirical examples
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Margaret Levi et al.

Model ‘legitimacy as a sense of obligation or

Sense of obligation

theoretical/conceptual

2009 willingness to obey authorities (value-based legitimacy)
that then translates into actual compliance with empirical/surveys/qual
governmental regulations and laws (behavioral itative examples
legitimacy)’
Sociology Max Weber (2009, ‘the basis of every system of authority, and The bases of legitimacy: tradition, theoretical/conceptual/
p.382) correspondingly of every kind of willingness to obey, is  charisma, legal-rational historical/with
a belief by virtue of which persons exercising authority empirical examples
are lent prestige’ Belief, Sources
Mark C. ‘Legitimacy is a generalized perception or assumption Perceptions
Suchman(1995, that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or
p.574) appropriate within some socially constructed system of
norms, values, beliefs, and definitions’
Sociology Morris Zelditch ‘something is legitimate if it is in accord with the Being legitimate review
(2001) norms, values, beliefs, practices, and procedures
accepted by a group’ (Zelditch, Jr 2001, p.33)
Law Scharpf (1998, The starting point are ‘legitimacy beliefs” and (Liberal) democratic legitimacy; the EU theoretical/with

1999, 2007, 2009)

‘legitimating arguments’

Legitimacy ‘has come to rest almost exclusively on
trust in institutional arrangements that are thought to
ensure that governing processes are generally
responsive to the manifest preferences of the governed
(input legitimacy, “government by the people”) and/or
that the policies adopted will generally represent
effective solutions to common problems of the
governed (output legitimacy, “government for the
people”) (Scharpf 2003)

Input (government by the people; ‘collectively binding

legitimacy (multi-level framework)

Beliefs

Being legitimate

empirical examples
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decisions should originate from the authentic expression
of preferences of the constituency in question’), output
(government for the people; ‘collectively binding
decisions should serve the common interest of the
constituency’) (Scharpf 1998), throughput legitimacy

Organisational
science

Leigh Plunkett Tost
(2011)

‘entities are judged to be legitimate when they are
appropriate for their social context’

Legitimation judgements: instrumental, theoretical/conceptual

relational, and moral

Being legitimate

International
Relations

Corneliu Bjola
(2008)

Deliberative legitimacy is ‘the non-coerced
commitment of an actor to abide a decision reached
through a process of communicative action’

The approach trying to bridge analytical theoretical/conceptual
(‘how actors coordinate their actions based

on subjective interpretations of legal or

moral worthiness of a particular decision”)

and normative approaches to legitimacy;

Statement: commitment

International
Relations

lan Hurd (1999,
p.381)

Equated legitimacy with authority;

Legitimacy ‘refers to the normative belief by an actor
that a rule or institution ought to be obeyed. It is a
subjective quality, relational between actor and
institution, and defines by the actor’s perception’.

Belief empirical
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Discipline

Author (year)

Definition of legitimacy

What is it?

Type of study

Michael Ziirn (2012,
p.83)

Decoupled authority from legitimacy and these two
constitute two layers of recognition; ‘The first layer
[authority] is the recognition that an authority is
considered per se functionally necessary in order to
achieve certain common goods’ and the second layer,
legitimacy, ‘is the acknowledgement of the rightful
exercise of authority in the context of a given stock of
normative beliefs in a community. According to this
view, political authority and rule are legitimate when
the norms, rules, and judgments produced are based on
shared beliefs about the common good and procedural
fairness’

Political authority ‘is embedded in beliefs
about how institutions exercising political
authority must behave in order to advance
the common good without compromising
the freedom of the subjects unnecessarily.
In return, subjects recognize in principle or
in practice the right of the political
authority to make decisions, even when
these decisions are sometimes
inconvenient or uncomfortable.” (2012,

p.8)

“political authority that includes the right
to enforce binding decisions is the most
demanding’

Sources

Beliefs, being legitimate

theoretical/conceptual/
with empirical
examples
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Survey conducted in translated and political system-adjusted form in France, the

Netherlands, Poland, Ukraine, and Russia

Students were administered one version of the vignette story and were asked to answer

the following questions.
Questions to the story:

Below you will find a few statements connected to the decision that was taken by the
government in the story you just have read. Assess the statements on the basis of this
story. Please mark the box that best matches your opinion, where

1= Fully disagree, 4=Neutral, 7=Fully agree

1) To what extent do you agree that this decision was justified?

2) The government has the right to take this kind of decisions.

3) The government has taken the wrong decision.

4) Decisions of this government should be respected.

5) 1 would trust this government.

6) On the whole, decisions on matters like this affect the legitimacy of the government.
7) I would like it, if in the future, this government made decisions on this type of issues
that influence my life.

8) On the whole this government is legitimate.

9) 1 would be willing to protest against this decision of the government.

10) If this situation is representative of how the government acts, | would like this
government to rule in my country.

11) After the flooding, | was dependent on the government for help.

12) The way in which the government arrived at this decision was fair.

13) The decision of the government represents a fair distribution of help.

14) The decision of the government had a positive effect on my personal financial
situation.

15) Age
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16) Gender
17) Study programme
18) Year of study

Questions not connected to the story above

Please assess the statements below. Please mark the box that best matches your
opinion, where

1= Fully disagree, 4=Neutral, 7=Fully agree

Government

1) The current government of my country is legitimate.

2) The current government has the right to make decisions that influence my life.
3) I trust the current government of my country.

4) | support the current government of my country.

5) The current government works for the benefit of all citizens rather than for the
benefit of small elite.

6) | am willing to obey the current government of my country.

President (not asked in the Netherlands)

7) The current president of my country is legitimate.

8) The current president has the right to make decisions that influence my life.

9) I trust the current president of my country.

10) I support the current president of my country.

11) The president works for the benefit of all citizens rather than for the benefit of
small elite.

12) 1 am willing to obey the president of my country.

Parliament and elections
13) The current parliament of my country is legitimate.
14) The current parliament has a right to make decisions that influence my life.

15) | trust the current parliament of my country.



Appendices 219

16) I support the current parliament of my country.

17) The parliament of my country is able to stop the government from acting beyond
its authority.

18) The parliament of my country is able to stop the president from acting beyond his
authority. (Not asked in the Netherlands.)

19) Political parties in my country represent the interests of citizens well.

20) Elections in my country are free and fair.

Courts

21) Courts in my country are legitimate.

22) Courts have a right to issue judgments that influence my life.

23) | trust courts in my country.

24) The courts treat everyone the same in my country.

25) | am willing to obey the decisions of courts in my country.

26) Courts in my country are able to stop the government from acting beyond its
authority.

27) Courts in my country are able to stop the president from acting beyond his
authority. (Not asked in the Netherlands.)

Democratic institutions

28) In general, democracy is the best functioning political system invented so far.
29) In general, political parties are important in representing the interests of citizens.
30) Free and fair elections are the basis for well-functioning political system.

31) It is important that courts are able to stop other institutions from acting beyond
their authority.

32) I am NOT satisfied with the way the political system works in my country.

33) The current political system of my country is democratic.

Fairness
34) Political authorities should secure fair access to goods and services to all citizens.

35) Political authorities should treat every citizen according to the procedures and laws.
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36) The authorities should secure equal chances for all citizens.

37) Laws should be always obeyed even if one does not agree with them.

Views and experience
38) As a citizen I have/will have a duty to pay taxes.
39) As a citizen | have/will have a duty to participate in national elections.
40) Name your last experience with authorities (for example, with a bureaucrat, with a
court, with local representative, with a political party, with police)
41) Would you say that this experience was: Very positive; Rather positive;
Neutral; Rather negative; Very negative
42) On average, your experience with political authorities so far was: Very positive;
Rather positive; Neutral; Rather negative; Very negative
43) In a few words, how would you best describe your political views (e.g. liberal,
centrist, conservative, nationalist, social-democratic)?
44) In your opinion, what characterizes legitimate authorities? Please list up to five
characteristics in order of importance (1= most important).
45) What do you consider the most important tasks of political authorities (name up to
5 in order of importance)? On the scale from 1 (poor) to 7 (excellent) how do you
evaluate the performance of the current authorities of these tasks?
46) Which description reflects the material situation of your family best?
1) we have not enough money even for food
2) we have enough money for food, but we have not enough money for
clothing and shoes
3) we have enough money for clothing and shoes, but we cannot afford house
equipment (white goods)
4) we can afford house equipment (white goods), but we have not enough
money to buy a new car
5) we have money to buy a car, but we cannot afford buying an apartment or a
house
6) we do not experience any material difficulties; if we needed to, we could

buy an apartment or house
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47) In which income group does your family fit? 1 means a group with the lowest level
of income and 10 means a group with the highest level of income in your country
(Please mark one option).
48) On the scale from 1 (bottom of society) to 7 (top of society), where would you say
you are in your society?
49) What is the source of legitimacy of the monarchy in your country (choose one
option or more) (only in the Netherlands)
1) The monarchy is not legitimate
2) The monarchy does not need legitimacy because it has little power
3) Tradition
4) Continuity of the state and nation
5) The monarchy has a positive effect on the international relations and
economy of my country
6) God
7) Other (name):
50) What is the source of legitimacy of the current king of your country (choose one
option or more) (only in the Netherlands)
1) The King is not legitimate
2) The king does not need legitimacy because she has little power
3) Tradition
4) Continuity of the state and nation
5) God
6) His/her performance in domestic and international affairs (for example,
trade relations, promotion of culture and education, etc)
7) His/her personal qualities
8) Other (name):
51) University
52) Nationality
53) Ethnicity (in Ukraine and Russia)
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APPENDIX C: Participant instruction
Dear Participant,

This questionnaire is part of a study run by Honorata Mazepus from Leiden University
in the Netherlands. Please take a moment to complete this questionnaire. Your
participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous. It is not a marketing study or an
intelligence test. There are no right or wrong answers. Completing of the study will
take you about 10 to 15 minutes. If you decide not to participate in the study, please
return this questionnaire to the experimenter.

The questionnaire consists of two parts.

First, please read the hypothetical story on the first page and imagine that you are in
the situation that is described in the story. After carefully reading the story, please
answer the questions that follow the story (“Questions to the story”). Please make your
judgment on the basis of the information provided in the story and remember that this
is a hypothetical situation. If needed, you can look back at the story when answering
the questions. Please respond to each question by marking the number that best
matches your answer, where 1 = Fully disagree to 7 = Fully agree. If you neither
agree nor disagree, the appropriate response is 4 = Neutral.

The second part of the study consists of a questionnaire that is not related to the story
(“Questions not connected to the story above™). The questions in this part are about
your views on the society you live in. In this part please answer honestly about your
personal opinions and preferences. Again, apart from a few questions at the very end,
the answer scale goes from 1 = Fully disagree to 7 = Fully agree, and with 4 =
neutral.

Remember that your participation is voluntary, and the study will not ask for
identifying (personal) information, such as your name or email address. All your
answers are anonymous. If you agree to participate, please start with the part one of
this study. If you do not wish to participate, please return the questionnaire to the
experimenter.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Honorata Mazepus at
h.mazepus@hum.leidenuniv.nl.

Thank you for your participation!
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APPENDIX D. Comparison of the online and pen-and-paper samples

Vignette study (Chapter 3)

Table E.1. Results of factorial ANOVA of perceived legitimacy scores testing for
differences between the online and pen-and-paper subsamples in the Russian case (N =

929, adjusted R? = .27)

Factor/Interaction F (1, 897) Partial n°
Corrected Model 12.077*** .29
Intercept 8704.170*** 91
procJustice 29.399%*** .03
distJustice 99.739*** .10
dependence 10.772** .01
posOQutcome 21.557*** .02
Sample 11.446%** .01
procJustice x distJustice 6.021* .01
procJustice x dependence 0.117 .00
procJustice x posOutcome 0.327 .00
procJustice x Sample 2.952 .00
distJustice x dependence 3.392 .00
distJustice x posOutcome 25.479%** .03
distJustice x Sample 16.259*** .02
dependence x posOutcome 10.304** .01
dependence x Sample 2.948 .00
posOutcome x Sample 4.112* .01
procJustice x distJustice x dependence 4.345* .01
procJustice x distJustice x posOutcome 0.001 .00
procJustice x distJustice x Sample 0.043 .00
procJustice x dependence x posOutcome 0.137 .00
procJustice x dependence x Sample 0.008 .00
procJustice x posOutcome x Sample 0.034 .00
distJustice x dependence x posOutcome 4.610* .01
distJustice x dependence x Sample 1.599 .00
distJustice x posOutcome x Sample 0.901 .00
dependence x posOutcome x Sample 0.709 .00
procJustice x distJustice x dependence x 0.230 .00
posOutcome

procJustice x distJustice x dependence x Sample 3.893* .00
procJustice x distJustice x posOutcome x Sample 2.593 .00
procJustice x dependence x posOutcome x Sample 0.210 .00
distJustice x dependence x posOutcome x Sample 0.223 .00
procJustice x distJustice x dependence x 0.027 .00

posOutcome x Sample

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.

Follow-up analyses for the significant effects for Sample showed that perceived
legitimacy was significantly higher in the online sample (M = 4.06, SE = 0.047) than in
the pen-and-paper sample (M = 3.78, SE = 0.070). There were three significant
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interactions with Sample: Sample x distributive justice, Sample x positive outcome,
and Sample x procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence. Distributive
justice had a larger effect on perceived legitimacy in the online sample (M difference =
1.18, SE = 0.094) than in the pen-and-paper sample (M difference = 0.50, SE = 0.139),
but the direction of the effect was the same in both samples. Similarly, positive
outcome had a larger effect on perceived legitimacy in the online sample (M difference
= 0.56, SE = 0.094) than in the pen-and-paper sample (M difference = 0.22, SE =
0.139), with the direction of the effect being the same. To interpret the Sample x
procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence interaction, | tested for the
procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence interaction in both subsamples.
This three-way interaction was significant in the online sample, F(1, 622) = 12.07,p =
.001, partial n = .019, but was not significant in the pen-and-paper sample, F(1, 275)
=0.01, p = .940, partial n° < .001. This discrepancy might be explained by the smaller
size of the pen-and-paper sample (N = 291), than the online sample (N = 638). This is
because in the smaller pen-and-paper sample the model had less power to detect a weak
interaction (the procedural justice x distributive justice x dependence interaction had a
small effect in the model for the combined samples, F = 8.20, partial nz =.01).
Nevertheless, with respect to the effects testing the hypotheses, the same patterns were
observed in the online sample and the pen-and-paper sample.

Correlational study (Chapter 5)

To test for the effect of the mode of data collection on perceived legitimacy of the
current institutions in Russia, a dummy variable coding for the online sample was
added to the stepwise regression models for perceived legitimacy of the parliament,
government, courts, and the president in step 3. In step 4, the interactions between the
sample variable and the explanatory variables were added to the model. See Table E.2.

Table E.2. R? change for step 3 (with the sample variable added) and step 4 (with the
interactions of sample and the other variables added) of the stepwise regression model.

Institution R? change step 3 p R? change step 4 p

Parliament .002 120 .012 176
Government 014 <.001 .013 .026
President 011 <.001 .006 411
Courts .023 <.001 .012 .352

For predicting perceived legitimacy of the current parliament, the regression analysis
showed no significant change in the explanatory power of the model (R?) after adding
the sample variable (step 3) and after adding interactions of sample with the other
variables (step 4). For predicting perceived legitimacy of the president and the courts,
the regression analyses showed a small significant increase in the explanatory power of
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the model after adding the sample variable (step 3), but not after adding the interactions
(step 4). The regression coefficients showed that Russian respondents who participated
in the survey online (on average) perceived the president (b = 0.47, SE = 0.095) and
courts (b = 0.42, SE = 0.086) as more legitimate than those who participated in the pen-
and-paper survey. There were no significant interaction effects of the online sample on
perceived legitimacy of the president and the courts (step 4). For predicting perceived
legitimacy of the government, the analysis showed a significant (but small) increase of
the explanatory power of the model after adding the sample variable in step 3 as well as
a significant (but small) increase in the explanatory power of the model after adding the
interaction terms in step 4. For step 3, the regression coefficient for sample showed that
Russian respondents who participated in the survey online (on average) perceived the
government as more legitimate than respondents of the pen-and-paper survey (b = 0.44,
SE =0.086). In step 4 there was a significant interaction effect of sample with the
variable Government works for everybody (b = 0.13, SE = 0.054, p = .015). This
means that (when keeping all other variables constant) the variable Government works
for everybody was a stronger predictor of perceived legitimacy of the government in
the online sample than in the pen-and-paper sample. Note that Government works for
everybody was a significant, positive predictor also for respondents in the pen-and-
paper sample (b = 0.36, SE = 0.045), so that for both subsamples the effects were in the
same direction.

In summary, the associations between variables were very similar in the online
and pen-and-paper samples.
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APPENDIX E. Higher education institutions attended by Russian respondents

Russian higher education institutions®:

1. HWY BUID: HanmonansHbIi nccaenoBaTeabCcKuil yHUBepcUTeT «Bpiciias 1mkosa
sxonomuku»/ National Research University Higher School of Economics (Moscow)

2. PI'TIIIY: Poccuiickuii rocyaapcTBEHHBIH MPOoQecCHOHATbHO-TIEarOrHYeCKUi

yuusepcuret/ Russian State Vocational Pedagogical University (Yekaterinburg)

POV um I'.B. ITnexanosa/Plekhanov Russian University of Economics (Moscow)

4.  HHI'Y (unn) um. JlJo6auesckoro/ N. I. Lobachevsky State University of Nizhny
Novgorod

5. BsaTTY:Bsrckuii rocymapceteerHbiii yausepeutet (Kirov)

6. CII6 HUY UTMO/Saint Petersburg State University of Information Technologies,
Mechanics and Optics (Saint-Petersburg)

7. Terpl'V: Iletpo3aBoacKuii rocyaapCTBEeHHBIN yHUBEpcuTeT /Petrozavodsk State
University (Petrozavodsk)

8. HO®V: KOxwusiii penepanspubiii yausepcutet/ Southern Federal University (Rostov-
on-Don)

9. TTU IODY - IOxHsiit henepanbubiii yausepcuret/ Taganrogskiy Tekhnologicheskiy
Institut YuFU (Tagangor)

10. TIT'VIIC umenu Anekcanjpa nepsoro: Petersburg State Transport University (Saint-
Petersburg)

11. CIIBI'Y: Cankr-IletepOyprekuii rocymapcTBeHHbli yHuBepcutet/ Saint-Petersburg
State University (Saint-Petersburg)

12. VITY: Ypanbckuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIN ropHblii yausepeutet/ Ural State Mining
University (Yekaterinburg)

13. MAM: MockoBckHii apuarimoHHblil nHCTUTYT/MOSCOW Aviation Institute (Moscow)

14, HTMT: HmwxHeTarunbCKui MammuaoCTpouTenbHbiil Texaukym/ Nizhnetagilskiy
mashinostroitelnyy tekhnikum (Nizhny Tagil)

15. Bry: Boporexckuii rocymapctBeHusiii yausepceutet/ Voronezh State University
(Voronezh)

16. PAII: Poccuiickas akagemust mpaBocyaus/ Russian Academy of Justice (Moscow)

17. CI'MY: CapaToBCKuii rocyiapCTBeHHbIH MequIIMHCKHI yHIBepcuTeT/ Saratov State
Medical University (Saratov)

18. Yenl'Y: Yensiounckuii rocynapcreennbiii yuusepcurer/ Chelyabinsk State University
(Chelyabinsk)

19. CIIBI'ABM: CankT-IlerepOyprckas rocyiapcTBeHHasi akaJjeMusi BETepHHAPHON
MmenunuHel / Saint-Petersburg State Academy of Veterinary Medicine (Saint-
Petersburg)

20. CIIBI'YII: Cankr-Iletepbyprekuii ['ymaHuTapHbIH YHEBEpCHTET Mpodcoro30s/ Saint-
Petersburg University of Humanities and Social Sciences (Saint-Petersburg)

21. MYVIIOY Ay6na: MexnyHapoasslii yausepcutet "JIyona"/ Dubna University
(Moscow)

22. AT'Y: Anraiickuii rocynapctBenHbli yHuBepeutet/ Altai State University (Barnaul)

w

% Online search was conducted to find out what the acronyms mean and whether the institutions
exist.
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HHI'ACY: HmxkeropOackuii rocy1apCTBEHHbBIN apXUTEKTYPHO-CTPOUTEIbHBIMH
yuusepcutét/ Nizhny Novgorod State University of Architecture (Nizhny Novgorod)
HWY Benl'V : Benropockuii rocynapcTBernsiii yausepcurer/ Belgorod State
University (Belgorod)

CUDUT: Counnckuii UactutyT Ix0oHOMEUKH U UHbOopMarmonnsix TexHomormii/
Sochinskiy Institut Ekonomiki i Informatsionnykh Tekhnologiy (Sochi)

I'ympd: 'ocynapcTBeHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET MOPCKOTO M PEYHOTO (hJI0Ta UMEHU
amvmupana C.O. Makaposa/ Admiral Makarov State University of Maritime and Inland
Shipping (Saint-Petersburg)

CubI'MY: Cubupckuii rocyaapCcTBEHHBIN HHAYCTpUanbHbIi yHUBepcuTeT/ Siberian
State Industrial University (Novokuznetsk)

Topuerit: National Mineral Resources University (Saint-Petersburg)

MI'TVY um. H. 3. bBaymana/Bauman Moscow State Technical University (Moscow)
CI'TY: CapatoBckuii rocy1apcTBeHHbIN TexHuueckui ynusepcuter/ SSTU: Saratov
State Technical University (Saratov)

Camapckuii rocynapcTBeHHBIH SKOHOMUUECKUH yHIBepcuTeT/ Samarskiy
Gosudarstvennyy Ekonomicheskiy Universitet (Samara)

AT'V: ActpaxaHckuii rocynapctBenHblit yuusepcuret/ Astrakhan National University
(Astrakhan) or Anraiickuii rocymapctBennslii yausepcutet/ Altai State University
(Barnaul) or Ansireiickuii I'ocynapctsennsiit Yuausepcuret/ Adyghe State University
(Makop)

AT'AO nM. Hlyxmmnaa: Anraiickasi rocylapcTBEHHas akafeMusi 00pa3oBaHUsS UMEHU
B.M.IIykmmua/Altai State Academy of V.M. Shushkin (Byisk)

VYun: Yuusepcuter Haransu Hecreposoii/University of Natalya Nesterova (Moscow)
bruta: BpsiHCKas rocynapcTBeHHAS HHKCHEPHO-TEXHOJIOTHYECKast akageMus/
Bryanskaya gosudarstvennaya inzhenerno-tekhnologicheskaya akademiya (Bryansk)
Ant I'TY umenn U. U. IonzyHosa: Antaiickuii I'ocynapctBensblil TexHuueckuii
Yuusepcuret/ Altai State Technical University (Barnaul)

AMrY: Amypckuii rocynapcTBeHHbli yausepcuter/ Amur State University
(Blagoveshchensk)

Barl'V: Bsarckwuii ['ocynapcereennsiii Yuusepcuter/ Vyatka State University (Kirov)
Bry: Boponesxckuii rocynapcteennblii yausepceutet/ Voronezh State University
(Voronezh)

Mupaa: MockoBckuii TexHosorndeckuit yuusepcurer/ Moscow Technological
University (Moscow)

Bourorpazgcknii rocyaapcTBEHHBIH cOIMAIbHO-TIEAArOTHUECKUH YHIUBEpCUTET/
Volgograd State Pedagogical University (Volgograd)

BUDVYII: BrnagukaBka3cKuil HHCTHTYT SKOHOMHUKH, YIIPABJICHUS U mpaBa/
Vladikavkazskiy institut ekonomiki, upravleniya i prava (Vladikavkaz)

Bal'V umenu A.T'. H.I'. CroneroBsix: Bragumupckuii rocyaapcTBEHHBIN
yuusepcuret/ Vladimir State University (Vladimir)

B® PAHXwul'C: Boponexckuii punman Poccuiickas akageMusi HApOAHOTO XO3sIHCTBA
U rocyapcTBeHHOM ciiy0bl nipu [pesunente Poccuiickoit deneparuu/ VVoronezh
Branch of the Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public
Administration (\Voronezh)

VpI'TIY: Vpanbckuii rocyaapCTBEeHHBIN neaarornueckuii yausepeuter/ Ural State
Pedagogical University (Yekaterinburg)

[T'HAY: IlepMmckuii rocy1apCTBEHHbIN HAILIMOHANBHBIN HCCIeA0BaTENbCKUI
yuusepcuret/ Perm State University (Perm)
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47. PITIITY: Poccuiickuii ToCyIapCTBEHHBIH MPOQECCHOHATBHO-TIEIarOTHIeCKUit
yuusepcuret/ Russian State Vocational Pedagogical University (Yekaterinburg)

48. Mromny: MOCKOBCKHIA TOCYJapCTBEHHBIH OTKPBITHIN TIEJarOTHIECKAH YHUBEPCUTET
umenu M. A Illonoxosa/ Sholokhov Moscow State University for Humanities
(Moscow)

49. POV um. I'. B. [InexanoBa: Poccuiickuii 53KOHOMHYIECKHI yHUBEpCUTET UMeHH [ . B.
ITnexanosa / Plekhanov Russian University of Economics (Moscow)

50. HHI'Y: Hmwxeropoackuii rocyJapcTBeHHBIH yHUBEpcUTET nMenn H.U.
Jlo6auésckoro/ N. |. Lobachevsky State University of Nizhny Novgorod (Nizhny
Novgorod)

51. Topusii Yausepcuter: The National Mineral Resources University (Saint-Petersburg)

52. Tory: TuxookeaHckuii rocynapcTBennbiit yuusepcurer/ Pacific National University
(Khabarovsk)

53. YKUITuXII: YensOnHCKHA KOJDIEIK HHPOPMATMOHHO-TTPOMBIIIIICHHBIX
TEXHOJIOTHi U XynoxkecTBeHHbIX npombiciioB/ Chelyabinsk College of Information
and Industrial Technologies and Artisan Craftwork (Chelyabinsk)

54. HI'YDVY: Hoocubupckuii ['ocynapcTBeHHBINH YHUBEpCUTET DKOHOMHKH U
VYupasnenus/ Novosibirsk state university of economics and management
(Novosibirsk)

55. EAJIM MI'JIY: EBpasuiickuii TMHrBHCTHICCKUNA HHCTHTYT B T.Mpkytcke/ Irkutsk
Eurasian Linguistics Institute (Irkutsk)

56. KII®Y: Kazauckuii (IIpuBomkckuii) benepansubiii yausepeuter/ Kazan Federal
University (Kazan)

57. CI'TY: CaparoBckuii rocyaapCcTBeHHBIN TeXxHHUeCckuil yHuBepcuteT/ Saratov State
Technical University (Saratov)

58. IOVYpI'Y: HamnuonasbHbIi HCCIIeIOBATENbCKUI YHUBEPCUTET B 3eneHorpae/ State
Research University in Zelenograd (Zelenograd)

59. TYCVYP: TOMCKHIi TOCYIAPCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCHTET CHCTEM YIIPABICHHS 1
pamudanekrponuku/ Tomsk State University of Control Systems and Radio-
electronics (Tomsk)

60. YTHTY: Ydumckuii rocyaapctBeHHbIi HedTsHOM Texandeckuii yausepcutetr/ Ufa
State Petroleum Technological University (Ufa)

61. MAMMU: MOCKOBCKHiT TOCYIapCTBEHHBINA MAITMHOCTPOUTEbHBIH yHIBEpCHTET/
Moscow State University of Mechanical Engineering (Moscow)

62. TioM[HI'Y: TromMeHckuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIN HedTera3oBblii yausepcuret/ Tyumen
State Oil and Gas University (Tyumen)

63. UI'CXA: Uysaickas rocy/IapCTBEHHas CelibcKoxo3siiiTcBenHas akaaemus/ Chuvash
State Agricultural Academy (Cheboksary)

64. PTIUL: Pagnotexnudeckuii nmpodeccronabHblii muieit/ Radio-technological
Professional VVocational School (Saint-Petersburg)

65. MMP: MexnayHapoauslii HHCTHTYT pbiHKa/ International Market Institute (Samara)

66. Pray-mcxa: Poccuiickuii rocyiapcTBeHHbIi arpapHbiii yauepcureT - MCXA umenu
K.A. Tumupssesa/ Russian State Agricultural University (Moscow)

67. PI'DV: PocToBCKHIi TOCYIApCTBEHHBII aKOHOMUUecKuit yauBepcutet (PUHX);
®unuan PIDY «PUHX» — r. Bonrogonck/ Rostov State University of Economics
Branch in Vogodonsk (Volgodonsk)

68. Cnol'mY: Cankr-IletepOyprekuii monutexHndeckuit ynusepcuret Ilerpa Bemukoro/
Peter the Great St. Petersburg Polytechnic University (Saint-Petersburg)
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MI'V: MOoCKOBCKHIA TOCYIAPCTBEHHBINM yHUBEpcHTET MMeHn M. B. JlomoHocoBa/
Lomonosov Moscow State University (Moscow)

YPODV: Ypansckuii GenepaibHblii yHUBEpCUTET MeHH népBoro [Ipe3unénra Poccun
b.H. Ensuunal/ Ural Federal University (Yekaterinburg)

MAJIN: MocKOBCKHI aBTOMOOMIIEHO-AOPOKHBIA TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIA TEXHIYSCKUI
yuuBepcuter/ Moscow Automobile and Road Construction University (Moscow)
OT'Y: Openbyprckuii rocyaapcrsernsiii yuusepcuter/ Orenburg State University
(Orenburg)

PI'YHI" umenn .M. I'yOkuna: Pocchiicknii rocy1apcTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET HEPTU U
raza nmenn U. M. I'yoxuna/ Gubkin Russian State University of Oil and Gas
(Mocow)

HUKUT COY: UHCTUTYT KOCMHUYECKHUX ¥ HHDOPMAMOHHBIX TexHonornid COY/
Institute for Space and Information Technologies (Krasnoyarsk)

KI'Y: Kypckuit rocynapcrBennbiit yuusepeuret/ Kursk State University (Kursk)
Kpacrmy: KpacHospckuii rocyapCTBeHHbBIN MEIUIIMHCKIIA YHIBEpCUTET/
Krasnoyarsk State Medical University

MI'VII: MocKOBCKHI TocynapcTBEHHBIH YHIHBEPCUTET IIPHOOPOCTPOCHUS U
undopmaruku/ Moscow State University of Instrument Engineering and Computer
Science (Moscow)

HUSY MUOU: HanpioHaNbHBIN HCCAETOBATENBCKUN SICPHBIA YHUBEPCUTET
«MH®U» (MockoBckuii umkenepHo-usmaeckuii nuctutyt)/ National Research
Nuclear University MEPhI (Moscow)

Crra: Cubupckas rocyaapcTBeHHas reojaesundeckas akaaemus/ Siberian State
University of Geosystems and Technologies (Novosibirsk)

CT'AY: Camapckuii rocyaapCTBEHHBIH a9pOKOCMUYECKUI YHUBEPCUTET UMEHU
akanemuka C.I1. Koponépa (HannoHaIbHbIH HCCIIe0BATEIbCKUI yHUBEpCHUTET)/
Samara State Aerospace University (Samara)

KIT)®Y: Kazauckwuii (ITpuBomkckuii) penepanpusiii yauBepcuter/ Kazan Federal
University (Kazan)

B3®DU: Beepoccuiickuii 3a04Hbli GrHAHCOBO-IKOHOMIUecKHi nHCTHTYT/ All-
Russian State Distance-Learning Institute of Finance and Economics (Moscow)
Hogocubupckuii ['ocynapcreennsiit Texunaeckuii Yausepcutet / Novosibirsk State
Technical University (Novosibirsk)

OpI'MA: Openbyprckas rocyaapcTBeHHas MeautmHckas akamemust/ Orenburg State
Medical University (Orenburg)

HWY MBU: HanmoHnanbeHbli uccnenoBaTenbckuidl yausepcuteT MOU—MockoBckuit
sHepreruueckuii uactutyt / National Research University MEI- Moscow Power
Engineering Institute (Moscow)

Tromenckuii ['ocynapcreennbiii Hedrerasossiit Yausepcurer/ Tyumen State Oil and
Gas University (Tyumen)

KpacI’'AV: KpacHosipckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIi arpapHbiil yHusepcutét/ Krasnoyarsk
state agrarian university (Krasnoyarsk)

KHUTY: Ka3auckuii HAaMOHAJIBHBIN UCCIIEI0BATEILCKUN TEXHOJIOINYECKU I
yuusepcurér/ Kazan National Research Technological University (Kazan)

TT'Y: Tomckuit rocynapctBennsiii yausepcurer/ Tomsk State University (Tomsk)
Tomckuii mourexauueckuid yausepcuter/ Tomsk Polytechnic University (Tomsk)
WHeTutyT KOCMUYECKHX U HH(POPMAIIMOHHBIX TexXHOJIOrHH CHOMPCKOTo
dbenepansHoro yausepcuteral/ Institut kosmicheskikh i informatsionnykh tekhnologiy
SFU (Krasnoyarsk)
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ATV : AnTaiickuii rocyIapcTBEHHbIN nenaroriyeckuii yausepeuret/ Altai State
Pedagogical University (Barnaul)

MD®U:MockoBCKHii SKOHOMUKO-(HHAHCOBBIH uHcTUTYT/ MOScow Economy and
Finance Institute (Moscow)

YU BI'YDII: Yntuackuit MacturyT baiikansckoro ['ocymapcTBeHHOTO YHUBEpCHTETA
Oxonomuku U [pasa/ Chita Institute of the Baikal State University of Economy and
Law (Chita)

BonrI'TY: Bonrorpajckuii rocynapcTBeHHbli TexHundeckuii yuusepcurer/ Volgograd
State Technical University (Volgograd)

MI'AY um. I'opsiuknna: MockoBckuit I'ocynapcTBeHHbINH ArponHXKEHEPHBII
VYuusepcureT umenu. B.ILT opsukuna/ Moscow State Agro-Engineering University
(Moscow)

Konsckuit meauunckuii komtemk/ Kolskyi Medical College (Apatity)

XTI'V: Xakacckuit rocynapcTBenHblit yuusepeuret um. H. @. Karanosa/ Katanov
Khakass State University (Abakan)

MI'Y: Ien3enckuii rocynapcTBeHublii yausepcuter/ Penza State University (Penza)
TocynapcTBeHHbI# YHuBepcuTeT Aspokocmuueckoro [Ipubopoctpoenus/ Saint
Petersburg State University of Aerospace Instrumentation (Saint-Petersburg)

HUprymc: UpKkyTckuii rocy1apCcTBeHHBINH YHUBEpCUTET myTei coobmienus/ Irkutsk State
University of Railway Engineering (Irkutsk)

Ky6rry: Kybanckuii rocymapcTBeHHbIH TexHOMornueckuii yausepcuretr/ Kuban State
Technological University (Krasnodar)

TI'MA: Tepckas rocyaapcTBeHHast MeIUIMHCKas akagemus/ Tver State Medical
Academy (Tver)

I'Y3: TocynapcTBeHHbIN YHHBEpCUTET 10 3emiieycTpoiictBy/ State University of Land
Use Planning (Moscow)

HI'TY um. P. E. AnekceeBa: Huxeropoackuii rocy1apcTBEHHbIN TEXHUUECKUMA
yuusepcureT / Nizhny Novgorod State Technical University (Nizhny Novgorod)
IOPT'TIY: KOxkHO-Poccuiickuii Tocy 1apCTBEHHBIH MOIUTEXHUYECKUI yHUBEpCUTeT /
Platov South Russian State Polytechnic University (Novocherkassk)

Prcy: Pocciiiickuii rocyIapcTBEHHbIH colManbHbIi yHUBepcuTeT / Russian State
Social University (Taganrog)

Tyneckuit locynapcrBennbiiit Yuusepcuret / Tula State University (Tula)

Wucruryt Texunonoruii u busnecal Institute of Technology and Business (Nakhodka)
IMosomxkckuit ['ocynapctBennsiii Yuusepcurer Cepsucal Volga State Service
University (Ulyanovsk, Tolyatti, and Syzran’)

MarnuTtoropckuii rocyaapcrsennslit yuusepeuret / Magnitogorsk State Technical
University (Magnitogorsk)

MI'MMO: MockoBcKuit rocy1apcTBEeHHBIH HHCTHTYT MEKIyHAPOAHBIX OTHOIICHHUH /
Moscow State Institute of International Relations (Moscow)

MO®IOA: MockoBckuil hrHaHCOBO-FopHaAnYeckuil yauBepcureT / Moscow Finance
and Law University (Moscow)

MH3KA: Kamckast TocyIapcTBEHHAS HHXKEHEPHO-9KOHOMHUUecKast akanemus / Kama
State Engineering and Economic Academy (Naberezhnye Chelny)

Hray: JIoHCKO# TOCyTapCTBEHHBIN arpapHblit yausepcuret / Don State Agrarian
University (Persianovskiy)

Cankr-IlerepOyprekuit [ocynapcTBenHslit YauepcuteT TexHonoruu u Juzaiina /
Saint-Petersburg State University of Technology and Design (Saint-Petersburg)
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Ky6I'AY: KyGanckuii rocynapcTBeHHBIN arpapHbiii yunsepeurer / Kuban State
Agrarian University (Krasnodar)

MI'VTY: MOCKOBCKHI rOCYAapCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET TEXHOJIOTUM U YIPaBJICHUS
nmenn K. T'. Pasymosckoro / Moscow State University of Technology and
Management (Moscow)

MI'VII neyatn: MOCKOBCKUH TOCYJapCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCUTET NledaTu uM. IBana
denoposa / Moscow State University of Printing Arts (Moscow)

Bonrorpazackuii su3prerudeckuii komiemk / Volgogradskiy energeticheskiy kolledzh
(\Volgograd)

Hrmy: HoBocuOHpckuii rocy1apcTBeHHbINH MequmiaHCKiid yHuBepcutet / Novosibirsk
Medical Institute (Novosibirsk)

K®V: Kazauckuii (ITpuBomkckuit) henepanbusiii yausepcurer / Kazan Federal
University (Kazan)

Ps3I'MYV um. ITaBnoBa: Pszanckuii ['ocynapcTBeHHbIi MequIMHCKUN yHUBEPCUTET /
Ryazan State Medical University (Ryazan)

MITY CrankuH: MOCKOBCKUHM TOCYJapCTBEHHBIN TEXHOJIOTMUECKUI YHUBEPCUTET
Craukut / Moscow State Technological University “Stankin® (Moscow)

CI6I'YT: Cankr-IleTepOyprckuii TocyIapCTBECHHBI YHUBEPCUTET
TenekoMMyHuKarmil uM. mpod. M. A. Boru-Bpyesuua / St. Petersburg State
University of Telecommunications (Saint-Petershurg)

IOYI'MY: IOxHo-Ypanbckuil rocyAapCTBEHHBIN METUIIMHCKUN YHUBEPCUTET
MumnuctepcTsa 3apaBooxpanenust P® / South Ural State Medical University
(Chelyabinsk)

PI'PTYV: Psa3anckuil rocynapCTBeHHbBIN pauoTexHuueckuii yausepcutet / Ryazan
State Radio Engineering University (Ryazan)

MI'CXA: IlpumoOpcKasi roCyAapCTBEHHAS! CENTbCKOX03sIiCTBeHHAs! akaaemust /
Primorskaya State Academy of Agriculture (Ussuriysk)

CI'VIIC: Cubupckuii rocy1apCcTBeHHbBIN YHUBEpCUTET NTel 1 coobmienus / Siberian
Transport University (Novosibirsk)

Bamkupcknii ocynapcrBennsiit Yuausepceurer, Ctepnuramakckuii punua /
Bahkirskyi State University, Sterlitamak branch (Sterlitamak)

T[THUITY : T[1épMCcKuii HAITMOHANBHBIA UCCAETOBATEIBCKHUIA TOTUTEXHAIECKHUN
yuusepcurer / State National Research Polytechnical University of Perm (Perm)
YPI'DY CHUHX: Ypanbckuii rocyaapCTBEHHBIN dKoHOMUueckuit yuusepcuret / Ural
State University of Economics (Yekaterinburg)

MurtxT: MOCKOBCKHH rOCYIapCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET TOHKUX XUMHUYECKUX
texnosoruii um. M.B. Jlomonocosa / Moscow State University of Fine Chemical
Technologies (Moscow)

[MepMcKuid rOCYIapCTBEHHbBIH HAyYHO-UCCIIeIOBaTeNIbCKUil yHUBepeuTeT / Perm State
Research University (Perm)

MDBMU: HanmoHanbHbIi HecienoBaresibekuii ynusepcuter «MOU»/ National Research
University «Moscow Power Engineering Institute» (Moscow)

Kray: Kazauckuii [ocynapcrBennbiit Jueprerudeckuii Yuusepcurer / Kazan State
Power Engineering University (Kazan)

BI'TY "BOEHMEX" nm JI.®.Yctunosa: banxruiickuii rocynapcTBeHHBII
TeXHUYECKHN yHUBEpcuTeT «Boenmex» umenu JI. @. Verunosa / Baltic State
Technical University "Voenmeh" (Saint-Petersburg)

Wnctutyt HedTH 1 raza Cubupckoro denepanpHoro Yuusepcurera/ Institute of Oil
and Gas at the Siberian Federal University (Krasnoyarsk)
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145) Vprymc: YpanbCKuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIM YHUBEPCHUTET IyTel coodmenus / Ural
State University of Railway Transport (Yekaterinburg)

NHX3KOH: Cankt-IlerepOyprckuii rocyqapCTBEHHBI HHXEHEPHO-IKOHOMHYECKHH
yuusepcuret / Saint Petersburg State University of Economics (Saint-Petersburg)
MI'MYV: IlepBriii MockoBcKkuil rocyapCTBEHHBINM MEJUIIMHCKUN YHUBEPCUTET UMEHHU
N.M. Ceuyenora MunmucrepcTBa 3apaBooxpanenus Poccuiickoit ®eneparmu / .M.
Sechenov First Moscow State Medical University (Moscow)

BOMK: Bomnoroackuit O6nactaoit Meaumunackuii Komtemx / Vologodskiy Oblastnoy
Meditsinskiy Kolledzh (Vologda)

CuoI'YTU: Cubupckuii rocyjapCTBEHHBI YHUBEPCUTET TEIEKOMMYHHUKALUI 1
unpopmaruku / Siberian State University of Telecommunications and Information
Sciences (Novosibirsk)

CT'A: CospemenHas rymanuTapHas akagemus / Contemporary Humanitarian
Academy (Moscow)

M®TU: MockoBckuii pusuko-rexaudeckuit unctutyT / Moscow Institute of Physics
and Technology (Moscow)

PHUMY': Poccuiickuii HallMOHAIBLHBIA UCCIEN0BATENLCKUN MEAUITMHCKHU I
yuuBepcuteT umenn H.W. TTuporosa / Russian National Research Medical University
(Moscow)

MI'KOuMT: MockoBCcKHi TOCYAapCTBEHHBIN KOJUICIK JIEKTPOMEXaHUKU U
unbopmannoHHsIX TexHooruii / Moscow State College of Electromechanics and
Information Technology (Moscow)

Yenabunckuii Dueprerudeckuii Komnemx Mm. Kuposa / Chelyabinskiy
Energeticheskiy Kolledzh Im.S.M.Kirova (Chelyabinsk)

BCAT'O Upkyrck: Bocrouno-Cubupcekast rocyjapcTBeHHas akaaeMusi oopa3oBanust /
Irkutsk State Pedagogical College (Irkutsk)

VYBayra: YIJIbSHOBCKOTO BBICIIEr0 aBUALIMOHHOTO YUHJIMILA MPaXKIAHCKO# aBrauu/
Ulyanovsk Higher Civil Aviation School (Ulyanovsk)

CIOI'OTY «JI9TU»: Cankr-IleTepOyprekuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIH
anektporexuunueckuit yausepcuret «JIDTU» umenu B.W. Yibsirosa (Jlenuna) /
Saint-Petersburg State Electrotechnical University «LETI» (Saint-Petersburg)
OMI'TY: Omckuii ToCynapCTBEHHBIN TeXHUUeCKui yHuBepcutet / Omsk State
Technical University (Omsk)

Kpacnosipckuii I'TIY um. Acradnesa /Krasnoyarsk State Pedagogical University
named after V. P. Astafyev (Krasnoyarsk)

MockoBcKuit rocyaapcTBeHHbIi obnactHoll yHuBepcutet / Moscow Region State
University (Moscow)

KBBAVJI: KpacHonapckoe Bbiciiee BOGHHOE aBUAIIMOHHOE YUWIIUIIE JIETYNKOB /
Krasnodar Aviation High Military School (Krasnodar)

T'UTP: I'yMaHUTApHBIIl MHCTUTYT TENEBHICHHUS U paanoBenianus / Humanities
Institute of TV&Radio Broadcasting named after M.A. Litovchin (Moscow)
MI'VIIIT: MockoBCKuit TOCYIapCTBEHHBINA YHUBEPCUTET MHIIEBBIX TPOU3BOJICTB /
Moscow State University of Food Production (Moscow)

IOPTTIY (HIIN): FOxHO-Poccuiickuii rocyapCTBEHHBIN MOTUTEXHUIESCKAN
yuusepcuret (HITN) nmenn M. U. Tlnatosa / South-Russian State Politechnic
University named after M.1. Platov (Novocherkassk)

[I'Y um.benunckoro: Ilenarornueckuii ”HCTUTYT uMeHH B. I'. bennnckoro
IMen3enckoro rocyaapctBeHHoro ynusepeutera / Penza State Pedagogical University
(Penza)
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Cankr-IleTepOyprekuii rocyapCcTBEHHBIH SKOHOMUYECKHH yHUBEepcuTeT / Saint
Petersburg State University of Economics (Saint-Petersburg)

MIIT'Y: MOCKOBCKHIA TTeIarOTHYeCKHil TOCyIapCcTBeHHbIH yHIBepcuTeT / MOSCoOwW
State Pedagogical University (Moscow)

YI'MY: Ypansckuii [ocynapctBennsiii Mequmunckuii Yausepceuret / Ural State
Medical University (Yekaterinburg)

Skyrckuii 'ocynapcereennsiii Yuusepcutet / North-Eastern Federal University
(Yakutsk)

HOWP: HaroHanbHeIi OTKpBITHI yHUBepcHTeT Poccun / National Open University
of Russia (Russia)

Hxu: Huxeroponckuit kommepueckuii uactutyt / Nizhegorodskiy kommercheskiy
institut (Nizhny Novgorod)

Yausepcurer UTMO r. Cankt-TlerepOypr: Cankr-IlerepOyprckuii HAIMOHATHHBIH
HCCIIE0BATEIbCKUI YHUBEPCUTET HH()OPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOT U, MEXaHUKH 1
orrruku / ITMO National Research University (Saint-Petersburg)

WVII: UnctutyT ynpasnenus u npasa / Institute of Managment and Law (not
specified)

CII6I' TU(TY): Cankrt-IletepOyprekuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIN TEXHOIOTUIECKHUH
uHcTUTYT (TexHuueckuil yauBepcurer) / Saint Petersburg State Institute of
Technology (Saint-Petershurg)

Cankr-IlerepOypckuit Yuusepcurer MBJI / Saint Petersburg University of the
Ministry of Internal Affairs of Russian Federation (Saint-Petersburg)

Mrcy-mucu: MOoCKOBCKHIA TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIH CTPOUTENbHBIA YHUBEPCUTET-
MoOCKOBCKU#T HHKEHEPHO-CTpouTeNnbHbIi nHCTUTYT / MOSCOwW State University of
Civil Engineering (Moscow)

CeBepHblii apkTiHueckuii yauBepcuteT uM. JlJomonocosa / Northern Arctic Federal
University of Lomonosov (Arkhangelsk)

Coixtl'Y: CrikthiBKapckuii ['ocynapersennsiit Y nuBepcutet / Syktyvkar State
University (Syktyvkar)

NCuA: UucTuTyT cTpouTebeTBa 1 apxutektypsl / Institute of Constructio and
Architecture (not specified)

TITY: Tomckuii monuTexuudeckuit yausepeurer / Tomsk Polytechnic University
(Tomsk)

PXTYVY um JI.U. Menaeneera: Pocciiickuii XUMHKO-TEXHOJIOTHYCCKHA YHUBEPCUTET
nmenu J1. M. Mennenéera / D. Mendeleev University of Chemical Technology of
Russia (Moscow)

OMI'MA: Omckas locynapcrBennas Menunmnckas Axanemus / Omsk State Medical
Academy (Omsk)

Tycyp: TOMcKuii TOCyIApCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET CHCTEM YIIPABICHUS U
paguoanektponuku/ Tomsk State University of Control Systems and Radio-
electronics (Tomsk)

3a6I'V: 3abaiikanbCKuii TocyqapcTBeHnblii yausepceutet (Yura) / Transbaikal State
University (Chita)

HOVYpI'Y: I0xHo0-Ypansckuii rocynapcrBennbiii ynusepcuter / South Ural State
University (Chelyabinsk)

CamI'TVY: Camapckuii rocyaapCTBEHHBIN TeXHUUeCKUit yHuBepcuTeT / Samara State
Technical University (Samara)

BatI T'Y: Bsarckuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIl rymMmanuTapHsiid yausepeureT (Kupos) / Vyatka
State University of HumanitiesWebsiteDirections (Kirov)
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IOVYpI'Y dumman B 3naroycre: IOxHO-YpanbCKuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIN yHUBEpCHUTET /
South Ural State University Zlatoust branch (Zlatoust)

Bamkupekuit Focypapcersennsiit yausepcuret / Bashkir State University (Ufa)
Mexaynapoauas Accormarms yausepeutetoB (MAY) / International Association of
Universities (various locations)

Cub6AIN: Cubupckast rocyaapCTBEHHAsE aBTOMOOMIIEHO-TIOPOXKHAsT akaeMus /
Siberian State Automobile and Highway Academy (Omsk)

Val'TY: VabpsSHOBCKHI roCyIapCTBeHHbIH TexHu4Yeckuii yausepeutet / Ulyanovsk
State Technical University (Ulyanovsk)

YTATY: Ydumckuit aBuaimonnsiii Texanueckuii yausepcutet / Ufa State Aviation
Technical University (Ufa)

MI'FOA: MockoBckHii rocyJapCcTBEHHBIH opuauueckuil yausepcureT umenu O. E.
Kyraduna / Kutafin Moscow State Law University (Moscow)

IOropckuii rocynapcTBennslit yuusepeuret / Yugorskiy gosudarstvennyy universitet
(Khanty-Mansiysk)

Aurtaiickuit rocy1apCTBeHHbII TexHu4eckuit ynusepcurer um. ML.U. ITomsynosa /
Altai State Technical University Polzunova (Barnaul)

Murt: MockoBckuii HHCTHTYT TeruotexHuku / Moscow Institute of Thermal
Technology (Moscow)

BOY um U. Kanta: Banruiickuii peaepanpusiii yausepcuteT um. M. Kanra /
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Kaliningrad)

MIICY: MoCKOBCKHIA IICUXO0JI0r0-COLMaIbHbIN yHIBEepcuTeT / Moscow psychologic-
social university (Chelyabinsk)

HoBocubupckuiit Asrotpancnoptabiit Komtemk / Novosibirsk Transport College
(Novosibirks)

Kenesnonopoxusiii komuek / Railway College (not specified)

HO3T'Y: ¥0ro-3anaausiii rocynapcreennsiit yuusepeuret (Kypck) / South-Western
State University (Kursk)

TI'ITY: Tomckuit I'ocynapcrBennsiii [lenarorundeckuit Yuusepcurer / Tomsk State
Pedagogical University (Tomsk)

Kazanckuii HanmonaneHsiit MccnenoBarensekuit TexHomornaeckuiit Y HupepeuteT /
Kazan National Research Technological University (Kazan)

MI'Y um. H. I1. OrapeBa: MopaoBckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIH yHUBepcuTeT nMeHu H.I1.
Orapesa / Mordovian State University of N. P. Ogarev (Saransk)

YPAO: YuuBepcurer poccuiickoii akagemun obpasosanus / University of Russian
Academy of Education (Moscow)

Cnack: Cankr-TletepOyprckuii apXUTeKTYpHO-CTPOUTENBHBIN KoJutemK / St.
Petersburg College of Architecture and Civil Engineering (Saint-Petersburg)
[IM®U: [sturopckuii Meauko-papmanesruueckuii MHCTUTYT / Pyatigorsk Medical
and Pharmaceutical Institute (Pyatigorsk)

AT'TVY: Actpaxanckuii ['ocynapcrBennsiii Texuudeckuii Yausepcuret / Astrakhan
State Technical University (Astrakhan)

YSTU: SIpocnaBckuit rocyqapcTBeHHbIN TexHrIeckuil yuusepeuret/ Yaroslavl State
Technical University (Yaroslavl)

Cu6my: Caukr-IletepOyprekuil monutexuudeckuii yuusepeutet [letpa Benukoro /
Peter the Great St. Petersburg Polytechnic University (Saint-Petersburg)

HI'Y: HoBocubupckuit rocynapcreentsiid yausepceutet / Novosibirsk State
University (Novosibirsk)
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YpTUCH: Ypanbckuii TeXHUYECKUN HHCTUTYT CBA3K U uHpopmaTuku / Ural
Technical Institute of Communications and Informatics (Yekaterinburg)

IMosurex ropoma [enssr: [len3eHckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIi yauBepcuret / Penza State
University (Penza)

UATD HUAY MUOU: OGHUHCKHI HHCTUTYT aTOMHOW YHEPTETHKH - (DIITHAIT
(enepaIbHOTO TOCYAapPCTBEHHOTO OI0KETHOTO 00pa30BaTEeIbHOTO YUPEKACHUS
BBICIIET0 ITPOoQecCHOHaNBHOr0 00pa3oBanus "HalmoHa bHBINH HCCIIEI0BATENBCKUN
snepHbiit yausepcuter "MUOU" / Obninsk Institute for Nuclear Power Engineering
(Obinsk)

NxI'TY um. M.T. Kanamuukosa: M>xeBckuit rocyAapCTBEHHBIN TeXHUYECKUH
yuusepcutet umenn M. T.Kanauaukosay / 1zhevsk State Technical University of
M.T. Kalashnikov (lzhevsk)

C3UII CHI'YT/A: Cesepo-3anamusrit uHCTUTYT nedaTn Cankt-IleTepOyprekoro
rOCY/IapCTBEHHOTO YHUBEpCUTETa TexHoMoruu u au3aiina / Northwestern Institute of
Press (Saint-Petersburg)

CIIK: Cyprytckuii [Ipodeccronansubiit Komtemk / Surgut Porfessional College
(Surgut)

YI'MA: VYpasbckas rocyaapctBeHHas Mmeauimackas akaaemus / Ural State Medical
University (Yekaterinburg)

Axanémus MHOITY: MesxayHapOaHbINA HE3aBACUMBIHA YKOJIOT0-TIOTUTOIOTHUSCKUI
yuusepcuret / International Independent University of Environment and Political
Science (Moscow)

Cn6I'Y: Cankt-IleTepOyprekuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIil yHuBepeutet / Saint Petersburg
State University (Saint-Petersburg)

CeBepo-kaBka3zckuil penepaipusiii yausepcutet (CraBpomnoss) / North-Caucasus
Federal University (Stavropol)

TI'TIY um. JL.H. Toncroro: Tynabckuil rocy1apcTBEHHBII e1aroruuecKuii
yuusepcuret / Tula State Lev Tolstoy Pedagogical University (Tula)

Mrtcu: MOCKOBCKHMI TEXHHYECKHI YHUBEPCUTET CBsI3H U MH(popMaTuku / Moscow
Technical University of Communications and Informatics (Moscow)

PTATY um. I1.A. ConoBbeBa: PIOWHCKHI TOCYIapCTBEHHBIN aBUAIITIOHHBIH
texunueckuii yauepcuret umenu I1. A. Conoeséra / Rybinsk State Aviation
Technical University of Solovyov (Rybinsk)

MI'TY I'A: MOCKOBCKHI{ rOCyIapCTBEHHBIN TEXHUYECKUI YHUBEPCUTET TPaKIaHCKOM
asuarn / Moscow State Technical University of Civil Aviation (Moscow)
KHUTYVY-KAMU: Kazanckuii HalfnOHAJIbHBIN UCCIIEI0BATEILCKUI TEXHUUECKHI
yuuBepcuteT umenn A. H. Tymonesa / Kazan State Technical University named after
A. N. Tupolev (Kazan)

Mopckoit rocynapcTBeHHbIN yHuBepcuTeT nmeHn Hesenbckoro / G.1. Nevelskoi
Maritime State University (Vladivostok)

PITIY um. A. U. Tepuena: Poccriickuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIN TT€1arorn4ecKuii
yuuBepcuteT um. A. W. Téprena / Herzen State Pedagogical University of Russia
(Saint-Petersburg)

OMIOU: Omckas ropuanueckas akagemust / Omsk Law Academy (Omsk)

MI'TIXA nm CtporanoBa: MockoBckuii I'ocymapcTBeHHBINH XyI0KECTBEHHO-
IMpowmbrutennsiit Yausepeutet Mm. C.r. Ctporanosa / Stroganov Moscow State
University of Arts and Industry (Moscow)

(Panee) MI'PU: Poccuiickuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIH Te0JIOropa3Be0uHblid YHUBEPCUTET
— PITPY (Mockga) / Russian State Geological Prospecting University (Moscow)
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MUY: Mockosckuii UacturyT Yrpasaenus / Moscow University of Management
(Moscow)

dunancoBas akamemus pu npasutenscrse PO / Financial University under the
Government of the Russian Federation (Moscow)

PITY: Poccuiickuii TocynapCTBEHHBIN I'yMaHUTapHBIN yHUBepcuTeT / Russian State
University for the Humanities (Moscow)

KCTYVY: KoctpoMcKoii rocynapCTBEHHbII TEXHOJIOTHYECKUH yHIBepeuTeT / Kostroma
State Technological University (Kostroma)

MocKkoBCKuii TOCYIapcTBEHHBIN obnacTHOW yHuBepcuTeT / Moscow State Regional
University (Moscow)

CI'DU: CronuvHblii ryMaHUTapHO-3KOHOMIYecKkuid nHcTUTYT / Capital Institute of
Humanities and Economy (Moscow)

MMIIIT: MOCKOBCKHI HHCTHTYT TIpEANPUHUMATEIbCTBA U TipaBa / Moscow Institute
of Enterprise and Law (Moscow)

Csuy panxurc: CeBepo-3amanasrii uHCTHTYT yrpasineHus PAHXul C (CaskT-
Ierep6ypr ) / North-West Institute of Management (Saint-Petersburg)

CKI'MU: Cesepo-KaBka3sckuii ropHo-MeTamnyprudeckuii unctutyt (Bnagukaskas) /
North Caucasus Mining and Metallurgical Institute (Vladikavkaz)

CIIoI'DY: Cankr-IleTepOyprekuii rocyJapcTBEHHBIH SJKOHOMHYECKUH YHUBEPCUTET/
Saint Petershurg State University of Economics (Saint-Petersburg)

NTI'DY: MBaHOBCKUIA rOCYIApCTBEHHBIN dHEpreTHIeCKuil yHuBepcuret / 1vanovo
State Power Engineering University (Ivanovo)

MMBIIB MUPBUC: MockoBckast MEXAyHapOAHast BbICIIAs IIKOJIa Ou3Heca
«MHPBHC» / Moscow International Higher Business School MIRBIS (Moscow)
NBVull: UHCTUTYT 95KOHOMUKH, yrpaBieHus u npasa (r. Kaszaus) / Institute of
Economics, Management and Law (Kazan)

KeMTUIIIT: KemepoBCKHii TEXHOJIOTHYECKHUIT MUIEBOM MPOMBIILICHHOCTH /
Kemerovo Institute of Food Science and Technology (Kemerovo)

BI'YDJII: BaiikanbsCckuii rocy1apCTBEHHbIH YHUBEPCUTET IKOHOMUKH 1 nipaBa / Baikal
State University of Economics and Law (Irkutsk)

BJII'A®K: Benukomykckast rocyJapCTBEHHAs akageMust (pu3nueckoit KyJabTyphl U
cnopra / Velikolukskaya Gosudarstvennaya Akademiya Fizicheskoy Kultury i Sporta
(Velikiye Luki)

Trury: TIOMEHCKHIA TOCYIapCTBEHHBIN He(Tera3oBsiii yuusepcuteT / Tyumen State
Oil and Gas University (Tyumen)

Kuposckuii nenaroriueckuii kosuiemk / Kirov Pedagogical College (Kirov)

HI'TTY: HoBocubupckwuii I'ocynapcrBennsiii [leqarornyeckuit Yausepeurert /
Novosibirsk State Pedagogical University (Novosibirsk)

CI'Y um. YepnsineBckoro: CapaTOBCKHI rOCYIAPCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCHTET nMeHH H.
I'. Yepnbimeénckoro / Saratov Chernyshevsky State University (Saratov)

JAB®Y: [lanpHeBocTOUHBIH (Geaepanbublii yauBepcutét/ Far Easten Federal
University (Vladivostok)

JT'MHX: [TarecTaHCKHii TOCYIapCTBEHHBIA HHCTUTYT HAPOIHOTO X03sicTRa /
Dagestan State Institute of National Economy (Makhachkala)

[I'JTY: ITaTuropckuii rocyJapCTBEHHBIN TUHTBHCTHIeCKUi yHUBepcuTeT (PI'BOY
BIIO) / Pyatigorsk State Linguistic University (Pyatigorsk)

UMCHUT: Akagemust MapKeTHHTa H COLUATEHO-HH(POPMAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH (T.
Kpacnonap) / Academy of Marketing and Socially-Information Technologies
(Krasnodar)
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BI'Y: Bypsrckuii rocyaapcrBennsiii yuusepcuter / Buryat State University (Ulan-
Ude)

Opckuit rymannTapHo-TexHomornaeckuii nactutyT (O TH)/ Orsk Institute for
Humanities and Technologies (Orsk)

VY mmypTckuii TocynaperBernsiii yausepcuret / Udmurt State University (Izhevsk)
BopoHekcKHii roCyIapCTBEHHBIH Tieaarornyeckuii yausepeuret / Voronezh State
Pedagogical University (\Voronezh)

III'YTH: I1oBOJDKCKUY IOCYJaPCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCUTET TEIIEKOMMYHUKALUI U
unpopmaruku / Povolzhskiy State University of Telecommunications and Informatics
(Samara)

UI'TY: Yepkacckuii rocyIapCTBEHHbII TeXHOJIOTHYeCKHid yHUBepcuTeT / Cherkasy
State Technological University (Cherkasy)

Bga: Boenno-Bo3aymnas akagemus umeHn npogeccopa H. E. XKykosckoro u FO. A.
Iarapuna (Boponex) / Air Force Academy named after professor N. E. Zhukovsky
and Y. A. Gagarin (Voronezh)

BI'CITY: Boarorpazackuil rocygapCTBEHHBIA COLMATBHO-TIENArOTMUECKUN
yuusepcuret / Volgograd State Pedagogical University (Volgograd)

BI'YD3C: BnaainuBOCTOKCKUi TOCYIapCTBEHHbBIH YHUBEPCUTET YKOHOMUKH U cepBuca /
Vladivostok State University of Economics and Service (Vladivostok)

MI'VIIC (MUUT): MoCKOBCKHIA TOCYAapCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCHUTET ITyTe# coobmieHus /
Moscow State University of Railway Engineering (Moscow)

CIIoI'MTY: Cankr-IletepOyprekuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIH MOPCKOW TEXHUYECKHUI
yuusepcuret / State Marine Technical University of St. Petersburg (Saint-Petersburg)
OMI'TIY: Omckuii rocyjapcTBEHHBIN eaarornieckuit yuusepcurer / Omsk State
Pedagogical University (Omsk)

HUTY MUCuC: HaunoHaabHBIN HCCIIEA0BATEIBCKHUI TEXHOJIOTHUECKHAN
yuusepcurer « MUCuCx»/ National University of Science and Technology MISiS
(Moscow)

PI'TDY: Poccuiickuii ToCy1apCTBEHHbIH TOPrOBO-9KOHOMHYECKUN YHUBEPCHUTET /
Russian State University of Trade and Economics (Moscow)

CIIBI'YT'A: Cankr-IletepOyprckuii rocyaapCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCUTET IPAXKIAHCKOM
asuanmu / Saint Petersburg State University of Civil Aviation (Saint-Petersburg)
IckoBI'Y: IckoBckuit rocynaperBennsiii yausepcutet / Pskov State University
(Pskov)

Knrtk: KemepoBckuii mpodeccHoHansHO-TeXHuIeCcKknit Texuukym / Kemerovo
Professional Technical College (Kemerovo)

Mrmcy: MocKkOBCKUI rocyJapCTBEHHBIN METUKO-CTOMATOJIOTHUECKUI YHUBEPCUTET
umenn A. U. Esnokumosa / Moscow State Medical Dental University of Evdokimov
(Moscow)

BI'TY um.B.I'.IllyxoBa: benropoackuii 'ocynapcrBenHslil TexHonornueckui
VYuusepcuret umenu B.I'. [llyxosa / Belgorod State Technological University named
after V.G. Shukhov (Belgorod)

VpI'V: Ypansckuii rocymapcTBeHHblii yausepeuteT uM. A. M. Topekoro / Ural State
University of Gorki (Yekaterinburg)

TTOK: Tynbckuii TEXHIKO-3KOHOMUYECKAN KOJUIEMK OF TBEpCKO# TOProBo-
sxonomuueckuii kosuiepk / Tula technical-economic college (Tula) or Tver trade-
economic college (Tver)

Bonl'Y: Bonrorpanckuii rocynapcreeHHsiid yausepcureT / Volgograd State
University (Volgograd)
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Mcu: Mexaynapoansiii Cnassackuit Macturyt / International Slavic Institute
(Moscow)

NOudK COY: UHCTUTYT QHUIIOIOTHH U SI3BIKOBOH KOMMYHHKau CHOUPCKOTO
denepansroro yausepcutera / School of Philology and Language Communication of
Siberian Federal University (Krasnoyarsk)

OT'Y: OpmnoBckwuii rocynapcrBernsiii yauepcuret / Oryol State University (Oryol)
CIITUK: CankTt-IlerepOyprckuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIA HHCTUTYT KYJIBTYPBI, HBIHE —
CII6I'YKU / St. Petersburg State University of Culture (Saint-Petersburg)

MWX: Mynununansaeiii MactutyT 1. XKykosckoro / Municipal Institute of general
Zhukov (Moscow)

CIIoI' ACY: Cankr-IletepOyprekuii rocyJapcTBEHHBIM apXUTEKTYPHO-CTPOUTEIbHBIN
yuusepcuret / Saint-Petersburg State University of Architecture and Civil
Engineering (Saint-Petersburg)

CI6I'YT um.mipod. M.A.Bonu-bpyesuua: Cankr-IletepOyprckuii rocynapcTBEHHBIH
YHHUBEPCHUTET TelleKoMMyHHuKaiuii uM. npod. M.A. Bonu-Bpyesuua / Bonch-Bruevich
Saint Petersburg State University of Telecommunications (Saint-Petersburg)
MOCKOBCKU# MPOMBIILICHHO-3KOHOMIYecKuit TexHukym / Moskovskiy
promyshlenno-ekonomicheskiy Tekhnikum (Moscow)

Jurmtomatrdeckas Axanemuss MUJT PO / Diplomatic Academy of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation (Moscow)

Murnkud: MockoBckuit Uznarenscko-Ilonurpaduueckuii kojiemx nmenu Vsana
demopora / Moskovskiy Izdatelsko-poligraficheskiy Kolledzh imeni Ivana Fedorova
(Moscow)

MOCHU: MOCKOBCKHI FrOCYAApCTBEHHBIA YHUBEPCUTET 3KOHOMUKHU, CTATUCTUKU U
undopmaruku / Moscow State University of Economics, Statistics, and Informatics
(Moscow)

MockoBckuit ['ocynapcrBentbiii Ctpoutenbhbiii YHauepcuter / Moscow State
University of Civil Engineering (Moscow)

JITTY: Jlineukuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIN TexHIUecKuid yauBepcuter / Lipetsk State
Technical University (Lipetsk)

TsI'Y: TBepckoii rocynapcTBennblit yausepeutet / Tver State University (Tver)
KI'TY: KanuauHrpaackuii rocymapCTBeHHbIH TEXHAYECKHH YHUBEPCUTET /
Kaliningrad State Technical University (Kaliningrad)

CII6BI'MY um akaz [1aBnoBa: IlepBeiii CankT-IleTepOyprekuii rocynapcTBEHHBIH
MeaunuHckuid yausepcutet uM. W.I1. TTasiosa / First Pavlov State Medical
University of St. Petersburg (Saint-Petersburg)

Topwsrit, CI16: Cankr-IleTepOyprekuii ropHbrit yunsepeuret / Saint Petersburg
Mining University or National Mineral Resources University (Saint-Petersburg)
PHUMY um. H.M. ITuporosa: Poccuiickuii HaLlMOHAIBHBIN HCCIeA0BaTENbCKUI
MenuuuHCKui yHuBepeutetr umenn H.W. Iuporosa / Prigorov Russian National
Research Medical University (Moscow)

KTK: Kypranuckwuii Texnonornueckuit Komremxk / Kurgan Technological College
(Kurgan)

Mapl'y: Mapwuiickuii rocynapcTBernsiii yausepcuret / Mari State University
(Yoshkar-Ola)

Mriy: MoCKOBCKHI TOpPOICKO# Tieaarornueckuii ynusepcurer / Moscow City
Teacher Training University (Moscow)
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H®U KemI'Y: HoBoky3Henkunit ”HCTHTYT ((umuan) KemepoBckuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIN
yuusepcutet / Novokuznietsk Instutite (filial) of Kemerovo State University
(Novokuznetsk)

Poccuiickas akamemust rocyaapcersennoii ciyxost (PAT'C) / Russian Presidential
Academy of National Economy and Public Administration (Moscow)

Cubrmy: CHOMpCKHil TOCYIapCTBEHHBIN MeauMHCKni yHuBepcutet / Siberian State
Medical University (Tomsk)

POV um.Ilnexanopa: Poccuiickuii skOHOMHUYECKHi yHUBEepcUTeT MMenu [lnexanosa /
Plekhanov Russian University of Economics (Moscow)

HOyI'TK: FOsxHO-Y pasibCKuii rocyaapCTBEHHBII TeXHUUeCKuit Komtemk / Yuzhno-
Uralskiy Gosudarstvennyy Tekhnicheskiy Kolledzh (Chelyabinsk)

YubI'YOII: YntuHCckuit HHCTUTYT BalKkaabCKOro rocyAapcTBEHHOIO YHUBEPCUTETA
sxoHomuKkH U tipasa / Chita Institute of Baikal State University of Economics and Law
(Chita)

Spry: SIpocnaBckuii rocyaapctBernsiil yauepeutet / Yaroslavl State University
(Yaroslavl)

UYry: UyBamickuii rocyrapcTBeHHsbli yauBepcutet umenu M.H. YuesHosa / 1. N.
Ulianov Chuvash State University (Cheboksary)

MUDM BIID: MOCKOBCKHIT HHCTUTYT 3JEKTPOHUKU M MaTeMaTtuky HannoHansHoOTO
HCCIIeI0BATENBCKOTO YHUBepcHuTeTa Boiciias mkona sxoHomuku / Moscow Institute
of Electronics and Mathematics of the National Research University Higher School of
Economics (Moscow)

Not-Russian institutions:

10.

11.

BI'TY: Benopycckuii TocyaapCTBEHHBIN TEXHOMOTHYeCKUit yHIBepeuteT / Belarusian
State Technological University (Minsk)

BI'VUP: Benopycckuii ToCyIapCTBEeHHBI YHUBEPCUTET HHPOPMATHKH H
pamuoanekrponuku / Belarusian State University of Informatics and Radioelectronics
(Minsk)

BI'MYV: Benopycckuii rocynapCTBeHHbIH MequnHCKkuil yausepcuret / Belarusian
State Medical University (Minsk)

BI'TIY: benopycckuii rocy1apCTBEHHBIN NIEarOru4eCKuil YHUBEPCUTET UMEHHU
Maxkcuma Tanka / Belarusian State Pedagogical University of Maksim Tank (Minsk)
BKI'TY: Boctouno-Kazaxcranckuil rocy1apcTBEHHBIN TEXHUUECKUH YHHBEPCUTET
East Kazakhstan State Technological Univeristy (Ust'-Kamenogorsk)

KasHIly um. Abas: Kazaxckuit HanmonaneHsii [lenarorndeckuii YHUBEPCHTET
umenn Abas / Kazakh National University named after Abai (Almaty)

Taml'V: Tamkentckuii rocymapcreennbiii yausepeutet / National University of
Uzbekistan (Tashkent)

Anmaruackuii @uinan MockoBckoit Akamemun Tpyna u COlUaIbHBIX OTHOIICHHI /
Almaty filial of Moscow Academy of Labour and Social Relations (Almaty)
Taspuueckuit Oenepanpupiii Yuusepceutet uM. B. Y. Bepranckoro (KpbiM,
Cumopepomons) / Tavrida National V.1. Vernadsky University (Simferopol)
CeBacromnoibckuii crpoutensHbiid komtemk / Savastopol Construction College
(Savastopol)

CKT'Y: Ceepo-Kazaxcranckuii rocyaapcreennsiii yausepcutet / North Kazakhstan
State University (Petropavl)
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26.
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28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

KI'MY mm. C.N.T'eoprueBckoro: KpbIMCKuii rocyaapCcTBEHHBIH MEIUITTHCKUI
yuusepcuteT uM. C. . [eopruesckoro / Crimea State Medical University named
after S. 1. Georgievsky (Simferopol)

CeBHTYVY: CeBacTomnonbpCcKuil HAIIMOHANBHBIN TeXHUYeCcKuil yuuBepcuret / Sevastopol
State Technical University (Sevastopol)

HYBull Ykpanusr: HarmoHAIbHBIH YHHBEPCUTET GHOPECYPCOB U
npupopomnoiszoBanus / National University of Life and Environmental Sciences of
Ukraine (Kiev)

Cégep du Vieux Montréal / College of General and Vocational Educatio (Montréal)
JorHACA: Jlon6acckast HAMOHAIBHAS aKaJeMHUs CTPOUTEIIBCTBA U APXUTEKTYPHI /
Donbas National Academy of Civil Engineering and Architecture (Makiivka)
XT3U: XapbkoBckuii Toproo-skonommdeckuii nuctutyt KHTDY / Kharkiv Institute
of Trade and Economics of Kyiv National University of Trade and Economics
(Kharkiv)

Jlyranckuii HalIMOHAJIBHBIH yHUBepcuTeT UM. Tapaca [llesuenko / Taras Shevchenko
University of Luhansk (Luhansk)

XAMU: HanmonaneHelil aspokocmuueckuil yausepcurer umenu H. E.JKykoBckoro
«XapbKroBckuit aBuanmonHslii nactutyT» / National Aerospace University — Kharkiv
Awviation Institute (Kharkiv)

ITY um.®.Cxopunsl: 'oMenbsCckuil rocyjapcTBeHHbIN yHUBepcuTeT UM. dpaHiucka
Cxopunsi / Francisk Skorina Gomel State University (Gomel)

MITIK: MuHCKHii TOCYyIapCTBEHHbIH nonuTexHu4eckuii koyutemk / Minsk State
Politechnic (Minsk)

HTVYY KIIN: HarmoHaneHbI TEXHUYECKUH YHUBEPCUTET Y KpauHbl « KueBckuii
nonutexHudeckuit uacturym» / Kyiv Polytechnic Institute (Kyiv)

JIMA: TuinponieTpoBchka MeuuHa akajaemis / Dniepropetrovsk State Medical
Academy (Dniepropetrovsk)

KHY: KueBckuit HalioHambHbINH yHUBEpCcUTeT MMeHH Tapaca [llesuenko / Taras
Shevchenko National University of Kyiv (Kyiv)

HouHY: Nonelkuit HanmonanwsHelid yausepcutet / Donetsk National University
(Donetsk)

BHTY: benopycckuii HAMOHANBHBIH TeXHHYEeCKH yHuBepcuTeT / Belarusian
National Technical University (Minsk)

JATADY: IHenponeTpoBCKU rOCy1apCTBEHHbIN arpapHO-3KOHOMUYECKUMA
yuusepcuret / Dnipropetrovsk State Agrarian-Economic University (Dnipropetrovsk)
Tapryckuii yausepcutet / University of Tartu (Tartu)

Benl'VT: Benopycckuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIH yHUBepcuTeT Tpancmopra / Belarusian
State University of Transport (Gomel)

HarronansHelil opuaAnYecKuil yHuBepcuTeT uMenu SIpocnasa Myaporo / National
University "Yaroslav the Wise Law Academy of Ukraine" (Kharkiv)

BI'DV: Benopycckuii rocyapcTBeHHbIH 3KOHOMIYecKuid yHuBepcuTeT / Belarusian
State Economic University (Minsk)

HanunonansHas Metamnypruueckas Axagemus Y kpannsl / National Metallurgical
Academy of Ukraine (Dnipropetrovsk)

Ka3['ACA: Ka3axckas roioBHasi apXUTeKTypHO-CTpouTesbHast akagemus / Kazakh
Leading Academy of Architecture and Construction (Almaty)
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T'ATT AHTY: I'opyioBckuit aBTOTPaHCHIOPTHBIN TeXHUKYM J[OHELKOTo
HAIMOHAILHOTO TeXHUIecKoro yuuBepcurera / Gorlovka transport technicum of the
Donietsk National Polytechnic (Gorlovka)

XHYPD: XapbKoBCKH HAIIMOHATBHBIA YHHBEPCHUTET paarodnekTporuku / Kharkiv
National University of Radioelectronics (Kharkiv)

JHYXT: InenponeTpoBCKUil HAlIMOHAIBHBINA YHUBEPCUTET KEJIE3HOJOPOKHOTO
tparcnopTa / Dnipropetrovsk National University of Rail Transport (Dnipropetrovsk)
KHY Kpusoii Por: KpuBoposkckuit HanuoHansHblid yausepceuteT / Kryvyi Rih
National University (Kryvyi Rih)

KHDY: KueBckuit HarmoHaIbHBIN s5KoHOMUYeckuit yausepcuret / Kyiv National
Economic University (Kyiv)

KOIIUT npu YHuBepcuTeTe KPOK: YHHUBEPCUTET SKOHOMUKH U nipaBa "KPOK" /
KROK University of Economics and Law (Kiev)

HTY XIIU: HauronanbHUH TEXHUYECKUH YHUBEPCUTET XapbKOBCKUN
nonurexandeckuit uactutyt/ Kharkiv Polytechnic Institute (Kharkiv)

HYK um. anm. MakapoBa: HanmoHanbHbI YHUBEPCUTET KOPAOJIECTPOCHUSI MIMEHU
anm. Makaposa / Admiral Makarov National University of Shipbuilding (Mykolaiv)
XTEU: XapbkoBckuit ToproBo-sxoHomuueckuii uactutyt KHTDY / Kharkiv Institute
of Trade and Economics of Kyiv National University of Trade and Economics
(Kharkiv)

TamlV: Haunonaneueiii yausepcutetr Y36ekucrana/National University of
Uzbekistan (Tashkent)

Mexnynaponusiii yausepcutet «MUTCO»/International University
(Minsk/Vitebsk/Gomel)

BI'TY: ButeOckuii rocyjapcTBeHHbIN TexHOMOrn4eckuit yuusepcuret/ Vitebsk State
Technological University (Vitebsk)

®IVII: GakynpTeT 5KOHOMHUKH U yrpasieHus npomsoactsom/ Faculty of Economy
and Managment of Production (Odessa)

Hanumonansueiii ®@apmanesruueckuii Yuusepcuter / Ukrainian Academy of
Pharmacy (Kharkiv)

MI'DY mm. A.Jl. CaxapoBa: MexxayHapOIHBINH TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIN KOJIOTHYECKHIH
yuuBepcuret umenn A.Jl.Caxaposa / International Sakharov Environmental Institute
(Minsk)

XHATI'X: XapbKoBcKasi HallMOHATIbHAS aKaJieMusi ropojckoro xo3siicrsa / Kharkiv
National Academy of Municipal Economy (Kharkiv)

Not a university/higher education institution:

oD E

o

Nut™m

Ker

PVII (PAII)

HI'XV: HoBoanraiickoe rocyaapCcTBEHHOE XyI0KECTBEHHOE yuruiie /
Novoaltayskoye gosudarstvennoye khudozhestvennoye uchilishche (Novoaltaysk)
Cubupckuit MactuTyT Yepenwusr

Ku®CHH: Kysbacckuii nacTuTyT ®enepanbHoN Ciry:kObI MCTIOHEHUS HaKa3aHUH
Poccuu / Kuzbasski Institute of Federal Service of Execution of Punishments in
Russia (Novokuznetsk)



242  Appendices

APPENDIX F. Versions of the vignette

V1: procedural justice, distributive justice, independence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. Before writing
the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the flooding. The
victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and propose forms of
help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to present their point of
view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided
that every flood victim will receive a benefit in proportion to the losses they suffered. As a
consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you buy a car. Farmers from your
region will receive benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were
the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamiem peruone 6pu10 HaBoaHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuia. JKuibe u umymiectBo Bareit
CEMBbHU HE NOCTpajany. Bel uMeeTe A0CTyNl K OCHOBHBIM IIPOYKTaM IIUTAaHUS U TOBApaM
MIOBCEHEBHOTO ciipoca. OnHako, Bara cempst moTepsijia CBOIO MalllMHY, KOTOpoii Bel
TIOJTb30BAJINCH B BEIXOJHBIE. [IpaBUTEIHCTBO MIMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
nomonip. [IpaBuTenbCTBEHHAS KOMUCCHS IpUexalia B Bam perroH, 4To0bI OIEHUTH yIepo
1 Hanucathb oT4eT. [lepen TeM Kak KOMHCCHS Halucalla OT4ET, OHa IPOBENa psijl BCTped ¢
MOCTPa/laBIIMMH OT HaBoAHEHHs. [locTpasaBiine nMen BO3SMOXKHOCTb 00CYTUTh
TIOHECEHHBIN yIepO U MpeUIoKUTh (POPMBI TOMOIIIN, KOTOPYIO IPaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBI
UM OKa3aTh. Bce momy4uiay BO3MOXKHOCTb M3JI0KUTh CBOKO TOUKY 3PEHUS H OTYET
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM JJIS pEIIeHUs IpaBUTeNbCTBA. [locie 3Toro mpaBUTEILCTBO
MIPUHSIIO PEIIeHHE O TOM, YTO KXl MOCTPaJaBIINii OT HABOJHEHHS MOJIYUIHUT IIOCOOHE B
COOTBETCTBUU C IOHECEHHBIMU NOTEPSIMU. B cnencteue aToro penienus Bol nonyuure
mocobue, koTopoe nomoxeT Bam kynuth Mamuny. KpectssiHe n3 Bamero perrnona
IOJTy4aT nocoOue I KOMIIEHCAIIUA YHHYTOKEHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX MOJIEH, KOTOPBIE SBIISUTUCH
€IMHCTBEHHBIM UCTOYHUKOM JJOXOJa UX CEMEN.

Ukrainian

Y Bamomy perioHi Oyna noBinb. Boga Bxe 3itinuia. XKutiio i Oinbiicts Maiina Bamroi
POJMHY HE 3a3HAJIM YIIKOJDKEHb. BU MaeTe JOCTYyI 10 MPOLYKTiB Xap4yyBaHHS 1 peuel
nepioi HeoOxigHocTi. OxHak, Bama ponuHa BTpaTiia MaluHy, SIKOI0 BU KOPUCTYBAIHCS
y BUXiZIHI. YPSJ Ma€ JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIB JUIS OTIOMOTH MTOCTPXKIAINM. Y PsiJIoBa KOMicis
npuixaia 10 Bamoro periony, mo6u omiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckinacTu 3BiT. [lepen ckiamanHsIM
3BiTY, KOMICisl TpOBeIa meper 3ycTpidel 3 moTepniInMu. BoHN Main MOXKIHBICTh
00TOBOPUTH 30UTKH, IKUX BOHM 3a3HAJH 1 3aIPONIOHYBATH (DOPMHU TOTIOMOTH, SIKy OH MirT
HajaTH M ypsa. Yci Mann MOXKIUBICTh MIPEJCTaBUTH BIACHY TOUKY 30Dy, a 3BIiT KOMicii
CTaB MiJCTAaBOIO U PIIEHHS ypsAy. Y st BUPIIINB, IO KOXKEH MOTEPITIINN Bifl TOBEHI
OTpUMaE€ JIOMOMOTY BiJTIOBIIHY JI0 3a3HaHUX 30MTKiB. BHacioK 1boTo0 pimeHHs Bu
OTpHUMaeTe J0IOMOTY, KOTpa I03BOJINTh Bam kynuT HoBy Mammny. ®depmepu 3 Barmroro
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pETiOHY OTPUMAIOTh MaTepiabHy JOIIOMOTY SIK KOMITEHCAITII0 32 3HUIIEHHS
00pO0ITIOBaHNX 3e€MelTb, KOTPi OYIIH €IUHIM PKEPEIIOM JI0XOIY UL IXHIX POIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpialy. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracila jednak samochdd, ktérego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo $rodkéw, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktorej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwos¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowat, ze
kazdy poszkodowany w czasie powodzi otrzyma zasitek zgodnie z poniesionymi stratami.
W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Ci zakupi¢ samochodd. Rolnicy z
Twojego regionu otrzymaja zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pél uprawnych,
ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

Il'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n‘ont pas subi de dégéats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. En préalable & I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une série de
réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de témoigner des
dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que chaque victime de I'inondation
recevrait une compensation en proportion des dégats qu'elle a subis. En conséquence, vous
recevrez une indemnité qui vous aidera a acheter une voiture. Les agriculteurs dans votre
région vont recevoir des indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs champs, qui
étaient la seule source de revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat elk
slachtoffer van de overstroming een uitkering zal ontvangen in verhouding tot de geleden
schade. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen die u zal helpen een auto te kopen. Boeren
in uw regio zullen ook een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling van hun
graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten zijn voor hun families.
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V2: Procedural injustice, distributive justice, independence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. The flood
victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they suffered
and propose forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission did not
arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims. The
report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided that every
flood victim will receive a benefit in proportion to the losses they suffered. As a
consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you buy a car. Farmers from your
region will receive benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were
the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6pu10 HaBogHeHNE. Bona yxe ymura. JKunpe n umymectBo Bameit
CeMbH HE IOoCTpafain. Bel nMeere JOCTYI K OCHOBHBIM NPOJYKTaM MUTaHHS M TOBapam
MIOBCEHEBHOTO ciipoca. OnHako, Bara cempst moTepsijia CBOIO MalllMHY, KOTOpoil Bel
MOJIb30BAINCH B BBIXOJIHBIE. [IpaBUTEIHCTBO MMEET JOCTATOUHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
noMouib. [IpaBuTenbpCcTBEHHAS KOMUCCHS NpUexaia B Bai peruoH, 4To0bl OLIeHUTH yIepo
U Hanucath oT4eT. IlocTpanaBiirie 0T HABOJHEHUS MOIPOCUIIM O BCTpEUe ¢ KOMHUCCHUEH,
4T00BI 00CYIUTH YIIEepO, KOTOPBI OHU MOHECIH, U MTPEJIOKUTH (POPMBI TIOMOIITH,
KOTOPYIO IIPaBUTEIILCTBO MOTJIO ObI MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccus He copraHi3oBaia BCTPEUH ¢
MIOCTPa/IaBIIMMH M Hamucaja oT4eT 0e3 yuera MHEHHS TocTpagaBmmx. OT4eT KOMHCCHH
OBbLT OCHOBAHHUEM JUIS PEIICHHS IpaBUTeNbCTBA. [lociie 3TOro mpaBUTENHCTBO NPHUHSIO
pEeIIeHHE O TOM, YTO KaXK/bIil OCTPalaBIINi OT HABOJHEHHS OIyYHUT IIOcOOHe B
COOTBETCTBHUH C IIOHECEHHBIMH TTOTEpIMH. B cnenctBue atoro penienust Ber nomyunre
nocodue, kKoTopoe omoxeT Bam kynuts Mamuny. Kpectbsine n3 Bamero pernona
MOJIyYaT NocoOHe JUIsl KOMIIEHCAIIMK YHUYTOXKSHHBIX 36PHOBBIX I0JIeH, KOTOPBIE SIBJISUIUCH
€IMHCTBEHHBIM UCTOUYHUKOM JIOXO/a UX CEMEH.

Ukrainian

Y Baiomy periosi 0ysia moBiab. Bona ke 3iinnia. XKutiio i 6unbiricts Maitna Baroi
POJZIMHY He 3a3HaJIM YIIKO/DKEHb. BH MaeTe 0CTyII 10 MPOIYKTIB XapuyBaHHs 1 peduei
niepioi HeoOXigHocTi. OgHak, Bamra poguHa BTpaTiiia MalllvHy, SIKOFO BU KOPUCTYBAITUCS
y BHXiJIHI. YPsIJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIB IS JOMMOMOTHY TOCTPAXKIAIUM. Y PSII0BAa KOMICisT
mpuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo0u OiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTy 3BiT. [loTepmisni Big moBeH1
3BEpHYJIHCS 3 IPOXAHHSIM OpPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpid 3 WICHaMH KOMICii U1l 0OrOBOpEHHS
3a3HaHMX 30MTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHS IPOIO3HUIIIH 070 GOpPM JIOTIOMOTH, SIKY Mir OM HaJaTn
ypsin. Komicis He opranizyBajia 3ycTpidi i1 Hamicana 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS JyMOK
MOCTpaXKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMIcii CTaB MiJJCTaBOIO JUISL PillIeHHs! ypsiay. Y psil BUPILIKB, IO
KO>KEH MOTEePIINH B/l HOBEHI OTPUMAE JOMOMOTY BiNOBITHY /0 3a3HAHUX 30UTKIB.
BHacniok mporo pimenHs Bu orpumaere gonomory, Kotpa 103BOJIMTh BaM KynuTu HOBY
Matnnay. @epmepu 3 Baroro periony oTpuMaroTh MatepialibHy JIOTIOMOTY SIK
KOMITEHCAIIII0 33 3HUIIEHHS 00POOIIOBAHKX 3€MeNb, KOTPi OyJIM €TUHUAM JHKEPEIIOM
JIOXOTY JIJISl IXHIX POJIMH.
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Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpialy. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracila jednak samochdd, ktérego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrdcili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogiby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, ze kazdy poszkodowany w czasie powodzi otrzyma zasitek zgodnie z
poniesionymi stratami. W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Ci zakupic¢
samochod. Rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymaja zasitki w ramach kompensaty za
zniszczenia pol uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

Il'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n'ont pas subi de dégats. Votre famille a accés aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la commission afin
de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un rapport sans prendre en
compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du gouvernement. Le
gouvernement a ensuite décidé que chaque victime de l'inondation recevrait une
compensation en proportion des dégats qu'elle a subis. En conséquence, vous recevrez une
indemnité qui vous aidera a acheter une voiture. Les agriculteurs dans votre région vont
recevoir des indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la seule
source de revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat elk slachtoffer van de overstroming een uitkering zal ontvangen in verhouding tot
de geleden schade. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen die u zal helpen een auto te
kopen. Boeren in uw regio zullen ook een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de
vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten zijn voor hun families.
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V3: procedural justice, distributive injustice, independence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. Before writing
the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the flooding. The
victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and propose forms of
help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to present their point of
view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided
that not everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The benefits will be
paid out only to persons whose houses and cars were damaged. As a consequence, you will
receive a benefit that will help you buy a car. However, farmers from your region will not
receive benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only
source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHNE. Bona yxe ymura. JKunpe u umymectBo Bameit
CeMBH He MocTpajiany. Bel uMeeTe 10CTyn K OCHOBHBIM IIPOAYKTaM IIUTaHUS U TOBapam
MIOBCEHEBHOTO ciipoca. OnHako, Baa cembs moTepsijia CBOI0 MallIMHY, KOTOpoi Bl
MIOJIb30BAINCH B BBIXOJIHBIE. [IpaBUTEIHCTBO MMEET JOCTATOUYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
noMouip. [IpaBuTenbpCcTBEHHAS KOMUCCHS NpUexaia B Bai peruoH, 4To0bI OLIEHUTH yIepo
U Hamucathb oT4eT. Ilepen TeM Kak KOMHCCHS Halucala OT4eT, OHa IpoBesia psi BCTped ¢
MOCTPa/laBIIMMH OT HaBoAHEHHs. [locTpasaBiine nMen BO3SMOXKHOCTb 00CYTUTh
TIOHECEHHBIH yIepO M NpeUIoKUTh (POPMBI TOMOIIIN, KOTOPYIO IPaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBI
UM OKa3aTh. Bee momydmim Bo3MOXHOCTh H3JI0)KUTH CBOIO TOUKY 3PEHUS U OTUYET
KOMHCCHHU OBLT OCHOBAHHMEM ISl pEIIeHNUs TpaBUTeIbCTBA. [1ociie 3Toro mpaBUTENbECTBO
pemmio, 4To He BceM OyleT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH yIepO, KoTopslii oHn noHecs . [locobus
OyIyT BBIIJIAYCHBI TOJIBKO TEM JIMIAM, YbH J0OMa U MAIIMHbI OBUTH MTOBpEXIeHbI. B
CJIEJICTBHE 3TOTO penieHusa Bol momy4unre nocobue, KOTopoe MoMoxkeT Bam kynuTs
MamuHy. Ho kpecThsiHe n3 Bariero pernona He mosry4yaT Mocooust st KOMICHCAITH
YHUYTO)KEHHBIX 36PHOBBIX ITOJIEH, KOTOPBIE SIBISUTUCH €IMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOUHIKOM J0X0/1a
HX CEeMeH.

Ukrainian

Y Bamowmy perioni 0yna noBiab. Boga ke 3iiinura. Kutio i 6inbrricts Maiina Barmoi
POJMHY HE 3a3HANIM YIIKOJDKEHb. BU MaeTe JOCTYI 10 MPOIYKTIB XapyyBaHHs 1 peyen
nepioi HeoOxigHocTi. OxHak, Bama ponuHa BTpaTiia MaliuHy, KO0 BU KOPUCTYBAIHCS
y BUXiZHI. YPSI Ma€ JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIB JUIS JTOTIOMOTH MTOCTPAXIATINM. Y PsoBa KOMicist
npuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo6u oniHUTH 30MTKH 1 ckitacTH 3BiT. [lepen ckiagaHHsIM
3BiTy, KOMICisl IIpOBeIa meper 3ycTpiuei 3 notepniauMu. Bonn Mann MoXiuBicTh
00roBOpUTH 30MTKH, SIKUX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3aIIPONOHYBATH ()OPMU JIOTIOMOTH, SIKY O Mir
HaJaTH M ypsa. Yci Many MOXKITUBICTh IPEIACTaBUTH BIIACHY TOUKY 30Dy, a 3BIiT KOMicil
CTaB MiJCTABOIO JUIS PIIEHHS YPSAAY. Y s BUPIIINB, IO HE BCi OTPUMAIOTh KOMIIEHCAIIII0
3a3HaHUX 30MTKiB. MaTepianpHa qommoMora Oye mpu3HadeHa JIUIe THM oco0am, KOTpi
BTPATHIIM CBOE JKUTJIO i MAIIMHA. BHAaCIiIOK 11p0T0 pimeHHs Bu otpumaere gonomory,
KOTpa 103BOJUTH Bam kynuTi HOBY MamuHy. OnHak, ¢pepmepu 3 Barroro periony He
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OTpUMAaIOTh KOMIIEHCAITi1 3a 3HUIIICHHS 00pOOIIOBaHNX 3eMelTb, KOTPi IPABUIIN 32 €IHHE
JDKepesIo MpUOYTKY IXHIX POJIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpialy. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracila jednak samochdd, ktérego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo $rodkéw, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktorej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwos¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal, ze nie
Wwszyscy otrzymaja zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty. Zasitki beda
wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych domy i samochody zostaty zniszczone. W skutek tej
decyzji otrzymasz zasilek, ktory pomoze Ci zakupi¢ samochdd. Rolnicy z Twojego
regionu, nie otrzymaja jednak zasitku w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia p6l uprawnych,
ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n‘ont pas subi de dégéats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour eévaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une série de
réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de témoigner des
dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommageées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la
voiture ou la maison ont été endommagés. En conséquence, vous recevrez une indemnité
qui vous aidera a acheter une voiture. Cependant, les agriculteurs de votre région ne
recevront pas d'indemnités pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui
étaient la seule source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat
niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie huizen en auto's werden
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beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen die u zal helpen een auto te kopen.
Maar boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling
van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V4: procedural injustice, distributive injustice, independence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. The flood
victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they suffered
and propose preferred forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission
did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims.
The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided that not
everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The benefits will be paid out
only to persons whose houses and cars were damaged. As a consequence, you will receive a
benefit that will help you buy a car. However, farmers from your region will not receive
benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of
income for their families.

Russian

B Bamiem peruone 6pu10 HaBoaHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuia. JKuibe u umyniectBo Bareit
CEeMBbHU HE NOCTpajaiy. Bel uMeeTe A0CTYyIl K OCHOBHBIM IIPOAYKTaM IIUTAHMSI U TOBApaM
noBceHeBHOrO cnpoca. OnHako, Baiia cembst notepsuia CBOIO MalllMHy, KOTOpoil Bel
MTOJIF30BAITUCH B BBIXOMHBIC. [IpaBUTEIECTBO UMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYpPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
moMo1nb. [IpaBuTenbCcTBEHHAsT KOMUCCHS IpHexXana B Bamr persoH, 9To0bl OIeHUTH yIiepo
1 Hanucatb oTueT. [locTpanaBiiye OT HABOJHEHUS MONPOCUIIM O BCTPEUE C KOMUCCHUEH,
9TOOBI 00CYIUTH YIEepO, KOTOPHIH OHH MTOHECHH, H MPEIOKUTH (HOPMBI TTOMOTITH,
KOTOPYIO IIPaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBI MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccHs He copraHn30Balia BCTPEUYH C
MOCTPAJaBIINMH U Hamucasia oT4eT 0e3 yuera MHeHHs nocTpagaBmux. OTyeT KOMHUCCUU
OBbLI OCHOBAaHHUEM JUIS PEIIeHHs TIpaBUTeNbCTBA. [10Ciie 3TOro NpaBUTEIbCTBO PELIMIIO, YTO
HE BCeM OyIeT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH yIiep0, KOTOpsIi oHU moHecu. [locobust OymyT
BBITJIAU€HBI TOJIBKO TEM JIMIaM, YbH JOMa U MaIIMHbI OBIIIN TOBPEXICHEI. B ciencraue
3TOrO pemreHus Brl mony4dnTe nocobue, koTopoe nmomoxet Bam kynuts Mamuny. Ho
KpecTbsHe u3 Bamero pernona He mOIy9aT HOCOOUS I KOMIIEHCAIIMH YHUYTOKEHHBIX
3€pHOBBIX MOJIEH, KOTOPHIE SBISIIUCH €AUHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHUKOM JI0X0/1a UX CEMEH.

Ukrainian

Y Bamomy perioHi Oyna noBinb. Boja Bxe 3itinuia. XKutiio i Oinbiicts Maiina Bamroi
POJMHY HE 3a3HAJIM YIIKOJDKEHb. BU MaeTe OCTYyII 10 MPOLYKTiB Xap4yyBaHHS 1 peuel
nepioi HeoOxigHocTi. OxHak, Bama ponuHa BTpaTiia MaluHy, SIKOIO BU KOPUCTYBAJIHCS
y BUXiZHI. YPsI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIB JUIS JIOTIOMOTH ITOCTPaXKJaINM. Y psoBa KoMicis
npuixana 1o Bamroro periony, mo6u omiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckinacTu 3BiT. [ToTepmini Bix moBeHi
3BEpHYJINCSA 3 IPOXaHHAM OPTaHi3yBaTH 3yCTPid 3 WICHaMHU KOMICii 1151 0OroBOpeHHS
3a3HaHUX 30MTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHS NMPOIO3MIIH 010 (HOpM JOMOMOTH, SKY MIr OM HaJlaTH
ypsan. Kowmicist He oprani3zyBaia 3ycTpidi i Hanmcana 3BiT 6e3 ypaxyBaHHS JyMOK
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MOCTpaXkaaauX. 3BiT KOMICii CTaB MiCTaBOIO ISl PIlICHHS YpSIy. Y s BUPIIIKB, IO HE
BCi OTPUMAIOTh KOMIICHCAIIIF0 3a3HAHMX 30UTKIB. MartepianpHa gonomora Oy/e mpu3HadeHa
JUIIe TeM oco0aM, KOTpi BTPATIIIN CBOE XKUTJIIO 1 MammmHU. BHacHizok mporo pimenHs Bu
OTPUMAETE IOIIOMOT'Y, KOTpa TO3BOJIUTE BaMm Kynmutu HOBY MamuHy. OmHaK, GpepMepH 3
Bamoro periony He OTpHMarOTh KOMITEHCAIIi 3a 3HUIIEHHS 00pOOIIIOBaHNX 3eMellb, KOTPi
TIPAaBUJIM 32 €IWHE HKEPEIIO MPUOYTKY IXHIX pOAWH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyl. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpiaty. Macie dostgp do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracila jednak samochod, ktorego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkéw, by okazaé pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrocili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisja w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowal, Ze nie wszyscy otrzymaja zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty.
Zasitki beda wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych domy i samochody zostaty zniszczone.
W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Ci zakupi¢ samochod. Rolnicy z
Twojego regionu, nie otrzymajg jednak zasitku w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol
uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne Zroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n'ont pas subi de dégats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de l'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la commission afin
de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un rapport sans prendre en
compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du gouvernement. Le
gouvernement a ensuite décide que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes automatiquement
dédommageées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la voiture ou la
maison ont été endommagés. En conseéquence, vous recevrez une indemnité qui vous aidera
a acheter une voiture. Cependant, les agriculteurs de votre région ne recevront pas
d'indemnités pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la seule
source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
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ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie huizen en auto's werden
beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen die u zal helpen een auto te kopen.
Maar boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling
van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V5: procedural justice, distributive justice, dependence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
Before writing the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the
flooding. The victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and
propose forms of help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to
present their point of view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the
government decided that every flood victim will receive a benefit in proportion to the losses
they suffered. As a consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you and your
family to get back on your feet. Also farmers from your region will receive benefits to
compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for
their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ynura. JKuinpe u umymectBo Bameit
CeMbH TocTpasany. Bel nMeeTe orpaHMYEHHBIH JOCTYI K OCHOBHBIM NPOIYKTaM MUTaHUS U
TOBapaM IOBCEAHEBHOTO cripoca. [IpaBUTENLCTBO NMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
OKa3ath noMouipb. [IpaBuTenbcTBEHHAsT KOMHUCCHS ITpuexaia B Bamr pernon, 4ro0st
OLIEHHTH yIIepO U Hanucath oTdeT. [lepes TeM kKak KOMUCCHSI Hamucaia OT4eT, OHa
IIpOBeJIa PSAJ] BCTPEY C MOCTPaJaBIIMMK OT HaBogHEHHUs. [locTpanaBiine uMeIn
BO3MOKHOCTH 00CYIUTH TIOHECEHHBIH yIep0 U MpeayIoKUTh (HYOPMBI TOMOIIH, KOTOPYIO
IIPABUTEIILCTBO MOTJIO OB MM OKa3aTh. Bce Momydniny BO3SMOKHOCTD U3JI0KUTH CBOIO TOUKY
3peHHs U OTYeT KOMUCCHU OBLT OCHOBAHHEM [T PeLIeHHs IpaBuTensCcTBa. [locie 3toro
IIPABUTEIIECTBO MPUHSIIO PEIIEHHE O TOM, YTO KaX/(bIi MOCTPaAaBIINIA OT HABOJHEHHUS
MTOJTYYHT OCcOOMe B COOTBETCTBUH C TOHECEHHBIMHU TOTEPsMU. B cieacTsue 3Toro
pewenust Bel nosydnTe nocobue, koTopoe moMoskeT Baieit ceMbe BctaTh Ha HOTH. T oKe
KpecThbsiHe U3 Baiero pernona nosry4ar nmoco0ue 11t KOMIIEHCAIIMH YHHYTOXKEHHBIX
3€pHOBBIX MOJIEH, KOTOPBIE ABIISUIUCH €AUHCTBEHHBIM UCTOUYHUKOM JIOXOAa UX CEMEN.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioHi 0yna noBinb. Boga Bxe 3ifinuia. XKntito i maitno Bamoi poanan
MOMIKO/KEeH]. B MaeTe oOMeKeHHi 0CTyI /10 IPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHs Ta pedel rmepuoi
HEOOXIAHOCTI. YPsJ Ma€ JOCTAaTHHO PECYPCIB JIJISl TOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXKAATUM. Y PsiioBa
KoMicist mpuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo6u omiauTy 30UTKH i ckimacty 3BiT. Ilepen
CKJIaJIaHHSIM 3BiTYy, KOMICisI TpOBea meper 3ycTpidel 3 morepnianMu. Bonu mamu
MOJKJIMBICTH OOTOBOPHUTH 30UTKH, IKMX BOHH 3a3HAIH 1 3aIIPONIOHYBATH (POPMH JOTIOMOTH,
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SIKy OM MIT HaAaTH iM yps. Y ci Maau MOKIIUBICTh TIPEICTABUTH BJIIACHY TOYKY 30Dy, a 3BIT
KOMICII cTaB IiICTaBOIO IS PIlIEHHS YPALY. Y PSA BUPILINB, IO KOXKEH MOTEPITLIHH Bif
IIOBEHI OTPHUMAaE JTOTIOMOTY BiAMIOBINHY A0 3a3HaHMUX 30MTKiB. BHACHIIOK IIFOTO pillICHHS
Bu otprmMaeTe qonomMory, KoTpa J03BOJHTh Bamiit poanHi ctaTe Ha HOTH. Takox dhepmepn
3 Bamoro perioHy oTpuMaroTh MaTepialbHy JOMOMOTY SIK KOMIICHCAIIO 32 3HUIICHHS
00pO0OITIOBaHNX 3eMelTb, KOTPi OYIIH €THHIM DKEPEIIOM JI0XOIY UL IXHIX POIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyl. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac¢ straty i napisac raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktorej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwos¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal, ze
kazdy poszkodowany w czasie powodzi otrzyma zasitek zgodnie z poniesionymi stratami.
W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Twojej rodzinie wstaé na nogi.
Roéwniez rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymaja zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia
p6l uprawnych, ktore stanowily jedyne Zzroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une
série de réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de
témoigner des dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que lI'administration
pourrait offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision
du gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que chaque victime de I'inondation
recevrait une compensation en proportion des dégats qu'elle a subis. En conséquence, vous
recevrez une indemnité qui aidera votre famille a se remettre sur pied. Les agriculteurs
dans votre région vont recevoir des indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs
champs, qui étaient la seule source de revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat elk
slachtoffer van de overstroming een uitkering zal ontvangen in verhouding tot de geleden
schade. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen om u en uw familie te helpen er weer
bovenop te komen. Boeren in uw regio zullen ook een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie
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van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten zijn voor hun
families.

V6: procedural injustice, distributive justice, dependence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
The flood victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they
suffered and propose preferred forms of help that the government could offer them. The
commission did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of
the victims. The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government
decided that every flood victim will receive a benefit in proportion to the losses they
suffered. As a consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you and your family to
get back on your feet. Also farmers from your region will receive benefits to compensate
for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamiem peruone 6pu10 HaBoaHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuia. JKuibe u umymiectBo Bareit
ceMbH IocTpajanu. Bel nMeeTe orpaHUYeHHBIN TOCTYI K OCHOBHBIM NMPOIYKTaM IMUTaHUS U
TOBapaM MOBCEAHEBHOTO crpoca. [[paBUTENLCTBO HMEET TOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
oKa3ath noMoulb. [IpaBuTebCcTBEHHAs! KOMHUCCHsSI IpUexaiia B Bai peruoH, 4toobt
OIIEHUTH yIepO u HamucaTh oTueT. [locTpagaBmine OT HABOHEHHS MOMIPOCHIIN O BCTPEUE C
KOMHUCCHEH, 9T00BI 00CyTUTh yIepO, KOTOPHIH OHU ITOHECIH, U MPEIOKUATH (POPMBI
ITOMOIIIH, KOTOPYIO PABUTEIBCTBO MOTIIO OBl MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccHst He copraHn3oBaia
BCTPEYH C MIOCTPAABIIMMHU M HAIHCala OTYeT Oe3 ydeTa MHECHUS rmocTpanaBmux. OTdeT
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM IS PEIICHUS MPaBUTENbCTBA. [locie 3TOro mpaBUTEIECTBO
TIPUHSUIO PEIICHUE O TOM, YTO KXl MOCTPAJaBIINI OT HABOJHEHHS MOJIYYIHT IIOCOOHUE B
COOTBETCTBUU C IOHECEHHBIMU NOTEpsIMU. B cneactBue 3toro pemenus Bol nomyuure
mocobue, KOTOpoe MoOMoXeT Baiieii ceMbe BCTaTh Ha HOTH. T 0Xe KpecTbsiHe u3 Bamero
peTroHa TOIy4YaT Moco0He A KOMIIEHCAIIMH YHHUTOXEHHBIX 36pPHOBBIX MOJIEH, KOTOpPHIE
SIBIISUTMCH €IMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOUYHUKOM J0X0/1a UX CEeMEH.

Ukrainian

Y Bamowmy perioni 0yna nmoBinb. Boga Bixxe 3iiinuia. XKutno 1 MmaiiHo Bamoi poauan
MTOIITKOKEHI. Bu MaeTe oOMexeHUI JOCTYI 10 MPOAYKTIB XapdyBaHHS Ta pedeil mepmioi
HEOoOXiTHOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€ JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB JUIA JOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXIAINM. Y psaoBa
KoMicist mprixana go Bamroro periony, mo0u oniHuTH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTH 3BiT. [loreprmimni
BiJl TOBEHI 3BEPHYJIHCS 3 IPOXaHHAM OPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpid 3 WICHaMH KOMicil JuIs
00roBOpeHHs 3a3HaHMX 30UTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHsI POIO3HILiH 11010 (hOPM JOTIOMOTH, SKY Mir
6u HagatH ypsia. Komicis He opraHizyBaiia 3ycTpidi i Harmicaia 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS JyMOK
MOCTPaKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMIcii CTaB MiJICTaBOIO JUIS PIillIEHHs ypsiy. Y psiJ BUPILIKB, IO
KO>KEH MOTEepIiINH Bl TOBEHI OTPUMAE JOITOMOTY BiJIOBITHY A0 3a3HAHHUX 30MTKIB.
Bracnigok mporo pimenas Bu orpuMaere gonomory, KoTpa A03BosMTh Bamriit poausi
ctatu Ha HOorH. Takox ¢epmepu 3 Bamoro perioHy oTpiIMarOTh MaTepiajabHy HOTIOMOTY SIK
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KOMITEHCAITII0 33 3HHUIIEHHSI 00POOIIOBAaHUX 3€MeITh, KOTPi OYIIH €IMHUM JHKEPEIIOM
JIOXOIy AJIsI iXHIX POJIUH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo $rodkéw, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrdcili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogiby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, ze kazdy poszkodowany w czasie powodzi otrzyma zasitek zgodnie z
poniesionymi stratami. W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Twojej
rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi. Roéwniez rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymaja zasitki w ramach
kompensaty za zniszczenia pol uprawnych, ktére stanowity jedyne zrédto dochodu ich
rodzin.

French

Iy a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de l'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la
commission afin de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que
I'administration pourrait apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un
rapport sans prendre en compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que chaque victime de I'inondation
recevrait une compensation en proportion des dégats qu'elle a subis. En conséquence, vous
recevrez une indemnité qui aidera votre famille a se remettre sur pied. Les agriculteurs
dans votre région vont recevoir des indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs
champs, qui étaient la seule source de revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat elk slachtoffer van de overstroming een uitkering zal ontvangen in verhouding tot
de geleden schade. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen om u en uw familie te helpen er
weer bovenop te komen. Boeren in uw regio zullen ook een uitkering ontvangen ter
compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten
zijn voor hun families.
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V7: procedural justice, distributive injustice, dependence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
Before writing the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the
flooding. The victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and
propose forms of help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to
present their point of view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the
government decided that not everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered.
The benefits will be paid out only to persons whose houses and cars were damaged. As a
consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you and your family to get back on
your feet. However, farmers from your region will not receive benefits to compensate for
the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ymnura. XKunbe  umymiectBo Bameit
ceMbH IocTpajanu. Bel nMeeTe orpaHNYeHHBIN TOCTYT K OCHOBHBIM NPOJIYKTaM IMUTaHUS U
TOBapaM MOBCEAHEBHOTO crpoca. [[paBUTENLCTBO NMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
OKa3aTh MOMOIIb. [IpaBUTEIHCTBEHHASI KOMHUCCHS IIpUexana B Bam perroH, 94To0sl
OLICHHTH YILepO U Hamucath OT4eT. [lepes TeM Kak KOMHCCHS Hamucajga OT4eT, OHa
IIpOBeJIa PSAJ] BCTPEY C MOCTPaJaBIIMMU OT HaBogHEeHHUs. [locTpanaBiiye uMenn
BO3MOXKHOCTB 00CY/INTh TIOHECEHHBIN YIIEepO U MPeUIOKUTh POPMBI IOMOIIHN, KOTOPYIO
MIPAaBUTEIBECTBO MOTJIO OBl UM OKa3aTb. Bee mosydmiiyn BO3MOKHOCTh H3JI0KHUTH CBOIO TOUKY
3pEHUs ¥ OTYET KOMUCCHH OBLI OCHOBaHMEM JIJISl pELIeHNs ITPaBUTENbCTBA. [locie 3Toro
MIPAaBUTENBCTBO PEIIHIIO, YTO HE BCEM OyAeT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH yIiepO, KOTOPBIH OHH
noHecd. [Tocobus OyayT BeIIIAYEHBI TOJIBKO TEM JIMLAM, YbH JIOMa W MAIIMHBI ObLIN
MIOBpEX/ICHEI. B ciencTeue aToro pemenus Brl momydnre mocobue, KOTOpoe HOMOXKET
Baieii cembe Bctath Ha Horu. Ho kpecTbsiHe u3 Baiero pernona He moiydar mocoOust ass
KOMIICHCAIINH YHUYTOKEHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX IT0JIEH, KOTOPHIE SBISUINCH €IUHCTBEHHBIM
HCTOYHUKOM JI0XOJa UX CEMEH.

Ukrainian

Y Bamowmy perioni 0yna nmoBinb. Boga Bixxe 3iiinuia. XKutno 1 MmaiiHo Bamoi poauan
MTOIITKOKEHI. Bu MaeTe 0OMeXeHUH JOCTYII 10 MPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHS Ta peyeH mepioi
HEOOXiTHOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB ISl JOIOMOTH ITOCTPaXKIAUM. Y psiioBa
KoMicist mpuixana go Bamroro perioHy, mo6u oniHUTH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTH 3BiT. [lepen
CKJIaJIaHHSIM 3BiTY, KOMICisl IIpOBelia Ieper 3ycTpideil 3 motepnimumu. Bonun manu
MOXJIBICTH OOTOBOPHUTH 30MTKH, SIKHX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3aIIPOTIOHYBATH (DOPMHU JOTIOMOTH,
Ky O Mir HajgaT iM yps. Yci Maau MOXKJIMBICTD IPEICTABUTH BIIACHY TOUKY 30DY, a 3BIT
KOMicii cTaB ITiZICTaBOIO JUIsl pillIeHHS YpsIy. YPsia BUPIIINB, 10 HE BCI OTPUMAIOTh
KOMIICHCAIIII0 3a3HaHMUX 30MTKiB. MaTepianbHa foromMora Oyae npu3HavyeHa JIUIIe THM
ocobaM, KOTpi BTPATHIIN CBOE JKUTIIO i MammHA. BHACIIAOK 11b0T0 pimieHHs Bu otpumaere
JIOTIOMOTY, KOTpa JI03BOJINTh Bammiit poanHi crati Ha Horu. OqHaK, hepmepu 3 Bamoro
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pETioOHYy HE OTPUMAIOTH KOMITCHCAITiT 32 3HHIEHHS 00POOIIOBAHUX 3€MENb, KOTP1 MPaBUIIH
3a €IMHE HKEPeIo MpUOYTKY iXHIX pOIUH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo $rodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktorej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwos¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal, ze nie
wszyscy otrzymaja zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty. Zasitki beda
wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych domy i samochody zostaty zniszczone. W skutek tej
decyzji otrzymasz zasilek, ktory pomoze Twojej rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi. Rolnicy z Twojego
regionu, nie otrzymajg jednak zasitku w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia p6l uprawnych,
ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

Iy a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de l'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. En préalable & I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une
série de réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de
témoigner des dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration
pourrait offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision
du gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la
voiture ou la maison ont été endommagés. En conséquence, vous recevrez une indemnité
qui aidera votre famille a se remettre sur pied. Cependant, les agriculteurs de votre région
ne recevront pas d'indemnités pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui
étaient la seule source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat
niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie huizen en auto's werden
beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen om u en uw familie te helpen er weer
bovenop te komen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter
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compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten
voor hun families zijn.

V8: procedural injustice, distributive injustice, dependence, positive outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
The flood victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they
suffered and propose preferred forms of help that the government could offer them. The
commission did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of
the victims. The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government
decided that not everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The
benefits will be paid out only to persons whose houses and cars were damaged. As a
consequence, you will receive a benefit that will help you and your family to get back on
your feet. However, farmers from your region will not receive benefits to compensate for
the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamiem peruone 6pu10 HaBoaHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuta. XKunbe u umyiecTBo Barreit
ceMbH nocTpagany. Bel nMeeTe orpaHMUEHHBINA JOCTYN K OCHOBHBIM MTPOJYKTaM MUTAHUS U
TOBapaM MOBCEAHEBHOTO crpoca. [[paBUTENLCTBO MMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
OKa3aTh MMOMOIIb. [IpaBUTEIbCTBEHHASI KOMUCCHUS TIpUexaia B Bair peruoH, 4To0bt
OIICHUTH yIepO 1 HamucaTh oTdeT. [locTpagaBimne OT HABOTHEHHS MOMIPOCHITH O BCTPEUE C
KOMHCCHeH, 9T00BI 00CyTUTh yIepO, KOTOPHIH OHH MTOHECHH, U PEIIOKUTH (HOPMBI
ITOMOIIIH, KOTOPYIO PABUTEIBCTBO MOTIIO OBl MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccHst He copraHn3oBaia
BCTPEYH C MIOCTPAJIaBIIMMHU ¥ HAITUCaa OTYeT Oe3 y4eTa MHCHUS rmocTpanaBmmx. OTaeT
KOMHCCHH OBIIT OCHOBAaHHEM ISl pEIICHUS MPaBUTENbCTBA. [lociie 3TOro mpaBUTEeILCTBO
pemmIio, 9YTo He BceM OYIEeT KOMICHCHPOBAH yep0, KOTOpbIi oHu moHecnu. [Tocobus
OyayT BBITUIAYEHBI TOJBKO TEM JIMIIAM, YbH JJOMa M MAIIUHBI ObUTH TIOBPEXKACHBL. B
CJIeICTBUE ATOTO pellieHus1 Bl moydnte mocodue, KOTOpoe MOMOXKET Barieli cembe BCTaTh
Ha Horu. Ho kpecTbsiHe u3 Bamiero pernosa He mofydaT mocoOust 111 KOMIIEHCAITTH
YHUYTOKEHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX I0JIEH, KOTOPHIE SABJISUINCH €IMHCTBEHHBIM UCTOUHUKOM JI0XO0Ja
HX CeMeN.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioHi 0yna noBinb. Boga Bxe 3ifinuia. JKutio i maitno Baroi poayuan
MOMIKO/KeH]. B MaeTe oOMekeHHi 10CTyI /10 IPOIYKTIB XapuyBaHHs Ta pedel rnepuoi
HEOoOXiTHOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB JUIA JOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXIAINM. Y psaoBa
KoMicist mprixasna go Bamroro periony, mo0u oniHuTH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTH 3BiT. [lorepmimni
BiJl TOBEHI 3BEPHYJIHCS 3 IPOXaHHAM OPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpid 3 WICHaMH KOMicil JuIs
00roBOpeHHs 3a3HaHUX 30UTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHsI POTIO3HLIiH 11010 (hOPM JOTIOMOTH, Ky Mir
6u HanmaTH ypsaa. Kowmicis He opraHi3yBaia 3ycTpidi i Hamucasna 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS TyMOK
MOCTPaXKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMICI] cTaB IiICTABOIO IS pillIeHHS YpALy. Y psii BUPILIHB, IO HE
BCi OTpUMalOTh KOMIIEHCAITiI0 3a3HaHUX 30UTKiB. MartepianbHa qomomora Oyze mpu3HaueHa
JIUIIEe TUM 0c00aM, KOTPi BTPATHIIA CBOE KUTJIO 1 MaITUHU. BHACTiOK 11b0TO pinieHHs Bu
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OTpUMAaETE IOTIOMOTY, KOTpa JI03BOJINTh Barriit ponuHi ctata Ha Horu. OpHak, pepmepu 3
Bamioro perioHy He OTpHMaOTh KOMITEHCAIIi 3a 3HUIIEHHS 00pOOIIIOBaHUX 3eMellb, KOTPi
MIPAaBUJIH 32 €WHE HKEPEII0 MPUOYTKY iXHIX POAWH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszlo do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrocili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, Ze nie wszyscy otrzymaja zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty.
Zasitki beda wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych domy i samochody zostaty zniszczone.
W skutek tej decyzji otrzymasz zasitek, ktory pomoze Twojej rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi.
Rolnicy z Twojego regionu, nie otrzymaja jednak zasitku w ramach kompensaty za
zniszczenia pol uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de l'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la
commission afin de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que
I'administration pourrait apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un
rapport sans prendre en compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la
voiture ou la maison ont été endommagés. En conséquence, vous recevrez une indemnité
qui aidera votre famille a se remettre sur pied. Cependant, les agriculteurs de votre région
ne recevront pas d'indemnités pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui
étaient la seule source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie huizen en auto's werden
beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u een uitkering ontvangen om u en uw familie te helpen er weer
bovenop te komen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter
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compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten
voor hun families zijn.

V9: procedural justice, distributive justice, independence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. Before writing
the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the flooding. The
victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and propose forms of
help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to present their point of
view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided to
provide benefits for every flood victim whose house or crop fields were damaged. The
benefits will be paid out in proportion to the damage suffered. As a consequence, you will
not receive the benefit and you will not be able to buy a car. Farmers from your region will
receive benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only
source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamiem peruone 6pu10 HaBoaHeHHe. Bona yxe ynuta. XKuibe u umyiiecTBo Baieit
CEMBH HE NOCTpajany. Bel uMeeTe A0CTYyIl K OCHOBHBIM IIPOAYKTaM IIUTAHMSI U TOBApaM
MTOBCEHEBHOTO ciipoca. OnHako, Barma cempst moTepsiia CBOIO MAaIIMHY, KOTOpoil Bel
MTOJTb30BAIUCH B BRIXOJHBIC. [IpaBUTEIECTBO UMEET IOCTATOYHO PECYpPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
moMo1b. [IpaBuTenbcTBEHHAsT KOMUCCHS IpHexXana B Bamr peruoH, 9To0bl OIICHUTH yIiepo
Y Hanucath oTueT. [lepes TeM Kak KOMHCCHS Hamucaia OTYET, OHA MPOBEJIA PsiJi BCTPEY C
MMOCTPaJaBIIUMK OT HaBOMHEHUs. [locTpanaBIie MMeIH BO3MOKHOCTh 0OCYIUTh
MTOHECCHHBIH yIepO U MpeasIoKUTh (GOPMBI MOMOIIHN, KOTOPYIO IIPABUTEIHCTBO MOTIIO OBI
MM OKa3aTh. Bce noaydmiii BO3MOXKHOCTh U3JI0KHUTh CBOIO TOUKY 3PEHHSI U OTUET
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM JJIS pEIIeHUs IpaBUTeNbCTBA. [loce 3Toro mpaBUTEILCTBO
PEIINIIO BBIIUIATUTH OCOOHS MOTEPIEBIINM, YbH 0MAa WM MO OBLIH MOBPEKICHBI.
ITocobus OynyT BEIIIAUMBATHCS MTPOTIOPLHMOHAIBHO MOTEPsIM. B ciencTBue 3Toro peneHns
BrI He nomydnTe mocobus U He CMOXeTe KyImuTh MamuHy. KpectesiHe n3 Barero pernona
MoJTy4aT nocoOue s KOMIIEHCAIIMA YHUYTOKEHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX ITOJIEH, KOTOPBIE SIBIISIINCH
€MHCTBEHHBIM UCTOYHUKOM JIOXO0JIa UX CEMEN.

Ukrainian

Y Bamomy perioni 0yia moBinb. Bona eixxe 3ifiinia. XKutio i Outbmricts MaitHa Bamroi
POJMHY HE 3a3HAJIM YIIKOJDKEHb. BU MaeTe JOCTYII 10 MPOLyKTiB Xap4yyBaHHS 1 peuel
nepioi HeoOxigHocTi. OxHak, Bama ponuHa BTpaTiia MaliuHy, SIKOIO BU KOPUCTYBAJIHCS
y BUXiZHI. YPSJ Ma€ JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB JUIS JOTIOMOTH MOCTPXIAINM. Y psoBa KOMicis
npuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo6u omiHUTH 30MTKH 1 CKiacTy 3BiT. Ilepen ckiaganHsIM
3BITY, KOMICisl TpOBeIa meper 3ycTpidel 3 moTepnianMu. BoHN Main MOKIHBICTh
00rOBOPUTH 30UTKH, IKMX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3aIIPOIIOHYBAaTH ()OPMH JOIIOMOTH, Ky OM Mir
HajaTH M ypsaa. Yci Mann MOXKIUBICTh MIPEJCTaBUTH BIACHY TOUKY 30Dy, a 3BIT KOMicii
CTaB MiJCTAaBOIO JUIS PIlICHHS ypAAY. Y PsI BUPIIIMB HAIATH JTOTIOMOTY YCiM MOTEPIIINM



Appendices 259

BiJl TOBEHI, Y€ )KUTIIO a00 mosst Oynu 3HumIeHi. CyMa q0moMoTu Oy/ie MPOTOPIiHHOIO 10
3a3HaHUX 30MTKiB. BHACHIOK 1IbOTO pimeHHs BU HE OTprMaeTe JOMIOMOTY Bif| IEpKaBH i
HE 3MOXeTe KyIuTH aBToMo011s. @epMmepu 3 Bammroro periony oTpiuMarTh MaTepiaabHy
JIOTIOMOTY SIK KOMIICHCAITIIO 32 3HUIICHHS 00pOOIIOBaHNX 3eMelb, KOTPi OyIIN € THHUM
JDKEPEeNIOM TOXOIy JUIsl TXHIX POIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyl. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpiaty. Macie dostgp do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracita jednak samochdd, ktorego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkéw, by okazaé pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktoérej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwo$¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal wyptaci¢
zasitki wszystkim powodzianom, ktérych mieszkania i pola zostaly zniszczone. Zasitki
beda wyplacane proporcjonalnie do poniesionych strat. W skutek tej decyzji nie otrzymasz
zasitku i nie bedziesz mogt kupi¢ samochodu. Rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymaja jednak
zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto
dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n'ont pas subi de dégéts. VVotre famille a accés aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une série de
réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de témoigner des
dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé d'attribuer des indemnités a chaque
victime de I'inondation dont la maison ou les champs ont subi des dégats. Les indemnités
seront versés en proportion des dégats subis. En conséquence, Vous ne recevrez pas
d'indemnité et vous ne pourrez pas acheter de voiture. Les agriculteurs dans votre région
vont recevoir des indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la
seule source de revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
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het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen om een
uitkering te geven aan elk slachtoffer van de overstroming van wie het huis of de akkers
waren beschadigd. De uitkering zal worden uitbetaald in verhouding tot de geleden schade.
Hierdoor ontvangt u geen uitkering van de regering en bent u niet in staat om een auto te
kopen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de
vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten zijn voor hun families.

V10: procedural injustice, distributive justice, independence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. The flood
victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they suffered
and propose preferred forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission
did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims.
The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided to provide
benefits for every flood victim whose house or crop fields were damaged. The benefits will
be paid out in proportion to the damage suffered. As a consequence, you will not receive
the benefit and you will not be able to buy a car. Farmers from your region will receive
benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of
income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ymura. JKunbe u umymectBo Bamreit
CeMbH He ToCTpaaain. Bel nmeere JOCTYI K OCHOBHBIM NPOJIyKTaM MUTaHHS M TOBapam
MoBceTHEBHOTO cripoca. OHako, Baia cemps oTepsiyia CBOIO MalInHYy, KOTOpoi Bul
TIOJIb30BAJINCH B BHIXOJIHBIE. [IpaBUTENHCTBO MIMEET JOCTATOUYHO PECYPCOB, UTOOBI OKa3aTh
niomoip. [IpaBuTenscTBEHHAs! KOMUCCHS IIpUexaia B Bam perron, 4ToObl oneHUTH yiepo
1 Hanucathb ot4eT. [locTpasaBiire 0T HABOAHEHUS MOMPOCHIIM O BCTpEde ¢ KOMUCCHEH,
9TOOBI 06CYINTH YIIEPO, KOTOPHII OHH TOHECHIH, U MIPETIOKUTH (POPMBI TOMOIITH,
KOTOPYIO IIPaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBI MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccus He copraHn3oBaia BCTPEUH C
MIOCTPAJAaBIINMH U Hamucasa oT4eT 06e3 yuera MHeHHs nocTpagaBmnx. OT4eT KOMUCCHH
OBLI OCHOBaHHEM AJIS PEIICHUs IPaBUTENLCTBA. [ociie 3TOro NpaBUTENBCTBO PEIIMIIO
BBIIJIATHTH IIOCOOWS TOTEPIIEBIINM, YbH IOMAa WK MO ObIIH MoBpexaeHbI. [Tocobns
OyIyT BBIINIAYMBATHLCS IPOMIOPIIMOHANBHO TTOTEpsM. B crencTBre 3Toro pemenus Bol He
MOJIy4UTe TIOCOOMS M HE CMOJKeTe KynuTh MammHy. Kpectbsine u3 Bamero pernona
MOJTy4YaT NocoOue Uk KOMICHCAIIMN YHUYTOKEHHBIX 36PHOBBIX MTOJIEH, KOTOPHIE SIBJISIIMCH
€IMHCTBEHHBIM UCTOUYHUKOM JJOXOJa UX CEMEN.

Ukrainian

Y Bamomy perioHi 0yna noBinb. Boga Bxe 3iiinuia. XKumiio i Oinbiicts Maiina Bamoi
POIMHHM He 3a3HAJIH YIIKOKeHb. B1 MaeTe JOCTYII 10 MPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHS 1 pedeit
nepmioi HeoOxigHoCTi. OHaK, Bama poaunaa BTpaTHiia MalInHY, SKOK0 B KOPHCTYBAJIHCS
Yy BUXiJHI. YPAI Ma€ OCTaTHLO PECYPCIB IS JOMMOMOTH MOCTPAXKAAIUM. Y PSAI0Ba KOMICis
npuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo6u omiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckinacTu 3BiT. [ToTepmini Bix moBeHi
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3BEPHYJIACS 3 IPOXaHHIM OPTaHi3yBaTH 3yCTPid 3 WICHAMH KOMICii 1J1s1 00roBOpEHHS
3a3HaHUX 30MTKIB i BUCYHEHHS MPOMO3HILIN 010 (HOpM JTOIOMOTH, SKY MIr OM HagaTh
ypsan. Kowmicist He oprani3yBaina 3ycTpidi i Hammcana 3BiT 06e3 ypaxXyBaHHS TyMOK
MOCTpaXKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMICII CTaB IiICTaBOIO AJIS pillIeHHS ypALy. Y psi BUPIIINB HATATH
JOTIOMOTY YCiM MTOTEPIIIJIM BiJ] IOBEHI, YK€ KUTIIO a00 1o Oy 3HumeHi. Cyma
JOTIOMOTH Oy1e IPOTIOPIIitHOIO 10 3a3HaHMX 30UTKiB. BHacimok nporo pimeHas Bu He
OTpHMaeTe JOIOMOTY BiJl Iep:KaBH 1 HE 3MOXKeTe KyNUTH aBToMo011b. depmepu 3 Bamoro
perioHy OTpUMalOTh MaTepiaibHy AOMOMOTY K KOMIICHCAIII0 32 3HUIICHHS
00po0III0BaHHUX 3eMelTb, KOTP1 OYJIM €AMHUM JKEPEIIOM JIOXOAY JJIs IXHIX POJAMH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyl. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpiaty. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracita jednak samochdd, ktorego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowacd straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrdcili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglgdnienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat wyptaci¢ zasitki wszystkim powodzianom, ktérych mieszkania i pola zostaty
zniszczone. Zasitki bedg wyptacane proporcjonalnie do poniesionych strat. W skutek tej
decyzji nie otrzymasz zasitku i nie bedziesz mogt kupi¢ samochodu. Rolnicy z Twojego
regionu otrzymaja jednak zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia p6l uprawnych,
ktore stanowity jedyne zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

Iy a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n'ont pas subi de dégats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la commission afin
de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un rapport sans prendre en
compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du gouvernement. Le
gouvernement a ensuite décide d'attribuer des indemnités a chaque victime de I'inondation
dont la maison ou les champs ont subi des dégats. Les indemnités seront versés en
proportion des dégats subis. En conséquence, vous ne recevrez pas d'indemnité et vous ne
pourrez pas acheter de voiture. Les agriculteurs dans votre région vont recevoir des
indemnités pour compenser la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la seule source de
revenu pour leurs familles.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
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schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen om een uitkering te geven aan elk slachtoffer van de overstroming van wie het huis of
de akkers waren beschadigd. De uitkering zal worden uitbetaald in verhouding tot de
geleden schade. Hierdoor ontvangt u geen uitkering van de regering en bent u niet in staat
om een auto te kopen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering ontvangen ter
compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten
zijn voor hun families.

V11: procedural justice, distributive injustice, independence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. Before writing
the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the flooding. The
victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and propose forms of
help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to present their point of
view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided
that not everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The benefits will be
paid out only to persons whose houses were damaged. As a consequence, you will not
receive the benefit and you will not be able to buy a car. Farmers from your region will not
receive benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only
source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamem pernone 6b110 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuta. XXKunbe n umyiectBo Bameit
CEMBbHU HE NOCTpajany. Bel uMeeTe A0CTyll K OCHOBHBIM IIPOAYKTaM IUTaHUS U TOBApaM
MIOBCEHEBHOTO ciipoca. OnHako, Bara cempst moTepsiia CBOI0 MAaIMHY, KOTOpoil Bel
MIOJIF30BAJIUCH B BBIXOAHBIC. [IpaBUTENBCTBO MMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, UTOOBI OKa3aTh
noMo1nb. [IpaBuTenbcTBEHHAst KOMUCCHS IpUexana B Bam pertoH, 9To0bl OIIeHNTH yIepo
U Hanucath oTdeT. Ilepes TeM Kak KOMHMCCHS Halucala OTYET, OHa IPOBEJIA PsIJi BCTPEY C
MOCTPa/laBIIMIMHU OT HaBoAHEHHs. [locTpasaBiine nMen BO3SMOXKHOCTb 00CYTUTh
TIOHECEHHBIN yIiepO U NpeUIoKUTh (POPMBI TOMOIIIN, KOTOPYIO IPaBUTEIHLCTBO MOTJIO OBI
UM OKa3aTh. Bce momy4uny BO3MOKHOCTb U3JI0KUTh CBOKO TOUKY 3PEHUS U OTYET
KOMHCCHHU OBLI OCHOBAHHMEM ISl pEIIeHNs IpaBUTebCTBa. [1ociie 3Toro mpaBUTENbECTBO
pemmio, 4To He BceM Oy/eT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH NOHeCeHHBIH yiep6. Ilocobus OyayT
BBITUTAYEHBI TOJILKO TEM JIMIAM, Y1 JIoMa ObLIN MOBPEXAEHBI. B ciexcTBue aToro
pemeHust Bel He oydnTe MOCOOHS M HE CMOXeTe KyNTuTh MammHy. Kpectesine n3 Bammero
perroHa He MOIyYaT HOCOOUS I KOMIICHCAIINA YHUYTOKEHHBIX 36PHOBBIX ITOJIEH,
KOTOPBIE SBJISJIUCH €IMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHUKOM JI0OXO0/1a UX CEMEH.

Ukrainian
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Y Bamowmy perioni 0yna noBiab. Boga e 3iinuia. XXutio i 6inbpiricts Matina Bammoi
POAMHY He 3a3HAJM YIIKOIKEeHb. BH MaeTe NOCTYI O MPOIYKTIB Xap4yBaHHS 1 peueit
nepmoi HeoOximHoCTi. OmHaK, Bama poaiHa BTpaTiiia MalIuHy, SSKO0 BH KOPHUCTYBAJIHCS
Y BEXiZHI. YPSA Ma€e JOCTATHBO PECYPCiB IS JOTIOMOTH HOCTPaXaaduM. Y psiioBa KOMICis
mpuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo0u omiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTy 3BiT. [lepen ckiaganHsIM
3BITY, KOMICis ITpoOBeITa meper 3yCTpider 3 MoTepnianMu. BOHI MaIn MOKIIHBICTh
00roBOpUTH 30MTKH, SIKUX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3alIPONIOHYBATH (POPMU JIOTIOMOTH, SIKY OU Mir
HaJaTy M ypsit. Yci Majii MOXKIIMBICTB IIPEACTABUTH BIACHY TOUKY 30pY, a 3BIT KOMicii
CTaB MiJICTaBOIO JJIsl PILICHHS ypsay. Ypsii BUPIIIUB, IO HE BCI OTPUMAIOTh KOMIICHCALIIIO
3a3HaHMX 30MTKIB. MartepianbHa Jonomora OyJie mpu3HaueHa TiIbKH THM 0c00aM, KOTpi
BTPATHJIM CBOE XHTJIO. BHacniok 1boro pinteHHst Bu He oTpuMaeTe ornomory Bij
JIepKaBH 1 HE 3MOXKETe KyNnuTH aBToMoOL1b. Takox ¢gepmepu 3 Bamoro periony He
OTPUMAOTh KOMITEHCAIIi 32 3HUIIEHH 00pOOIIFOBaHNX 3eMelTb, KOTPi MIPAaBHIIH 32 €INHE
JDKEpeTIo MPUOYTKY IXHIX POJIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpialy. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracita jednak samochdd, ktorego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkéw, by okazaé pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisa¢ raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktorej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwos¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal, ze nie
wszyscy otrzymajg zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty. Zasitki beda
wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych domy zostaty zniszczone. W skutek tej decyzji nie
otrzymasz zasitku i nie bedziesz mogt kupi¢ samochodu. Réwniez rolnicy z Twojego
regionu, nie otrzymajg zasitku w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia p6l uprawnych, ktore
stanowity jedyne zroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n'ont pas subi de dégats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de I'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une série de
réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de témoigner des
dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la
maison a été endommageée. En conséquence, vous ne recevrez pas d'indemnité et vous ne
pourrez pas acheter de voiture. Les agriculteurs de votre région ne recevront pas
d'indemnités pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la seule
source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch
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Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat
niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie de huizen werden beschadigd.
Hierdoor ontvangt u geen uitkering van de regering en bent u niet in staat om een auto te
kopen. Boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de
vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V12: procedural injustice, distributive injustice, independence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and most
possessions of your family did not suffer damages. Your family has access to primary
goods like food and other essentials. However, your family lost a car that you used in the
weekends. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A governmental
commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report. The flood
victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they suffered
and propose preferred forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission
did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims.
The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided that not
everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The benefits will be paid out
only to persons whose houses were damaged. As a consequence, you will not receive the
benefit and you will not be able to buy a car. Farmers from your region will not receive
benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of
income for their families.

Russian

B Bamem pernone 6b110 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuta. XXKunbe n umyiectBo Bameit
CEeMbH He MOCTpagain. Bel uMeeTe JOCTYN K OCHOBHBIM MPOAYKTaM MUTAHKSI U TOBapaM
noBceHeBHOTO cnpoca. OnHako, Baiia cembst motepsiia CBOIO MallllHy, KOTOpoil Bel
TOJIb30BAIIUCH B BBIXOHBIC. [IpaBUTEIIBCTBO UMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYpPCOB, UTOOBI OKa3aTh
moMo1nb. [IpaBuTenbcTBEeHHAsI KOMUCCHS TpUexana B Bam peruon, 4To0bl OLIEHUTH yIepO
1 Hanmcath oTueT. [locTpanaBiye OT HABOJHEHUS MOMPOCUIIM O BCTpEUe ¢ KOMUCCHUEH,
9TOOBI 00CYIUTH YIIEepO, KOTOPBIH OHH MOHECIH, H MPEIOKUTH (POPMBI TOMOIIIH,
KOTOPYIO IIPaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBI MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccHs He copraHn30Balia BCTPEUYH C
MOCTPaJaBIIMMHU U HamMKcalia OTYeT 0e3 yueTa MHeHHS MocTpagaBmux. OT4eT KOMUCCHU
OBLJ1 OCHOBaHHMEM JJIS PEIISHUs IPaBUTEILCTBA. [10Cie 3TOro MPaBUTENHLCTBO PEIIAIIO, YTO
HE BCeM OyeT KOMIIEHCUPOBaH yIiep0, KOTOpbIi oHu noHecn. [Tocobus OyayT
BBITUTAYEHBI TOJBKO TEM JIUIaM, YbH JIoMa ObUIM TIOBPEXACHEI. B crieacTBue 3Toro
pemenns Bol He mony4uTe MocoOus 1 He CMOXKeTe KynuTh MamuHy. KpectbsiHe u3 Bamero
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pe€rruoHa HE ToJry4daTt mocooust JUIA KOMIICHCAIIU YHUYTOXKCHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX HOHCf/'I,
KOTOPBIE ABJIAIINCh €CAMHCTBEHHBIM NCTOYHUKOM 10X04a UX ceMeH.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioni 0yia moBiab. Bona Bixe 3iiimra. XKutoo i Oinbrricts Maitaa Bammoi
POAMHY He 3a3HAJIM YIIKOIKEeHb. BH Ma€eTe NOCTYI O MPOLYKTIB Xap4yBaHHS 1 peueit
nepmioi HeoOximHoCTi. OmHaK, Bama poaiHa BTpaTiiia MalluHy, SIKO0 BH KOPHUCTYBAJIHCS
y BHXiJIHI. YPsIJI Ma€ JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIB IS JJOMTOMOTHY TOCTPAKIAIUM. Y PSIOBa KOMICis
mpuixana 1o Bamoro periony, mo0u OIiHATH 30UTKH 1 ckiacTy 3BiT. [loTepmini Bix moBeHi
3BEPHYJIHCS 3 IPOXAHHSM OpPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpid 3 WIEHAMH KOMICIT 11 0OTOBOpPEHHS
3a3HaHMX 30MTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHS IPOIO3ULIH 070 GOPM IOTIOMOTH, SIKY Mir OM HaJaTu
ypsn. Komicist He opranizyBajia 3ycTpidi i Hamicana 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS JyMOK
MOCTPaKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMICii CTaB MiJCTAaBOIO IS PIiLlIeHHs ypsity. Y psjl BUPILIMB, IO HE
BCi OTPUMAIOTh KOMIICHCAIIIFO 3a3HAHUX 30UTKiB. MartepianpHa gonomMora Oy/e nmpu3HadeHa
TITBKH THM 0c00aM, KOTPi BTPaTHIIHM CBOE KUTIIO. BHACTiIOK boT0 pimeHas Bu He
OTPUMAETE JOIIOMOTY BiJl Iep>KaBH 1 HE 3MOXKeTe KyIUTH aBToMOO1ITs. Takox dpepmepn 3
Bamoro periony He OTpIMarOTh KOMITCHCAIIIi 3a 3HUIIEHHS 00pOOIIIOBaHUX 3eMeITb, KOTPi
NPaBHIIM 33 €MHE JUKEPENIO PUOYTKY IXHIX POIHUH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i
wigkszo$¢ dobytku Twojej rodziny nie ucierpiaty. Macie dostep do zywnosci i produktow
pierwszej potrzeby. Twoja rodzina stracita jednak samochdd, ktorego uzywaliScie w
weekendy. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkéw, by okazaé pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisac raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrocili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, Ze nie wszyscy otrzymaja zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty.
Zasitki beda wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktérych mieszkania zostaty zniszczone. W
skutek tej decyzji nie otrzymasz zasitku i nie bedziesz mogt kupi¢ samochodu. Rowniez
rolnicy z Twojego regionu, nie otrzymaja zasitku w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol
uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne Zzrédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

Iy a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et la
plupart des possessions de votre famille n‘ont pas subi de dégats. Votre famille a acces aux
biens essentiels comme la nourriture. Cependant, elle a perdu une voiture que vous utilisiez
les week-ends. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir de l'aide. Une
délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les dégats et écrire
un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la commission afin
de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que I'administration pourrait
apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un rapport sans prendre en
compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du gouvernement. Le
gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes automatiquement
dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versées qu'aux personnes dont la maison a été
endommagée. En conséquence, vous ne recevrez pas d'indemnité et vous ne pourrez pas
acheter de voiture. Les agriculteurs de votre région ne recevront pas d'indemnités pour les
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dédommager de la destruction de leurs champs, qui étaient la seule source de revenu pour
leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en de meeste
bezittingen van uw familie zijn niet beschadigd. Uw familie heeft toegang tot primaire
goederen zoals voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. Echter, uw familie verloor wel een auto
die u in de weekenden gebruikte. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie de huizen werden beschadigd.
Hierdoor ontvangt u geen uitkering van de regering en bent u niet in staat om een auto te
kopen. Boeren in uw regio zullen geen uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de
vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V13: procedural justice, distributive justice, dependence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
Before writing the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the
flooding. The victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and
propose forms of help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to
present their point of view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the
government decided to provide benefits for every flood victim whose house or crop fields
were damaged. Although you will receive the benefit, it is useless. The benefit is not even
close to the minimum that is needed to help your family to get back on their feet. Also
farmers from your region will receive this kind of benefits to compensate for the
destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamem pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bosa yxe yuura. XKuise n nmymiectso Bamreit
ceMbH mocTpajanu. Bel uMeeTe orpaHU4eHHBIN 1OCTYN K OCHOBHBIM NMPOJYKTaM MUTaHUS U
TOBapaM IOBCEAHEBHOTO cripoca. [IpaBUTENLCTBO NMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
oKazath rnoMoulps. [IpaBuTenbcTBEHHAsI KOMHCCHS Ipuexaia B Bamr pernon, 4ro0s
OLIEHHTH YIepO U Hamucath oTdeT. [lepes TeM kak KOMUCCHS Hamucaia OT4eT, OHa
IIpOBeJIa PsAJ] BCTPEY C MOCTpafaBIIMMK OT HaBogHeHus. [locTpanaBiive uMenu
BO3MOKHOCTH 00CYIUTH TIOHECEHHBIH yIep0 U MPeasIoKUTh (YOPMBI TOMOIIH, KOTOPYIO
MIPABUTEILCTBO MOTJIO OBI MM OKa3aTh. Bce MoMydnii BO3MOKHOCTD W3JI0KHUTH CBOIO TOUKY
3peHHs U OTYET KOMUCCHH OBLT OCHOBAHUEM [T PEUIeHHs MpaBuTensCcTBa. [loce storo
MIPABUTEIIHCTBO PELIMIIO BRIIIJIATUTH MTOCOOMS MOTEPIIEBIINM, YbH JIOMa MIIH TT0JIS OBUTH
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oBpexkAeHBI. X0Ts BbI monmyuure mocobue, oHO Oecmone3noe. OHO aneKko OT HY>KHOTO
MHUHAMYMa U HEJI0OCTAaTOYHO, YTOOBI TOMOYb Baiiieii ceMbe BcTath Ha HOTH. KpecTbsiHe u3
Baiiiero perviona moyy4ar Takoe-)e mocooue it KOMIIEHCAIUH YHUUTOKEHHBIX 36PHOBBIX
oJIed, KOTOPBIE SIBISUTUCH €IUHCTBEHHBIM UCTOYHHKOM JJOXO0J1a UX CEMEii.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioni 0yia moBiab. Bona Bixe 3iiimna. XKutio i maitHo Barmoi ponuan
MOMIKO/KEeH]. By MaeTe oOMekeHHI 10CTyYI 10 NIPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHs Ta pedel rnepuoi
HEOOX1THOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB IS JOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXIAIUM. Y psiaoBa
KoMicist mpuixana go Bamoro periony, moOu omiHUTH 30UTKH 1 ckiiacTH 3BiT. [lepen
CKJIaJIaHHSIM 3BITY, KOMICisl IIpOBeJia Ieper 3ycTpiuei 3 norepniauMu. Boru manu
MOXJIBICTh OOTOBOPUTH 30MTKH, SIKHX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3a1IPOIIOHYBATH ()OPMHU JIOTIOMOTH,
Ky O Mir HajgaT iM ypsia. Yci Maiau MOXKJIMBICTh ITPEACTABUTH BIaCHY TOUKY 30pYy, a 3BIT
KOMICIT cTaB IiICTaBOIO IJI PillieHHS YpsAAy. Y s BUPIIIHB, IO TOTIOMOTY OTpUMae
KOXKEH, 9H€ KUTI0 abo moist Oynu moHumieHi. Xo4da Bu 1 oTpumaere momomory Big
JepKaBH, 116 He MaTUME 3HAUCHHS, OCKUIBKH ii pO3Mip € aJeKuM BiJ MiHIMyMY, KOTpHit
no3BouB Ou Barmiii poauHi craté Ha Horu. @epmepn 3 Bamoro periony Takox
OTPUMAIOTH L0 JONOMOTY B paMKax KOMIICHcAllii 3a 3HUIIEHHs: 00pOOIIOBaHUX 3eMeb,
KOTpi OyJIN €MUHUM JKEPEIOM TOXOY IXHIX POIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisa¢ raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktoérej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwo$¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowal, ze
kazdy poszkodowany, ktorego mieszkanie lub pola zostaty zniszczone w czasie powodzi
otrzyma zasilek. Chociaz otrzymasz zasilek, jest on bezuzyteczny. Daleko odbiega od
minimum potrzebnego, by poméc Twojej rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi. Rowniez rolnicy z
Twojego regionu otrzymaja takie zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol
uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne Zroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de l'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une
série de réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de
témoigner des dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que l'administration
pourrait offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision
du gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé d'attribuer des indemnités a chaque
victime de I'inondation dont la maison ou les champs ont subi des dégats. Méme si vous
allez recevoir l'indemnité, elle est inutile. L'indemnité est trés loin du minimum qu'il
faudrait pour aider & remettre votre famille sur pied. Les agriculteurs de votre région vont
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également recevoir ce type d'indemnité pour dédommager la destruction de leurs champs,
qui étaient la seule source de revenu de leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen om een
uitkering te geven aan elk slachtoffer van de overstroming van wie het huis of de akkers
waren beschadigd. Hoewel u de uitkering zal ontvangen, is deze nutteloos. De uitkering
komt niet in de buurt van wat nodig is om uw familie te helpen er weer bovenop te komen.
Ook boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling
van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V14: procedural injustice, distributive justice, dependence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
The flood victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they
suffered and propose forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission
did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims.
The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided to provide
benefits for every flood victim whose house or crop fields were damaged. Although you
will receive the benefit, it is useless. The benefit is not even close to the minimum that is
needed to help your family to get back on their feet. Also farmers from your region will
receive this kind of benefits to compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were
the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ynura. JKninee u umymiectso Bameit
ceMbH mocTpajanu. Bel uMeeTe orpaHu4eHHBbIN TOCTYN K OCHOBHBIM IIPOAYKTaM IMUTaHUS U
TOBapaM IOBCEAHEBHOTO cripoca. [IpaBUTENLCTBO NMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
oKazath rnoMouips. [IpaBurenscTBEHHAsT KOMUCCHS ITpuexaiia B Bamr pernon, 4ro6s
OLIEHHTH YIIep0d U HanmcaTh oT4eT. [locTpasaBiine OoT HABOJXHEHUS MTOTIPOCKIIN O BCTpEUe
¢ KOMHcCHeH, 4T0O0bI 00CyIuTh yiep0, KOTOPBIi OHHM TIOHECIIHN, U TIPEUIOKHUTH (GOPMBI
TIOMOIIX, KOTOPYIO PaBUTEJILCTBO MOTJIO ObI MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccus He copraHuzoBalia
BCTPEYH C MOCTPAIABIIMMHU M HaIMcaja OT4eT Oe3 ydeTta MHEHHS mocTpagaBmux. OTaeT
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM IS PEIICHUs IPaBUTEIbCTBA. [l0Ciie 3TOro mpaBUTEIECTBO
PEInIIo BBIIUIATHTE TOCOOHS MMOTEPIIEBIINM, YbH I0MAa WM TOJISI OBUIM OBPEXKICHBL. XOTS
Br1 mosryaute nocobue, oo Oecrione3noe. OHO 1aneKo OT HYy’)KHOTO MHUHHMYMa U
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HEJ0CTaTOYHO, YTOOBI TOMOYh Bareli cembe BCcTaTh Ha HOoru. KpecThsine u3 Bamero
pEeTHOHA TIOIyYaT TaKoe-)Ke MTOCO0we Il KOMIICHCAIINN YHHYTOKEHHBIX 36pPHOBBIX TIOJIEH,
KOTOPBIE SBISUIHCH €TUHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHIKOM JI0X0/1a X CeMeH.

Ukrainian

Y Bamomy perioni 0yia moBiab. Bona Bixe 3iiimna. XKutio i maiiHo Bammoi ponuan
MTOIITKOKEHI. Bi MaeTe 0OMeXeHHUI JOCTYTI 10 MPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHS Ta peduer mepIroi
HEOOX1THOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB I JOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXIAIUM. Y psiaoBa
KoMicist mpuixaia o Barmroro periony, mo0u ouiHuTH 30UTKH 1 ckiaacTy 3BiT. [ToTepmini
BiJl TOBEHI 3BEPHYJIHCS 3 IPOXaHHAM OPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpiu 3 WieHaAMH KOMicii ayist
00roBOpeHHs 3a3HaHUX 30UTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHsI IPOIIO3HLIiH 111010 (hOPM JOTIOMOTH, SKY MIr
6u Hagatu ypsia. Kowmicis He opranizyBaiia 3ycTpiui i Hamucasia 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS JyMOK
MOCTPAXKAATHX. 3BIT KOMICIT CTaB MiICTABOIO IS PILICHHS YPSTy. Y Psii BUPIMIUB, IO
JOTIOMOT'Y OTPUMAE KOXKEH, YU€E )KUTI0 a00 1ot Oy noHueHi. Xoya Bu i orpumaere
JOIIOMOT'Y BiJl AepKaBH, LIe HE MaTHMe 3HAYCHHsI, OCKIJIBKY i1 pO3MIp € JaJIeKUM Bif
MiHIMYMY, KOTpHii 703BoMB Ou Barmiii poauHi craté Ha Horn. @epmepu 3 Bamoro
pErioHy TaKoX OTPUMAIOTH L0 IOTIOMOTY B PaMKax KOMIICHCAIIIT 32 3HUIICHHS
00pO0ITIOBaHUX 3eMelTb, KOTPi OYIIH €TUHIM KEPEIOM TOXOMY iXHiX POIUH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okazaé pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowacé straty i napisa¢ raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrocili si¢ z prosbg zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, ze kazdy poszkodowany, ktorego mieszkanie lub pola zostaty zniszczone w
czasie powodzi otrzyma zasitek. Chociaz otrzymasz zasitek, jest on bezuzyteczny. Daleko
odbiega od minimum potrzebnego, by pomdc Twojej rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi. Rowniez
rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymajg takie zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol
uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne Zroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. VVotre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la
commission afin de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que
I'administration pourrait apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un
rapport sans prendre en compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé d'attribuer des indemnités a chaque
victime de I'inondation dont la maison ou les champs ont subi des dégats. Méme si vous
allez recevoir l'indemnité, elle est inutile. L'indemnité est trés loin du minimum qu'il
faudrait pour aider & remettre votre famille sur pied. Les agriculteurs de votre région vont
également recevoir ce type d'indemnité pour dédommager la destruction de leurs champs,
qui étaient la seule source de revenu de leur famille.
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Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen om een uitkering te geven aan elk slachtoffer van de overstroming van wie het huis of
de akkers waren beschadigd. Hoewel u de uitkering zal ontvangen, is deze nutteloos. De
uitkering komt niet in de buurt van wat nodig is om uw familie te helpen er weer bovenop
te komen. Ook boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering ontvangen ter compensatie van de
vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V15: procedural justice, distributive injustice, dependence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
Before writing the report, the commission held a series of meetings with victims of the
flooding. The victims had an opportunity to talk about the damages they suffered and
propose forms of help that the government could offer them. Everybody got a chance to
present their point of view and the report guided the decision of the government. Then the
government decided that not everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered.
The benefits will be paid out only to persons whose crop fields and cars were damaged. As
a consequence, you will not receive the benefit that would help you and your family to get
back on your feet. However, farmers from your region will receive the benefits to
compensate for the destruction of their crop fields that were the only source of income for
their families.

Russian

B Bamem pernone 6b110 HaBogHEeHHE. Bona yxxe ynuia. B Bamem pernone 05110
HaBoAHEeHUe. Bona yxe yuuia. XXunbe u umymectso Baiueli cembu noctpagany. Bl
nMeeTe OTPaHWYEHHBIH JOCTYII K OCHOBHBIM IIPOJYKTaM IMHUTaHUS U TOBapam
TIOBCETHEBHOTO cripoca. [IpaBUTeIbcTBO UIMEET JOCTATOUYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI OKa3aTh
nomouip. [IpaBuTenpcTBEHHAS KOMUCCHS pUexaiia B Bam peruoH, 4To0bI OleHUTH yIiepo
u HanucaThb otdeT. Ilepen TeM Kak KOMUCCHS HalKcalla OTYET, OHa IIPOBeJIa Psiji BCTPEY C
MIOCTPa/IaBIIMMHU OT HaBoAHEHUs. [locTpanaBiime nMen BO3MOXKHOCTb 00CYIUTh
TIOHECEHHBIN yIiepO U NpeUIoKUTh (POPMBI TOMOIIIN, KOTOPYIO IPaBUTEIHLCTBO MOTJIO OBI
UM OKa3aTh. Bce momydniin BO3MOKHOCTh H3JIOKHUTH CBOIO TOYKY 3PEHHSI U OTYET
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM ISl PEIICHUs IPaBUTENbCTBA. [lociie 3TOro mpaBUTEIECTBO
pemmno, 9To He BceM OyIeT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH MOHECeHHBIN ymiep6. [Tocobus OymyT
BBIITAY€HBI TOJIBKO TEM JIMI[AM, YbH 3€PHOBBIC TIOJIS M MALITHHEI TOCTpataid. B ciuencTaue
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ATOTO penieHus Bel He mosrydanTte mocoowst, KOTOpoe MOTJI0 Okl TOMOYEL Bareit ceMbe
BcTaTh Ha HOTH. Ho KpecThsiHe 3 Bamrero pernona noixy4at mocoOust Uit KOMIICHCAITHN
YHHYTOXXCHHBIX 36pHOBBIX TIOJIEH, KOTOPHIE SIBIBLINCH €AMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHUKOM JOXOZa
HX CEMEN.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioni 0yia moBiab. Bona Bixe 3iiimna. XKutio i maitHo Barmoi ponuan
MOMIKO/KEeH]. By MaeTe 0OMexeHHii JOCTYII 10 NPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHs Ta pedyei rmepuoi
HEOOX1THOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB IS JOTIOMOTH MOCTPAXIAIUM. Y psiaoBa
KoMicist mpuixana go Bamroro perioHy, mo6u oniHUTH 30UTKH 1 ckiiacTH 3BiT. [lepen
CKJIaJIaHHsIM 3BiTY, KOMICisl IIpOBelia Ieper 3ycTpiueil 3 norepmiaumu. Boru manu
MOXJIBICTh OOTOBOPUTH 30MTKH, SIKHX BOHH 3a3HAJH 1 3a1IPOIIOHYBATH ()OPMHU JIOTIOMOTH,
Ky O Mir Hajgaty iM ypsia. Yci Majau MOXKIIMBICTh IPEICTABUTH BIIACHY TOYKY 30DY, a 3BIT
KOMICIT CTaB IiICTaBOIO IJIS PillieHHS YpsALy. Y s BUPIMINB, IO HE BCI OTPUMAIOTh
KOMITCHCAIIif0 3a3HaHMX 30MTKiB. MarepianpHa gonomora Oy/e Npu3HadeHa JIMIIEe THM
ocobaM, 00poOITFOBaHI 3eMITi i MAITMHA KOTPUX OYIIN YIIKOpKeHi. BHacIi oK mboro
pimeHHs Bu He oTprMaeTe BUIIIATH Bij Iep>KaBH, IO MOIJIO OW JOIIOMOITH CTAaTH Ha HOTH
Baruiii poguni. @epmepu 3 Bammoro periony, npote, OTpEMalOTh KOMIIEHCALIT 38 3HUIICHHS
00pO0ITIOBaHNX 3eMelTb, KOTPI MPaBWIIA 32 €UHE JKEPEIo MPUOYTKY IXHIX POIHH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpiaty. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisa¢ raport. Przed
napisaniem raportu, komisja przeprowadzita spotkania z poszkodowanymi. Poszkodowani
mieli mozliwo$¢ przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy,
ktoérej moglby udzieli¢ rzad. Wszyscy dostali mozliwo$¢ przedstawienia swojego punktu
widzenia a raport komisji stanowit podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad zadecydowat, Ze nie
wszyscy otrzymajg zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty. Zasitki beda
wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktorych pola uprawne i samochody ucierpialy. W skutek tej
decyzji nie otrzymasz zasitku, ktory mogtby pomdc Waszej rodzinie wsta¢ na nogi. Rolnicy
z Twojego regionu otrzymajg jednak zasitki w ramach kompensaty za zniszczenia pol
uprawnych, ktore stanowity jedyne Zroédto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de l'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. En préalable a I'écriture du rapport, la délégation a organisé une
série de réunions avec les victimes de I'inondation. Celles-ci ont eu la possibilité de
témoigner des dégats qu'elles ont subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que l'administration
pourrait offrir. Chacun pouvait exprimer son point de vue, et le rapport a guidé la décision
du gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versees qu'aux personnes dont
les champs ou la voiture ont été endommagés. En conséquence, vous ne recevrez pas
I'indemnité qui vous aiderait a remettre votre famille sur pied. Cependant, les agriculteurs
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de votre région recevront une indemnité pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs
champs, qui étaient la seule source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. Voor het schrijven van het rapport, had de delegatie een reeks ontmoetingen met
slachtoffers van de overstroming. De slachtoffers hadden de mogelijkheid om te praten over
de schade die zij hadden geleden en zij konden voorstellen doen voor de vorm van hulp die
de regering hen kon bieden. ledereen kreeg een kans om zijn standpunt uiteen te zetten en
het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot toen dat
niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie akkers en auto’s werden
beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u geen uitkering van de regering ontvangen die u en uw familie
zou helpen er weer bovenop te komen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering
ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van
inkomsten voor hun families zijn.

V16: procedural injustice, distributive injustice, dependence, negative outcome
English

There was a flooding in your region. The water is gone now. The house and possessions of
your family suffered damages. Your family has limited access to primary goods like food
and other essentials. The government has enough available resources to offer help. A
governmental commission came to your region to estimate the damages and write a report.
The flood victims requested a meeting with the commission to talk about the damages they
suffered and propose forms of help that the government could offer them. The commission
did not arrange the meeting and wrote a report without including the voices of the victims.
The report guided the decision of the government. Then the government decided that not
everybody will be compensated for the damages they suffered. The benefits will be paid out
only to persons whose crop fields and cars were damaged. As a consequence, you will not
receive the benefit that would help you and your family to get back on your feet. However,
farmers from your region will receive the benefits to compensate for the destruction of their
crop fields that were the only source of income for their families.

Russian

B Bamewm pernone 6su10 HaBogHeHHE. Bona yxe ynuta. XKunbe u nmymectso Barreit
CeMbH rocTpasaini. Bel nMeeTe orpaHMYeHHBIH JOCTYI K OCHOBHBIM MPOYKTaM MUTAHUS U
TOBapaM IOBCEAHEBHOTO cripoca. [IpaBUTENLCTBO NMEET JOCTATOYHO PECYPCOB, YTOOBI
oKazath noMoluipb. [IpaBuTenbCcTBEHHAS KOMHCCHS IpUexaiia B Bair peruoH, 4to0bt
OLIEHMTH yIep0d U Hanucath oTdeT. [locTpangaBue OT HaBOHEHHS TIOIPOCHIIN O BCTpeUe ¢
KOMHMCCHEH, 4TOOBI 00CYMTh yIepO, KOTOPbIH OHYU MOHECIH, ¥ IPEIUIOKUTE (POPMBI
ITOMOIIIN, KOTOPYIO IPAaBUTEIHCTBO MOTJIO OBl MM OKa3aTh. KoMuccust He coprannzoBaia
BCTPEYH C MOCTPAIABIIMMHU M HaIMcajIa OTYeT Oe3 yaeTta MHEHHS mocTpagaBmux. OTaeT
KOMHCCHH OBIJT OCHOBAaHHEM JJIS pEIICHUs MPaBUTENbCTBA. [locie 3Toro mpaBUTEILCTBO
pemmno, 9To He BceM OyIeT KOMIIEHCHPOBaH MOHECeHHBIN ymiep6. [Tocobus OymyT
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BBIIJTAYEHBI TOJBKO TEM JIMLAM, Yb1 36PHOBBIC ITOJISI M MAIIMHEI ITOCTpasanu. B cnencrane
9TOTO perieHus Brl He modydnTe moco0us, KOTopoe MOTJI0 ObI ToMo4Yb Barreli cembe
BCTaTh HA HOTH. Ho KpecThsHe u3 Bamrero pernona nomydar nocobue uisi KOMIEHCAuN
YHHYTOXXCHHBIX 3€PHOBBIX MOJIEH, KOTOPBIE SIBISUTICH €IMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHHKOM JOXO0/a
UX CEMEH.

Ukrainian

VY Bamomy perioHi 0yna noBinb. Boga Bxke 3iiinuia. XKutio i maiiHo Bamoi poauxu
MOLIKO/KeH]. B MaeTe oOMekeHHi 10CTyI 10 IPOAYKTIB XapuyBaHHs Ta pedel rnepuoi
HEOOX1THOCTI. YPsiJI Ma€e JOCTaTHBO PECYPCIiB IS JOTIOMOTH MMOCTPAXIAIUM. Y psiaoBa
KoMicist mpuixasa o Barmroro periony, mo0u oniHuTH 30UTKH 1 ckyiacty 3BiT. [lorepmini
BiJl TOBEHI 3BEPHYJIKCS 3 IPOXaHHAM OPraHi3yBaTH 3yCTpid 3 WICHaMH KOMicil Juis
00roBOpeHHs 3a3HaHUX 30UTKIB 1 BUCYHEHHsI IPOIIO3HLIiH 111010 (hOPM JOTIOMOTH, SKY MIr
6u HanmaTH ypsn. Kowmicis He opraHi3yBaia 3ycTpidi i Hamucana 3BiT 0e3 ypaxyBaHHS TyMOK
MOCTpaXKAAIHX. 3BIT KOMICII CTaB IiICTaBOIO JJIS PIlIeHHS YpALy. Y ps BUPILINB, IO HE
BCi OTPUMAIOTh KOMIICHCAIIIFO 3a3HAHUX 30UTKiB. MartepianpHa gonomMora Oy/e nmpu3HaueHa
yuie TaM ocobam, 0OpoOITIOBaHI 3eMITi 1 MaIlIMHU KOTPHUX OYyJIHN YIIKOIKeHi. BHacTigok
LbOTO pillleHHs: BU He OTpHMaeTe BUIUIATH BiJ IePHKaBH, IO MOTJIO O JOMOMOITH CTaTH
Ha Horu Bamiii poauni. @epmepu 3 Bammoro periony, npoTe, 0OTpEMarOTh KOMIICHCAIT 3a
3HUILEHHS 00POOJIIOBAHUX 3€Mellb, KOTPI MPABUIIN 32 €IMHE JHKEPENIOo MPUOYTKY IXHIX
POAUH.

Polish

W Twoim regionie doszto do powodzi. Poziom wody juz si¢ obnizyt. Mieszkanie i dobytek
Twojej rodziny ucierpialy. Macie ograniczony dostep do zywnosci i produktow pierwszej
potrzeby. Rzad ma dostatecznie duzo srodkow, by okaza¢ pomoc powodzianom. Komisja
rzadowa przyjechata do Twojego regionu, by oszacowac straty i napisa¢ raport.
Poszkodowani w powodzi zwrocili si¢ z prosba zorganizowania spotkania z komisjg w celu
przedyskutowania poniesionych strat i zaproponowania form pomocy, ktorej mogtby
udzieli¢ rzad. Komisja nie zorganizowata spotkania i napisata raport bez uwzglednienia
glosow poszkodowanych. Raport komisji stanowil podstawe dla decyzji rzadu. Rzad
zadecydowat, Ze nie wszyscy otrzymajg zasitek w ramach kompensaty za poniesione straty.
Zasitki beda wyptacane tylko tym osobom, ktérych pola uprawne i samochody ucierpiaty.
W skutek tej decyzji nie otrzymasz zasitku, ktéry mogltby pomoc Waszej rodzinie wstac na
nogi. Rolnicy z Twojego regionu otrzymaja jednak zasitki w ramach kompensaty za
zniszczenia pdl uprawnych, ktére stanowity jedyne Zrodto dochodu ich rodzin.

French

I1'y a eu une inondation dans votre région. L'eau s'est retirée depuis. Votre maison et les
possessions de votre famille ont subi des dégats. Votre famille a un accés limité aux biens
essentiels comme la nourriture. Le gouvernement a suffisamment de ressources pour offrir
de l'aide. Une délégation de I'administration est venue dans votre région pour évaluer les
dégats et écrire un rapport. Les victimes de I'inondation ont réclamé une réunion avec la
commission afin de parler des dégats subis et de suggérer des formes d'aide que
I'administration pourrait apporter. La commission n'a pas organisé de réunion et a écrit un
rapport sans prendre en compte les voix des victimes. Ce rapport a guidé la décision du
gouvernement. Le gouvernement a ensuite décidé que les victimes ne seraient pas toutes
automatiquement dédommagées. Les indemnités ne seront versees qu'aux personnes dont
les champs ou la voiture ont été endommagés. En conséquence, Vous ne recevrez pas
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I'indemnité qui vous aiderait a remettre votre famille sur pied. Cependant, les agriculteurs
de votre région recevront une indemnité pour les dédommager de la destruction de leurs
champs, qui étaient la seule source de revenu pour leur famille.

Dutch

Er was een overstroming in uw regio. Het water is nu geweken. Het huis en bezittingen van
uw familie zijn beschadigd. Uw familie heeft beperkte toegang tot primaire goederen zoals
voedsel en andere essentiéle zaken. De regering heeft genoeg middelen om hulp te bieden.
Een regeringsdelegatie kwam naar uw stad om de schade in te schatten en een verslag te
schrijven. De slachtoffers van de overstroming hadden om een ontmoeting met de delegatie
gevraagd om te praten over de schade die zij hadden geleden en om voorstellen te doen
over de vormen van hulp die de regering hen kon bieden. De delegatie regelde geen
ontmoeting en schreef een verslag zonder daarbij de standpunten van de slachtoffers te
betrekken. Het verslag was leidend voor de beslissing van de regering. De regering besloot
toen dat niet iedereen zal worden gecompenseerd voor de schade die zij hebben geleden. De
uitkering zal alleen worden betaald aan personen van wie akkers en auto’s werden
beschadigd. Hierdoor zal u geen uitkering van de regering ontvangen die u en uw familie
zou helpen er weer bovenop te komen. Maar boeren in uw regio zullen een uitkering
ontvangen ter compensatie van de vernieling van hun graanvelden, welke de enige bron van
inkomsten voor hun families zijn.
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APPENDIX G. Coding scheme development and inter-coder reliability
establishment

The first round of coding (R1) was exploratory and aimed to establish what kind of
answers the participants gave, whether the answers fit in any broader categories, and
whether it is possible to code the answers according to the input-throughput-output
distinction. The inter-coder reliability was low in this first exploratory round of coding.
In the representational coding procedure of the Dutch sample, Coder 1 and Coder 2
coded 34.23% of answers differently and were not sure about the code or coded
partially the same 6.31% of answers30. Coder 1 and Coder 2 were in complete
agreement in 59.46% of cases. The hypothesis-guided coding was more problematic
and Coder 1 and Coder 2 were not sure about the right code or only partially in
agreement for 40.54% of the answers. Coder 1 and Coder 2 did not agree on 21.62% of
codes and achieved complete agreement only in 37.84% of cases.

In the same round of coding (R1), Coder 3 coded a sample of answers from the
Polish dataset. In the representational coding, Coder 1 and Coder 3 coded 34.86% of
answers differently and were not sure or in partial agreement about less than 1% of
answers. Coder 1 and Coder 3 were in complete agreement in 64.22% of cases. Coder
1 and Coder 3 disagreed about 34.86% of the codes in the hypothesis-guided coding
and were not sure about the right code or in partial agreement about 9.17% of the
codes. Coder 1 and Coder 3 were in complete agreement in 55.97% of cases.

The rather small inter-coder agreement in the representational coding was due
to the fact that the coders differed in what categories they created (categories were not
established beforehand) and in some cases they decided to create either broader or
narrower categories than the other coders. The hypothesis-guided coding showed that
theoretically distinct aspects of legitimacy such as input, throughput, and output did not
easily encompass all the answers of respondents and were not precise enough to guide
the coding of the answers. Moreover, the answers often could be categorized in more
than one aspect (e.g. input and throughput). This led to rather low inter-coder
reliability in the hypothesis-guided coding.

After the first round of coding Coder 1 and Coder 2 compared their coding and
discussed the problems with coding. We discussed several codes that could be split to
make sure that we preserve distinctions that were made by respondents when they
named characteristics of legitimate authorities (for example, answers with similar
connotation such as honesty/fairness, justice, and equality). Also, we decided that there
is a group of answers that pertained to the personal characteristics that make people in
office suitable for their post. This groups of answers included ethical and moral
considerations as well as character traits such as being hard-working and responsible.
We decided to code such answers in the category ‘integrity’. Another group of answers
that clearly emerged from the responses referred to the rights that the authorities have
(right to decide, to take actions, to make laws) and having the actual power. Coder 2

%% The label partial agreement/not sure was used to count cases in which two coders provided more
than one possible code to categorize an answer and one of these codes was provided by two coders.
The same label was used in cases when one or both coders did not know how to code the answer
(usually expressed by the question mark).



276  Appendices

suggested assigning the code ‘(de facto) authority’ to these words. The third group that
emerged from the words used by the respondents referred to the wish of the authorities
to work for the citizens/society/nation. Coder 1 suggested assigning the code ‘acting
for the common good/for citizens’ to these words. A problematic set of answers was
linked to the issues of the rule of law. Respondents gave multiple answers pertaining to
the legality of authorities, their lawfulness (following the laws), constitutional validity,
institutional checks and balances, and impartiality (equal treatment). Respondents often
used words and phrases that could be assigned multiple codes related to the issues of
the rule of law, justice, or equality. At this stage we decided to put these answers in
separate categories.

In regards to the hypothesis-guided coding, the most problematic answers to
code for the input-throughput-output distinction were the personal traits of political
authorities, the words relating to honesty/fairness and justice, and words indicating the
need for citizen involvement in the political processes. All of these words could fit into
more than one aspect of legitimacy. For example, citizens’ involvement (words and
phrases such as ‘possibility to participate’ and ‘good listeners of the people’) seemed to
fit either in the category of input legitimacy (‘rule by the people’) or in the category of
throughput (‘rule with the people’) which, among others, refers to the participatory
decision-making process and deliberation. We agreed to assign double codes in cases
like these (e.g. input/throughput). After the meeting, Coder 1 made a draft-list of
possible representational codes that would serve as a reference point and gave it to the
coders.
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Coding R1 Discussion 1 Coding R2 Discussion 2 Coding R3 Final coding
Representational Cl&C2 Cl&C3 Cl&C2 Cl&C2 Cl&C2 Cl&C2 Cl&C3 C1
Disagreement 38 38 Discussion of 11 Further 15 19 Final refinement of
34.23% 34.86% differences in 11.34% refinement of 17.85% 18.27% the list of codes;
Partial agreement/ 7 1 codes, 13 codes, discussion 4 - coding of the full
not sure 6.31 % 0.92% problematic 13.40 % | of overlaps, 4.76% samples from all
Complete 66 70 words & phrases, 73 refinement of the 65 85 countries with
agreement 59.46 % 64.22% | creation of a 75.62 % | list of codes. 77.39% 81.73% | attention to the
Total coded 111 109 preliminary list of 97 84 104 emergence of new
codes. groups.
Coding R1 Discussion 1 Coding R2 Discussion 2 Coding R3 Final coding
Hypothesis-guided | C1&C2 C1&C3 Cl&C2 Cl&C2 Cl1&C2 Cl1&C2 Cl1&C3 C1
Disagreement 24 38 Discussion of 9 Discussion of re- - - Refining the list of
21.62% 34.86% | difficulties with 9.28% occurring codes to make the
Partial agreement/ 45 10 coding according 32 problems and - - analysis possible.
not sure 40.54% 9.17% to the input- 32.99% | assigning of the
Complete 42 61 throughput-output 56 hypothesis-guided - -
agreement 37.84% 55.97% | distinction; 57.73% | codes to the
Total coded 111 109 attempt to draw 97 representational R N
differences codes.
between them.
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In the second round of coding (R2), Coder 2 coded a new 10% random sample
of Dutch respondents. Coder 2 used the preliminary list and the recommendations we
arrived at after the discussion. Coder 1 and Coder 2 disagreed only about 11.34% of
cases that they categorized as representational coding. The percentage of partial
agreement and cases that they were not sure about was at the level of 13.40%. Coder 1
and Coder 2 agreed in 75.62% of cases. The level of differences in the hypothesis-
guided coding was very low too—9.28%, however, the level of partial agreement and
codes that coders were not sure about stayed rather high at 32.99% and therefore the
level of complete agreement increased only to 57.73%.

The second round of coding improved the inter-coder reliability especially in
the procedure of representational coding. The inter-coder reliability improved between
Coder 1 and Coder 2. However, the percentage of partial agreement and codes that the
coders were not sure about remained large in the procedure of hypothesis-guided
coding between Coder 1 and Coder 2.

To refine the representational codes and to improve the reliability of
hypothesis-guided coding, Coders 1 and 2 met for the second discussion. After
consulting the differences, the coders decided to refine the codes pertaining to the rule
of law. The three codes created for the words and phrases that refer to different aspect
of the rule of law were: ‘legal validity/legality’ (a code used for words and expressions
that indicate the legality of obtaining power by authorities as well as acting in
accordance with laws), ‘checks & balances’ (a code used for words that indicate the
need of separation of powers, presence of different institutions—including courts,
accountability of the institutions in front of each other and in front of the people, and
limitations on the political authorities’ powers), and ‘impartiality’ (a code used for
words that indicate equal treatment, treatment of everybody according to the same
rules). In addition, to keep a detailed picture of answers given by respondents, the
codes ‘justice’, ‘honesty/fairness’, ‘equality’ stayed on the list of codes for the answers
in which these exact words were used. Moreover, the code ‘protection of individual
rights & freedoms’ was created to be assigned to answers pertaining to human rights
and non-intervention of the authorities in the private lives of citizens. Coder 1 and
Coder 2 also decided to proceed with matching the representational codes and the
hypothesis-guided codes, and created a version of the list of codes (see Table G.2).

Because of unresolvable problems with categorization caused by different
ideas about how to distinguish between input, throughput, and output3!, some of the
representational codes were initially assigned two hypothesis-guided codes.

3! These different ideas are also reflected in the literature on the topic. For example, in Schmidt
(2003), deliberation, involvement of NGOs, and citizen consultation is treated as an element of
throughput, whereas in Lindgren & Persson (2010) it is treated as an element of input.
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Table G.2. List of representational and hypothesis-guided codes (used in the last
coding phase).

REPRESENTATIONAL CODES

HYPOTHESIS-GUIDED CODES

ELECTIONS
Reference to the choice of the people, free and
fair elections, legally chosen

INPUT

JUSTICE

Refers not to the actors/politicians, but to the
system and how it operates, when the word
‘justice’ or ‘righteousness’ is used

THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

LEGAL VALIDITY/LEGALITY
Constitutionality, being formed on the basis of
law, lawfulness, refers to the legal acquisition of
power—Iegality, following the laws, not
breaking of the laws

INPUT/ THROUGHPUT

CHECKS & BALANCES

Checks and balances between institutions,
courts, acting within given authority, separation
of powers, control by citizens

INPUT/ THROUGHPUT

EQUALITY
When this exact formulation is given

THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

IMPARTIALITY
Equal treatment, just treatment, objectivity,
independence, not subject to pressures

THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

HONESTY/FAIRNESS

Using ‘fair-play’ rules, sincere; can refer to some
sort of distributive justice too, honesty/fairness
of the actors/politicians; in general use the code
when the word honesty/fairness is used

THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

TRANSPARENCY
Openness, no corruption, clarity, transparency

THROUGHPUT

(DE FACTO) AUTHORITY
Taking decisions, (being able to) making laws,
executing decisions/laws, effectiveness

OUTPUT

10

RELIABILITY

Doing things as promised, eliciting belief—
credibility, completing postulates,
trustworthiness

TBD"

11

ACTING FOR THE COMMON GOOD/FOR
CITIZENS

Acting not for their own interest, acting for
citizens, altruism, selflessness

OUTPUT

12

TRUST/SUPPORT

INPUT

13

ACCEPTANCE/APPROVAL
Recognition by citizens, acceptance, respect
from citizens, obedience, no protest,
voluntariness, consent

INPUT

14

SECURITY/ORDER/STABILITY
Taking care of the state security

OUTPUT
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15

EXPERTISE
Knowledge, competence, experience necessary
to take good decisions/actions

OUTPUT

16

REPRESENTATION
Referring to the representation of certain
interests, party’s electorate

INPUT

17

WELFARE/ECONOMIC PROSPERITY
Referring to economic development,
improvement of living standards, help to the
poor etc.

OUTPUT

18

INTEGRITY

References to moral standing/qualities and
values, characteristics that make someone a good
politician; used for moral qualities and
characteristics that do not fit with other
categories and are encompassed by the term
integrity (including responsibility, truth-telling,
respect)

*

TBD

19

CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION/CONSULTATION
Turnout, referenda, civil society, consulting with
citizens, deliberation, listening to the citizens,
accessibility, rallies

INPUT/THROUGHPUT

20

PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS
& FREEDOMS
Tolerance, freedom, respect for an individual

THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

21

DEMOCRACY
When only the word ‘democracy’ or
‘democratic’ is used

INPUT/THROUGHPUT/OUTPUT

22

IDEOLOGICAL
When a specific ideology is named (e.g.
conservative, liberal, socialist)

INPUT

23

TRADITIONAL/RELIGIOUS

INPUT

24

EFFICIENCY
Efficient way of acting, only about the process

THROUGHPUT

25

FOREIGN POLICY

OUTPUT

26

INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION

INPUT

27

NATIONAL INTEREST/ SOVEREIGNTY

OUTPUT

28

LEADERSHIP/CHARISMA
References to leadership, the rule of strong
leader, charisma

INPUT/THROUGHPUT

29

PATRIOTISM/NATIONALISM
National identity, national values, patriotic

OUTPUT

30

* T

NATIONAL UNITY
Appeared in the French dataset several times

OUTPUT

31

OTHER™

OTHER

“TBD (to be determined) indicated that the coders agreed that they do not know yet what hypothesis-
guided code should be assigned to this category

" If an answer did not fit in any of the listed categories, it was assigned the code ‘other’.

“™ The code ‘national unity’ was added by Coder 1 when coding the French sample (after the Polish
and Dutch samples)
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For example, the word ‘justice’ could refer to the procedure of being treated justly,
according to the rules (throughput), but it could also refer to the justice of the outcome,
when the emphasis would be made on the social justice or just distribution (output). In
the process of debating the hypothesis-guided codes we arrived at the strategy of
eliminating the code (input, output, or throughput) that fitted the least with the
representational code.

The list of representational codes was used by all three coders in the third
round of coding (R3), in which Coder 1 and Coder 2 coded another 10% random
sample of answers from Dutch respondents and Coder 1 and Coder 3 coded another
10% random sample of answers from Polish respondents. Since the hypothesis-guided
codes were now already assigned to the representational codes, coders were asked to
categorize answers according to representational codes only.

In the final round Coder 1 and Coder 2 disagreed about 17.39% of cases, but
the level of codes that they were not sure about or got partially correct was only 4.76%.
This resulted in 77.39% of complete agreement between Coder 1 and 2. Coder 1 and
Coder 3 disagreed about 18.27% cases and completely agreed about 81.73% raising the
inter-coder reliability to acceptable level. Some answers were too ambiguous or fit into
more than one category and so limited further increasing the agreement between
coders. For example, the answer ‘not racist’ could be assigned a code ‘impartiality’ as
well as ‘protection of individual rights & freedoms’, the answer ‘equal rights (human
rights)’ could be assigned the code ‘equality’, ‘impartiality’ or ‘protection of individual
rights & freedoms’. Another example is a more elaborate answer ‘economically small
differences, assistance to the poor in order to create more equality -> more financial
support + better custody’ which was coded as ‘equality’ by Coder 1 and as
‘welfare/economic prosperity’ by Coder 2. In the end, Coder 1 decided to keep the
separate codes despite their overlaps and make adjustments (combine or split
categories) at the stage of interpretation. Keeping a large number of representational
codes (31 codes on the final list) is the main reason for not reaching higher inter-coder
reliability. The choice here, however, is a trade-off between higher reliability and
preserving the meanings of the detailed and often nuanced answers provided by the
respondents. Also, if during coding of the answers of Russian, French, and Ukrainian
respondents new groups of answers emerged that did not fit in the prescribed codes,
new codes were created (for example, when coding the French answers a code
‘national unity’ was added).

The hypothesis-guided code list was refined as well. For the purpose of further
analysis based on the theoretical distinctions between input, throughput, and output, the
definitions of each of these aspects of legitimacy had to be specified. For the purpose
of this study, input was defined as the basis on which authorities are representing the
people—it refers to the reasons people hold to designate others to act on their behalf.
This included the ways in which the interests of the citizens can reach (potential)
authorities, who in turn can become their representatives, so any input of ideas or
interest of citizens in the political process is included.32 Throughput refers to the

%2 This understanding of input is close to Beetham’s ‘consent’ dimension of legitimacy in the modern
state in its electoral and mobilizational forms (1991, pp.150-158).
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process of the use of power and personal characteristics of authorities that influence

how the authorities govern. Output was defined as including all (expected) results of
governing; in other words, the outcomes of the use of power. Tables 2.2 and 2.3 (see
main text) list the final organization of representational and hypothesis-guided codes.
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APPENDIX H: Manipulation checks

Table H.1. Results of t-tests for effects of the manipulations on responses to the
manipulation check questions.

Manipulation
Mean
Present M (n) Absent M (n) difference Cohen’s d p

The Netherlands

Distributive justice 4.07 (193) 2.43 (183) 1.638 1.05 <.001
Positive outcome 4.76 (191) 2.36 (186) 2.396 1.64 <.001
Procedural justice 4.17 (189) 2.87 (189) 1.299 0.81 <.001
Dependence 4.97 (187) 3.13 (190) 1.841 1.15 <.001
France

Distributive justice 4.34 (163) 2.68 (149) 1.653 0.94 <.001
Positive outcome 4.66 (142) 2.52 (173) 2.970 1.26 <.001
Procedural justice 4.34 (159) 2.80 (148) 1.540 0.86 <.001
Dependence 4.81 (155) 3.83 (157) 1.169 0.56 <.001
Poland

Distributive justice 3.82 (209) 2.31 (225) 1.512 0.89 <.001
Positive outcome 4.91 (214) 1.94 (221) 2.970 1.99 <.001
Procedural justice 3.46 (218) 2.79 (214) 0.674 0.37 <.001
Dependence 4.96 (214) 3.79 (218) 1.169 0.63 <.001
Ukraine

Distributive justice 4.14 (209) 2.34 (215) 1.799 0.96 <.001
Positive outcome 5.01 (219) 1.89 (206) 3.125 2.02 <.001
Procedural justice 4.31 (222) 2.25(203) 2.060 1.17 <.001
Dependence 491 (211) 3.98 (213) 0.929 0.47 <.001
Russia

Distributive justice 4.45 (456) 2.81 (470) 1.639 0.95 <.001
Positive outcome 4.80 (461) 2.72 (466) 2.079 1.14 <.001
Procedural justice 4.31 (469) 3.02 (454) 1.285 0.71 <.001
Dependence 5.20 (450) 3.69 (477) 1.510 0.86 <.001
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APPENDIX I: Factor analysis of perceived legitimacy items

In all five cases the principal axis factoring analysis showed that the items loaded
highly on a single factor (one factor with Eigenvalue > 1). For the factor analysis

participants with missing data were excluded listwise.

Table 1.1. Factor analysis of perceived legitimacy items

Factor 1
NL FR PL UA RU
1 1 would trust this government .819 .793 787 .826 .819

2 If this situation is representative of how the 781 747 750 .857 776
government acts, | would like this
government to rule in my country.

3 lwould like it, if in the future, this 714 .615 a71 .793 776
government made decisions on this type of
issues that influence my life.

4 Decisions of this government should be .680 .556 .528 737 .680
respected.
5  lwould be willing to protest against this -.618 -610 -670 -661 -.623

decision of the government.
6  On the whole this government is legitimate. ~ .590 671 424 .589 .538
7  The government has the right to take this .587 .542 .611 .655 .659
kind of decisions.
% of variance explained 55 51 51 60 56
N 357 287 404 420 897

Cronbach’s o for the 7-item perceived legitimacy scales was: NL .86; FR .83; PL .84;
UA .89; RU .87. Note that Ns for Cronbach’s a are lower than the sample size because
not all participants responded to all 7 items and o is computed over cases with
complete data only.
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APPENDIX J: Assessment of the homogeneity of variance

To assess the ANOVA assumption of the homogeneity of variance | examined
residuals.
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Figure J.1. A scatter plot of residuals against predicted values of perceived legitimacy.



286  Appendices

APPENDIX K: Frequency tables for analysis in Chapter 4.

Table K.1. Frequency of answers from all positions: the Netherlands.

Rank Code Frequency %
1 Transparency 96 9.15
2 Elections 87 8.30
3 Legal validity/legality 76 7.25
4 Checks & balances 74 7.06
5 Honesty/fairness (eerlijkheid) 73 6.97
6 Impartiality 61 5.82
7 (De facto) authority 60 5.73
8 Representation/pluralism 53 5.06
9 Integrity 52 4.96
10 cCitizen participation/consultation 48 4.58
10 Reliability 48 458
12 Justice (rechtvaardigheid) 45 4.29
13 Democracy 41 3.91
14 Acting for the common good/for citizens 40 3.82
15 Expertise 40 3.82
16 Other 31 2.96
17 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 28 2.67
18 Trust/Support 23 2.19
19 Equality (gelijkheid) 20 1.91
20 security/order/stability 10 0.95
21 Acceptance/approval 9 0.86
22 \Nelfare/economic prosperity 7 0.67
23 Traditional/religious 6 0.57
24 | eadership/charisma 5 0.48
25 National interest/sovereignty 4 0.38
26 Efficiency 3 0.29
26 |deological 3 0.29
26 International recognition 3 0.29
29 Foreign policy 2 0.19
30 Ppatriotism/nationalism 1 0.10
31 National unity 0 0.00

Total 1048 100
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Table K.2. Frequency of answers from the first position: the Netherlands.

Rank Code Frequency %
1 Elections 59 20.14
2 Honesty/fairness (eerlijkheid) 27 9.22
3 Transparency 23 7.85
3 Legal validity/legality 23 7.85
3 Reliability 23 7.85
6 Impartiality 20 6.83
7 (De facto) authority 18 6.14
8 Justice (rechtvaardigheid) 16 5.46
8 Democracy 16 5.46
10  Checks & balances 14 4.78
10  Representation/pluralism 14 4.78
12 Trust/Support 8 2.73
13 Acting for the common good/for citizens 7 2.39
14  Citizen participation/consultation 5 1.71
15  Protection of individual rights and freedoms 4 1.37
16 Integrity 3 1.02
16  Equality (gelijkheid) 3 1.02
16  Security/order/stability 3 1.02
19  Other 2 0.68
19  Welfare/economic prosperity 2 0.68
21  Expertise 1 0.34
21  Acceptance/approval 1 0.34
21  Leadership/charisma 1 0.34
22 Traditional/religious 0 0.00
22 National interest/sovereignty 0 0.00
22 Efficiency 0 0.00
22 ldeological 0 0.00
22 International recognition 0 0.00
22 Foreign policy 0 0.00
22 Patriotism/nationalism 0 0.00

Total 292 100
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Table K.3. Frequency of answers from all positions:

France.

Rank Code Frequency %
1 Elections 111 15.83
2 Justice (équité, juste) 57 8.13
3 Citizen participation/consultation 46 6.56
4 Integrity 45 6.42
5 Acting for the common good/for citizens 40 5.71
5 Checks & balances 40 571
7 (De facto) authority 38 5.42
8 Representation/pluralism 37 5.28
9 Equality (égalitaire) 31 4.42
10 Impartiality 27 3.85
11 Legal validity/legality 25 3.57
12 Expertise 23 3.28
13 Democracy 22 3.14
14 Acceptance/approval 21 3.00
14 Transparency 21 3.00
16 Other 20 2.85
17 Reliability 20 2.85
18 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 18 2.57
19 Efficiency 13 1.85
20 Security/order/stability 9 1.28
21 Welfare/economic prosperity 7 1.00
22 Leadership/charisma 6 0.86
23 Trust/Support 5 0.71
24 Honesty/fairness (honnéte) 4 0.57
24 National interest/sovereignty 4 0.57
24 National unity 4 0.57
27 Patriotism/nationalism 3 0.43
28 Ideological 2 0.29
29 Traditional/religious 2 0.29
30 International recognition 0 0.00
30 Foreign policy 0 0.00
Total 701 100
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Table K.4. Frequency of answers from the first position: France.

Rank Code Frequency %

1 Elections 87 46.03
2 Justice (équité, juste) 17 8.99
3 Integrity 10 5.29
3 Representation/pluralism 10 5.29
3 Acceptance/approval 10 5.29
6 Democracy 8 4.23
7 Acting for the common good/for citizens 7 3.70
8 Equality (égalitaire) 6 3.17
8 Legal validity/legality 6 3.17
10 Citizen participation/consultation 4 2.12
10 Efficiency 4 2.12
12 Other 3 1.59
12 Security/order/stability 3 1.59
14 (De facto) authority 2 1.06
14 Impartiality 2 1.06
14 Transparency 2 1.06
14 Trust/Support 2 1.06
18 Checks & balances 1 0.53
18 Expertise 1 0.53
18 Reliability 1 0.53
18 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 1 0.53
18 Leadership/charisma 1 0.53
18 Honesty/fairness (honnéte) 1 0.53
19 Welfare/economic prosperity 0 0.00
19 National interest/sovereignty 0 0.00
19 National unity 0 0.00
19 Patriotism/nationalism 0 0.00
19 Ideological 0 0.00
19 Traditional/religious 0 0.00
19 International recognition 0 0.00
19 Foreign policy 0 0.00

Total 189 100
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Table K.5. Frequency of answers from all positions: Poland.

Rank  Code Frequency %

1 Trust/Support 132 12.62
2 Justice (sprawiedliwosc) 99 9.46
3 Legal validity/legality 88 8.41
4 Integrity 78 7.46
5 (De facto) authority 77 7.36
6 Acting for the common good/for citizens 74 7.07
7 Elections 62 5.93
8 Acceptance/approval 43 411
8 Other 43 411
10 Reliability 40 3.82
11 Honesty/fairness (uczciwos¢) 35 3.35
12 Expertise 34 3.25
13 Impartiality 28 2.68
13 Transparency 28 2.68
15 Representation/pluralism 27 2.58
16 Citizen participation/consultation 25 2.39
16 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 25 2.39
18 Checks & balances 16 1.53
19 Democracy 13 1.24
19 Security/order/stability 13 1.24
21 Efficiency 12 1.15
22 Equality 11 1.05
23 National interest/sovereignty 9 0.86
24 Ideological 7 0.67
25 Leadership/charisma 6 0.57
25 Traditional/religious 6 0.57
27 Foreign policy 5 0.48
27 Welfare/economic prosperity 5 0.48
29 Patriotism/nationalism 3 0.29
30 International recognition 2 0.19
31 National unity 0 0.00
Total 1046 100
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Table K.6. Frequency of answers from the first position: Poland.

Rank  Code Frequency %

1 Trust/Support 63 23.42
2 Justice (sprawiedliwo$¢) 41 15.24
3 Elections 37 13.75
4 Acceptance/approval 18 6.69
5 Legal validity/legality 17 6.32
6 (De facto) authority 16 5.95
7 Acting for the common good/for citizens 11 4.09
8 Honesty/fairness (uczciwosc) 8 2.97
8 Reliability 8 2.97
10 Impartiality 6 2.23
10 Citizen participation/consultation 6 2.23
12 Other 5 1.86
12 Expertise 5 1.86
12 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 5 1.86
15 Democracy 4 1.49
15 National interest/sovereignty 4 1.49
17 Integrity 3 1.12
18 Representation/pluralism 2 0.74
18 Security/order/stability 2 0.74
18 Efficiency 2 0.74
18 Leadership/charisma 2 0.74
18 Transparency 2 0.74
23 Checks & balances 1 0.37
23 Equality 1 0.37
25 Ideological 0 0.00
25 Traditional/religious 0 0.00
25 Foreign policy 0 0.00
25 Welfare/economic prosperity 0 0.00
25 Patriotism/nationalism 0 0.00
25 International recognition 0 0.00
25 National unity 0 0.00

Total 269 100
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Table K.7. Frequency of answers from all positions: Ukraine.

Rank Codes Frequency %
1 Transparency 113 11.09
2 Elections 111 10.89
3 Integrity 110 10.79
4 Legal validity/legality 83 8.15
5 Acting for the common good/for citizens 77 7.56
6 Honesty/fairness (vecuicmo) 66 6.48
7 Trust/Support 62 6.08
8 Justice (cnpaseonusicmv) 52 5.10
9 (De facto) authority 50 491
10  Expertise 45 4.42
11  Citizen participation/consultation 36 3.53
12 Checks & balances 32 3.14
13 Acceptance/approval 26 2.55
14  Representation/pluralism 24 2.36
15 Impartiality 21 2.06
15  Reliability 21 2.06
17 Democracy 20 1.96
18  Patriotism/nationalism 16 1.57
19  Protection of individual rights and 10 0.98

freedoms
19  Welfare/economic prosperity 10 0.98
21  National interest/sovereignty 8 0.79
21 Other 8 0.79
23 International recognition 5 0.49
23 Security/order/stability 5 0.49
25  Equality 3 0.29
25  National unity 3 0.29
27 Ideological 2 0.20
28  Traditional/religious 0 0.00
28 Leadership/charisma 0 0.00
28  Efficiency 0 0.00
28  Foreign policy 0 0.00
Total 1019 100
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Rank Code Frequency %

1 Elections 71 26.20
2 Honesty/fairness (vecuicmo) 29 10.70
3 Trust/Support 27 9.96
4 Transparency 21 7.75
5 Legal validity/legality 20 7.38
6 Justice (cnpaseonusicmv) 19 7.01
7 Acting for the common good/for citizens 16 5.90
8 Acceptance/approval 11 4.06
9 (De facto) authority 9 3.32
10 Integrity 8 2.95
11 Democracy 7 2.58
12 Patriotism/nationalism 5 1.85
12 Reliability 5 1.85
12 Representation/pluralism 5 1.85
15 Citizen participation/consultation 4 1.48
15 Expertise 4 1.48
15 Impartiality 4 1.48
18 Checks & balances 2 0.74
19 National unity 1 0.37
19 Other 1 0.37
19 Protection of individual rights and 1 0.37

freedoms

19 Welfare/economic prosperity 1 0.37
23 Equality 0 0.00
23 Ideological 0 0.00
23 International recognition 0 0.00
23 National interest/sovereignty 0 0.00
23 Security/order/stability 0 0.00
23 Leadership/charisma 0 0.00
23 Traditional/religious 0 0.00
23 Leadership/charisma 0 0.00
23 Efficiency 0 0.00
23 Foreign policy 0 0.00
Total 271 100
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Table K.9. Frequency of answers from all positions: Russia.

Rank Code Frequency %
1 Legal validity/legality 161 12.09
2 Elections 156 11.71
3 Trust/Support 96 7.21
4 Transparency 86 6.46
5 Justice (Cnpaseonusocmo) 76 5.71
6 Acting for the common good/for citizens 73 5.48
7 Integrity 66 4.95
8 Checks & balances 64 4.80
9 Other 56 4.20
10  (De facto) authority 55 4.13
11 Acceptance/approval 51 3.83
12 Honesty/fairness (Yecmmnocmo) 49 3.68
12 Impartiality 49 3.68
14 Citizen participation/consultation 41 3.08
15  Welfare/economic prosperity 39 2.93
16  Protection of individual rights and freedoms 36 2.70
17 Representation/pluralisms33 32 2.40
18  Expertise 25 1.88
19  National interest/sovereignty 21 1.58
20  Equality 18 1.35
21 Democracy 17 1.28
22 Reliability 16 1.20
23 International recognition 12 0.90
24 Leadership/charisma 11 0.83
25  Security/order/stability 9 0.68
26 Foreign policy 6 0.45
26  Patriotism/nationalism 6 0.45
28  Ideological 3 0.23
28  Traditional/religious 3 0.23
30  Efficiency 0 0.00
30  National unity 0 0.00
Total 1333 100

33 In the category representation/pluralism there are more answers that are about majoritarian
representation rather than about pluralism.
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Table K.10. Frequency of answers from the first position: Russia.

Rank Code Frequency %
1 Elections 99 2421
2 Legal validity/legality 62 15.16
3 Trust/Support 52 12.71
4 Acceptance/approval 27 6.60
5 Justice (Cnpaseonrusocmu) 24 5.87
6 Acting for the common good/for citizens 20 4.89
7 Honesty/fairness (Yecmuocms) 18 4.40
8 Transparency 15 3.67
9 (De facto) authority 13 3.18
10 Integrity 12 2.93
11 Checks & balances 8 1.96
11 Impartiality 8 1.96
13 Democracy 7 171
13 Other 7 1.71
13 Welfare/economic prosperity 7 1.71
16 Citizen participation/consultation 5 1.22
16 Protection of individual rights and freedoms 5 1.22
18 Equality 4 0.98
18 Expertise 4 0.98
20 National interest/sovereignty 3 0.73
21 Reliability 2 0.49
21 Representation/pluralism 2 0.49
21 Traditional/religious 2 0.49
24 Ideological 1 0.24
24 Leadership/charisma 1 0.24
24 Patriotism/nationalism 1 0.24

25 Foreign policy 0 0.00
25 International recognition 0 0.00
25 National unity 0 0.00
25 Security/order/stability 0 0.00
25 Efficiency 0 0.00
Total 409x 100

Note: x 408 people entered an answer on position one, but one person gave a double answer that
was categorized into two different categories, therefore the total is 409.
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APPENDIX L: Cronbach’s a for the 3-item SES scales.

NL .73 (N = 255); FR .72 (N = 183); PL .74 (N = 373); UA .77 (N = 341); RU .76 (N =
753). Note that Ns for Cronbach’s a are lower than the sample size because not all
participants responded to all 3 items and a is computed over cases with complete data
only.
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APPENDIX M: Effects of manipulation from the vignette experiment on perceived legitimacy of the real institutions

Table M.1. Results of ANOVAs predicting legitimacy scores of institutions from full models with the four factors (and all
interactions) manipulated in the vignette experiment. Note that only when the full model was significant (p < .05) individual factors
were examined and controlled for.

Outcome Model Control for Predictors included in regression
(legitimacy Adjusted  Model vignette to control for vignette
score) R? p manipulations? Significant effects p manipulations
NL Government .033 .027 Yes Procedural justice .001 Procedural justice
Parliament .019 110 No
Courts .036 .019 Yes Procedural justice .020 Procedural justice
Procedural justice x .010 Dependence,
Dependence x Outcome,
Outcome Procedural justice x Dependence,

Procedural justice x Outcome,
Dependence x Outcome,
Procedural justice x Dependence

x Outcome
FR Government -.024 919 No
Parliament -.027 .947 No
Courts -.022 .893 No
President -.039 .998 No
PL Government -.004 .587 No
Parliament .015 120 No
Courts .020 .073 No

President .013 157 No
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Outcome Model Control for Predictors included in regression
(legitimacy Adjusted  Model vignette to control for vignette
score) R? p manipulations? Significant effects p manipulations
UA Government -.005 .612 No
Parliament -.024 379 No
Courts .018 105 No
President -.003 533 No
RU Government .001 418 No
Parliament .005 272 No
Courts -.014 .968 No
President .003 .339 No
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Nederlandse Samenvatting

Wat maakt autoriteiten legitiem in de ogen van burgers?
Een onderzoek naar waargenomen legitimiteit in verschillende politieke regimes

Als politiek gaat over wie wat krijgt, wanneer en hoe, dan betreft legitimiteit de
overdracht van macht van burgers naar degenen die beslissen over politiek. Legitimiteit
is dus een kenmerk van de autoriteiten die het recht hebben om beslissingen te nemen.
Waarom zijn burgers bereid om bepaalde personen als politieke autoriteiten te
accepteren? Welke variabelen beinvloeden hun evaluaties van de autoriteiten? Hebben
mensen in verschillende landen verschillende ideeén over wie hen zou moeten regeren?
De voorwaarden waaraan autoriteiten moeten voldoen zodat burgers hen zien als
legitiem en vrijwillig de macht aan hen overdragen zijn het onderwerp van dit
proefschrift.

Het proefschrift heeft zijn oorsprong in een aantal vragen over de legitimiteit
van hybride regimes—regimes die elementen van democratisch en autocratisch bewind
combineren. Een groeiende hoeveelheid onderzoek probeert te ontdekken wat voor
strategieén leiders en elites in hybride regimes gebruiken om aan de macht te blijven en
legitimiteit te behouden. Doorgaans wordt aangenomen dat de politieke autoriteiten in
democratieén hun legitimiteit hoofdzakelijk putten uit de electorale procedures
(waardoor zij zijn aangewezen om te regeren). Ook wordt aangenomen dat de
legitimiteit van autoritaire en hybride regimes grotendeels gebaseerd is op de garantie
van een goede levensstandaard voor de burgers.

Dit proefschrift onderzoekt de overeenkomsten en verschillen tussen hybride
regimes en democratieén in legitimiteit vanuit het perspectief van de burger. In plaats
van te concentreren op de strategieén van autoriteiten om legitimiteit te verkrijgen,
onderzoekt dit proefschrift waargenomen legitimiteit. Dat wil zeggen, de nadruk ligt op
hoe de burgers in deze regimes autoriteiten waarnemen en evalueren.

Als men aanneemt dat verschillende regimes (hybride, autoritair,
democratisch) verschillende strategieén gebruiken om legitimiteit te verkrijgen, dan
veronderstelt men ook dat burgers die gesocialiseerd zijn in deze verschillende
politieke systemen verschillende criteria gebruiken om de legitimiteit van autoriteiten
te evalueren. (Bijvoorbeeld, verschillende argumenten en kenmerken van de politieke
autoriteiten overtuigen de burgers om macht over te dragen.) Als burgers in
verschillende regimes niet verschillende criteria zouden toepassen, dan zou dat
betekenen dat de gebruikte strategieén van sommige autoriteiten niet resoneren bij de
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burgers, of dat deze strategieén gericht zijn op andere doelen dan legitimiteit
(bijvoorbeeld stabiliteit).

Het proefschrift presenteert drie empirische studies. De studies verkennen de
criteria die door burgers worden gebruikt om de legitimiteit van de politieke
autoriteiten te evalueren. Tergelijkertijd testen de studies of de volgende definitie van
legitimiteit nuttig is: legitimiteit is een kenmerk toegeschreven aan een politieke
autoriteit (of zijn vertegenwoordiger) door een individu op basis van een evaluatie van
normatieve kwaliteiten en wat resulteert in een bereidheid om vrijwillig macht over te
dragen aan deze autoriteit.

De studies proberen twee specifieke onderzoeksvragen te beantwoorden: Wat
maakt politieke autoriteiten legitiem in de ogen van burgers? En, Hebben mensen die
gesocialiseerd zijn in verschillende politieke regimes verschillende criteria om
politieke autoriteiten te beoordelen? Elke studie probeert deze vragen op een andere
manier te beantwoorden, door verschillende aspecten van legitimiteit te onderzoeken.
De data voor de drie studies komen uit een origineel vragenlijstonderzoek uitgevoerd
in vijf landen: twee oude democratieén (Nederland, Frankrijk) en drie post-
communistische landen, waaronder een nieuwe democratie (Polen) en twee hybride
regimes (Rusland, Oekraine).

De eerste studie is een vignet experiment naar de effecten van instrumentele en
normatieve factoren op de legitimiteit van een hypothetische overheid. De resultaten
van respondenten uit de verschillende landen ondersteunen een model van een burger
die zowel persoonlijk materieel welzijn en de eerlijkheid van instituties in acht neemt
bij de beoordeling van politieke autoriteiten. De resultaten toonden dat wanneer een
overheid een instrumentele uitkomst verschafte (een positieve uitkomst voor de
respondent in materiéle zin), dit een positief effect had op de evaluatie. Wanneer de
overheid handelde op een rechtvaardige manier (dat wil zeggen, uitkomsten
verschaffen via een eerlijke verdeling en eerlijke procedures) dan had dit ook een
positief effect op de evaluatie. Een eerlijke verdeling van hulp was de belangrijkste
factor van invloed op de legitimiteit van de hypothetische overheid. Daarbij,
respondenten die een overheid beoordeelden die een eerlijke procedure hanteerde
(mogelijkheid tot inspraak) beoordeelden de overheid als meer legitiem dan
respondenten die een overheid beoordeelden die oneerlijke procedures hanteerde. Deze
resultaten suggereren dat legitimiteit niet alleen is gebaseerd op de evaluatie van wie
wat Krijgt, maar ook op een evaluatie van hoe zulke besluiten worden genomen.

De tweede studie onderzocht de criteria voor legitimiteit op een andere manier.
De analyse betreft antwoorden op een open vraag naar de belangrijkste kenmerken van
legitieme autoriteiten. De resultaten toonden dat in de vijf landen deze kenmerken zeer
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vergelijkbaar waren, soortgelijke concepten en thema's werden genoemd als
kenmerken van legitieme autoriteiten. In hun antwoorden verwezen de respondenten
naar de manier waarop macht wordt verkregen (zij noemden bijvoorbeeld vrije en
eerlijke verkiezingen) en naar de manier waarop macht wordt uitgeoefend (zij noemden
persoonlijke kenmerken en verwachtingen—eerlijkheid, rechtvaardigheid,
onpartijdigheid, wettigheid, transparantie, en controlemechanismen). Deze resultaten
ondersteunen de stelling dat normatieve kenmerken van belang zijn voor het toekennen
van legitimiteit. De resultaten suggereren dat het winnen van verkiezingen op zichzelf
geen garantie is voor duurzame legitimiteit. Om legitimiteit te behouden moeten
politieke autoriteiten procedurele en distributieve rechtvaardigheid tonen.

De derde studie onderzocht de factoren die de legitimiteit van bestaande
instellingen beinvloeden. De resultaten ondersteunen de hypothese dat legitimiteit het
meest wordt beinvioed door de prestaties van politieke instituties. De perceptie dat
uitvoerende instellingen werken voor het belang van de hele samenleving (in plaats van
voor een kleine elite) was steeds de sterkste voorspeller van legitimiteit. Dit suggereert
dat rechtvaardigheid van verdeling van belang is voor de evaluatie van de politieke
instituties. Deze resultaten komen overeen met de resultaten van het vignet experiment,
in beide studies had een eerlijke verdeling een positieve invloed op de legitimiteit van
autoriteiten. De resultaten lieten ook zien dat in alle landen de legitimiteit van het
parlement gerelateerd was aan het vermogen van de parlementen om de regeringen te
controleren en aan de kwaliteit van de vertegenwoordiging van politieke partijen.

Over het geheel genomen suggereren de drie studies dat in de vijf onderzochte
landen, rechtvaardigheid wat betreft verdeling en procedures de belangrijkste factoren
zijn voor legitimiteit. Daarbij toonde de eerste studie een significante interactie tussen
eerlijke verdeling en eerlijke procedures in vier van de vijf landen. De interactie was zo
dat het effect van eerlijke procedures afhankelijk was van de aanwezigheid van een
eerlijke verdeling. Als de verdeling van hulp oneerlijk was, dan had procedurele
rechtvaardigheid een zwakker effect op de legitimiteit. Een interpretatie van deze
interactie is dat mensen verwachten dat eerlijke procedures leiden tot een eerlijke
verdeling van hulp, goederen of diensten. En dat alleen wanneer aan deze verwachting
wordt voldaan, procedurele rechtvaardigheid de legitimiteit van een autoriteit verhoogt.

Op basis van deze resultaten kan men een voorstel formuleren: Als autoriteiten
verlangen om hun legitimiteit te vergroten, dan moeten ze streven naar distributieve
rechtvaardigheid door zoveel mogelijk burgers te laten deelnemen in de eerlijke
verdeling van goederen en diensten. De resultaten suggereren dat procedurele
rechtvaardigheid een effectieve manier is om legitimiteit te vergroten: onpartijdigheid,
transparantie, inspraak voor alle betrokken partijen, toepassen van wetten, en het
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garanderen van gelijke behandeling, dragen bij aan een eerlijke verdeling en vergroten
de legitimiteit.

De verschillen in criteria voor het evalueren van legitimiteit die toe te
schrijven zijn aan de socialisatie van respondenten in de verschillende politieke
regimes waren niet groot. Hoewel er verschillen waren in de observaties van de vijf
landen, waren dit eerder verschillen in accent dan verschillen van aard. Elke studie
toonde enkele verschillen die een uitgangspunt verschaffen voor verder onderzoek.

In de eerste studie waren de belangrijkste verschillen tussen democratieén en
hybride regimes te vinden in de grootte van de effecten van de distributieve
rechtvaardigheid. In beide hybride regimes, Oekraine en Rusland, was het effect van de
eerlijke verdeling groter dan het effect van eerlijke verdeling in de democratische
regimes.

In de tweede studie verschilden de post-communistische landen van de oude
democratieén op twee manieren: (1) Respondenten uit post-communistische landen
benadrukten vertrouwen in en steun voor de overheid meer dan respondenten uit de
oude democratieén (die in plaats daarvan verkiezingen benadrukten). (2) De
respondenten uit de oude democratieén benadrukten inspraak en overleg meer dan
respondenten uit de post-communistische landen.

De derde studie liet zien dat de mate waarin algemene opvattingen over het
ideale politieke systeem (opvattingen over hoe het systeem zou moeten werken)
legitimiteit voorspelden, afhankelijk was van het type instelling en het type regime.
Voor respondenten uit democratieén kon de legitimiteit van de wetgevende en
rechterlijke instanties gedeeltelijk worden verklaard door verschillen in algemene
opvattingen over het ideale systeem. Echter, deze algemene opvattingen verklaarden
nauwelijks de legitimiteit van de uitvoerende instanties. (De legitimiteit van de
uitvoerende instellingen werd voor een groot deel verklaard door evaluaties van hun
prestaties.) Het tegenovergestelde patroon werd waargenomen voor respondenten uit
hybride regimes: De legitimiteit van de uitvoerende instellingen werd voor een groot
deel verklaard door opvattingen over hoe het systeem zou moeten werken. Een ander
verschil tussen democratieén en hybride regimes was dat in hybride regimes de
legitimiteit van instituties kon worden verklaard door percepties van democratie als het
beste politieke systeem, terwijl in democratieén deze variable geen voorspellende
waarde had.

Verder onderzoek zou de tekortkomingen van het huidige onderzoek kunnen
behandelen. VVoor het specifieke doel van dit proefschrift waren de respondenten in de
vijf landen studenten, om zo de gevolgen van socialisatie in de verschillende landen te
onderzoeken. Als gevolg hiervan lenen de waargenomen resultaten zich niet voor een
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generalisatie naar hele samenlevingen. Verder onderzoek zou een grotere diversiteit
van respondenten kunnen werven, of zou respondenten uit verschillende delen van een
samenleving (elites, arbeiders, verschillende etnische groepen) kunnen vergelijken.
Zulk onderzoek zou beter in staat zijn verschillen binnen een samenleving te
onderzoeken en zou kunnen bijdragen aan het verklaren van maatschappelijke
breuklijnen en politieke polarisatie.
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