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ABSTRACT 

Political trust is crucial in a democracy. It determines the relationship between citizens and 

their government and low levels of trust can undermine the integrity of a political system. 

However, levels of trust in the British government have decreased over recent decades. While 

various explanations have been forwarded as the reasons for this decline, it has potentially 

serious consequences for political institutions and their policy outputs no matter its cause.  

To investigate if declining levels of trust in the British government have policy implications, 

I use data from the 2009 British Social Attitudes Survey to construct probit and ordered probit 

models to determine if there is an association between levels of trust in government and support 

for government redistribution. This analysis suggests that respondents who are more trustful of 

government are more likely to support redistributive policies no matter their ideological 

alignment, partisanship, economic situation or social background. I also investigate if this effect 

of political trust varies between left- and right-wing voters or between respondents who do and 

do not receive state benefits. No significant differences were found between these groups. 

The results of this study suggest that declining trust in the British government threatens its 

ability to execute a progressive policy agenda that redistributes income across society. Not only 

does decreasing political trust undermine support for the institution, and individuals, of 

government but it also limits the scope of its policy outputs. For anyone who is concerned by 

increasing inequalities and who wishes to initiate progressive programs to tackle these 

disparities, this is a worrying development. It also means that the negative effects of declining 
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political trust may be concentrated among precisely those who redistributive policies are 

designed to help: the most needy members of society.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Political trust is crucial in a democracy. Not only do citizens need to respect the state that 

implements the laws they must obey but they must also have confidence in the institutions of 

government that make and administer such legislation. However, over recent decades, research 

has shown that the amount of trust individuals have in government has dropped significantly. 

Although overall levels of trust in a range of national bodies including the police, the courts and 

the media have decreased, none has dropped as dramatically as levels of trust in the political 

institution of government. While there have been various theories suggested in an attempt to 

explain the reason behind this, falling trust has severe repercussions for the policy agenda no 

matter whether it is the product of increasingly critical citizens, a more aggressive media or 

worsening behavior of politicians.  

Trust is politically important for the successful implementation of policies and measures that 

are not immediately beneficial to all citizens on an individual level. It is easy for people to 

support policies that will benefit them directly, but to support policies that offer no direct benefit, 

trust is required. This is particularly true for welfare policies and other such legislation with 

redistributive capabilities which do not directly benefit all members of society, or not to an equal 

amount. Therefore, those who do not gain an immediate benefit from such policies must trust the 

government to implement them in the best interest of society as a whole.  

In his book “Why Trust Matters”, Marc Hetherington sets out the argument that a reduction in 

progressive policies in the United States is a product of a decline in political trust rather than an 

ideological shift against such programs. He finds that political trust is correlated with an 

individual‟s support for redistributive, but not distributive, programs. He contends that this is 

because many will not directly benefit from the former on the individual level. Therefore, the 
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amount of trust the public holds in political institutions, and those who control them, will affect 

how liberal a policy agenda is adopted. Recent decades have also seen increasing support for 

more conservative policies in the United Kingdom, which may be the result of declining trust in 

political institutions rather than an ideological shift among voters. 

However, the relationship between citizens and the state in Europe is very different from that 

found in the United States. The concept of the social contract (that confers social responsibilities 

on individuals in return for the rights and benefits they enjoy from the state) is much stronger in 

Europe than in the US. Not only did European states, including the UK, create much more robust 

welfare states over the course of the 20th century, but their political cultures tend to be much 

more favorable to higher levels of taxation and redistribution than their counterparts across the 

Atlantic. Despite enjoying similar political trends over recent decades, people in the UK are far 

less likely to subscribe to the individualistic attitude and skepticism toward government that 

permeates every aspect of American political life. 

The institutions of the British national state are much stronger than their equivalents in the 

US. In the UK, there are also stronger ideological traditions on both sides of the political 

spectrum that have, at a minimum, come to accept the existence of welfarism within a broader 

policy agenda. This is even true within the British Conservative Party, the mainstream party of 

the right, in which a paternalistic faction continues to have a strong, though dwindling, presence. 

In contrast, the Labour Party that was traditionally the party of the working class and trade 

unions moved to the center towards the end of the 20th century. Nonetheless, during the three 

terms in which it served in government from 1997 to 2010, the Labour Party introduced 

progressive and redistributive policies, including a working-families tax credit, a national 

minimum wage, and a winter fuel allowance for the elderly. But most of these policies were not 
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introduced as redistributive programs that only offered hand-outs to certain sections of society; 

instead they were crafted so as to confer obligations, as well as rights, on those receiving such 

support.  

The way in which such redistributive policies are constructed and sold to the electorate is 

important because this method of delivery helps to determine if, or to what extent, they receive 

popular support. While it is more likely that a greater number of people will support programs 

that will assist them or their families, at least at some point in their life, it is not as easy to 

support a policy that offers no direct benefit. This requires individuals to trust government to do 

the right thing for society as a whole. This may help to explain why spending on education and 

state pensions (from which most people expect to benefit) has enjoyed a more consistent level of 

support in the UK over the past 20 years than unemployment benefit, which is conferred only on 

a certain - albeit needy - section of society (British Social Attitudes Survey, 2009). 

This diverse level of support highlights an important distinction in government spending 

policies and the effect public trust may have on them. By definition, redistributive policies do not 

offer the same amount of benefit to all members of society. Richer people, those who are taxed 

more and those who receive less financial support from the state, do not benefit from welfare 

programs as much as the targeted groups. Therefore, it could be expected that such people would 

not support these policies unless they had confidence in government to design and implement 

programs that are generally beneficial for society as a whole. And as these groups are often more 

engaged in the political process, with better organized interests and lobbying groups, they are 

better equipped to impact the policy agenda.  Therefore, any drop in trust that encourages better-

off, more politically engaged citizens to become more suspicious of redistributive policies will 



4 

have a disproportionate impact on precisely the citizens whom such policies are designed to 

assist. 

This creates a further imbalance in society because a drop in trust in government may harm 

poor and minority groups more than better-off members of society. As politicians are accused of 

looking ever increasingly to public opinion polls to guide policy choices, a lack of support for 

government that manifests itself in low levels of public approval may have the short-term effect 

of encouraging governments to pursue less progressive (and more populist) policies. Perhaps 

most worryingly, it could also have the longer-term repercussions of further disenfranchising 

low-income or minority groups who would otherwise benefit from progressive programs 

designed to address inequalities across British society. 

Therefore it is not merely the organization of government, nor the policies it administers, that 

could be put at risk by the public‟s opinion of political institutions. Falling levels of political 

trust could create a vicious circle that further ostracizes minority groups who rely on government 

intervention to provide greater equality of opportunity and a basic framework of support. For 

societies that value the importance of government action to try to offset inequalities, political 

trust becomes more than a key component of democracy but also a necessary condition for the 

development of progressive policies. 

In this thesis I investigate whether Marc Hetherington‟s findings, that a fall in political trust 

has led to a less redistributive policy agenda in the US, hold for the UK. If this is the case, the 

successful passage and implementation of redistributive policies designed to aid the poorest and 

most needy members of society may be put at risk by a recent decline in trust. Although similar 

trends in political trust can be traced in the UK and the US, the two countries‟ diverse political 

cultures may impact the way in which the influence of declining trust is transferred to the realm 
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of redistributive policy-making. Using data from the British Social Attitudes Survey, I 

investigate whether an individual‟s level of support for government spending on redistributive 

programs is associated with their opinion of the trustworthiness of the British government. The 

findings of this inquiry may have significant repercussions for future policy proposals to tackle 

inequality in Britain. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

The Basis of Political Trust 

Political scientists and philosophers from J.S. Mill onwards have asserted that engaged 

citizens willing to question and challenge their government are needed in a robust democracy 

(Mill, 1859). Constructive cynicism has a role to play in democratic societies where government 

holds the trust of its citizens who in turn should have a healthy skepticism about its actions to 

check on its powers. In fact, this is a crucial part of liberal theory, a system of government which 

“emerged from the distrust of traditional political and clerical authorities” (Warren, 1999, p. 1). 

Nonetheless, trust is required for representative democracy to function efficiently. Although 

skepticism is an important constraint on government power, citizens‟ trust in government is 

required for the structures of democratic government to function effectively. 

Democratic government is a representative institution acting on behalf of all of its citizens. It 

should be responsive to their needs and concerns. Between elections, a democratic government 

has a mandate to act on behalf of its citizens but “too little [trust] may mean a government 

incapable of performing well the tasks that most people want government to do” (Nye, Zelikow 

and King, 1997, p. 276). A decline in trust could therefore lead to less effective representative 

government. This perceived drop in performance may, in itself, cause a further fall in political 

trust. At its extreme, therefore, a loss of trust is a threat to the fundamentals of democratic 

society because “dissatisfaction with particular governments might turn into dissatisfaction with 

the workings of democracy more generally” (Nevitte & Kanji, 2002, p. 387). 
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Defining Trust 

Trust, though, is not a singular concept. Many different forms of trust play an important role 

in social and public life, but all involve taking a risk. To trust, individuals or groups must have 

confidence in others to act responsibly on their behalf, in accordance with their beliefs, or in their 

individual or collective interests in the short or long term. The nature of democratic government 

means that political trust cannot be based on the experience of personal interactions between 

citizens and their representatives as most do not have sufficient (if any) personal experience with 

these officials. Compounded by the fact that “politics is marked by conflict of interests and 

identities against backgrounds of power, [so] crucial conditions of trust are absent” (Warren, 

1999, p. 346), the intricacies of trust required in the public sphere make it even more 

complicated than the trust required for purely personal or social interactions. 

Eric Uslaner‟s research into the moral basis of trust found that societies that enjoy better 

levels of economic equality tend to be more trusting (Uslaner, 2002). Ulsaner also asserted that 

people with higher levels of trust are more likely to support policies designed to bring about 

greater civil equalities due to a greater willingness to “wav[e] away the fundamental assumption 

that what is good for you must be bad for me” (Uslaner, 2002, p. 216). But he established that 

support for programs among those who do not enjoy direct benefits from them has to be based on 

strategic trust (built on a qualified assumption that others are trustworthy) rather than personal 

trust (based on the experience of individual interactions).  

Fisher, van Heerde and Tucker (2010) distinguished three separate forms of trust in the 

political realm: strategic, moral and deliberative. They contend that these different forms of trust 

are required for different political institutions (such as political parties and individual politicians) 

that fulfill diverse functions. However Marc Hooghe (2011) challenged this approach in his 
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claims that individuals do not distinguish between different types of political institutions and that 

there is therefore only one form of political trust. He believes political trust is a result of a 

country‟s political culture because it is this which determines how politicians behave. 

 

Measuring Political Trust 

 Pippa Norris (1999) found that it is very difficult for many voters to distinguish the 

performance of institutions from the performance of a particular political party and 

administration. They are unable to separate their views on the performance of the mechanisms of 

government from their opinions of the political party that controls them. In particular, Norris 

determined that people who have voted for the governing party tend to register higher levels of 

political trust. Therefore, the idea of political trust may reflect opinions as to both the political 

and structural make-up of government: the people and the institution itself. 

This is partly because, compared to other political criteria, trust in government is a relatively 

easy way for individuals to decide for whom to cast their vote. When people are unable or 

unwilling to dedicate the time to review a government‟s policies, trust can be used as a shortcut 

to decide whether or not to support a party‟s agenda and actions. Voters need more knowledge to 

assess issues such as economic spending than they do to judge whether or not they trust those 

making political decisions. In turn, high levels of trust in a government can give an 

administration greater freedom to set and work towards its own policy goals. 

Luke Keele (2006), however, asserts that political trust is more than just a manifestation of 

individuals‟ opinion of government performance. He finds that partisan loyalties affect the extent 

to which an individual trusts their government, with those supporting the party in power more 

likely to say that they have faith in its institutions and those with no partisan alignment (who are 
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therefore outside the traditional party structures) being the least trustful. However, Keele 

concedes that government performance (as measured in the US through the performance of 

President, Congress and the economy) has a larger effect on the short-term trends in confidence 

than on long-term trust in government. This confirms previous findings by Levi and Stoker 

(2000) who claimed that trust decreases in the long-term when the perception of social problems 

worsen, so it is not merely a short-term reaction to government performance. 

Thus while government performance is helpful in explaining short-term trends, the long-term 

decline in political trust in western democracies over recent decades merits further explanation. 

By studying patterns in trust in American government throughout the second half of the 20th 

century, Keele discovered that eroding social capital and declining civic engagement appear to 

be more closely associated than government performance with a long-term decrease in trust. He 

reinforced his findings with data showing that even when government performance rated highly 

(in times of economic prosperity, for example), trust in government still experienced a steady 

decline. 

 

Trust and the Policy Agenda 

Marc Hetherington (2005) investigated the substantive policy implications of falling trust in 

government. He found that reduced trust in government - which he defines as “the degree to 

which people perceive that government is producing outcomes consistent with their 

expectations” (Hetherington, 2005, p. 9) - led to fewer progressive policies, with lesser 

redistributive capabilities, being implemented in the US. Chanley, Rudolph and Rahn (2000) also 

claim that trust affects policy moods because if citizens believe that their government is fiscally 

responsible they will be more willing to support wider government action.  
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Hetherington‟s findings are in contrast to other scholars who have cited the public‟s policy 

moods (Stimson, 1999) or preferences (Bartle, Dellepiane, and Stimson, 2007) as the main 

determinant of support for government programs. But Hetherington argues that, while policies 

have become more conservative in the US in recent decades, the general public has not 

experienced such an ideological transformation. Hetherington found that conservatism in the US 

had not increased but that distrust among the electorate had. He claimed that this, rather than any 

widespread ideological shift, had led to a less progressive policy agenda. In fact, Hetherington 

argues that changes in levels of political trust actually lead to changes in policy moods, with an 

increase in trust causing this to move leftwards and a drop in trust leading to a shift to the right. 

Hetherington distinguished between distributive and redistributive policies when investigating 

the effect of political trust. He found that support for government intervention only drops in areas 

where an individual would not benefit directly, so trust is more important for redistributive 

programs. However, Hetherington also asserted that support for redistributive policies depends 

on an individual‟s perception of the benefiting group as well as its area of spending: trust is less 

important if the recipient group is larger, better thought of, or considered to be industrious or 

more deserving. These findings were also supported by research in Australia, Bulgaria, the 

Netherlands, Finland and Poland where Breznau (2010) established that support for different 

programs often depends on how vulnerable a benefitting group is perceived to be. 

Svallfors (2002) found that while political trust does not affect an individual‟s perception of 

the welfare state as an institution, it does affect the way in which he or she regards the sacrifices 

required for it and the services it delivers. His research suggests that the most trusting members 

of society are less likely to oppose higher taxation, to suspect the welfare system is being abused, 

or to doubt the ability of government to deliver these programs. Therefore trust would matter 
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more for the organization of welfare policies themselves rather than opinions as to whether or 

not the government should act at all in this area. 

But trust is not required if an individual directly benefits from a policy or is committed to its 

ideological aims. Sacrifice therefore becomes the switch that activates the need for political trust 

to support a government policy. This applies to both ideological and material sacrifices (Rudolph 

& Evans, 2005), and will mean that trust should increase the support for a policy among those 

who traditionally oppose it. Rudolph (2009) found that this is the case for supporting tax cuts 

among liberals but that trust should have a much bigger impact on conservatives who 

traditionally oppose government intervention (Rudolph & Evans, 2005). This means that without 

trust (and the public support that is associated with it), governments may be forced to pursue 

more moderate policies because the cost will outweigh the perceived benefit for those without an 

ideological or material interest in these policies. 

This is the case for both perceived and real costs (Hetherington, 2005), as people‟s opinions 

of government are influenced by perceptions as well as performance (Nye, Zelikow and King, 

1997). The impact of trust is therefore made more significant by the media: people‟s attitudes 

toward government are influenced by the part of government on which the public debate focuses. 

As governments are involved in a wide range of activity, how issues and policies are framed, as 

well as managed, is also important (Hetherington & Husser, 2011).  

Falling trust, therefore, may also have the indirect effect of encouraging politicians (if they 

look to public opinion to bolster their cause and re-election) to engage in less ambitious rhetoric 

and policy support. This causes many to be cautious of promoting redistributive policies. 

Minority and disenfranchised groups are most at risk from this meaning that they are more likely 

to suffer most from a decline in political trust. But as Nye, Zelikow and King (1997) established, 
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a drop in trust that causes a reduction in government action may actually benefit certain groups; 

opponents of an extensive welfare state will benefit if declining trust leads to less government 

intervention. Therefore, for a society to protect and represent its most disadvantaged members 

“political trust cannot be in short supply. Otherwise, the haves will be unwilling to make the 

sacrifices necessary to aid the have-nots” (Hetherington, 2005, p. 7). 

 

Declining Trust 

Decreasing levels of trust in western societies have been attributed to a number of different 

phenomena, including declining social capital (Putnam, 2000), a rise in postmaterialistic values 

(Inglehart, 1997) and more ambitious expectations for government (Nye, Zelikow and King, 

1997). Numerous researchers have attempted to investigate the cause of this trend but have failed 

to agree on a singular reason that has caused trust in government to drop in western democracies 

throughout the second half of the 20th century.  

In the United Kingdom, Paul Stoneman (2008) has examined the political, economic and 

social context in which political trust has declined. Stoneman builds on existing research into the 

nature of political trust to address the wider societal context that has seen political trust and 

participation decline. He finds that trust in government had fallen more steeply than trust in other 

public institutions, despite the importance of competent and responsive public officials to a 

healthy democracy. His work suggests that policy satisfaction appears to be the main factor in 

determining an individual‟s level of political trust, and that political parties advocating more 

centrist policy agendas may be associated with the recent decline. But Stoneman also suggests 

that the extent to which someone trusts government is also impacted by their interest in politics 

and identification with a political party. 
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The 24th Report of the British Social Attitudes Survey (documenting the results of the survey 

in 2006) found a continuing trend in decreasing support for welfarism in the UK. The percentage 

of respondents who agreed with the statement that the “Government should spend more on 

welfare benefits” dropped from 55% in 1987 to 35% in 2006 (Park, Curtice, Thomson, Phillips, 

Clery, and Butt, 2008, p. 209). From these figures, the report‟s authors conclude that “people 

have become less supportive of benefits for the poor, less sympathetic to welfare recipients and 

more critical of welfare dependency” (Park et al., 2008, p. 209). 

Therefore, while scholars and researchers do not agree on the underlying reason for a decline 

in political trust across western democracies over recent decades, such a trend has been 

established in many countries, including the UK. The fact that so much research has been 

devoted to this concept highlights how important trust is considered to be for maintaining the 

legitimacy of political systems and democracy as a whole. But less attention has been given to 

the social consequences of a drop in political trust and who may suffer most from this decline, 

especially in the UK. Hetherington‟s work determining that a decline in trust in government 

institutions has had an impact on support for redistributive policies suggests that the most needy 

members of society suffer most from a drop in political trust in the US. If this is also the case in 

the UK, this may have profound effects not only for those who would gain directly from such 

redistributive benefits but for wider attitudes and beliefs across society as a whole. 

No matter the source or reason behind falling political trust, Hetherington‟s findings pose 

serious questions for other democracies experiencing a decline in trust. If this decline reduces the 

support for redistributive policies among the better-off then a drop in trust will have a 

disproportionate impact on the citizens that redistributive policies are designed to assist. This 

should be of serious concern to policy-makers attempting to create a more fair and equal society. 
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This paper aims to build on Hetherington‟s findings to investigate whether a link exists between 

declining trust in government and decreasing redistribution in the UK, a country with similar 

trends in political trust as the US but with a much prouder welfare tradition. 
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DATA 

In this study, I use data collected in the 2009 British Social Attitudes (BSA) Survey, an 

annual survey conducted by the UK‟s National Centre for Social Research. Since it was first 

administered in 1983, one of its main purposes has been to track changes in opinions and beliefs 

across the British population. The data it has collected from adults across the country offer the 

opportunity for both time series and cross-sectional analysis of a wide variety of issues, 

including political trust and support for redistribution.  

Fieldwork for the 2009 survey was carried out between June and September 2009. During this 

period, a multi-stage stratified random sample of 6,780 addresses was selected (based on the 

British Postcode Address File). If multiple people over 18 lived at any of these addresses, one 

individual was selected at random. From this sample, 3,421 productive interviews were carried 

out. As this means people in small households have a higher probability of being selected, data in 

the BSA are subject to selection weighting. Weighting is also included to control for non-

response bias, and calibration weighting is available to ensure that the data reflect regional 

demographic factors (British Social Attitudes Survey, 2009). Throughout my study, the sample 

weights provided and recommended by the BSA are used to rectify any biases in data collection. 

The survey is made up of two parts: a core section, made up of questions asked most if not 

every year that focus on major political and economic issues, and a module devoted to questions 

that focus on a specific topic area. These supplementary questions are asked at different intervals 

depending on the nature of the issues involved. The BSA collects information almost every year 

on levels of trust in government and support for government policy to redistribute income as well 

as answers to socio-economic and demographic questions. 
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I use the information collected in the 2009 round of the BSA to test whether or not individuals‟ 

trust in government affects their support for redistributive policies. This constitutes the most 

recent and relevant data available on these issues. Three versions of the survey were 

administered in 2009 so as to cover a wider range of subjects. All respondents were asked the 

same core questions but were then randomly assigned to any one or more of the 3 supplementary 

sections, which limits the sample size available for this analysis. Nonetheless, the individual 

level data collected in this survey can be used to test my null and alternate hypotheses: 

Ho: An individual‟s level of trust in government does not affect their support for 

redistributive policies in the UK 

Ha: An individual‟s level of trust in government does affect their support for 

redistributive policies in the UK 

The BSA 2009 asked respondents if they agreed that the government should redistribute 

income. Their responses were measured on a five point scale from strongly disagree (-2) to 

strongly agree (+2) with such policies. As this means that my dependent variable is ordinal, I 

construct ordered probit models to test my null and alternate hypotheses and investigate any link 

between public trust in government and support for redistributive policies. The probit model 

calculates maximum likelihood estimates as probabilities of individuals falling within each 

category of the dependent variable, given the factors encompassed in their independent variables. 

The BSA also asked respondents “How much do you trust British governments of any party to 

place the needs of the nation above the interests of their own political party?” Responses are 

measured on a four point scale from 1 (“Almost never”) to 4 (“Just about always”). Since 1986, 

the data recorded by the BSA show a constant decline in the number of respondents who say 

they trust government almost all of the time, though this was never a large proportion of any 
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year‟s sample. Those who said they trust government some of the time has also seen an 

aggregate decline, albeit with many variations along the way. Perhaps most significantly, 

however, there has been a noticeable increase in the number of people who have said that they 

hardly every trust government, rising from less than 12% in 1986 to over 40% 23 years later: 

 

 

Table 1 below shows that the mean response to this question as to how often someone trusted 

government in 2009 was 1.81. This suggests that the average respondent trusts the government 

even less than “Only some of the time” (response category 2).  This thesis investigates what 

impact this low level of trust in government has on support for unemployment benefits, 

controlling for a range of demographic and socio-economic factors. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Independent and Dependent Variables in Sample 

Variable Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

Support for Government to Redistribute Income 0.06 0.05 -2 2 

Trust in Government 1.81 0.03 1 4 

Self-Positioning on Left-Right Scale 2.55 0.03 1 5 

Supports the Labour Party 0.28 0.01 0 1 

Supports the Conservative Party 0.31 0.01 0 1 

Supports the Liberal Democratic Party 0.11 0.01 0 1 

Supports Other Party 0.10 0.01 0 1 

Interest in Politics 2.10 0.05 0 4 

Household Income Classification 3.14 0.05 1 5 

Age 46.91 0.74 17 95 

Proportion White 0.92 0.01 0 1 

Proportion Black 0.04 0.01 0 1 

Proportion Asian 0.03 0.01 0 1 

Proportion Other Race 0.01 0.00 0 1 

Proportion Male 0.49 0.02 0 1 

Education Level 2.49 0.08 0 6 

Receive Means Tested Benefit 0.51 0.01 0 1 

 

Individuals‟ support for government redistribution of income can be further broken down to 

determine if this varies across specific sub-groups within the survey sample. These sub-groups 

are divided both along naturally established lines (such as demographic groupings, according to 

age, race and gender) and self-determined factions (such as partisanship) because both may 

impact an individual‟s support for government redistribution of income. However, response 

disparities may reflect other differences between the groups and group membership cannot be 

used to infer causal relationships. 

Although only a minority of the sample (38.2%) identify themselves as having a partisan 

allegiance to any political party, it is likely that such a commitment would impact an individual‟s 

support for a government‟s policies to redistribute wealth. This is not only because of the shared 

ideological values that party allegiance is expected to entail, but also because supporters of the 

government party (the Labour Party at this time) are likely to show approval for its actions on a 

tribal as well as ideological level. As Table 2 below shows, respondents who identified 
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themselves as partisan supporters of the Labour Party were by far the most likely to show more 

support for government redistribution: 

Table 2: Support for Redistributive Policies by Political Party Support  

 Mean Std. Dv. Max Min 

Labour Partisan 0.4527 0.0574 -2 2 

Conservative Partisan -0.5907 0.0521 -2 2 

Other Party Partisan 0.2432 0.0704 -2 2 

Not a Party Partisan 0.0713 0.0288 -2 2 

 

Testing the mean level of support for redistributive policies between each group and all other 

respondents in the sample (through 3 individual Wald Tests) as well as the four groups 

collectively in a test of joint significance shows that these differences are statistically significant 

at all conventional levels (the P value for all tests is less than 0.01). 

However, while these differences are statistically significant along partisan lines, the varied 

levels of support for redistribution of income between those with diverse levels of interest in 

politics is not found to be statistically different from zero (P=0.2537). In fact, there is no general 

tendency for either those who are more or less interested in politics to show greater support for 

redistributive policies. However, as Table 3 shows, those who say that they are not at all 

interested in politics are over a third of a scale point more likely to support redistributive 

legislation than those who classify themselves as being very interested in politics: 

Table 3: Support for Redistributive Policies by Level of Interest in Politics 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

None at All 0.3255 0.1349 -2 2 

Not Very Much 0.0309 0.0859 -2 2 

Some -0.0532 0.0632 -2 2 

Quite a Lot 0.1616 0.0872 -2 2 

A Great Deal -0.0241 0.1451 -2 2 

 

Hetherington suggested, however, that not only ideological concerns but also economic 

concerns would affect an individual‟s level of support for redistributive policies. This is because 
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those who benefit more from these programs should recognize the benefit they offer, while 

others will have to make a larger sacrifice. This would therefore suggest that those with a higher 

income should be less likely to support redistribution due to their own economic interest. 

Comparing the average support for redistribution among respondents who report their household 

income as being above the median level and those who report a figure below the median shows a 

statistically significant difference of almost 0.4 points (as shown in Table 4 below). It is 

particularly worth noting that those whose income is below the median level are more likely to 

support an increase in redistributive spending (as their mean value is above zero) while those 

with an income in the top two quartiles are more likely to support a decrease: 

Table 4: Support for Redistributive Policies by Household Income 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

Below Median Income 0.2437 0.0304 -2 2 

Above Median Income -0.1499 0.0338 -2 2 

 

Nonetheless, income level is not the only determinant of whether an individual or family will 

receive a government benefit or tax credit in the UK. These programs, ranging from income 

support and job seekers allowance to disability allowance and state pensions, involve different 

degrees of redistribution but offer transfers of money or tax exemption to various groups. As 

would seem logical, Table 5 shows that respondents who received any of these benefits were 

more likely to support government‟s redistribution of income in this survey when no other 

factors are taken into account. With a P value of 0.0154 this difference is significant at the 95% 

alpha level: 

Table 5: Support for Redistributive Policies by Receipt of State Benefits 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

No Benefit -0.0253 0.0379 -2 2 

Self or Spouse Receives Benefit 0.0866 0.0263 -2 2 
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While social class in the UK is partly economic, it also has a strong social element with some 

individuals identifying with a particular group no matter their income level. Although 

Hetherington does not control for this in his study of the impact of political trust in the US, class 

may be a more strongly determining factor in the UK. The British Social Attitudes Survey 

estimates a respondent‟s social class based on their current or last job, and suggests these should 

be collapsed into four groups with those who have never had a job remaining a separate category. 

Table 6 below indicates that respondents belonging to lower social classes are more likely to 

support higher levels of redistribution than those in non-manual and professional occupations. 

Those who are in unskilled or partly skilled employment are the most likely to support an 

increase in these policies and the differences between these groups are highly jointly significant 

(P<0.0001):  

Table 6: Support for Redistributive Policies by Estimated Social Class 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

Professional, Managerial & Technical -0.0763 0.0352 -2 2 

Skilled Occupations (Non-Manual) -0.0231 0.0468 -2 2 

Skilled Occupations (Manual) 0.1295 0.0506 -2 2 

Unskilled or Partly Skilled 0.2828 0.0486 -2 2 

Never Had  a Job 0.0471 0.1664 -2 2 

 

Table 7 indicates that there are also statistically significant differences between respondents 

with different levels of education (P<0.0001). Respondents with no formal education appear to 

be more likely to support more redistribution. However, it should be noted that this analysis does 

not control for any other factors and this may not be a product of their education level because 

these respondents may also be more likely to be on lower wages or receive benefits themselves. 

Table 7: Support for Redistributive Policies by Highest Education Qualification 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

No Formal Qualification 0.2455 0.0471 -2 2 

Secondary Education Qualification 0.0726 0.0429 -2 2 

Further Education Qualification -0.0750 0.0415 -2 2 

University Degree -0.0159 0.0525 -2 2 
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Support for redistributive policies may also vary by age, race and gender.  But there is no 

clear trend in the level of support for redistribution depending on the age of a respondent (as 

broken down by quartiles of the distribution) and the differences between the groups, as shown 

in Table 8 below, are not statistically significant at any conventional levels. 

Table 8: Support for Redistributive Policies by Age 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

18 to 36 Years Old -0.0147 0.0452 -2 2 

37 to 49 Years Old 0.0718 0.0411 -2 2 

50 to 63 Years Old 0.0532 0.0422 -2 2 

Over 64 Years Old 0.0823 0.0435 -2 2 

 

However there are statistically significant differences along both gender and race lines. Male 

respondents in the sample have a higher average support for redistributive policies than female 

respondents and this difference, though small, is statistically significant at the 1% level. 

Although the gap between these two groups is only 0.12 points and therefore appears not to be 

substantively significant, this difference straddles the mid-point of the range suggesting that men 

are marginally more likely to support an increase and women very slightly tending to support a 

decrease in government redistribution, as shown in Table 9: 

Table 9: Support for Redistributive Policies by Gender 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

Female -0.0137 0.0286 -2 2 

Male 0.1015 0.0332 -2 2 

 

Differences between white and non-white respondents are slightly larger in magnitude but 

marginally less statistically significant. The sample is not broken down further by race because 

of the small proportion of ethnic minorities included with 92% of all respondents identifying as 

white. Although the mean value for both groups is positive, respondents from racial minorities 
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were statistically significantly more likely to be in favor of government redistribution (P=0.0453). 

However, the difference between these means is only 0.1608 points: 

Table 10: Support for Redistributive Policies by Race 

 Mean Std. Dv. Min Max 

White 0.0300 0.0228 -2 2 

Other Race 0.1909 0.0771 -2 2 

 

These findings show that there are significant differences in support for unemployment 

spending across socio-demographic sub-sections of the survey‟s sample. In particular, those who 

may believe that they are more likely to benefit directly from such spending either now or in the 

future, such as low income groups and respondents with fewer educational qualifications, appear 

to be notably more supportive of funding in this area. This is perhaps not surprising. However 

more general demographic variables (such as age and gender) appear to have a less significant 

effect with little variation in their mean values of support. 

While these statistics reveal certain tendencies, they do not necessarily reflect the direct effect 

of these variables. Furthermore, they do not explain the reasons behind them. Therefore further 

work is required to determine whether the question of trust in government may impact an 

individual‟s support for government spending on redistributive spending in the UK across all 

demographic and socio-economic groups. 
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METHODOLOGY AND MODELS 

Building on the work carried out by Marc Hetherington in the US, I use an ordered probit 

model to test the hypothesis that lower levels of trust in government are associated with lower 

levels of support for redistributive policies in the UK. Hetherington used an Ordinary Least 

Squares Model (OLS) but this analysis is not suitable in cases such as this where the dependent 

variable is measured on an ordinal scale. Ordered probit, however, allows the use of a dependent 

variable made up of ranked categories (in this case, a 5 point scale from -2 to + 2 which reflect 

levels of support for redistribution).  

As well as level of trust in government, there are of course a number of other issues that may 

account for an individual‟s support for redistributive spending. These factors, ranging from 

ideological commitments to economic interests, need to be accounted for in the model to ensure 

that the measured impact of political trust does not encompass, and therefore is not biased by, 

these effects. Although I initially derive my base model from Hetherington‟s work in the US, it is 

likely that other factors impact support for redistribution in the UK where there are different 

social and political pressures. I therefore build on Hetherington‟s original model to create a 

specification better suited to the attitudes of British respondents. 

When comparing the sensitivity and specification of different models, I review the impact of 

adding extra variables on the magnitude and statistical significance of the coefficient on my trust 

in government variable. In an ordered probit model, these effects can offer better guidance as to 

what factors should or should not be included. Pseudo-R
2
 values that are constructed for probit 

models are not the same scientific measures of goodness of fit as the R
2
 generated in an OLS 

regression. The sensitivity of coefficient estimates is therefore a better indicator of the 
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completeness of a model as changes in the size or significance of a coefficient estimate suggest 

that there is an omitted variable bias in the original model. 

Because my study builds on Hetherington‟s research, I initially look to his work as a guide to 

determine which independent variables should be included in my model. His investigations into 

the association between trust and government spending suggest that ideological and political 

controls, economic views and interests, plus socio-demographic characteristics should be 

included in my model, as well as the independent variable of interest measuring a respondent‟s 

level of trust in government. When looking at support for programs that do not confer universal 

benefits on the whole population, he also includes a variable indicating if a respondent is a 

member of the beneficiary group. His model is specified as: 

ɸ(Support for Widely Distributed Benefit Programs) = Intercept + Political Trust + 

Partisanship + Conservatism + Economic Evaluation + Age + Race + Gender + 

Education + Income + Member of Beneficiary Group + υ 

However, these variables are not only specific to the data set with which he worked but also 

to an American political context and must therefore be amended to reflect the British data 

contained in the BSA 2009. In particular, my base model utilizes different measures for political 

identification but I attempt to replicate the factors included in Hetherington‟s model as closely as 

possible through first model (see Appendix A) which is specified as: 

ɸ(Support for Government Redistribution of Income) = Trust in Government + Self-

Placement on Left-Right Scale + Partisanship + Perceived Change in Poverty Levels + 

Age + Race + Gender + Education + Income + Receive Government Benefit + υ 
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Key Variable: Measurement of Trust in Government 

The key independent variable in my models – a respondent‟s level of trust in government – is 

measured in the British Social Attitudes survey on a four point scale, as detailed above. Although 

Hetherington utilizes an ordinal measurement of trust, I do not believe it is appropriate to assume 

that the categories cover equal distances across this scale. This is especially true as a 

respondent‟s answer to this question is entirely subjective and depends on their own 

interpretation of this scale. Therefore, my model includes dummy variables for all but the 

baseline category for the lowest level of trust in government (“almost never trust government”) 

which are equal to one for those respondents who say they either “hardly ever trust”, “sometimes 

trust” or “almost always trust” government.  

 

Controlling for Political Identification 

Political identification is reflected in two dimensions in the model. First, ideological 

commitment is captured in a self-identified variable on a spectrum that runs from 1 (the furthest 

point to the left) to 5 (the most right-wing value). Respondents who place themselves further to 

the left, or at the lower end of this scale, would be expected to be more supportive of government 

redistribution. In the basic ideological models in Appendix F and the investigations into the 

effect of trust in the models in Appendix A, the effect of ideological alignment is both highly 

statistically and substantively significant in the expected direction. 

The variable included in the BSA to measure an individual‟s left-right self-place is measured 

in continuous form. It is a sliding scale and is not broken down into categories that clearly define 

any groups of belief. Furthermore, it is a subjective measure of an individual‟s own interpretation 

of their values and the meaning of “left” and “right” in a political context. As it is not a scientific 
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measurement, there is no assurance that one person‟s numerical value is equivalent to another‟s 

identical figure. 

In an attempt to counter the effect of such subjectivity, I created two indicator variables that 

reflected whether or not an individual fell at either extreme of this range. The left-wing dummy 

variable indicated whether a respondent placed him or herself at 2.5 or below. The right-wing 

dummy variable indicated those who rated their ideological views at 3.5 or higher. The baseline 

category therefore includes those respondents who placed themselves within the mid-range of 

this scale (between 2.5 and 3.5 numerically). These respondents can be assumed to be the 

moderates of the sample. 

However, using these dummy variables rather than the left-right scale drastically affects the 

explanatory power of the model. The pseudo-R
2
 decreases dramatically, suggesting that this 

model explains over a third less of the variation than the model including the continuous variable 

(17.94% compared to 27.54%). Therefore, I retain the continuous measurement of ideological 

self-placement in my model. 

However, political allegiance is not merely an ideological commitment. Many studies have 

shown that voter choice is not only a manifestation of a coherent set of values or beliefs, but also 

a social and tribal identification. Therefore, further variables are required to reflect an 

individual‟s partisan allegiance. In my model, such political party identification is reflected in 

three dummy variables that indicate whether a respondent considers themselves a partisan 

supporter of the Labour Party, the Conservatives or any other political party. This is the strongest 

of three categories of support to measure political allegiance in the BSA. However, it should be 

noted that the nature of political party identification in the UK is very different to that in the US 

where party registration tends to be easier to quantify. Therefore, in my model this is measured 
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more subjectively as a question of loyalty rather than a formal record that may encompass a 

sharing of both political values and social belonging.  

It would be expected that support for the Labour Party (the main party of the center left) 

would be associated with increased support for redistributive policies with the opposite true for 

Conservative partisans. This is both the case in the ideological models used as a baseline to 

predict support for redistributive policies in Appendix F and the full models of interest that 

include the trust variables in Appendix A. 

 

Controlling for Economic Perceptions 

Hetherington also found that an individual‟s view as to the performance of the economy 

impacts their support for redistribution, and therefore must be controlled for in any model. 

However, there are conflicting views about how individual‟s views of the economy will affect 

their support for redistributive programs. Some argue that people will support more 

redistribution when economic performance improves and society as a whole enjoys greater levels 

of wealth. Others suggest an economic downturn will lead to heightened concern for the neediest 

members of society and therefore greater support for redistribution.  

No matter the direction of this effect, Hetherington suggests that wider economic perceptions 

should be controlled for when investigating the effect of political trust on support for government 

redistribution. Therefore my model includes an ordinal variable that measures whether a 

respondent believes poverty has increased, not changed or declined in the UK over the previous 

10 years. This retrospective measurement is used as a way to evaluate people‟s perceptions of the 

general economic situation in the UK. 
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Controlling for Socio-Demographic Characteristics 

To ensure that I was not overlooking potential socio-demographic effects, I include control 

variables indicating the quartile of distribution for the respondent‟s age, an indicator variable that 

is equal to 1 if the respondent considers themselves to be white and 0 if they regard themself to 

be a member of an ethnic minority group and a final dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the 

respondent is male and 0 if female.  

Although none of these variables appears to be individually significant in any composite 

model including measurements of trust in government, adding them into the model increases the 

magnitude of the coefficients on these trust variables and makes them slightly more statistically 

significant. This suggests that omitting such demographic controls from the model biases our key 

coefficients and underestimates their effect and so they are therefore retained in the model. The 

models in Appendix D to predict support for redistributive policies using demographic variables 

alone have low explanatory power (their pseudo-R
2
 values are all below 0.01), but men and 

ethnic minorities appear to be statistically more likely to support redistribution according to these 

models. This supports the findings of the descriptive statistics for this data. 

 

Controlling for Education 

As reflected in many models investigating political attitudes, education may also have 

independent effects for which I must control. Although the BSA collects information on a 

respondent‟s highest level of education on a 5 point scale (from no qualification to holding a 

post-graduate degree), I experimented with collapsing this variable to create more meaningful 

cut-off points along the scale. I first added indicator variables to show the highest educational 

qualification obtained by a respondent, grouped into three categories: General Certificate of 
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Secondary Education (as obtained on leaving compulsory education at age 16), A level or other 

further education qualifications (usually obtained at age 18) or one or more university degrees. 

The baseline category is no formal education qualification. 

When these education variables are added to the model, the magnitude of the coefficients on 

the trust in government indicator variables decreases. These variables also become less 

statistically significant, though they remain individually significant at all conventional levels. 

However, the same effect can be obtained by including a single dummy variable to show if an 

individual has a university degree or not. This more parsimonious model is a more efficient way 

of controlling for educational levels as it includes fewer independent variables. This is especially 

true because variables such as level of education may display multi-collinearity. I therefore 

control for an individual‟s education in my model using a single indicator variable to show if a 

respondent has graduated from university. Otherwise the coefficients on the trust in government 

variables will be upwardly biased and over-estimated. 

 

Controlling for Economic Self-Interest 

Economic factors that influence an individual‟s support for redistribution must also be taken 

into account when investigating the factors that affect an individual‟s support for redistributive 

policies. I therefore include a dummy variable to show if a respondent has a material interest in 

such government initiatives. This indicator variable is equal to 1 if the respondent or their spouse 

receives government benefits and 0 if they do not. If a respondent‟s family receives a 

government benefit, it would be logical for them to be more supportive of redistributive 

programs no matter their level of trust in government because they gain from these programs 

directly.  
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However, there is further economic variation that also must be taken into account and the 

model should also control for a respondent‟s household income. Although I originally tested the 

impact of including a variable that indicated into which quartile of the income range a 

respondent‟s household falls, this added no greater explanatory power than a single indicator 

variable to display if this was above or below the median income level. I therefore include this 

single dummy variable to show if the household income was above or below this national 

average with Hetherington suggesting that those on higher incomes should support redistributive 

programs less than those with lower incomes.  

 As Appendix E shows, any significance attributed to the “Get Benefit” variable in a basic 

economic model (without controlling for trust or political beliefs) is lost when an indicator 

variable reflecting household income is added. While respondents who receive government 

benefits are statistically more likely to support redistribution in a bivariate model, when other 

financial considerations are included this effect is not statistically different from zero. This 

pattern continues through all models, including those testing trust as our variable of interest as in 

Appendix A. This suggests that the “Receive Benefit” dummy will be biased if the “Household 

Income” dummy is not included in these models. 

 

Additional Variables: Controlling for Political Interest 

Although Hetherington‟s original investigations are the template for my work, I also include a 

number of additional variables in my model to lessen the risk of omitted variable bias. From 

Thomas Rudolph‟s research into the links between political trust and support for tax cuts, I 

included a variable reflecting an individual‟s interest in politics in my second model (Appendix 

A). Rudolph suggests that any investigation of political trust and policy preferences should 
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control for an individual‟s level of political knowledge. However, the 2009 BSA includes no 

question to test this. I therefore use the closest available BSA data that measures a respondent‟s 

self-declared interest in politics as the best proxy available. This variable is included in my 

model as an ordinal variable measured from 0 (no interest in politics) to 4 (very interested). 

 

Controlling for Social Class 

In addition, Hetherington‟s original framework needs to be adapted to reflect a number of 

British-specific factors. In particular, the historical and cultural importance of social class in the 

UK suggests that this may be correlated with both an individual‟s support for redistribution and 

their trust in government. If this is the case, not controlling for social class will bias our estimates 

of the effect of political trust. Although the 2009 British Social Attitudes Survey only measures 

socio-economic classification based on type of current or latest employment rather than a 

perceived class identity, this can be used as a proxy for these wider societal factors.  

The BSA uses the Registrar General‟s Social Class categories to group respondents according 

to recognized class groups. In the survey itself, individuals are asked if their current or last job 

falls into one of six categories: un-skilled, partly skilled, skilled (manual), skilled (non-manual), 

managerial/technical and professional occupations. I collapsed these groups into four wider 

categories, each of which I include as its own a dummy variable in Model 3 (Appendix A). The 

base category is therefore the relatively few respondents who have never had a job with 

respondents in higher class groups expected to be less supportive of redistribution. 
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Controlling for Perceptions of Economic Inequality 

Perceptions of the economy may affect an individual‟s level of support for redistribution not 

only through their opinions of the success of the economy, but also how any gains are distributed 

through society. Even someone who believes that economic performance has improved over the 

past 10 years may believe that the distribution of wealth across society is unfair and that growth 

may not prevent poverty among certain groups. Respondents who believe that wealth is shared 

unfairly may therefore be more likely to support the redistribution of these funds. 

The best available data on perceptions of inequality in the 2009 BSA captures whether or not 

a respondent believes that economic inequalities cause child poverty in the UK. The survey asks 

respondents why they think child poverty exists in British society. In an attempt to control for 

perceived consequences of economic inequality and how damaging it may be, Model 4 

(Appendix A) includes a dummy variable that is equal to 1 for all respondents who indicated that 

they thought economic equalities were a contributive factor to this. 

   

Testing for Specification Issues 

To assess the overall specification of this model, I conduct a link test to determine if all 

variables in Model 4 are included in the correct function form. If this is not the case, the 

coefficients estimated by the model may be unstable and the t-statistic incorrectly estimated. A 

link test uses the model‟s predicted values and their squared values of these to determine whether 

the squared predicted values would add to the explanatory power of the model. The link test on 

my model shows that the squared predicted value is in fact a statistically significant predictor of 

the model, with a P value of 0.001. This suggests that there is a specification error in the model 

which needs to be addressed. 
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I therefore add a term to reflect the squared value of the respondent‟s self-placement on the 

left-right scale to Model 5 (see Appendix A). This suggests that this variable has a non-linear 

effect, which would be a logical assumption to make if we believe that the differences between 

respondents at the end of the ideological spectrum are of a different magnitude to those between 

moderate voters. Once this squared term is added, a link test shows that the squared predicted 

values are no longer statistically significant (P= 0.224). This is therefore a more appropriate 

functional form for this variable and is included in the final version of my model. 

My final ordered probit model tested is therefore: 

ɸ(Support for Government Redistribution of Income) = Trust in Government + 

Partisanship + Self-Placement on Left-Right Scale + (Self-Placement on Left-Right 

Scale)
2
 + Interest in Politics + Perceived Change in Poverty Levels + Believe Inequality 

Causes Child Poverty + Age + Race + Gender + Education + Income + Social Class + 

Receive Government Benefit + υ 

To ensure that my model is not subject to serious issues of multi-collinearity (which would 

increase standard errors and therefore reduce the efficiency of the model), I also check the 

correlation between my independent variables by plotting a correlation matrix. As the table in 

Appendix B shows, no pairs of independent variables have a correlation coefficient above 0.3809, 

the level of correlation between social class and holding a university degree. This suggests that 

there are no serious issues of multi-collinearity. 
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RESULTS 

Ultimately the most useful – and user-friendly – product of a probit model is the predicted 

probabilities it produces. It is this method I use, therefore, to compare the likelihood of an 

individual falling into each of my five categories reflecting support for distribution depending on 

level of trust in government, holding all other factors constant. The ordered probit model can be 

used to generate predicted probabilities for each respondent in the model and the average of 

these values taken to assess overall tendencies.  

According to each individual‟s level of trust in government and the political, economic and 

socio-demographic controls outlined above, I predict the likelihood that each will strongly 

disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree and strongly agree with the assertion that 

“Government should redistribute income”.  I compare the means of these predictions (based on 

individuals‟ characteristics) with the weighted means from the sample in Table 11 below. This 

shows that these baseline predictions are very similar to the mean values from the sample, further 

affirming the predictive ability of the model: 

Table 11: Predicted Probabilities and Means of Support for Redistribution from the Ordered Probit Model 

 Government Should Redistribute Income 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

Baseline Prediction 0.0841 0.2810 0.2364 0.2877 0.1108 1.0000 

Sample Mean 0.0882 0.2698 0.2407 0.2919 0.1095 1.0000 

Difference 0.0041 -0.0112 0.0043 0.0042 -0.0013 0.0000 

 

To determine the effect that a change in the level of trust in government has on support for 

redistribution, I use the estimated model to predict the probabilities of an individual‟s support for 

the government to redistribute income at determined levels of trust in government. I artificially 

set the level of trust at each of the four categories in turn for all observations and use my final 
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ordered probit model (Model 5, see Appendix A) to generate the mean prediction for each 

category of support for redistribution: 

Table 12: Predicted Probabilities of Support for Redistribution at Determined Levels of Trust in 

Government from the Ordered Probit Model 

 Government Should Redistribute Income 

How often Trust Government 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

Agree Total 

"Almost never" 0.1081 0.2921 0.2401 0.2668 0.0930 1.0000 

 "Only some of the time" 0.0845 0.2661 0.2412 0.2941 0.1141 1.0000 

"Most of the time" 0.0629 0.2353 0.2378 0.3225 0.1416 1.0000 

"Just about always" 0.0444 0.2010 0.2288 0.3494 0.1764 1.0000 

Maximum Value - Minimum 

Value -0.0636 -0.0911 -0.0113 0.0826 0.0834 0.0000 

 

From this, we can see that on average, holding all other factors constant, a change in how 

often an individual trusts government from the lowest to the highest category (from “almost 

never” to “just about always”) is associated with a substantial change in predicted probabilities 

of support for redistributive policies. Indeed, the average likelihood of strongly disagreeing with 

government redistribution is 6.36 percentage points less if we expect everyone to trust 

government “just about always” rather than “almost never”. 

As Chart 2 shows, these patterns continue throughout my data. At the opposite extreme, if we 

assume all respondents “just about always” trust government, they are predicted to be over 8 

percentage points more likely to strongly favor redistribution than if they “almost never” trusted 

government. Given that this almost doubles the predicted probability of strongly agreeing with 

redistributive policies, this is a significant and substantial increase. This shows that holding all 

else equal, level of trust in government impacts an individual‟s level of support for government 

redistribution across the spectrum: 
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However, level of trust in government is not the only factor that has a substantial effect on an 

individual‟s support for redistributive policies. In particular, it should be noted that an 

individual‟s ideological placement has a significant effect of even larger magnitude than the 

dummy variables for trust. This suggests that ideological commitment plays a large part in 

determining a respondent‟s policy preference, but this does not prevent the trust variables having 

a substantively and statistically significant effect. 

Furthermore, the only other independent variable that remains consistently statistically 

throughout the models is the dummy indicating whether a respondent believes that inequality 

causes child poverty (p<0.01). None of the socio-demographic controls is ever significant at any 

conventional level, apart from the indicator variable for if a respondent has a university degree 

though this also becomes less significant when class categories are added to the model. In 

addition, the effect of material benefit is also found to be insignificant through both the dummies 
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used to indicate if a respondent receives a government benefit and if their household income is 

above the median level.  

 

The Dichotomous Probit Model 

Ultimately, the main concern for policy makers is if and how holding different levels of trust 

in government will affect if they support or oppose redistributive policies. I therefore collapse 

the initial dependent variable (support for redistribution on a 5 point scale) to a dichotomous 

variable which equals 1 for all respondents who said they agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statement that the government should redistribute income (above zero on the five point scale 

from -2 to +2) and 0 for all respondents who indicated that they opposed such a view or had no 

opinion (coded 0 or below in the original variable).  

 

Collapsing Variable Groups 

As these probit models now utilize a dichotomous dependent variable, it is now more 

appropriate to include the independent variables in a similar form. This reduces the explanatory 

power of the probit model, but less than it threatened to do for the ordered probit model because 

we have collapsed the previous categories of the dependent variable to only two options.  

The key independent variable, measuring a respondent‟s level of political trust, can be 

streamlined and collapsed into two categories. The broader four point scale reflecting a 

respondent‟s strength of trust in government can be folded into two broader alternatives: 

individuals who trust government most of the time (with a value of 3 or 4 on the original scale) 

and those who do not trust government most of the time (originally assigned a 1 or 2). I therefore 
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create a new indicator variable that is equal to 1 if the respondent suggests they trust government 

more often than not (if their response is 3 or 4 on the original scale) and 0 if they do not. 

I also collapse the variable measuring left-right ideological identification on a continuous 

scale to create to new indicator variables showing if a respondent considers themselves to be left 

or right leaning. The “left” dummy variable is equal to 1 if a respondent classifies their 

preference as equal to 2.5 or less), and the “right” dummy is equal to 1 for all respondents who 

gave themselves a value equal to 3.5 or more on the five point left-right scale. The baseline 

category is therefore all those individuals who gave themselves an ideological score above 2.5 

but less than 3.5. These can be considered to be the centrists of the sample. 

This model (Model 6 in Appendix C), utilizing the same variables as in our ordered probit 

model albeit in these different forms, can be used to predict the likelihood of an individual 

supporting redistributive policies from their government. Once again, this model can be used to 

determine the predicted probability of falling into either category (supporting redistribution or 

not) according to a respondent‟s level of trust in government. The mean of this prediction for our 

sample shows that the model is not as accurate a predictor of support for redistribution within our 

sample as our ordered probit model. This is largely because I collapsed a number of variables 

into wider ranging groups, but the average prediction is still only 1.14 percentage points away 

from the sample mean: 

Table 13: Predicted Probabilities and Means of Support for Redistribution from 

Non-Interacted Probit Model 

 Government Should Redistribute Income 

 Agree Do Not Agree Total 

Baseline Prediction 0.3617 0.6383 1 

Sample Mean 0.3731 0.6269 1 

Sample Mean - Baseline 0.0114 -0.0114  
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By setting pre-determined levels of trust in government, first at 0 (as if all respondents say 

that they do not trust government most of the time) and then at 1 (to test what would happen if all 

respondents indicate that they do trust government most of the time), I compare the predicted 

probabilities of believing that government should redistribute income. Holding all other factors 

constant, the mean of these predictions in Table 12 below shows that if respondents were 

assumed to trust government most of the time they would be expected to be almost ten 

percentage points more likely to support redistributive policies. As the mean level of support 

across the sample is 37.31%, this is a substantively significant difference as it increases this 

probably by over 25% of its original value: 

Table 14: Predicted Probabilities of Support for Redistribution at Determined 

Levels of Trust in Government from Non-Interacted Probit Model 

 Government Should Redistribute Income 

How often Trust Government Agree Do Not Agree Total 

Most of the time 0.4432 0.5568 1 

Not most of the time 0.3449 0.6551 1 

Difference 0.0983 -0.0983  

 

Adding Interactions to the Model 

Rudolph and Hetherington highlight the role of sacrifice – either ideological or material – in 

affecting an individual‟s support for redistributive policies. Rudolph (2009) attempts to account 

for different effects of trust according to an individual‟s ideological alignment by adding 

interaction terms between these beliefs (in his model, whether someone considers themselves to 

be Liberal or Conservative on the American political spectrum) and their ranked level of trust in 

government.  

However, Rudolph fails to acknowledge how an interaction cannot be interpreted as simply in 

a probit model as in an OLS regression. This is because it cannot be assumed to have a constant 

and equal effect across observations in a non-linear model, as highlighted by Norton, Wang and 
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Ai (2004). As Norton et al. explain, this means that any attempt to estimate the marginal effect of 

such an interaction in programs such as Stata does not accurately reflect its true effects because 

these “differ for each observation, yet mfx and dprobit only report one marginal effect per 

variable,” (Norton, Wang & Ai, p156). Rudolph does not acknowledge these limitations when he 

assumes that the sign, magnitude and statistical significance of his interactions can be interpreted 

as in a linear model. Therefore his findings on the interactive terms in his model may be 

misleading. 

To combat the issues involved in interpreting interactions in probit models, Norton et al. 

constructed a new Stata command, the „inteff‟ command. This can be used to calculate 

accurately an interaction‟s magnitude and statistical significance in a probit model. However the 

limitations of this command mean that it cannot be used in an ordered probit model where these 

issues are much more severe and harder to mitigate. So as to be able to use this command, I 

therefore construct simple probit models using only a dichotomous dependent variable to test the 

interactive effects of interest.  

To determine if either ideological or material sacrifice act as a “switch” for trust through an 

interactive effect, I add two sets of interactions to my probit model and determine their impact 

using Norton et al.‟s methodology. The first set is made up of interactions between the trust 

variable and the ideological dummies. This will show if the effect of trust is different for those 

respondents who would need to make an ideological sacrifice to support redistribution compared 

to those ideologically committed to such policies. The second interaction is between the trust 

variable and the original dummy used to show whether or not a respondent or their spouse 

receives any benefit from the government. This will show if trust plays a different role for those 
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individuals who do or do not have to make a material sacrifice to support government 

redistribution. 

 

Ideological Sacrifice 

The first set of interactions I add to the model contains those determining whether the effect 

of trust differs for respondents with diverse ideological views. The first interaction (trust*left) is 

equal to one and therefore switched on for any respondent who is both considered left-leaning 

and trustful of government. It is equal to zero for all other respondents. The trust-right wing 

dummy follows the same pattern for the opposite end of the ideological spectrum and is thus 

switched on for trusting, right wing respondents. 

Adding these interactions in Model 7 (see Appendix C) slightly increases the magnitude of 

the trust dummy variable but increases its standard deviation and therefore the trust term 

becomes statistically insignificant. Although the magnitude of the coefficient on the left-trust 

interaction is very small (less than -0.01) the size of the coefficient on the right-trust interaction 

is more substantive. At -0.1853, this is almost half the size of the basic trust variable which 

suggests that the effect of trust on left-wing respondents may be twice as large as it is for their 

right-wing counterparts. 

Using Norton et al.‟s inteff technique to test the joint significance of these interactions and 

their composite variables across all values of the probit model shows that neither is statistically 

significant either on average or for any single observation. This is because the magnitude of the z 

score is never greater than 1.96, the critical value for the test at the 95% confidence level, for 

either the left or the right wing interaction, as shown in Tables 15 and 16 below: 
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Table 15: Interactive Effects of Right Wing-Trust Interaction 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Interaction Effect 674 -0.0662 0.0316 -0.1080 0.0230 

Interaction Standard Error 674 0.1805 0.0740 0.0279 0.2657 

Interaction Z Score 674 -0.4782 0.3079 -0.9465 0.1851 

 

 

Table 16: Interactive Effects of Left Wing-Trust Interaction 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Interaction Effect 674 0.0331 0.0610 -0.1176 0.1143 

Interaction Standard Error 674 0.2038 0.0401 0.0770 0.2718 

Interaction Z Score 674 0.0949 0.3621 -1.5267 0.5102 

 

Although this suggests that neither of these interactions is statistically significant at any 

conventional level, it is possible that the lack of variation between respondents in the model, and 

potential endogeneity between ideological variables and support for government, may reduce the 

efficiency of our estimates and risk statistical significance of this effect. Out of the 674 

observations used to generate this model, only 54 respondents indicated that they both trusted 

government the majority of the time and placed themselves at the left leaning end of the 

ideological scale. Even fewer (only 18) considered themselves to be both right wing and trustful 

of government and only one of these indicated their support for government redistribution. 

However, the direction and size of the interactive coefficients generated by the inteff 

command do appear to reflect the expected effect. These suggest that, on average, the right wing-

trust interaction reduces the effect of trust by 0.07 points. The left wing-trust interaction 

increases the effect of trust by 0.03 points. 

Furthermore, Berry, DeMeritt and Esarey (2010) suggest that the nature of binary probit 

models means that interactive effects may not appear to be statistically significant but still be 

important because “In a logit or probit model, a statistically significant product term is not a 

necessary condition for substantively meaningful interaction among in dependent variables in 
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their influence on [the probability of an event occurring]” (p. 257). Therefore, it may be more 

appropriate to look at the outcome of this model, through the predicted probabilities it generates, 

to assess this effect. Comparing the predicted probabilities of support for redistribution according 

to this new model shows the effect these interactions have on the outcome of interest, whether or 

not an individual supports redistribution according to levels of trust and ideological preference. 

Table 17 below displays that trust does appear to have different affects across these diverse 

ideological groups: 

Table 17: Predicted Probabilities and Means of Support for Redistribution by Ideology 

 Government Should Redistribute Income 

 Low Trust High Trust 

Absolute 

Difference 

Percentage 

Difference 

Mean Value 

Across Sample 

Left 0.6282 0.7581 0.1299 20.68% 0.6475 

Centrist 0.1458 0.2499 0.1041 71.40% 0.1621 

Right 0.0416 0.0635 0.0219 52.62% 0.0465 

 

While the mean likelihood of being in favor of redistribution differs widely between those 

respondents considered to be left-wing, centrist or right-wing, the impact of trust also appears to 

vary. Table 17 shows that while trustful left-wing respondents are over 20% more likely to 

support government redistribution than their less trusting counterparts, this affect increases to 

over 50% for right-wingers. This reinforces Hetherington‟s findings in the US that the “switch” 

effect of trust is greater for voters that need to make an ideological sacrifice to support 

redistribution, such as right-wing voters than their left-wing counterparts. However these 

differences may be better attributed to the basic effect of ideology than the interacted effects of 

this and trust. Furthermore, the lack of statistical significance across these interactions, even 

using  Norton et al.‟s technique, and the negligible impact their addition has on the model‟s 

explanatory power both suggest that their inclusion is not justified in this model. 
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Material Sacrifice 

After determining that the effect of trust does not systematically vary between respondents 

with different ideological preferences, I add in another interaction to investigate if this effect is 

also different for those who do and do not receive government benefits (see Model 8, Appendix 

C). Adding this interaction to the probit model increases the explanatory power of the model 

only minimally. Once again, adding in the interactive term also makes the trust dummy become 

individually statistically insignificant. Table 18 shows that testing its significance using the 

„inteff‟ command indicates that there is no statistically significant affect for any observation in 

the data: 

Table 18: Interactive Effects of Benefit Recipient-Trust Interaction 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Interaction Effect 674 0.1021 0.0367 0.0110 0.1487 

Interaction Standard Error 674 0.0936 0.0283 0.0177 0.1329 

Interaction Z Score 674 1.0689 0.1894 0.5790 1.3042 

 

Consequently, there is no evidence to suggest that the effect of trust on support for 

government redistribution is statistically significantly different for those who do and do not 

receive state benefits. Furthermore, these two groups are better dispersed throughout the sample 

and therefore do not reflect the lack of variation across our key variable of interest that may limit 

the analysis of the ideology-trust interactions. 

This therefore suggests that the final probit model should include neither set of interactions as 

they add little further explanatory power to the model and are not statistically significant. This 

implies that the difference between the effects of trust for these sets of opposing groups (left or 

right ring voters and those who do or do not receive state benefits) is in fact minimal. Model 6 is 

therefore the best of these probit models for estimating predicted probabilities for an individual‟s 

support for government redistribution. 
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Throughout these models, the effect of trust in government on support for government 

redistribution remains relatively stable and follows a clear pattern: respondents who trust the 

government more often are more likely to support redistributive policies, with all other factors 

held constant. The trust variables are positive throughout all models and are almost always 

statistically significant (often at the 1% level). Furthermore, in the ordered probit model that 

magnitude of the coefficient increases in each model as the frequency for trust in government 

increases. This appears to be a clear indication of an association between levels of trust in 

government and support for redistribution. 

OVERALL, THEREFORE, THESE FINDINGS APPEAR TO SUPPORT THE WORK OF MARC 

HETHERINGTON THAT INCREASED LEVELS OF TRUST IN GOVERNMENT IS ASSOCIATED WITH 

GREATER SUPPORT FOR REDISTRIBUTION - NO MATTER AN INDIVIDUAL’S IDEOLOGICAL 

PREFERENCES, ECONOMIC SITUATION OR SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND. HOWEVER, 

UNLIKE HETHERINGTON AND RUDOLPH, I FIND NO CLEAR EVIDENCE THAT EITHER 

IDEOLOGICAL OR MATERIAL SACRIFICE ACTS AS A SWITCH TO INCREASE THE EFFECT OF TRUST 

FOR RESPONDENTS WHO DO NOT DIRECTLY RECEIVE ANY FINANCIAL BENEFIT FROM THESE 

PROGRAMS. 
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Research in the UK and many other western democracies has consistently detected declining 

levels of trust in government. While much of the focus has been on the effect this may have on 

public institutions, less attention has been given to the policy implications of such a decline. The 

present study addresses this gap in research. It suggests that lower levels of trust in government 

are associated with lower levels of support for governmental efforts to redistribute income. If the 

decline in trust continues, therefore, it appears that the policy agenda will be impacted as public 

support shifts away from redistributive initiatives. 

However, declining trust and its effect on the policy agenda will affect different citizens in 

different ways; those who do not need redistributive support from government will not pay the 

same price as those who benefit from redistribution due to their greater financial need if these 

policies are withdrawn. This should be particularly worrying for any policy makers who aim to 

introduce programs and initiatives to address income inequalities in the UK, an issue that has 

dominated political debate and the public agenda as the UK has faced up to the global economic 

troubles of recent years.  

Progressive politicians in particular must be wary of the effect of trust in government if they 

wish to enact redistributive policies. For a country such as the UK, where health, education and 

many other social services have been provided by a relatively active government, declining 

political trust may not only impact programs that provide direct redistribution but also support 

for government intervention in broader areas. If trust in government decreases, the practical 

implication may therefore be greater economic and social inequality across the UK. 

This is particularly worrying as it risks creating a vicious circle that perpetuates declining 

trust and increasing inequality. Eric Uslaner found that more equal societies are more trusting, 
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and thus those with higher levels of inequality are likely to trust their government less. If this, in 

turn, leads to lesser support for the kind of policies and programs that are designed to address 

inequality then it will only prove harder to bring in redistributive measures. Therefore, a “Trust 

Trap” may prevail: as declining political trust reduces the scope for government action it will 

also reduce its ability to deliver effective programs. This, in turn, will reflect badly on the 

government‟s performance and further undermine trust in its abilities.  

For some, of course, this is not a problem. Those who believe that it is not the role of 

government to redistribute income to tackle inequalities in society may see advantages in a drop 

in trust if it means increased support for a scaled back state. However, this would not be a result 

of a public debate about redistributive policies and the question would become not whether it is 

ideologically right for the government to redistribute income but whether or not it is a capable 

body to do so. Thus, the merit of policy alternatives would be overlooked in favor of public 

judgment of the institutions and organs of government themselves. 

THEREFORE IT MAY BE UNWISE FOR POLITICIANS AND SUPPORTERS OF PROGRESSIVE, LEFT-

LEANING PARTIES TO ATTACK THE INSTITUTIONS OF GOVERNMENT RATHER THAN THE 

POLICIES OF THEIR OPPONENTS. WHILE PARTIES OF ALL PERSUASIONS ON BOTH SIDES OF THE 

ATLANTIC ATTACK THE STATUS QUO IN WASHINGTON AND WESTMINSTER, THE DISDAIN FOR 

POLITICS AND GOVERNING INSTITUTIONS THAT THIS APPEARS TO HAVE INVOKED MAY DAMAGE 

THE PROSPECTS FOR ACHIEVING CERTAIN POLICY GOALS. THIS MAY ULTIMATELY HARM THE 

CORE SUPPORTERS AND CONSTITUENCIES OF SOME GROUPS. THEREFORE, A DECLINE IN TRUST 

MAY AFFECT SHORT-TERM POLICY OBJECTIVES, AS WELL AS THE LONG-TERM POLITICAL 

AMBITIONS OF PROGRESSIVE CAUSES.
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AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This study finds that there is an association between levels of trust in government and support 

for redistributive policies in the UK. However, these conclusions are limited to one period of 

time during which the country was confronted with an economic downturn and allegations as to 

politicians‟ improper and unprofessional conduct. Further research into trends over time would 

offer a deeper understanding of how political trust and support for redistribution interact. The 

introduction of lagged variables in such analysis may also help to shed light on the causal 

direction of any relationship between declining trust in government and reduced support for 

redistribution. However, such investigations are limited by the data available; the British Social 

Attitudes Survey only collects relevant information in certain years and specific waves which 

reduces the opportunities for comparative study. 

The differing conclusions in my research, compared to Hetherington‟s and Rudolph‟s findings 

on the effect of trust in the US, suggests that there may be diverse trends in different countries. 

Therefore, a cross-national investigation of these effects would also be merited to determine if 

the same factors have different effects in diverse countries and political systems. Information 

such as that gathered in the World Values Survey may offer such an opportunity by allowing 

researchers to directly compare respondents‟ answers to the same questions while controlling for 

cross-national factors. Such a national comparison would need to take into account institutional 

differences between the countries as well as social factors that may also impact levels of support. 

In addition, a more nuanced investigation than this study may be merited on the national level. 

In the UK, successive governments have implemented a variety of policies in an attempt to 

redistribute income, provide social services and combat inequalities. These have different 

redistributive capabilities and often offer material benefits to particular sections of society rather 
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than the whole population. Therefore, research into the levels of support for different 

redistributive programs depending on their aims and target groups may also provide a valuable 

addition to this area of study. Such an investigation would help to determine if political trust 

impacts levels of support for different kinds of redistribution to varying degrees. 

Furthermore, this study only investigates the effect of political trust, as measured through the 

question “How much do you trust British governments of any party to place the needs of the 

nation above the interests of their own political party?” However, the British Social Attitudes 

Survey and other comparable studies also attempt to quantify other forms of political trust in 

certain waves and years. This includes assessing respondents‟ level of trust in elected politicians 

themselves, through the question “How much do you trust politicians of any party in Britain to 

tell the truth when they are in a tight corner?” This data could also be analyzed to assess the 

relationship between trust in individual Members of Parliament, who are key agents in the UK‟s 

First-Past-The-Post parliamentary system, and support for government redistribution. 

 



51 

CONCLUSIONS 

This research suggests that the decline in trust in government that has characterized British 

politics in recent years may have serious consequences for the UK‟s policy agenda. Not only 

does it threaten to undermine support for the institution and individuals that make up public 

bodies but it also threatens to limit the scope of government and bring about a narrower policy 

agenda. For anyone who is concerned by increasing inequalities and who wishes to initiate 

progressive programs to tackle these disparities, this is a worrying development. 

Levels of trust in government in the UK appear to be at an all-time low and this slump 

coincides with a worldwide economic downturn that has accentuated social and economic 

inequalities in British society. But any attempts to tackle these disparities through greater 

redistribution appear to be unlikely so long as the public‟s trust in government continues to 

decline. In this process, it is hard to ignore the role of the media which appear to be ever more 

dominated by anti-Westminster rhetoric. But it is also crucial not to overlook the role played by 

politicians and the parties themselves who appear to be attempting to score political points by 

attacking the institutions of government as much as by attempting to win the policy debate. 

Politicians should therefore be more cognizant of the effect of their attempts to score political 

points by attacking the very institutions of government they seek to control. The evidence from 

this thesis suggests that such attacks will undermine the legitimacy of government itself and 

restrict the range of policies any party may be able to implement. This is particularly pertinent 

for progressive groupings, such as the British Labour Party, who wish to use the mechanisms of 

government to tackle inequalities across society. They must remember that short-term electoral 

gains may have long-term impacts that restricts their legislative ability because if levels of 
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political trust continue to fall, government risks becoming impotent in the ongoing battle to 

address unfairness and inequalities across society. 
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APPENDIX A: ORDERED PROBIT COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR SUPPORT FOR GOVERNMENT 

REDISTRIBUTION 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

      
Trust Government “Only Some of the Time” 0.1789* 0.1770 0.1840* 0.1773* 0.2016* 

 (0.1081) (0.1081) (0.1068) (0.1068) (0.1086) 

Trust Government “Most of the Time” 0.4179*** 0.4180*** 0.4042*** 0.3741*** 0.4253*** 

 (0.1376) (0.1377) (0.1391) (0.1403) (0.1421) 

Trust Government “Just About Always” 0.5979** 0.6107** 0.7013** 0.7384*** 0.6674** 

 (0.2590) (0.2593) (0.2827) (0.2777) (0.3060) 

Labour Partisan 0.0135 0.0281 0.0465 0.0303 0.0269 

 (0.1316) (0.1319) (0.1383) (0.1383) (0.1428) 

Conservative Partisan -0.2188 -0.2025 -0.2005 -0.1736 -0.2032 

 (0.1518) (0.1543) (0.1552) (0.1545) (0.1504) 

Partisan Supporter of Other Party -0.0668 -0.0480 -0.0898 -0.1279 -0.1373 

 (0.1444) (0.1431) (0.1483) (0.1492) (0.1508) 

Self-Positioning on Left-Right Scale -1.4646*** -1.4636*** -1.4775*** -1.4529*** -2.6032*** 

 (0.0994) (0.1001) (0.1029) (0.1042) (0.3426) 

Self-Positioning on Left Right Scale 

Squared 

- - - - 0.2143*** 

     (0.0645) 

Level of Interest in Politics - -0.0297 -0.0313 -0.0476 -0.0577 

  (0.0572) (0.0552) (0.0565) (0.0559) 

Change in Poverty in UK Over Past 10 

Years 

-0.0825 -0.0866 -0.0747 -0.0875 -0.0944 

 (0.0640) (0.0634) (0.0631) (0.0634) (0.0633) 

Inequality Causes Child Poverty - - - 0.2683** 0.2512** 

    (0.1105) (0.1117) 

Above Household Median Income 0.0899 0.1009 0.1307 0.1211 0.1427 

 (0.1093) (0.1136) (0.1154) (0.1165) (0.1183) 

Self or Spouse Receives State Benefit or 

Tax Credit 

0.0870 0.0799 0.0891 0.0721 0.0817 

 (0.1136) (0.1138) (0.1162) (0.1163) (0.1168) 

Unskilled or Partly Skilled Occupation - - -0.3056 -0.3308 -0.3088 

   (0.4353) (0.4445) (0.4315) 

Manual Skilled Occupation - - -0.6967 -0.7303 -0.6831 

   (0.4405) (0.4486) (0.4339) 

Non-Manual Skilled Occupation - - -0.7192* -0.7582* -0.7380* 

   (0.4280) (0.4376) (0.4220) 

Professional, Managerial or Technical 

Occupation 

- - -0.4396 -0.4810 -0.4632 

   (0.4163) (0.4254) (0.4093) 

Second Age Quartile 0.0599 0.0624 0.0595 0.0429 0.0580 

 (0.1330) (0.1323) (0.1306) (0.1310) (0.1308) 
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 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Third Age Quartile 0.1027 0.1106 0.1305 0.1134 0.1138 

 (0.1527) (0.1520) (0.1528) (0.1524) (0.1530) 

Fourth Age Quartile 0.1478 0.1694 0.1873 0.1996 0.2018 

 (0.1413) (0.1423) (0.1453) (0.1470) (0.1497) 

Respondent is Male -0.1101 -0.1031 -0.1052 -0.1062 -0.1118 

 (0.0999) (0.1038) (0.1042) (0.1036) (0.1036) 

Respondent is from an Ethnic Minority 0.0289 0.0260 0.0281 0.0381 0.0449 

 (0.1947) (0.1963) (0.1996) (0.2031) (0.2040) 

Respondent has a University Degree 0.2712** 0.2793** 0.2308* 0.1949 0.1756 

 (0.1252) (0.1244) (0.1359) (0.1375) (0.1349) 

      
Cut 1 -5.5210*** -5.5607*** -6.1118*** -6.1063*** -7.4839*** 

 (0.4096) (0.4410) (0.6131) (0.6201) (0.6701) 

Cut 2 -3.9984*** -4.0430*** -4.5807*** -4.5677*** -6.0000*** 

 (0.3374) (0.3671) (0.5588) (0.5665) (0.6442) 

Cut 3 -3.0599*** -3.1030*** -3.6322*** -3.6142*** -5.0404*** 

 (0.3127) (0.3430) (0.5433) (0.5512) (0.6382) 

Cut 4 -1.5700*** -1.6127*** -2.1374*** -2.1037*** -3.4433*** 

 (0.2915) (0.3235) (0.5352) (0.5433) (0.6232) 

      
Observations 683 682 674 673 673 

Log Likelihood -778.8 -777.9 -763.6 -758.8 -753.1 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 
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APPENDIX B: CORRELATION MATRIX OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: 

 

 Support for 

Re-

distribution 

Trust in 

Government 

Labour 

Partisan 

Con-

servative 

Partisan 

Partisan 

Supporter 

of Other 

Party 

Left-Right 

Self-

Positioning 

Interest in 

Politics 

Perceived 

Change in 

Poverty 

Over Past 

10 Years 

Believes 

Inequality 

Causes 

Child 

Poverty 

Above 

Median 

Household 

Income 

Self or 

Spouse 

Receives 

Benefits 

Social 

Class 

Age 

Quartile Male 

Ethnic 

Minority 

University 

Graduate 

Support for 

Redistribution 
1                

Trust in 

Government 
-0.0257 1               

Labour Partisan 0.1576 0.1478 1              

Conservative 

Partisan 
-0.2336 0.0731 -0.1629 1             

Partisan Supporter 

of Other Party 
0.0666 -0.1064 -0.1358 -0.1364 1            

Self-Positioning on 

Left-Right Scale 
-0.7005 0.191 -0.1345 0.2546 -0.1003 1           

Interest in Politics -0.0491 0.0908 0.109 0.1824 0.0989 0.0619 1          

Perceived Change in 

Poverty Over Past 10 

Years 

0.0839 -0.0716 -0.0376 -0.042 0.0402 -0.132 -0.0947 1         

Believes Inequality 

Causes Child 

Poverty 

0.1459 -0.0004 0.0431 -0.0933 0.0548 -0.1307 0.121 0.0765 1        

Above Median 

Household Income 
-0.1911 0.103 -0.0662 0.0649 -0.0359 0.2775 0.1529 -0.0737 0.0841 1       

Self or Spouse 

Receives Benefits 
0.064 -0.0579 0.0548 0.0101 -0.0014 -0.071 -0.0571 0.0491 -0.0169 -0.2954 1      

Social Class -0.125 0.0756 -0.0112 0.1234 -0.0123 0.2094 0.1989 -0.057 0.1406 0.356 -0.101 1     

Age Quartile 0.0541 -0.054 0.1685 0.1958 -0.0101 -0.1115 0.1617 -0.0272 -0.0256 -0.271 0.2346 0.0083 1    

Male 0.0539 -0.0075 -0.0007 0.0171 0.0542 -0.0452 0.1919 -0.0703 -0.0299 0.0912 -0.1442 -0.0156 0.0227 1   

Ethnic Minority 0.0372 0.0892 0.1152 -0.0755 -0.0669 -0.0396 -0.0425 0.0439 -0.0081 0.0098 -0.0499 -0.0332 -0.1265 -0.0097 1  

University Graduate -0.0242 0.138 0.0358 -0.0176 -0.0166 0.1443 0.1917 -0.0463 0.173 0.3283 -0.1489 0.3809 -0.1423 0.0227 0.1089 1 
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APPENDIX C: PROBIT COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR SUPPORT FOR GOVERNMENT 

REDISTRIBUTION 

 

 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

 

Usually Trust Government 

 

0.3893** 

 

0.4098 

 

0.1752 

 (0.1813) (0.2621) (0.3161) 

Left Wing Identifier 1.4087*** 1.4118*** 1.4082*** 

 (0.1382) (0.1495) (0.1378) 

Right Wing Identifier -0.7853** -0.7337* -0.8064** 

 (0.3188) (0.3777) (0.3232) 

Left*Trust Dummy Variable - -0.0091 - 

  (0.3651)  
Right*Trust Dummy Variable - -0.1853 - 

  (0.6726)  
Labour Partisan -0.1085 -0.1108 -0.1153 

 (0.1877) (0.1878) (0.1867) 

Conservative Partisan -0.4176* -0.4184* -0.4351* 

 (0.2270) (0.2270) (0.2277) 

Partisan Supporter of Other Party -0.1440 -0.1446 -0.1412 

 (0.1986) (0.1984) (0.2000) 

Level of Interest in Politics -0.0214 -0.0221 -0.0251 

 (0.0596) (0.0593) (0.0600) 

Change in Poverty in UK Over Past 10 Years -0.0054 -0.0051 -0.0016 

 (0.0854) (0.0849) (0.0847) 

Believes Inequality Causes Child Poverty 0.4572*** 0.4585*** 0.4472*** 

 (0.1480) (0.1476) (0.1483) 

Above Household Median Income -0.0972 -0.0964 -0.1028 

 (0.1469) (0.1470) (0.1474) 

Self or Spouse Receives State Benefit or Tax Credit 0.0536 0.0568 -0.0083 

 (0.1445) (0.1453) (0.1549) 

Receives Benefit*Trust Dummy Variable - - 0.3753 

   (0.3694) 

Unskilled or Partly Skilled Occupation 0.6927 0.6967 0.7028 

 (0.6421) (0.6410) (0.6494) 

Manual Skilled Occupation 0.2918 0.2966 0.2701 

 (0.6446) (0.6457) (0.6546) 

Non-Manual Skilled Occupation 0.4401 0.4422 0.4150 

 (0.6370) (0.6374) (0.6470) 

Professional, Managerial or Technical Occupation 0.4937 0.4989 0.4919 

 (0.6381) (0.6373) (0.6467) 

Second Age Quartile 0.0625 0.0622 0.0506 

 (0.1728) (0.1720) (0.1713) 
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 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Third Age Quartile 0.1489 0.1507 0.1392 

 (0.1947) (0.1935) (0.1938) 

Fourth Age Quartile 0.0046 0.0048 -0.0074 

 (0.2131) (0.2127) (0.2123) 

Respondent is Male 0.1247 0.1242 0.1279 

 (0.1303) (0.1296) (0.1301) 

Respondent is from an Ethnic Minority -0.1354 -0.1310 -0.1046 

 (0.2465) (0.2460) (0.2518) 

Has a University Degree 0.5861*** 0.5880*** 0.5919*** 

 (0.1799) (0.1815) (0.1799) 

Constant -1.7862*** -1.7967*** -1.7178*** 

 (0.6369) (0.6454) (0.6541) 

    
Observations 674 674 674 

Log Likelihood -320.7 -320.7 -320.1 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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APPENDIX D: ORDERED PROBIT COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR SUPPORT FOR GOVERNMENT 

REDISTRIBUTION - DEMOGRAPHIC MODELS 

 
 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 

 

Age Quartile 2 

 

0.1014* 

 

0.1172* 

 

0.1217* 

 (0.0604) (0.0612) (0.0623) 

Age Quartile 3 0.0821 0.0847 0.1048 

 (0.0614) (0.0619) (0.0649) 

Age Quartile 4 0.1291** 0.1236** 0.1382** 

 (0.0625) (0.0629) (0.0666) 

Male 0.1124** 0.1074** 0.1098** 

 (0.0437) (0.0476) (0.0496) 

Ethnic Minority 0.1638** 0.1560* 0.1386* 

 (0.0799) (0.0802) (0.0828) 

Has a University Degree - 0.2139 0.206 

  (0.1691) (0.1787) 

Unskilled or Partly Skilled Occupation - 0.0254 0.0063 

  (0.1713) (0.1813) 

Manual Skilled Occupation - -0.0752 -0.0784 

  (0.1692) (0.1784) 

Non-Manual Skilled Occupation - -0.1502 -0.1851 

  (0.1663) (0.1765) 

Professional, Managerial or Technical Occupation - - 0.0368 

   (0.0646) 

    

Constant -1.4554*** -1.5007*** -1.5103*** 

 (0.0605) (0.1667) (0.1753) 

Constant -0.2452*** -0.2754* -0.2785 

 (0.0505) (0.1651) (0.1738) 

Constant 0.4630*** 0.4385*** 0.4301** 

 (0.0512) (0.1653) (0.1739) 

Constant 1.5717*** 1.5495*** 1.5354*** 

 (0.0604) (0.1683) (0.1767) 

    

Observations 2,866 2,842 2,602 

Log-Likelihood -4102 -4047 -3707 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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APPENDIX E: ORDERED PROBIT COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR SUPPORT FOR GOVERNMENT 

REDISTRIBUTION - FINANCIAL INTEREST MODELS 

 
 Model 12 Model 13 Model 14 

 

Self or Spouse Receives State Benefit or Tax Credit 

 

0.1172** 

 

0.0429 

 

0.0249 

 (0.0458) (0.0507) (0.0520) 

Above Household Median Income - -0.3850*** -0.4268*** 

   (0.0473) (0.0492) 

Change in Poverty in UK Over Past 10 Years - - 0.0903*** 

     (0.0330) 

Inequality Causes Child Poverty - - 0.4564*** 

     (0.0552) 

Constant -1.5213*** -1.7915*** -1.7088*** 

 (0.0520) (0.0657) (0.0692) 

Constant -0.3114*** -0.5549*** -0.4492*** 

 (0.0405) (0.0534) (0.0561) 

Constant 0.3945*** 0.1630*** 0.2845*** 

 (0.0409) (0.0528) (0.0558) 

Constant 1.5036*** 1.2753*** 1.4122*** 

 (0.0494) (0.0578) (0.0607) 

    

Observations 2,867 2,523 2,419 

Log-Likelihood -4106 -3579 -3388 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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APPENDIX F: ORDERED PROBIT COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR SUPPORT FOR GOVERNMENT 

REDISTRIBUTION - IDEOLOGICAL MODELS 

 
 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 

 

Labour Partisan 

 

0.2247*** 

 

0.2264*** 

 

0.0928 

 (0.0690) (0.0707) (0.1214) 

Conservative Partisan -0.2688*** -0.3112*** -0.2222* 

 (0.0713) (0.0703) (0.1200) 

Partisan Supporter of Other Party 0.0084 0.0000 -0.0586 

 (0.0785) (0.0793) (0.1299) 

Self-Positioning on Left-Right Scale -1.4214*** -2.6497*** -2.6671*** 

 (0.0505) (0.1883) (0.2982) 

Self-Positioning on Left Right Scale Squared - 0.2272*** 0.2281*** 

   (0.0338) (0.0555) 

Level of Interest in Politics -  - -0.002 

     (0.0425) 

Constant -4.2646*** -5.8481*** -5.8105*** 

 (0.1446) (0.2727) (0.4283) 

Constant -3.2232*** -4.7999*** -4.8332*** 

 (0.1297) (0.2660) (0.4169) 

Constant -1.6017*** -3.0723*** -3.2773*** 

 (0.1124) (0.2416) (0.3838) 

Constant 0.2247*** 0.2264*** 0.0928 

 (0.0690) (0.0707) (0.1214) 

    

Observations 2,644 2,644 902 

Log-Likelihood -2890 -2866 -1013 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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