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place – as well as societal and institutional trust. Analysing
both rounds of the survey, which contained many of the same
questions on corruption and trust, sheds light on how these key
dimensions of social capital have evolved in the transition region
over the past four years. LITS I and II also permit us to examine
the linkages among the key societal attitudes and values
that were reported in Chapter 1, such as life satisfaction and
optimism about the future, and corruption and trust.

Corruption in the transition region

Introduction
Since the collapse of communism, many countries in the
transition region have been characterised by low and declining
levels of trust, and high and increasing levels of corruption.
These negative trends have impeded many countries’
transition to well-functioning markets, undermined people’s life
satisfaction and challenged their views of the positive benefits
of the transition to market economies and democracy.
Corruption – both low-level administrative corruption and
high-level corruption, sometimes referred to as ‘state capture’ –
distorts political and economic systems by allowing those
who can afford to bribe state officials to ‘bypass’ legal and
regulatory obligations. It undermines the legitimacy of the state,
which is seen to favour some citizens over others, and thus
weakens policy-makers’ ability to drive through socially difficult
structural reforms. Corruption also hampers the efficient delivery
of public services, as it reduces the state’s tax revenues and
diverts resources which should be available for public use to
private hands.
Trust – both societal trust and trust in institutions – is an
important prerequisite for well-functioning markets.1 Societal
trust is strongly associated with higher levels of economic
development, stronger economic growth, more open markets
and higher investment.2 Trust lowers transaction costs,
facilitating mutually beneficial exchange which would otherwise
not be undertaken. Especially under circumstances where
the rule of law is weak, a basic belief in a counterpart’s
trustworthiness is an important lubricant in a social and
economic system.3 Societal trust is also associated with
other positive social dynamics: for example, it leads to greater
tolerance of minority and immigrant groups.4
Both rounds of the Life in Transition Survey (LiTS I and II) contain
a number of questions on corruption and trust in the transition
countries and five western European comparator countries.
These provide valuable insights into the nature of corruption –
how pervasive it is, who bribes whom, and why bribery takes

Both rounds of the Life in Transition Survey asked respondents
a number of questions about their perceptions of corruption
as well as their personal experience of it, including – for those
who reported paying bribes to public officials – the reason
for doing so. All respondents were asked how often it is
necessary for “people like you” to have to make unofficial
payments of gifts when interacting with eight specified public
offices or bureaucracies:
1. The road police.
2. Requesting official documents.
3. Going to the courts for a civil matter.
4. Receiving primary or secondary public education.
5. Receiving public vocational education.
6. Receiving treatment in the public health system.
7. Requesting unemployment benefits.
8. Requesting other social security benefits.
The proportion of respondents who reported that it is “usually”
or “always” necessary to make unofficial payments or gifts
is broken down by these eight public services, and by region,
in Chart 4.1. As this chart illustrates, the perceived level of
corruption is highest with regard to interactions with the road
police – for which 32 per cent of respondents indicated that
it is usually or always necessary to make unofficial payments,
followed by public health care (26 per cent).

Chart 4.1
Unofficial payments by public service and by region
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Note: "Unofficial payments" refers to the proportion of respondents who say people like themselves usually
or always have to make unofficial payments or gifts while interacting with a given public service. These results
and all other regional averages in this chapter are based on simple averages of the country scores.
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On average the level of perceived need for unofficial payments
is highest in the Commonwealth of Independent States and
Mongolia (CIS+M) region, while respondents in south-eastern
Europe (SEE) reported the second highest perceived level
of need for unofficial payments, followed by the countries of
Central Europe and the Baltic region (CEB). In the five western
European comparator countries, the perceived level of need
for unofficial payments or gifts is below five per cent for all
public services, with the exception of civil courts, where
5.4 per cent of respondents reported that they were usually
or always necessary.
The average level of the perceived need to make unofficial
payments across these eight public services increased in the
transition region over the past four years, from 10.4 per cent
of respondents in 2006 to 13.0 per cent in 2010. Chart 4.2
reports the average proportion of respondents, by country, who
stated that it is usually or always necessary to make unofficial
payments across these eight public services.
As this chart illustrates, the highest perceived level of corruption
in the 35 country sample is in Azerbaijan, where on average
65 per cent of respondents indicated that unofficial payments
or gifts are “usually” or “always” necessary when interacting
with the authorities in their official capacity. The proportion of
respondents indicating that unofficial payments were usually
or always necessary is above 20 per cent in Moldova, Albania,
Tajikistan and Ukraine, although this number has fallen slightly
in Albania and Ukraine over the period 2006-2010. At the other
end of the spectrum, the lowest levels of unofficial payments are
found in the western European comparator countries – Sweden,
Germany, the UK and France – while Estonia remains the least
corrupt transition country according to this measurement, with
lower levels of unofficial payments than in France.
Of the countries in the CEB region, the highest levels of
unofficial payments were reported in the Slovak Republic (12 per
cent) and Hungary (10 per cent), both of which have recorded
increases in unofficial payment levels since 2006. In SEE, after
Albania the highest average levels of unofficial payments were
found in Romania (12 per cent), Bosnia-Herzegovina (10 per
cent) and Serbia (8 per cent). The average level of unofficial
payments in Turkey has increased from the 6 per cent recorded
in 2006 to 14 per cent in 2010, which is now higher than all
SEE countries except Albania. The average reported level of
unofficial payments in the CIS+M region is above 10 per cent in
all countries – including the four Central Asian countries included
in LiTS II – with the exceptions of Russia and Belarus, where it is
8 per cent on average.

average perceived level of unofficial payments fell: in Russia,
from 13 to 8 per cent, and in Ukraine, from 23 to 20 per cent.
The most significant rises in perceived unofficial payment levels
were noted in Azerbaijan, where this indicator increased almost
five-fold, from the average level of 14 per cent recorded in
2006 to 65 per cent in 2010. Unofficial payments in the Kyrgyz
Republic have also increased significantly, almost doubling
from the average of 20 per cent across these eight sectors in
2006 to 39 per cent in 2010. As noted above, Turkey has also
recorded a significant relative increase – more than doubling –
in the level of reported unofficial payments.
In addition to looking at the changes between LiTS I and II in the
average proportion of respondents who reported that unofficial
payments or gifts were necessary when accessing public
services, both rounds of the survey employed a direct approach
to measuring changes in perceived levels of corruption. In LiTS II,
respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with
the following statement: “There is less corruption now than
around four years ago”.5 There were five possible answers:
strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree
and strongly agree. Chart 4.3 reports the weighted proportion of
responses by country, excluding the “neither agree nor disagree”
category. The bullets on Chart 4.3 represent the difference
between the sum of those who strongly disagree and disagree,
and those who agree and strongly agree: the higher the bullet,
the larger the proportion of people who perceive that corruption
has fallen over the past four years.
As this chart graphically illustrates, there are only three countries
in which the level of corruption is perceived to have fallen in the
past four years: Georgia, where almost 78 per cent of people

Chart 4.2
Average level of perceived necessity of unofficial payments
or gifts for public services, by country
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In total, the perceived level of corruption as measured by this
indicator has fallen in 12 transition countries over the past four
years, while it has increased in 17 countries. The most notable
falls in average unofficial payments were in FYR Macedonia
(where it halved from 14 to 7 per cent), Bulgaria (45 per cent
decline) and Poland (36 per cent fall). Interestingly, in two
countries for which other measures of corruption have reported
increased levels in recent years – Russia and Ukraine – the

■ 2006 ■ 2010

Source: LiTS I (2006), LiTS II (2010).
Note: "Perception of unofficial payments" refers to the proportion of respondents who say people like
themselves usually or always have to make unofficial payments or gifts averaged across all public services
covered by the survey.

In LiTS I, respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the question, “There
is less corruption now than around 1989.”
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believe that corruption has fallen while only 9 per cent believe that
it has increased – a difference of 69 per cent; Uzbekistan, where
the difference is 34 per cent; and Turkey, where the difference
is 5 per cent. The difference between those who perceive a
decline in corruption over the past four years and those who do
not is strikingly large in almost all other countries in the sample –
including in the western European comparator countries.
The countries in which the largest proportion of respondents
did not perceive an improvement in the situation with regard
to corruption are geographically spread over the transition
region: the most significant perceived deterioration was noted
among respondents in the Kyrgyz Republic, followed closely
by Lithuania, Romania and Mongolia. Many CEB countries are
among those in which respondents disagreed that corruption
had fallen over the previous four years, as were the western
European comparator countries: the difference between the
proportion of respondents who agreed and those who disagreed
that corruption had fallen over the previous four years was
greater than 50 per cent in all five western European countries.
It is interesting to note that the changes in the perception of
unofficial payments across the eight public sector areas in
Chart 4.2 and the perception of the change in corruption levels
reported in Chart 4.3 do not correspond in many cases. In
Azerbaijan, for example, where the proportion of respondents
who indicated that unofficial payments were usually or always
necessary increased from 14 per cent to 65 per cent between
2006 and 2010, only 56 per cent of respondents indicated that
they believed corruption had increased in the past four years.
At the other end of the spectrum, 78 per cent of respondents
in Georgia stated that they believed that corruption had fallen
over the past four years, while the percentage of respondents
who asserted that unofficial payments were usually or always

Chart 4.3
Views on changes in corruption over past four years
% of respondents

necessary actually increased slightly, from 3 per cent to 4 per
cent, although the absolute percentage remains among the
lowest in the region.
Chart 4.4 illustrates the differences between people’s
perceptions of corruption and people’s personal experience
of corruption. The dark bullet is the average proportion of
respondents by country who reported that unofficial payments are
necessary in the eight public service sectors listed above, while
the bars report the average proportion of respondents who stated
that they or a household member had actually made an unofficial
payment in those eight public service sectors in the previous year.
The countries are ranked, from left to right, in order of the gap
between perception and experience of corruption.
This chart is particularly revealing: most of the countries in
which respondents reported the highest average levels of real
experience of corruption are also those in which the gap between
perception and reality (experience) is the greatest. At the right
end of the chart, for example, an average of just 16 per cent
of Uzbek respondents indicated that unofficial payments were
usually or always necessary; however, on average, 42 per cent
of Uzbek respondents reported that they or a family member
had made an unofficial payment for services in each of the
eight sectors listed above. At the other end of the chart, while
65 per cent of Azerbaijani respondents indicated that unofficial
payments were usually or always necessary, an average of 54 per
cent of respondents indicated that they or a family member made
such unofficial payments when accessing each of these eight
areas – while still a high number, it is nevertheless significantly
lower than the reported perception of unofficial payments.

Chart 4.4
Perception versus experience of corruption
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This mismatch between perception and experience of corruption
in many countries might relate to societal expectations of
corruption – and people’s expectations of how corruption should
change over time – as well as the disjuncture between the
messages that they see and hear on national media and their
daily life experiences. It might also reflect different motivations
for making unofficial payments: in certain countries these
unofficial payments might be entirely legal – as voluntary,
unprompted and unrewarded expressions of gratitude, for
example – as opposed to de facto extortion payments that are
necessary for people to be able to access public services or
avoid fines. The nature of unofficial payments will also vary by
public service: such payments to the road police are unlikely
to be motivated by the desire to express gratitude, whereas
unofficial payments to teachers or employees in the public
health system might be voluntary.
Indeed, Chart 4.5 appears to confirm this hypothesis.
Respondents who made unofficial payments or gifts were asked
why they had done so, and were given four possible answers:
“I was asked to pay,” “I was not asked to pay but I knew that
an informal payment was expected,” “I offered to pay to get
things done quicker or better,” and “I was not asked to pay but
I wanted to express my gratitude.” As this chart illustrates, very
few respondents (around 10 per cent) made unofficial payments
to the road police or civil courts in order to express their
gratitude. Instead, about two-thirds of respondents who made
unofficial payments to these two public services did so either
because they were asked or else because they knew that it was
expected.

Chart 4.5
Reasons for making unofficial payments or gifts, by public service
% of respondents

At the other extreme, more than one-third of respondents who
made unofficial payments to employees in the public health care
and public primary or secondary education services did so to
express their gratitude – although one-third of respondents also
reported making such payments for primary or secondary public
education because they were asked to do so. Not surprisingly,
the public services in which “acceleration” or “smoothing”
payments – designed to shorten the waiting time for an outcome
that would happen anyway – were in the areas of the civil courts
and requesting official documents.
Not surprisingly, satisfaction with public services is closely
correlated with the reasons that people make unofficial
payments of gifts when using those services. Of those who do
make unofficial payments or gifts, those who are satisfied with
the public service that they receive tend to make voluntary gifts
to express their gratitude. Those who are dissatisfied with the
service tend to have been asked to make unofficial payments or
gifts, or for it to be “understood” that such unofficial payments
or gifts are necessary.

Chart 4.6
Reasons for unofficial payments or gifts and level of
satisfaction with public services

100

Dissatisfaction versus Satisfaction

90

Satisfied

4.0

SWE

80

EST

70
60

FRA

CRO
MNE GER

3.5

50

TUR
BIH

GEO

40
30
3.0

20

ARM

10
AZE

0
Road
police

Health care

Courts

Vocational
Official
Public
Unemployeducation documents primary/
ment
secondary benefits
ducation

Other
social
benefits

■ I was asked to pay ■ Not asked, but knew payment was expected
■ To get things done quicker/better ■ To express my gratitude
Source: LiTS II (2010).
Note: "Gratitude" refers to the proportion of respondents who say that they made an unofficial payment or
gift in the given public service in order to express gratitude.
"Quicker" refers to the proportion of respondents who say that they made an unofficial payment or gift in the
given public service in order to get things done quick or better.
"Expected" refers to the proportion of respondents who say that they were not asked to make an unofficial
payment or gift in the given public service but such payment or gift was expected.
"Asked" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they they were asked to make an unofficial payment
or gift in the given public service.
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This is illustrated clearly in Chart 4.6, which plots the average
level of satisfaction with the eight public services listed above
among those who have used them in the past twelve months,
against the average reason for making unofficial payments or
gifts among those who have made such payments or gifts while
using public services in the past year.
As this chart shows, the highest average level of satisfaction
among public service users are to be found in Estonia, Hungary,
Sweden and the United Kingdom. In these countries, among
those people who make unofficial payments or gifts when
using public services, the predominant reason for doing so is
to voluntarily express gratitude for the service. At the other end
of the spectrum, the lowest levels of satisfaction with public
services are to be found in Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic,
Mongolia, Uzbekistan and Ukraine. In all of these with the
exception of Mongolia, the predominant reasons for people
to make unofficial payments or gifts is because they have
been asked to do so or because they know that it is expected.
We cannot say whether people are dissatisfied with their
public services only, or even predominantly, because of the
prevalence of extortion within the system, but the requirement or
expectation to make bribe payments is very unlikely to improve
people’s satisfaction with the public service delivery.

Chart 4.7
Generalised trust by country, 2006 and 2010
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Source: LiTS I (2006), LiTS II (2010).
Note: "Generalised trust" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they have some or complete trust in
others.

Trust in the transition region
There is widespread agreement that trust is a crucial dimension
of social capital which facilitates the successful functioning of
market economies and democratic political systems.6 However,
there is some disagreement about why trust matters, and
which dimensions of trust are the most important. The Life in
Transition Survey provides a number of questions on trust which
can help to shed light on its role in the transition region. The
survey assesses respondents’ trust in three different areas:
“generalised trust,” which refers to trust in other people in
general; “group trust,” which includes trust in family, friends,
neighbours, people of a different religion and nationality; and
“institutional trust,” trust in governmental and non-governmental
institutions, both public and private.

Generalised trust
In the Life in Transition Survey, the following question was used
to measure the level of “generalised trust”:
Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be
trusted, or that you cannot be too careful in dealing with people?
Respondents were asked to reply using a five-point scale
with complete distrust, some distrust, neither trust nor
distrust, some trust and complete trust. In 2010, 34 per
cent of respondents in the transition region answered that
they have either “some trust” or “complete trust” in other
people, compared to 30 per cent in 2006. This indicates that
generalised trust is increasing modestly in the region, although
it is lower than in the western European countries where on
average 42 per cent people say they trust others. However, as
illustrated in Chart 4.7, the levels of and changes in generalised
trust vary significantly across the transition region.
As this chart shows, the highest levels of generalised trust
among transition economies are observed in Russia and Central
Asian countries, such as Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan.
Russia and Uzbekistan also saw some of the highest increases
in generalised trust between 2006 and 2010. At the other end
of the scale, FYR Macedonia, Turkey and Armenia have the
lowest levels of generalised trust in the region. Only 8 per cent
of respondents in Armenia say they trust others today, compared
to 21 per cent four years ago.
Albania and Mongolia saw the largest absolute increases in
levels of generalised trust, from 27 to 46 per cent and from 23
to 42 per cent, respectively. There has been virtually no change
in levels of trust in Belarus, Azerbaijan and Czech Republic.
Armenia, the Slovak Republic and Georgia experienced the
most pronounced declines in generalised trust: in Georgia, for
example, it fell from 44 per cent in 2006 to 29 per cent in 2010.
Chart 4.7 also suggests that there is almost no country-level
correlation between generalised trust and either income or
inequality. However, countries that have experienced strong
average GDP growth between 2006 and 2009, such as Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Russia and the Central Asia countries
saw an increase in generalised trust. Latvia and Lithuania,

6

See Glaeser et al. (2000).

After the crisis

41

Life in Transition
possible that high in-group trust could breed hostility towards
other groups and reduce out-group trust. However, we find that
this is not the case for the transition region.7 The levels of ingroup trust (in our case friends and family) and out-group trust
(people whom one meets for the first time, people of different
religions and nationalities) are correlated, as show in Chart 4.9.

which suffered significantly during the economic crisis, saw a
significant fall in generalised trust. At both the individual and
country levels, generalised trust is strongly correlated with life
satisfaction (see Chart 4.8).

Trust in groups
Group trust focuses on trust in specified groups of people.
Unlike generalised or institutional trust, this dimension of social
trust focuses on the key dimension of social cohesion – within
families and neighbourhoods, and across different ethnic and
religious groups. In order to assess group trust, the Life in
Transition Survey asked respondents the following question:
To what extent to you trust people from the following groups: Your
family? Your neighbourhood? People you meet for the first time?
Friends and acquaintances? People of another religion? People of
another nationality?
As one might expect, levels of trust in one’s family in the
transition region are high and comparable to western European
levels. There is significantly more heterogeneity across the
region in broader social trust as measured by trust in friends and
acquaintances: whereas in Estonia 89 per cent of respondents
have some or complete trust in friends, only 66 per cent in
Romania, 65 per cent in Turkey, 64 per cent in Albania and just
61 per cent in FYR Macedonia have trust in friends. The levels
of trust in people one meets for the first time vary even more
widely across the transition region, ranging from 9 per cent in
Azerbaijan to 34 per cent in Tajikistan (compared to 57 per cent
in Sweden).
In order to link trust to social cohesion, we make a distinction
between “in-group” and “out-group” trust. In-group trust refers
to people’s trust in those similar to themselves: their family or
those of the same religion or ethnicity. Out-group trust measures
how much people trust those who are different from them. It is

Chart 4.8
Generalised trust and life satisfaction

It is likely that both in-group and out-group trust are driven by a
common set of factors, including broader societal trust. If trust
in a society is low, people are likely to turn to informal networks
to facilitate their economic and social transactions.
In order to test the importance of informal networks the survey
asked the respondents to what extent they perceive that
“knowing someone” is essential in getting a job in the private
or government sector, settling a dispute with a neighbour,
obtaining official papers or getting into university. In Chart 4.9,
the importance of these informal networks is represented by the
size of the bubbles: the larger the bubble, the more important
informal networks are perceived to be.
As this chart shows, countries where both in-group and outgroup trust is high do not in general rely on informal networks.
However, some countries in south-eastern and central Europe –
FYR Macedonia, Hungary, Serbia and Bulgaria in particular –
appear to rely more heavily on informal networks to compensate
for relatively low levels of in-group and out-group trust.
As with the corruption question, LiTS II enables us to explore
differences between perceptions of trust in others and how
trusting people are in a “real-life” situation. All respondents were
asked the following question:
Suppose you lost your (purse/wallet) containing your address
details, and it was found in the street by someone living in this
neighbourhood. How likely is it that it would returned to you with
nothing missing?

Chart 4.9
In-group trust, out-group trust and informal networks
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Note: "Generalised trust" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they have some or complete trust in others.
"Life satisfaction" refers to the proportion of respondents who agree or strongly agree with the statement
"All things considered I'm satisfied with my life at the moment".

Source: LiTS II (2010).
Note: "In-group trust" refers to the proportion of respondets who say they have some or complete trust in their
friends, family and neighbours.
"Out-group trust" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they have some or complete trust in people of a
different nationality, religion or in those who they meet for the first time.
Area of bubbles reflects the proportion of respondents who say it is important or essential to know an influential
person to get a job in the government or private sector, settle a dispute with a neighbour, obtain official papers or get
into university.

Allport (1954) was the first to explain why in-group attachment does not always cause outgroup hostility. Brewer (1999) supports this idea by introducing group formation dynamics.
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One might expect that people in countries with high levels of
trust in their neighbours are also more likely to believe that
their wallet would be returned if found in their neighbourhood.
This is in fact only true in one country, France. In the transition
countries, there is a dramatic divergence between people’s
reported trust in their neighbours in principle, and their
expectation that their wallet would be returned (see Chart 4.10).
This is most striking in countries like Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, the
Kyrgyz Republic and Moldova, where between 75 and 90 per
cent of respondents say they have some trust or complete trust
in their neighbours and yet only 20 per cent or less believe that
the neighbours would return a lost wallet.
Overall, out-group trust is not particularly high in the transition
region compared to western Europe. However, in many countries
in the transition region there is a higher level of trust in people
of another nationality or religion than in the western European
comparators, Germany and Italy in particular. This might reflect
the fact that many countries in the transition region are more
ethnically and religiously diverse than the western Europe
comparator countries – and people in the region are therefore
more likely to interact with out-groups on a daily basis. Indeed,
as Chart 4.11 shows, ethnic fractionalisation is highly correlated
with trust in people of other nationalities.8
However, ethnic fractionalisation is clearly not the only factor
driving out-group trust: Sweden, the UK and France, which are
more ethnically homogeneous than any country in the transition
region, also have high levels of trust towards people of other
nationalities.

Chart 4.10
“Hypothetical” and “real-life” trust in neighbours

Trust in institutions
Trust in institutions – whether state institutions such as the
government or the courts or private institutions such as banks
and religious organisations – is a key factor underpinning
social and political stability. The LiTS asked about trust in the
head of state, the government/cabinet of ministers, regional
government (where applicable), local government, parliament,
courts, political parties, armed forces, police, non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), banks and the financial system, foreign
investors, trade unions and religious institutions. As with the
generalised and group trust questions, respondents were asked
to describe their level of trust in these institutions on a five-point
scale, ranging from complete distrust to complete trust.
As Chart 4.12 shows, trust in institutions is uniformly higher
in the CIS+M countries than in either the CEB or SEE region,
with particularly marked differences in the areas of trust in
the national, regional and local levels of government, the
parliament, and the armed forces.
Several countries in the south Caucasus and Central Asia, such
as Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan continue
to have exceptionally high level of trust in their presidents,
governments and political parties.9 In the Kyrgyz Republic, by
contrast, trust in the head of state and government has fallen
sharply over the period 2006-2010, reflecting the political
turmoil in that country.
South-eastern European countries continue to have extremely
low levels of trust in courts – just over 20 per cent of
respondents say that they have some trust or complete trust in
the judicial system. The levels of trust in police vary enormously
across the region. In Estonia the level is now higher than in
the UK, Italy, Germany and France. Significant increases can
be noted in Armenia, Mongolia and Georgia – the latter, after
a series of wide-ranging reforms, is nearing western European

Chart 4.11
Ethnic fractionalisation and out-group trust
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Source: LiTS II (2010).
Note: "Hypothetical trust in neighbours" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they have some or complete
trust in their neighbours.
"Real-life trust in neighbours" refers to the proportion of respondents who say it is likely that their lost wallet will be
returned.

Source: LiTS II (2010), Alesina et al. (2003).
Note: Regression line is fitted to the transition countries only.
"Ethnic fractionalisation" refers to the ethnic fractionalisation index developed in Alesian et al. (2003).
"Trust in people of another nationality" refers to the proportion of respondents who say they have some or complete
trust in people of a different nationality.

For the measurement of ethnic fractionalisation, see Alesina et al. (2002).
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The question about the level of trust in the head of state was not asked in Uzbekistan.
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levels of trust in the police. However, several countries, such as
Russia and Ukraine, lag far behind and the pace of improvement
is relatively slow.

remain considerably higher than in western Europe, where only
11 per cent of respondents declared some trust or complete
trust in them.

Trust in banks and the financial system in the transition
region has fallen from 47 per cent to 41 per cent of respondents
saying they have some trust or complete trust since the previous
survey. Although there is significant variation in these changes
across countries, trust in banks fell mainly in countries which
were affected by the economic crisis. For example, Hungary
and Romania, which are among the countries most affected
by the economic crisis (see Chapter 1), saw the levels of trust
fall from 40 per cent to around 15 per cent of respondents
reporting at least some trust. Trust in foreign investors has
declined more modestly (from 34 per cent to 30 per cent), but
the levels of trust in foreign investors in the transition region still

The level of trust in trade unions, NGOs and religious
organisations has remained broadly stable between 2006
and 2010. South-eastern European countries exhibit a lower
level of trust in trade unions and a higher level of trust in
religious institutions compared to countries in western Europe.
However, the data indicate a significant fall in trust in religious
institutions in Armenia, where only 15 per cent of respondents
reported some trust or complete trust, compared to 52 per cent
in 2006.

Chart 4.12
Institutional trust by region
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governmental institutions. More interestingly we find that trust
in governmental institutions is correlated with cumulative growth
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This suggests that not only does trust in government institutions
fluctuate with economic growth in the short run, but that long-run
growth can compensate for the short-term negative effects of
an economic downturn by providing more ‘structural’ support for
trust in governing institutions.
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Chart 4.13
Ethnic fractionalisation and out-group trust
GDP per capita, 1989=100

Relationship between corruption and trust
in the transition region
While increasing corruption and declining trust seem to have
gone hand-in-hand in the transition region over the past two
decades, it remains unclear precisely what drives the changes
in corruption and trust over time – and therefore how the two
factors might be interrelated. The academic literature has
identified several possible ways in which corruption and trust
interact to hamper desirable social and economic outcomes.
The two rounds of the LiTS enable us to test questions about
how corruption relates to trust in the transition region.
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First, a number of studies have found that levels of trust are
negatively correlated with levels of corruption.10 Chart 4.14
provides some evidence in support of these findings, plotting the
average score on the generalised trust question against
the average perception of the need to make unofficial payments
when accessing the eight public services listed above.
As this chart illustrates, higher levels of perceived corruption
tend to be associated with lower levels of generalised trust in
the transition region. However, there are notable ‘outliers’ from
this general association: in Armenia, levels of generalised trust
are extremely low, while the perception of corruption in public
services is around the average for the CIS+M region. At the
other extreme, generalised trust in Kazakhstan is significantly
higher than would be expected given the relatively high level of
perceived corruption in the country.

See Björnskov and Paldam (2004); Boix et al. (2003). Gambetta takes the argument further,
arguing that that corruption is high when generalised trust is low and in-group trust is strong.
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Second, academic studies have also found, not surprisingly,
that corruption in the public services has a significant and
negative impact on people’s trust in civil servants.11 Conversely,
other studies have found that by enabling bureaucrats to
cooperate with each other and with citizens, trust contributes
to the fight against corruption.12 Statistical analysis of the LiTS
II results strongly confirms that trust in public institutions is
determined, at least in part, by people’s perception of corruption
in those same institutions. Table 4.1 includes the results
of a regression analysis at the individual level, with trust in
local institutions as the outcome of interest (the “dependent
variable”) and the perceived level of corruption in those same
institutions as the key determinant of trust. This method
allows us to control for a wide variety of factors, both at the
individual level and at the country level, which might influence
trust in institutions.

Table 4.1
Determinants of trust in local institutions
Dependent variable
Local bribery perception

-0.098***

Individual level variables
Household income

-0.081***

Relative wealth perception

0.099***

Age

-0.0047**

Male

-0.075***

Bad health

-0.20***

Country level variables
World Bank Governance Indicators
Democracy (Polity IV)
Media freedom

As this table demonstrates, the perception that unofficial
payments are necessary when interacting with the road police,
the civil courts and requesting unofficial documents has a very
significant negative effect on people’s trust in the police,
the courts and local government – even when controlling for a
wide variety of other key factors that also influence people’s
trust in local institutions. Other important factors that also
have a significant impact on people’s trust in local institutions
include income (poorer people tend to have lower trust),
perception of the household’s relative wealth (those who
believe themselves to be better off tend to have more trust in
local institutions), age (older people tend to have lower trust
in local institutions), gender (men tend to have lower trust in
these local institutions), and poor health. Those who live in
cities also tend to have lower trust in these local institutions.
Finally, and not surprisingly, people who live in better governed
countries tend to trust their local institutions more, although
people who live in democracies tend to distrust these local
institutions more than people who live in autocratic regimes.

Trust in local institutions

GDP per capita (PPP) 2009

1.34***
-0.0064**
0.014***
-0.31**

GDP growth 2009

0.055***

Per capita GDP growth in 2009

0.051***

Standard deviation of GDP growth in 2009
Gini coefficient in 2009
Inflation in 2009
Constant
N
R-sq
adj. R-sq

0.11***
0.026**
0.060***
4.25***
20,931
0.163
0.162

Source: LiTS II (2010).
Note: Other individual-level control variables include marital status, level of education, employment status,
number of children in the household, urban and rural location, religiosity, and membership in voluntary
organisations. Control variables at the country-level also include unemployment levels and growth in 2009,
to capture the effect of the economic crisis, as well as a transition country dummy variable. None of these
variables are significant at the 10 per cent level.
* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

Chart 4.14
Trust and corruption 2010
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See Anderson and Tverdova (2003).
See La Porta et al. (1997).
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Conclusion
The Life in Transition Survey provides valuable insights into
the nature of key dimensions of social capital in the transition
region and the ways in which social capital is evolving over
time as the transition process progresses. LiTS II also allows
us to assess the impact of the economic crisis which affected
the entire region on patterns of corruption and societal trust,
and to compare the levels of societal and institutional trust
and corruption in public services between western European
countries and the countries in the transition region. This helps
us to understand what drives differences in these key factors
that underpin the effective functioning of the market economy
and democratic political systems.
In the 29 transition countries included in the LiTS, the average
level of the perceived need to make unofficial payments across
eight key public services has increased somewhat over the
past four years, from 10.4 per cent of respondents in 2006 to
13.0 per cent in 2010 reporting that it was usually or always
necessary to make such payments. Among the various public
services included in the survey, the perceived level of corruption
is highest among the road police and lowest when it comes to
accessing unemployment and other social security benefits.
However, in most countries the reported experience of unofficial
payments among users of public services is significantly higher
than people’s perceptions of the need for such payments. Part
of the reason for this disjuncture between perceptions and
experience appears to be that such payments are, in some
circumstances, made voluntarily to express gratitude. In fact,
in those countries where satisfaction with public services is
highest, unofficial payments are typically voluntary expressions
of appreciation for the service. This is especially the case in
some western European comparator countries, such as Sweden
and the UK, but also in new member states of the EU such as
Estonia and Hungary.
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The level of generalised trust in other people has increased
modestly since 2006, but it is significantly lower in the transition
region than in the western European countries. Generalised trust
is positively correlated with life satisfaction and with economic
growth in the period 2006-09. Levels of trust in family are
typically high in the transition region and comparable to western
European levels, but trust in ‘out-groups’ such as strangers and
people of different religious or ethnic groups varies widely across
the transition region. Moreover, there is very little connection
between people’s stated views on trust in their neighbours, and
their expectation of ‘trustworthy’ behaviour by those neighbours.
Finally, trust in central state institutions, such as the presidency,
the government and parliament, is strikingly high in many
countries in the CIS region, significantly higher than trust in
those same institutions in the new EU member states or the
established democracies in western Europe. However, trust in
institutions with which citizens are more likely to interact on a
daily basis – the police and the courts – is significantly lower
across the transition region than in the western European
countries, raising interesting questions about what drives trust
in these ‘distant’ political institutions in the CIS region
in particular.
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