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      This book is about the relationship between citizens and the state. Their relationship has tended to be argued
      from a top-down perspective without systematically examining empirical data about their association. In contrast,
      Citizens and the State analyses the relationship from a primarily bottom-up standpoint. Using the 18
      country cross-national survey (the Asia-Europe Survey) data it examines how citizens relate themselves to the
      state.
    


    
      Featuring case studies on France, Germany, Spain, Sweden, Britain, Taiwan, Japan, Indonesia, Greece, Italy,
      Korea, the Philippines, Portugal, Ireland, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore and China, the book systematically
      examines the relationship by asking three questions:
    


    
      •   how strongly do citizens identify themselves to the country?
    


    
      •   how much confidence do citizens place in the state and its institutions?
    


    
      •   how satisfied are citizens with life and politics?
    


    
      Innovatively, this book attempts to answer these questions by first setting up six types of relationship between
      citizens and the state via factor analysis of the survey data pertaining identity, confidence and satisfaction,
      then by examining country profiles more closely and beyond the six types.
    


    
      This book will be of interest to students and researchers of political science, political theory, comparative
      political science, Asian studies, European studies and sociology.
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      Preface
    


    
      This book is about citizens and the state and their relationship. Our guiding question in tackling the subject
      is: Why has there been little empirical work that sheds light on how citizens relate themselves to the state? It
      is widely acknowledged that the theory of the state has long been a popular and fundamental subject in philosophy
      and social science. Yet most of the time, the state has been argued about in one direction or another without
      really tackling how citizens enable such a theory of the state to function. The preoccupation about the state has
      led many authors to be mildly or blatantly oblivious to the essential importance of citizens. Here our contention
      is that citizens do matter. The empirical ground on which the state works or does not work must be systematically
      examined on the basis of how citizens relate to the state. This is our guiding question and starting point.
    


    
      In undertaking the task of how citizens perceive, evaluate and act vis-à-vis the state, our long collaboration
      has proved indispensable. Our collaboration on democracy in general and in East and Southeast Asia in particular
      led to the subsequent publication of two books, The Changing Nature of Democracy, and Democracy,
      Governance and Economic Performance (both from Tokyo and New York: The United Nations University Press). Our
      desire to dig further into the empirical grounds of democracy has led us to seek a grant to fulfil our desire. An
      almost serendipitous moment came when our proposal to undertake such a study was vigorously approved by the
      scientific research grant scheme of the Japanese Ministry of Education and Science (#11102001 with principal
      investigator, Takashi Inoguchi). We express our profound gratitude to the assessors of the competition as well as
      the key officials of the Ministry for having made this study possible in an atmosphere of complete freedom in
      terms of the questions which would be asked in the inquiry.
    


    
      During the proposal and subsequent phases, our collaboration has been expanded to include Ikuo Kabashima at the
      University of Tokyo, Ian Marsh at the University of Sidney and Richard Sinnott at University College Dublin. We
      conducted identical surveys on democracy in 18 countries, nine in East and Southeast Asia and nine in Western
      Europe. On the basis of these surveys, called the Asia–Europe Survey, conducted in summer 2000, we have written
      this book.
    


    
      We have been most fortunate in being assisted in so many ways by a large number of
      participants. We wish to thank a large number of colleagues from the countries concerned by the study, many of
      whom participated in a conference which took place in Tokyo on 26–28 November 2002. They all invariably helped us
      to understand citizens’ perspectives on citizens and the state in the context of the country concerned. They
      include: Yukio Maeda, Ahn Chung-Si, Kang Won-taek, Yusaku Horiuchi, Suzaina Kadir, Francis Loh, Johan
      Saravanamuttu, Chaiwat Kamchoo, Aaron Stern, Guo Dingping, Pat Lyons, Yves Schemeil, Juergen Maier, Ann-Cathrine
      Jungar, Pierangelo Isernia, Andre Freire, Pedro Magalhaes, Ana Espirito Santo, Joan Font and Robert Lineira.
    


    
      A study like this entails building a substantial technical infrastructure. The codebook was prepared during a
      series of meetings that took place in 1999 and 2000. All the fieldwork was carried out in the 18 countries in
      summer 2000. In carrying out all these and subsequent works, we are again most fortunate for having been
      supported by Ms Emiko Tomiie and Ms Kaori Kojima from the Nippon Research Center, the polling organisation, a
      member of Gallup International, in charge of the organisation of overall supervision of the relevant survey
      organisations in the various countries in which the study was to be conducted. We wish to thank most warmly for
      the help they provided at two key institutions that we were affiliated with: Mr Ken Firmalio and Mr Hideaki
      Uenohara, who handled most of the data management aspects, Ms Sakiko Doi and Ms Kimiko Goko, who handled the
      administrative part of the project, and Professor Paola Palmitesta and Dr Filippo Tronconi for their
      indispensable help.
    


    
      We wish to thank the members of our families, and in particular Kuniko and Tess, for having been very patient
      during the whole process of our preparation and maturation of the project, given the many meetings and the long
      periods of writing and re-writing the various drafts of this work and yet naturally very busy in their own
      respective activities.
    


    
      Tokyo, Florence and London
      

      Takashi Inoguchi and Jean Blondel
    

  


  
    
      1   Introduction
    


    
      This is a study of attitudes of citizens towards the state in 18 Western European and East and Southeast Asian
      countries. It is the third volume of a series which covers patterns of political culture (Routledge, 2006) and
      attitudes of citizens towards globalisation (forthcoming). The present study, as the other two in the series, is
      based on the answers to surveys undertaken at the end of 2000 in both regions with an identical
      questionnaire.1
    


    
      Both what globalisation consists of and whether there is or not a common political culture across the world have
      been the subject of numerous studies, although these studies are typically more concerned with what elite groups
      think than with what the population as a whole believes. On the attitudes of citizens towards the state, on the
      other hand, there are not even studies of this kind. There has been for centuries a huge interest in the state as
      a normative and analytical apparatus, that is to say in what it should or should not be or whether it happens to
      be dominated by a class or is pluralistic. There are also large numbers of studies about ‘strong’ and ‘weak’
      states, but these are undertaken from the point of view of the state and are concerned with its ability to be
      obeyed by the population.2
      Meanwhile, there is practically nothing which is truly general about what people think about the state. It is
      indeed remarkable that this should be the case, especially since some authors at least are specifically concerned
      with the problem of legitimacy: but it is typically as if what the people may think on these matters is
      effectively of no relevance. There is here, without exaggeration, a crying gap. On the one hand, one finds a
      truly immense interest in the state, which was rather overshadowed by other interests between the 1950s and the
      1980s, but which has come back with a vengeance since the 1990s; on the other hand, this is combined with an
      almost total absence of any reference to, let alone any studies on, the attitudes of citizens towards the state.
      We need therefore first to examine the nature of that gap alongside the kinds of partial empirical analyses which
      have been undertaken. Since the main object of this volume is to begin to fill that gap, we need then to outline
      the ways in which a general investigation in the attitudes of citizens towards the state can be undertaken. As
      these attitudes of citizens towards the state belong to the realm of the values which citizens have about the
      society in which they live, we need also to consider how far there is a connection between general attitudes of
      citizens towards the state and other attitudes held by citizens. We shall
      consider successively these three points in this Introduction.
    


    
      The strange absence of general studies of attitudes of citizens towards the state
    


    
      It is frankly extraordinary that social scientists should not have directed their attention to the question of
      the attitudes of citizens towards the state as a general problem which needs to be examined, if not perhaps
      solved. This is particularly surprising since a truly major literature emerged, from the 1960s onwards, about the
      characteristics of state- and nation-building. The point can be made even about authors who, since the 1980s,
      have been involved in the movement concerned with ‘bringing the state back in’, to use the title of a chapter by
      Skocpol in a volume with the same title (Evans et al., 1985, 3–43). In a work precisely entitled
      State-building, for instance, Fukuyama examines at some length the ‘contested’ role of the state, but he
      never even discusses whether the people might be concerned with this contestation process (2004, 3–26). This is
      only one example of what is in effect quasi-universal, except for the occasional comment, such as that of Kurtz,
      in a chapter entitled ‘The legitimation of early inchoate states’, who, after having said that ‘the support of
      the population is critical for the state’ (1981, 182) nonetheless ceases to mention the point in the rest of the
      article except towards the end, when he writes: ‘So long as state leaders serve reasonably well the needs and
      expectations of the majority of the population, the state will be reasonably legitimate’ (1981, 192). What the
      concern is, to the extent that there is any, is to develop a top-down approach of legitimation among the
      population, by means of a series of techniques, but not to investigate what sentiments the population may have
      about the state.
    


    
      This is so if one goes back to the major earlier works. This is so even of Max Weber, who considers the origins
      of states, not what people think of the state. This is so of the more specifically historical presentations which
      appeared in the 1960s and 1970s, such as those of Rokkan and of Tilly. What is remarkable is that ‘the people’ is
      indeed mentioned, but as if it were, so to speak, a kind of passive mass which can be mobilised without fail, at
      the required moments, in the context of the ‘march of Western European countries towards democracy’. Rokkan’s
      contribution to the very influential volume edited by Tilly, The Formation of National States in Western
      Europe, published in 1975, is characteristic in this respect. In his chapter, entitled ‘Dimensions of state
      formation and nation-building: a possible paradigm for research on variations within Europe’ (562–600), Rokkan
      lists four phases of development, on the basis of what he calls ‘the Parsons-Hirschman model’. Phase I ‘covers
      the initial state-building process’, which is said to be conducted at the elite level, and lasts until the
      French Revolution; but ‘Phase II brings in larger and larger sectors of the masses into the system: the
      conscript armies, the compulsory schools, the emerging mass media …’. ‘Phase III brings these subject masses into
      active participation…. Typically through the establishment of privileges of opposition, the extension of the electorates …, the formation of organised parties …’. ‘Phase IV finally
      represents the next series of steps in the expansion of the administrative apparatus of the territorial state …’.
      (570–2; all italics in the text). Nowhere is there any discussion, any hint even that the people might be
      reluctant, have different views, in effect contest the development. Phase III suggests that the people are so
      happy to be active rather than merely passive that they seem immediately to participate and form parties. While,
      in the concluding chapter of the volume, Tilly takes great pains to examine the extent to which the models of
      development of the state which are valid for Western Europe are applicable to other parts of the world, there is
      no consideration at all of the question as to whether there might have been any problem in the development of
      state-building arising from the fact that attitudes of citizens to the state might have been various. It is of
      course natural that these historical studies should have not been able to rely on hard data about the possible
      role of the people let alone of the attitudes which the people might have, but it is nonetheless surprising that
      the question should not even have been raised.3
    


    
      Three ways in which the attitudes of citizens towards the state have been studied
    


    
      Admittedly, three types of inquiries into the attitudes of citizens towards the state have been conducted in the
      course of the last decades of the twentieth century, but all three are concerned with partial aspects of the
      problem only.
    


    
      Nationalism among the citizens
    


    
      The first and probably best known of these types relates to the question of nationalism, about which there have
      been not only normative or analytical investigations, but empirical analyses as well. Especially after the Second
      World War, the ‘aberrations’ of nationalism have been analysed, for instance at a social psychological level.
      Studies have covered not only the extreme forms which had occurred in Europe between the two World Wars, but the
      ‘milder’ and less extended forms which have come to flourish, also in Europe, after the Second World War. There
      have also been studies of nationalism in other parts of the world, but these have tended to be concerned almost
      exclusively with elite groups.4
    


    
      Studies of what might be described as ‘exacerbated nationalism’ among the population are obviously essential, but
      they touch a limited proportion of the citizens only. Moreover, precisely because of the dramatic consequences of
      nationalism in Europe in the 1920s and 1930s, studies of nationalism have tended to concentrate on the most
      extreme forms; admittedly, somewhat more recently, this type of investigation has been somewhat extended to cover
      what has come to be generally referred to as ‘populism’.5 Yet, even in this case, nationalism has not been integrated, so to speak, in a general
      study of citizens’ attitudes towards the state, despite what had been the case by and large in the nineteenth century and what it still is for large numbers of citizens in many countries, that
      is to say merely a high degree of identification with what has often been referred to as the ‘nation-state’. An
      examination of different degrees of identification with the state beyond the more rabid manifestations of
      nationalism is therefore required: so long as attitudes of citizens towards the state are not examined in a
      general manner, the weight and character of nationalism cannot be assessed generally either. Gellner’s last
      short, but most clarifying, volume on Nationalism (1995) does go a long way towards delineating the type
      of characteristics which breed nationalism. He views nationalism as being neither ‘necessary’ nor ‘contingent’,
      this last view being ‘powerfully argued by the late Elie Kedourie, in his book Nationalism (1993, first
      published 1960)’ (1995, 10). Prior to making this point, Gellner had defined nationalism as ‘a political
      principle which maintains that similarity of culture is the basic social bond’ (1995, 3). This definition is most
      helpful, as it makes it possible to determine the kind of situations in which nationalism will tend to flourish
      and in particular the kinds of citizens who are likely to embrace nationalism. The only problem, however, is that
      there are manifest degrees in the extent to which people will feel that culture is ‘the basic social bond’, in
      that culture will be diversely confronted with other elements, such as class and religion, in the minds of the
      members of the society.
    


    
      The citizen and political institutions
    


    
      The second set of inquiries into the relationship between the citizen and the state has taken the form of
      ‘batteries’ of questions, originally elaborated in Michigan electoral behaviour studies, about attitudes to a
      variety of political and administrative institutions.6 These batteries have become almost routinely administered in surveys of electoral
      behaviour and of political culture, including in the study which is examined here. They are concerned with the
      determination of the extent of support for political parties, the legislature, the government and the civil
      service as well as the armed forces and the police. Typically, political institutions in the narrow sense fare
      badly, while the police and the armed forces, as well as the civil services, are viewed more positively. Yet the
      information obtained provides only a series of separate viewpoints, not a comprehensive image of what people feel
      about the state in general. The difference in levels of support for various types of bodies makes it difficult to
      extrapolate from these separate standpoints to feelings about the state in general. Moreover, there is
      uncertainty about the nature of the objections to individual institutions. An account of the general feelings
      about the state is therefore needed to be able to interpret the meaning of the specific reactions: one could not,
      for instance, develop a programme of reform of the institutions for which there is little support on the basis of
      the answers to these questions. A general assessment of attitudes of citizens towards the state is required in
      order to draw conclusions about the significance of attitudes to particular institutions.
    


    
      The citizen and governmental policies
    


    
      The third type of inquiries which are commonly undertaken in the area of attitudes of citizens towards the state
      relates to policies. In large numbers of surveys interviewees are asked to indicate the extent of their support
      for specific actions of the government or the type of feelings they have about what is going on in such sectors
      as the economy or social policies. This kind of investigation is manifestly useful if one is to discover the mood
      of the electorate at a particular point in time and it helps to build up curves of popularity of governments: but
      it says little or nothing about what people think about the state. Admittedly, attitudes of citizens towards the
      state and attitudes of citizens towards specific policies or about policy sectors may well be related. The state
      is, after all, as was pointed out in the volume on Political Cultures, both in the Introduction and later
      in the book, the context in which most policies which affect citizens are undertaken. Since the citizens ‘feel’
      the existence of the state, so to speak, in many important aspects of their day-to-day life, not just in relation
      to law and order, but with respect to the economy, education, health care, welfare policies and pensions, it
      would be surprising if views about these problems did not in some fashion affect the general attitudes vis-à-vis
      the state (and vice versa); but the nature of the linkage is unknown and will remain unknown so long as inquiries
      into general attitudes of citizens towards the state are not undertaken.
    


    
      The examination of attitudes of citizens towards political institutions and towards policies of the government
      strongly suggests that the relationship between citizens and the state must be viewed at two levels which seem to
      be interconnected. One level is general and concerns the extent to which the citizens tend on the whole to be
      positive, negative or rather neutral towards the state: one might describe this level by referring to the overall
      ‘capital’ which the state enjoys from the citizens. The other level concerns the institutions and the policies,
      towards which the citizens may also be positive, negative or neutral, this last viewpoint being likely to be
      rather frequent as many citizens can be expected to be rather hazy as to what some institutions are like and some
      policies are.
    


    
      A two-way movement seems likely to occur, as was already alluded to earlier. On the one hand, the leaders of a
      state which enjoys a large amount of general ‘capital’ may be bolder in undertaking policies in a number of
      fields: they may perceive that they have at least some leeway in what they will do. The converse will occur in
      situations in which the capital enjoyed by the state is relatively small. Meanwhile, if the policies which are
      put forward are regarded positively by citizens, the capital of the state (and of those who run the state) is
      likely to grow and, in turn, the leaders of the state may then feel able to engage in other policies.
    


    
      For these reasons, it is difficult to believe that the feelings which citizens have vis-à-vis the state will not
      have an effect on the attitudes which these citizens will have when confronted with specific institutions of the
      state or with proposals made by the leaders of the state. Yet it also follows that the examination of the attitudes of citizens to institutions or to policies cannot be regarded as substitutes
      for the examination of general attitudes towards the state. It would on the contrary be most valuable to be able
      to study over time the relationship between the attitudes which citizens have towards the state and the attitudes
      which these citizens have towards a battery of institutions or a series of policies. One could then see how far
      one set of attitudes appears to influence the other. Given the dearth of studies of attitudes towards the state,
      however, such a comparison between the two levels of attitudes cannot as yet be undertaken.
    


    
      Having read this book this far, one might have got the impression that the book has unjustifiably overlooked or
      disregarded a large bulk of empirical and conceptual work that has addressed the question posed by this book.
      First, there is an enormous amount of empirical work on various aspects of states such as their leaders,
      institutions, policies, satisfaction with democracy, history, record and general image, and pride in
      state.7 Second, there is great
      interest in declining support for democratic states in the West.8 Third, there is quite a lot that touches on the theme of values,
      or the proper scope and depth of state activity, satisfaction with life and the rules of the political game
      (losers’ consent).9 However, it
      is our contention that none of them has addressed directly the central question we have addressed, i.e. the task
      of shedding light on the two-way relationship between citizens and the state by constructing empirically grounded
      types of states as observed by citizens. In other words, three requirements must be met. First, the argument on
      the types of state must be solidly grounded on systematic empirical data. Second, the analysis of citizens must
      be directly related to the argument on the types of state. Third, the analysis of citizens must be systematically
      comparative. In terms of these requirements, we can claim that there has been surprisingly little work done on
      the subject.
    


    
      The need to study general attitudes of citizens towards the state
    


    
      The question of the general attitudes of citizens towards the state has thus attracted almost no attention in
      political science or social science literature. This is not the place to inquire about the reasons for this state
      of affairs, though it may be that, as was pointed out earlier, since many of the earlier studies at least were
      historical, indeed went back far into Western European history, any attempt at discovering the opinions of
      citizens was precluded. Whatever the reasons why an examination of general attitudes of citizens towards the
      state has not been undertaken, such an examination must take place. To do so, the first task must be to map out
      what these attitudes are and, to begin with, the inquiry must be conducted at the level of the state to find out
      the ways in which citizens differ from state to state about the way in which they assess the state to which they
      belong. At this point in time, it is best not to attempt to go further and try to discover whether or how far the
      attitudes of citizens towards the state are shaped by the state itself: such an undertaking would entail an over
      time dimension which is as yet completely lacking.
    


    
      The purpose of this volume is therefore to explore the general attitudes of
      citizens vis-à-vis the state and discover how far these attitudes vary among the 18 states of the two regions
      studied here. Such an exploration is particularly interesting in the case of states such as those which are under
      examination, since, although, by and large and with some variations, these states have been successful as
      political systems, they vary appreciably ideologically as well as economically and socially. Since 18 states are
      covered, one aim must be to see how far the relationship between the citizens and the states to which they belong
      falls into a number of recognisable patterns and thus whether the states examined here can be grouped on the
      basis of the type of relationships which their citizens have to these states.
    


    
      Attitudes towards the state: how the relationship between citizens and the state can be analysed
    


    
      In the volume on Political Cultures, it was pointed out that the pioneering work in the field had been
      The Civic Culture, by Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba, as that study, published in 1963, opened a line of
      systematic empirical inquiry into the social and political universe of the ‘common man’, by means of a survey
      going beyond the electoral process. In The Civic Culture, however, the question of the general support of
      citizens for the state was not raised any more than in other studies. Although the state was the unit of the
      analysis, what was being examined was the extent to which citizens wished to participate; ‘the political culture
      of democracy’ was the aim of the study. This cannot be the basis on which one can examine in a general manner the
      ways in which citizens relate to the state and in particular give it more or less support. One has to go beyond
      the question of the political culture of democracy, as longing or not longing for democracy cannot be regarded as
      the universal basis on which attitudes to the state can be assessed: one has to look for other elements
      which are truly universal in making or breaking the relationship between the individual and the state. These
      elements have to be value-neutral in a way that attitudes to the democratic character of the state are not: they
      have to be value-neutral as we do not know how many citizens give their support to the state without referring to
      whether the state is democratic or not.
    


    
      What these elements might be can be deduced from a closer examination – a deconstruction, so to speak, – of the
      various aspects which, jointly, constitute the way people relate to the state, indeed for that matter to other
      organisations, as the state can be described in this context as being more complex than but basically similar to
      other organisations. The concept of the state is not indivisible: it has different aspects and citizens relate
      variously to different aspects of the ways in which they see the state.
    


    
      We referred earlier to the notion that the state could enjoy different amounts of support from the citizens and
      that this support constituted a capital at the disposition of the state. Indeed, the capital which the state can
      enjoy may well be due to the association, in the minds of many citizens, between the state and the nation: the state can thus be viewed as the embodiment of the nation at a particular moment in
      time; it is indeed probable that those who run the state will often be tempted to use the possible connection
      between state and nation to increase the capital which the state comes to enjoy and even to attempt to dissociate
      support for the state (and nation) from any need to support policies as well.
    


    
      Controversies about the relationship between nation and state are numerous and well documented. The two ideas,
      one more emotive, the nation, and the other more rational and even administrative, the state, are combined in a
      concept which is referred to as the ‘nation-state’. Yet, in many cases, especially outside the West, but even in
      several cases in the West as well, the combination is more a hope than a reality. While this is not the place to
      examine the contours of the concept, let alone the controversies which arose around it, it is worth noting that
      there is little, if any, disagreement about the point that the state gains markedly from, and may even at times
      require, positive feelings for the nation on the part of the citizens, if it is to have at its disposal the
      amount of capital required, for instance, to embark on unpleasant policies.
    


    
      The three components of general attitudes towards the state, identity, confidence and satisfaction with life
    


    
      Such sentiments exist also, in some cases perhaps even more strongly, with respect to bodies other than the
      state, especially with respect to those bodies which are referred to as ‘communal’, such as tribes or families,
      ethnic or religious groups, in opposition to ‘associational groups’ which are typically regarded as depending
      essentially on logic and rationality.10 The sentiment which develops in that manner is the sense of identity between members
      and the group. Identity has a more emotional than rational character: this is why, in the case of the state,
      sentiments of identity are markedly strengthened by the existence of strong feelings vis-à-vis the nation which
      are transferred, so to speak, on to the state. The capital from which the state may benefit is linked to and may
      well be in many cases dependent on the association between the state and the nation.
    


    
      Identity is the psychological bond between citizens and the bodies which they recognise around them and the state
      in particular. The strength of that identification of citizens with the state is apparently increasingly in
      question, as other identities seem to challenge the state in the minds of its citizens. This seemed not to be the
      case in the early part of the twentieth century, a time at which the influence of ‘other’ identities was felt to
      be ‘inexorably’ on the decline, with traditional communal groups losing support as a result of the ‘modernisation
      process’, at any rate in the West (Tilly, 1975, 638). The subsequent decades were marked by the success of new
      forms of communal feelings, based for instance on what have been described as ‘new social movements’. These
      seemed to be in the process of undermining the support which the state (and the nation) had laboriously acquired
      earlier.11
    


    
      Identity is thus the most obvious element of the relationship between the citizen and the state: it is not the
      only element, however. Two others have to be taken into account if the
      relationship is to be determined. The fact that the identity with which a citizen relates to the state is strong
      does not mean that that citizen is automatically pleased with what the state and its agents are doing. It is not
      just possible but fairly common to identify with the state and yet be unhappy with the way the state is run.
      Indeed, such a ‘dichotomy’ arises in connection with any body to which individuals belong. Thus citizens may find
      that the state is operated by authorities in a manner in which they do not like; they may, on the other hand,
      feel that they have confidence in what is going on.
    


    
      Confidence is thus the second element of the relationship between citizens and the state. That second element is
      sometimes described as trust rather than confidence: but the word trust is more specific and indeed probably too
      specific. It is because confidence has vaguer connotations that it is closer to reality. By and large, especially
      in the context of the state, citizens are often not sufficiently positive or even not concerned enough to be said
      to ‘trust’ what the authorities (in their view) are doing. What is typically the case is that they have, or do
      not have, broadly positive attitudes towards the actions of these authorities.12
    


    
      One can contend that confidence in authorities is very broad and somewhat vague. One can argue that a distinction
      be drawn between confidence in authorities, regime and the political community. We focus on the first two,
      however, by confining our questions to those entities that are more easily imaginable and hence definable.
    


    
      Yet the relationship between the citizen and the state does not depend only on the extent of identification with
      the state (and nation) and on the degree of confidence in the authorities of the state. It depends also on a
      third element, the degree of satisfaction which the citizen experiences with life and his or her situation
      in general. This element seems prima facie to be distinct from the relationship between citizens and the state:
      it is nonetheless an essential component of that relationship as it determines key aspects of the manner in which
      these citizens regard their environment. If citizens are dissatisfied with their life, they are likely to blame
      the state and even to be alienated from it. If they do not feel comfortable with the general conditions in which
      they live, their relationship with the state is markedly affected.13
    


    
      One can claim that satisfaction with life and happiness are not necessarily connected to attitudes towards the
      state. First, we discuss satisfaction with life but not happiness. As John Stuart Mills says, the pursuit of
      happiness in a post-enlightenment world can be perhaps best achieved by seeking ‘happiness by the
      way’.14 Satisfaction with life
      is based on empirical responses whereas happiness is something which we use to characterise a certain group of
      states. Second, with regard to the causal direction between satisfaction with life and state support, we argue
      that satisfaction with life leads to state support as our question is not satisfaction with life but state
      support and the types of state based in part on state support.
    


    
      Our three-component model, so to speak, of citizens’ attitudes toward their relationship with the state may not
      be taken as vastly different from those more common models of the relationship as seen from the state such as
      identity, legitimacy and efficacy, as expounded by Gellner and Lipset. Two
      major differences between our and their models are found in the major angles from which arguments are
      constructed. First, ours is citizen-focused and thus bottom-up while theirs is state-focused and thus top-down.
      Second, ours is primarily empiricist, interested in building up empirically grounded arguments about the
      relationship between citizens and the state, while theirs is ideationalist, interested in making arguments
      without much reference to emprical data about how citizens think and feel about their relationship with the
      state.
    


    
      The assessment of the support of citizens for an organisation – and in particular for the state – entails
      therefore acquiring information about all three elements. Information has to be acquired about the strength of
      the identity which citizens feel for the state in comparison with the strength of the identity felt for
      other bodies, as there may be severe conflicts among these feelings of identity. Information has to be acquired
      about the extent to which citizens feel confident about the bodies with which they feel they have a link
      as well as about the leaders of these bodies. Information has to be acquired, third, about the extent to which
      citizens feel satisfied when looking at their own experience or, on the contrary, feel frustrated or even
      anxious when considering what they have achieved or what they are.
    


    
      Exploring the relationship between general attitudes of citizens towards the state and other citizens’ attitudes
    


    
      We have thus at our disposal three dimensions according to which the general attitudes of citizens towards the
      state can be assessed. This will help to provide a more precise picture of these general attitudes. Yet the
      elaboration of such a picture cannot be an end in itself. Ideally, one would want to relate what can be
      discovered about these attitudes to a variety of other aspects of the attitudes of citizens: yet we noted earlier
      that, as we lack any means of analysing, at any rate currently, the general attitudes of citizens over time, it
      is simply impossible to even begin to consider the question of the existence or possible direction of any
      causality between general attitudes and more specific attitudes to the state.
    


    
      This does not mean that one cannot endeavour to relate the general assessment of the state made by citizens to
      other sets of attitudes of citizens. On the contrary, there are three ways in which such relationships can be
      examined. First, the general attitudes to the state can be related to views about state authorities, based on the
      classic battery of questions which have been in use for a number of decades and which were referred to earlier.
      One can then see how far positive, neutral or negative views about these authorities correspond to similar views
      about the state: there is a problem here, however, as the only way in which we can assess the level of confidence
      of citizens in the state is by means of an examination of the attitudes of these citizens to authorities of the
      state.
    


    
      Second, general attitudes towards the state can also be related to views about performance to which citizens are
      asked to react, for instance in sample surveys. In this case, too, one can see how far positive, neutral or
      negative views about this performance relate to attitudes about the state, for
      instance whether positive views about the performance on policies coincide with attitudes towards the state which
      are more positive, even if it is most unlikely that there will be perfect coincidence.
    


    
      Third, moreover, one can also examine what the relationship may be between the attitudes which citizens have
      towards the state and the ‘basic societal values’ held by the citizens. In the volume on Political
      Cultures which was published earlier, attitudes of citizens, in the 18 states, were examined by means of a
      panoply of 13 ‘basic societal values’ questions concerned with ‘communitarian’ standpoints, human rights and
      socio-economic matters. The reactions to these basic societal values are far from uniform: these value questions
      were selected in order to assess to what extent a marked contrast emerged between Western European and East and
      Southeast Asian countries, along the lines of the views put forward by the supporters of the notion of ‘Asian
      values’. Not only was it found that socio-economic questions did not lead to systematic distinctions between the
      two regions, but it was also found that the differences between the standpoints of the respondents from Western
      Europe and from East and Southeast Asia were appreciably more limited, on both the communitarian and the human
      rights questions, than was suggested by the supporters of the Asian values syndrome: there are in particular
      appreciable variations from question to question. It is therefore intriguing to discover how far there is
      correspondence between attitudes to the state and attitudes to basic societal values.
    


    
      The comparison between attitudes to basic societal values was undertaken, in the volume on Political
      Cultures, at the level of regions, of sub-regions in each of the two regions and of states. It was not
      meaningful to draw comparisons at the level of individuals, since the very concept of Asian values was closely
      linked to a number of states in the East and Southeast Asian region. This suggests that the study of attitudes to
      the state must also be undertaken on the basis of states as the units of analysis. However, both for the
      examination of the relationship between attitudes towards the state and institutions, policies and basic societal
      values as well as for the examination of attitudes towards the state per se, it is hoped and indeed hypothesised
      that the 18 states of the study will come to be brought together in a number of groups. One should not
      necessarily expect, however, that attitudes towards the state and other attitudes will be closely related in all
      or perhaps even in the majority of cases.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      The structure of the book
    


    
      One can obtain in the way which has just been described an overall picture of the extent of support which
      citizens give to the state. In order to describe this picture, we need to examine somewhat more closely the
      characteristics of the three dimensions of the relationship between the state and the citizen which have been
      outlined earlier, that is to say identity, confidence and satisfaction with life. This will
      be the object of the first part of the coming chapter. The second part of Chapter 2 will then examine the ways in which these attitudes to the state with respect to the three
      dimensions combine and give rise to groups of states which fall into a number of distinct ‘types’. Six such types
      will be found to emerge among the 18 nations of the study, three of which straddle countries of both regions,
      while the other three are composed of countries of one region only.
    


    
      The detailed characteristics of these six groups of countries are then analysed in the subsequent six chapters of
      the book (Chapters 3 to 8). These six groups are referred to as being those of ‘happy non-nationalists’ (France, Germany,
      Spain and Sweden), of ‘mild pessimists’ (Britain and Taiwan), of ‘hesitating citizens’ (Japan and Indonesia), of
      ‘frustrated patriots’ (Greece, Italy, Korea, the Philippines and Portugal), of ‘citizens in happy development’
      (Ireland and Thailand) and of ‘optimists’ (Malaysia, Singapore and China).
    


    
      As was indicated earlier, the kind and extent of citizen support for these states may or may not be connected to
      the attitudes which the citizens have with respect to attitudes towards authorities, to views on policy
      performance and to standpoints on the basic societal values which are regarded as embodying the characteristics
      of the ‘good society’. Given the point made earlier and according to which attitudes about state authorities are
      the very factors which determine levels of confidence in the state, these attitudes will be examined in the
      context of the six chapters analysing the characteristics of each of the groups of states. On the other hand, the
      presence or absence of a link between forms and extent of support for the state and both citizens’ views about
      the policy performance of the state and citizens’ standpoints with respect to basic societal values are examined
      in Chapters 9 and 10. These two chapters analyse comparatively how far these views and these standpoints vary in the
      six groups of states.
    


    
      Finally, Chapter 11 summarises the findings of the previous
      chapters. It does so in two ways. It examines first the extent to which the six groups of countries can be said
      to be truly united in terms of the three dimensions which have helped to define the position of the citizens of
      these countries with respect to the state. Second, the chapter assesses, in a tentative manner, the extent to
      which there is congruence, in each group of states, between the attitudes of citizens towards the state and the
      attitudes of these citizens towards institutions, policies and especially basic societal values.
    


    
      This volume aims at exploring in some detail the ways in which citizens relate to the state in the context of 18
      countries many of which are old, if not very old, and all of which appear to have an established relationship
      between the rulers and the ruled, though not necessarily one which is based on liberal democratic principles. The
      goal is to see how positive that relationship is, not merely on the basis of a single dimension, but with the
      help of three dimensions, identity, confidence and satisfaction with life, which can provide a comprehensive but
      also realistic picture of the ways in which citizens view the state to which they belong. It will thus become
      possible to come closer to grasping the nature of the capital which states – and those who run these states –
      come to possess. In the process, it will also become possible to see whether the views which citizens have of the states to which they belong coincide with or differ from the views which these citizens
      have about the authorities, policy performance and basic societal values, thus making it possible to move towards
      an understanding of the extent to which and the ways in which attitudes and values help to shape the
      relationships between citizens and the state to which they belong.
    


    
      To anticipate the major findings of the book and its original contributions, they are flagged here before turning
      to the long analysis of methods and theories. The most original findings of the book are (1) that how citizens
      relate to the state is well understood by looking at three basic components, identity with the state and nation,
      confidence in public authorities and satisfaction with life, and that the six groups of states that derive from
      the factor analysis of responses to those questions on these three components give a markedly precise picture of
      how citizens relate themselves to the state; (2) that citizens’ attitudes to governmental policy performance are
      more strongly related to the feelings which citizens have vis-à-vis the state than citizens’ attitudes to the
      socio-political fabric of society and that examining the profiles of six groups of states in terms of consistency
      and coherence helps us to understand the feelings of citizens and of the consequences that these feelings may
      have for the efficiency and effectiveness of the state.
    

  


  
    
      2    Operationalising identity, confidence and satisfaction with life
    


    
      In the previous chapter, it was pointed out that a general assessment of the attitudes of citizens towards the
      state and the nation could be obtained by means of three components: (1) the strength of the feelings of identity
      of citizens with respect to the state and the nation, (2) the extent of confidence or trust in the activities of
      the state and its authorities and (3) the degree of satisfaction which citizens have with their own life. These
      components are in reality dimensions, as, in each case, citizens can be more or less positive, more or less
      negative as well as neutral. It was also noted in the previous chapter that such an analysis would best be
      conducted, not at the level of individuals, but at the level of each of the 18 states to which this study is
      devoted: the aim is to find out how, in each state, respondents divide with respect to the three components.
    


    
      This makes it possible, first, to obtain a picture of the nature of the support which there is in every state
      and, in the process, to ‘group’ these states into a number of types: the primary aim of this volume is naturally
      to describe support for the state in each of these types, since, so far, no attempt has been made to undertake
      such a description. There is, as was noted in the previous chapter as well, a second aim: this is to examine both
      the views of citizens on the policies pursued by the state authorities and the standpoints of citizens on a
      number of key socio-political values which were studied in detail in the volume on Political Cultures and
      referred to as ‘basic societal values’, in order to relate these views and these standpoints to general attitudes
      to the state, also at the level of each state or each group of states. As was stated in the previous chapter,
      too, these views and these standpoints are examined separately in two comparative chapters at the end of this
      volume; meanwhile, attitudes to state authorities are analysed in the context of the assessment of levels of
      confidence in the state in each group of states, as these are the attitudes which form the basis of the way in
      which citizens manifest their confidence in the state.
    


    
      The purpose of this chapter is thus to map out in greater detail the characteristics of the three components
      which form the basis of the attitudes of citizens to the state and to list the questions administered to the
      respondents of the survey to discover what these attitudes are and how far they differ. A preliminary task
      consists therefore in circumscribing the ways in which each of these components can be assessed; this is the
      object of the first section of the chapter. The second section then describes
      how each of the three components is operationalised and looks at the distribution of the various states, both
      separately with respect to each component and jointly with respect to all three. On this basis, in the third and
      final section, it is possible to determine in what way, in combination, the three components of the attitudes of
      citizens towards the state result in the formation of a number of groups of states; the characteristics of these
      groups are then described in general terms. (Methodological and technical details of operationalisation are
      summarised in the Appendix).
    


    
      For the purpose of the analyses conducted in this volume, it is particularly important to discover whether
      countries can be grouped on the basis of the general attitudes of citizens towards the state and thus whether
      these attitudes fall into a relatively small number of common patterns. This is important from a comparative
      standpoint as a finding of this nature will help to structure the way in which citizens’ attitudes to the state
      can be examined in the future; moreover, in the context of a study such as this, it is obviously important to see
      whether the groups of states which exist cut across the regional divide between Western Europe and East and
      Southeast Asia, as this will suggest that the groups of states which have been identified are not specific to a
      particular type of society but are at least markedly more widespread. The question of ‘Asian values’ has
      typically been raised in connection with value standpoints: it could equally be raised in connection with general
      attitudes of citizens towards the state. Whether groupings of states cut across the regional divide or not and
      whether they do so in a major or a minor way is thus a further ground for determining to what extent the
      political culture of citizens, in the broadest sense of the expression, is largely bound by that regional divide
      or can be regarded as being above that divide.
    


    
      The components of state support: identity, confidence and satisfaction
    


    
      Let us therefore examine first what characterises the three components of identity with the state (and nation),
      of confidence in the state authorities and of satisfaction with life. To do so, let us first consider aspects
      which are common to all three components before looking at aspects which are specific to each of them.
    


    
      Two broad common characteristics of the three components
    


    
      The changing extent of citizens’ support for the state over time
    


    
      Perhaps the most important general characteristic which all three components of support for the state have in
      common is that the strength of that support varies over time and that these variations can be substantial.
      Support – in terms of levels of identity, in terms of degrees of confidence in the authorities and in terms of
      extent of satisfaction with one’s life – naturally varies from individual to individual; but variations also take
      place over time within the same individual.
    


    
      It is therefore wrong to describe the support which a state enjoys from its
      citizens as if it was an attribute of that state. References to support must not be static, as support for a
      state is never a given, any more than support is for any other group or organisation. Thus one should not refer
      to the support which a particular liberal democracy receives or to the lack of support which characterises a
      particular authoritarian country. Admittedly, these dichotomies are due in large part to the fact that it has
      never been possible so far to measure adequately the extent of support which a state or any other organisation
      enjoys: it is therefore difficult to adopt a type of language which stresses the relative character of this
      support and the fact that it varies and possibly varies appreciably over time. Yet variations are a basic feature
      of this support: they are a key to the understanding of the whole concept and to the understanding of the
      elements which constitute it, whether it is the extent to which these citizens identify with the state, the
      extent to which they have confidence in the state authorities or the extent to which they are satisfied with
      their life.
    


    
      These variations in support affect the extent to which states are strong. Such variations may well have occurred
      in Indonesia in the course of the last decade of the twentieth century, for instance. However, the absence of
      surveys on the subject makes it impossible to assess whether, during that period, there was any change and, if
      so, what was its size, in the attitudes of the citizens of that country with respect to one or more of the
      components of the relationship between individuals and the state on which the overall support is based. The
      problem is indeed universal. The present study was undertaken at a certain point in time: all it can therefore
      describe is the degree to which there was identification with the state (and nation), confidence in the
      authorities and satisfaction with life among the citizens at that point in time. Any generalisations being made
      in this and the remaining chapters of this book are subject to this proviso.
    


    
      The limits within which the citizens’ general support for the state takes place in practice
    


    
      Although there are manifest differences in the extent to which a state can be said to be strong as a result of
      the support which it enjoys from its citizens, an existing state must have acquired a minimum of strength. There
      has to be a limit, in terms of the levels of identity with the state (and nation), of confidence in the
      authorities and of satisfaction with their own life among the citizens, below which the state is simply unlikely
      to survive without major problems or even to survive at all. Various means of coercion used by state agents may –
      indeed to an extent will – prevent breakdown or civil war, at any rate up to a point and perhaps only for a
      while. Many examples, including several in the contemporary world, have shown that break-ups of states are far
      from exceptional: lack of empirical evidence makes it impossible to know to what extent these break-ups coincided
      with situations in which identity, confidence and satisfaction with life were all particularly low, however. It
      seems nonetheless reasonable to hypothesise that, in countries which remain in existence for a substantial period
      and, therefore, in particular in the countries which are studied here, citizens
      are unlikely to display, with respect to the three components, levels of support which are simultaneously very
      low. It seems reasonable at least to expect that a highly positive attitude with respect to one or two of the
      components will compensate for less positive attitudes with respect to the remaining two or one.
    


    
      The likelihood of a highly positive attitude with respect to all three components can also be expected to be so
      rare as to be unlikely to occur. A truly highly positive attitude with respect to all three components of the
      relationship between citizens and the state suggests a total drowning, so to speak, of these citizens in the
      state to which they belong. Such a situation may occur in primitive societies, for instance vis-à-vis a tribal
      organisation on the part of the members of that tribe. Modern states are likely to be characterised by many
      differences in attitudes on the part of their citizens, on the contrary. Some of these states are liberal:
      attitudinal differences tend to develop automatically in such cases; but attitudinal differences are also found
      in states which are not liberal. To begin with, coercion does by itself generate discontent; moreover,
      contemporary states tend to be diverse in terms of the groups which compose them, whether these are ethnic,
      religious or even merely geographical. Indeed, even in states which are mainly tribal, differences emerge as
      these rarely include the members of a single tribe. Thus, in practice, there are upper limits in the extent to
      which all the relationships of citizens to the state are likely to be highly positive. The reactions of citizens
      of the same state will be sufficiently varied to ensure that the support for the three components of the
      relationship between citizens and the state are also varied.
    


    
      The specific characteristics of the three components of citizens’ general support for the state
    


    
      Feelings of identity for the state and their characteristics
    


    
      Let us examine successively the way in which citizens are likely to react to each of the three components of the
      relationship which link them to the state. In the first place, citizens relate to the world around them by
      identifying more or less with a number of groups in the society, such as associations or institutions, from
      families to clubs, from trade unions to churches, from purely social to powerful political organisations. In a
      panorama of this kind, the position of the state is typically considered to be special. Other groups are not
      expected to attract feelings of identity of such intensity as those which the state attracts, with the exception
      of the family, in many cases, and, in some, perhaps exceptional ones, the firm for which one works; in general,
      too, the attractiveness of supra-national bodies to citizens tends to be much weaker, except for churches for
      small minorities.
    


    
      Yet, in the contemporary world at least, few are those likely to identify with one organisation only. As a
      result, total identification, even with the state, will simply not occur, while it may well occur in primitive
      societies, for instance where a tribal organisation dominates the life of everyone. The state is only one of the bodies with which citizens identify and the state has to compete – or ally –
      with some at least of these bodies. Moreover, admittedly at the limit, but a limit which is reached in many
      states, some citizens in at least some countries will not identify at all with the state in which they live if
      they see themselves as belonging to another nation, a nation which may exist or, if not, one which, in their
      view, should exist.
    


    
      The extent to which citizens identify with the state is obviously of major importance with respect to the ability
      of the state to act both within its borders and on the international plane. What counts in this regard is not so
      much whether the citizen also identifies with other bodies, but whether the identification with the state is
      considered by the citizen to be of greater weight than the identification with other bodies or, as occurs
      frequently, whether the identification with the state is associated with the identification with other bodies:
      thus individuals may identify with the state if they judge the state to be closely associated with the
      geographical, ethnic or religious groups to which they belong. If this is not the case but the citizen strongly
      identifies with one or more other bodies, whether of an ethnic, religious or regional character, the basis of the
      whole edifice of the state is shaken, so to speak. If many feel that way, the situation becomes dangerous for the
      strength of the state and even its stability. The same kind of destabilisation may be brought about by
      globalisation, as a state with which many citizens do not identify will be less able to respond to the challenges
      of globalisation.
    


    
      Confidence in the authorities
    


    
      Support is manifestly linked in part to the extent to which citizens feel confident about the groups to which
      they are attached. The object of this confidence can be either individuals or institutions – the various state
      institutions, from government and parliament to courts and the civil service. Thus, in some cases, alongside the
      confidence which citizens have for what is being done by an organisation such as the state, confidence will also
      – and perhaps even more – relate to the rulers of that body. However, since many citizens may not know who these
      rulers are, they will display confidence in whoever runs the organisation. As is the case with identity feelings,
      confidence can be expected to vary sharply: it varies from individual to individual within a given state; it
      varies over time as citizens become aware of activities which they approve or disapprove or of leaders whom they
      like or dislike.
    


    
      Confidence is less basic than identity: it only has meaning with respect to bodies with which individuals feel
      that they have some relationship and indeed at least some degree of closeness. Individuals have to feel some
      identity with a body for these individuals to be even concerned, so to speak, in having confidence in that body
      and in its leaders. This assumes therefore that the framework which is provided by the identity is accepted. Yet
      confidence differs sharply from identity: citizens frequently dislike and may even be ashamed of the institutions
      or at least some institutions and of the leaders of the state, as they may dislike or be ashamed of the leaders
      of any other groups with which they identify.
    


    
      Confidence can be passive or active. Individuals may have confidence in the
      state or another organisation or in the leaders of the state or of that organisation because they genuinely
      believe that what the state or that organisation or its leaders pursue is good: in such a case one can almost
      certainly refer to trust, as the liking for the activities of the organisation is based on a definite assessment
      of what the organisation and its leaders do. In many cases, probably in most, however, citizens are likely to
      have only a vague idea of what policies are being pursued: confidence is then passive and cannot be described as
      being in the nature of a real trust. This is particularly so when, at the limit, confidence is given as a matter
      of course, without reflection, so to speak, to the state, its institutions and its leaders, or to other
      organisations in part precisely because there has been little or no reflection about the reasons for that
      confidence.
    


    
      Finally, the confidence which citizens have in the state results from the confidence which they have in a number
      of authorities, such as parliament, the government, the parties, the leaders, the civil service, the courts or
      the police. Overall confidence in the state can therefore be addressed realistically only by taking into account
      respondents’ attitudes to these authorities. This has two consequences. First, one cannot expect to discover one
      authority, however important, even the government, which can be regarded as representative of the whole set.
      Second, it is not possible to examine how far attitudes to a particular authority are characteristic of a
      particular group of states rather than another since the attitudes to that authority, combined with attitudes to
      the other authorities, are the very elements on which the confidence of citizens in the state is based.
    


    
      Satisfaction with one’s life
    


    
      Satisfaction or dissatisfaction with one’s life and predicament is somewhat less focused than identity and
      confidence. It is based on sentiments of contentment or discontent, of achievements or failure. The origins of
      these feelings are complex: they result from a combination of personality characteristics, family and neighbour
      circumstances and broad impressions about the environment, including the environment provided by the state.
    


    
      To an extent, levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with one’s life are related to the psychology of the
      individual. The temperament plays a part: some are more pessimistic than others. This may be due to specific
      traits of the personality which result in failure being felt more strongly by some than by others, for instance.
      Yet these feelings are also related to the environment as the experience which one has had in the past cannot but
      have some effect on one’s interpretation of what happens later. Thus, in most if not all cases, judgements about
      the environment and about the part played by the state within this environment enter to an extent in the
      sentiments which one has about one’s life’s achievements. Indeed, these influences are typically reciprocal.
      Individuals are likely to be affected by general attitudes which tend to be characteristic of certain nations.
      Some societies seem to be collectively more optimistic than others: Americans for instance, are often said to have a more cheerful and open outlook on life, career and general ability to
      succeed than, for instance, Western Europeans.
    


    
      Apart from the interplay between personality characteristics and the prevailing ideas about the likelihood of
      success or failure, satisfaction or dissatisfaction about one’s life is based in part on assessments of the
      chances which the environment, including the state and nation, has provided, provides or will provide. These
      characteristics are likely to give rise to diffuse impressions, perhaps rather than fully conscious views, about
      the responsibility which various organisations and among these the state may have in the build-up of the
      circumstances which led to the development of one’s life circumstances. The overall relationship between citizens
      and the state comes therefore in this manner to be affected by the extent to which these citizens are satisfied
      with their life, whatever confidence they may have in the state authorities and however strongly they identify
      with the state. All three components contribute to the building of the sense that one is close to or distant from
      the state; all three components have therefore to be taken into account and their relative weight must be
      measured as precisely as possible when the overall picture of support is being drawn.
    


    
      Operationalising the components of attitudes towards the state in East and Southeast Asia and Western Europe
    


    
      The relationship between citizens and the states to which they belong: the analysis of identity, confidence with
      the authorities and satisfaction with life
    


    
      One must therefore operationalise at the level of each of the 18 countries of the study the way citizens relate
      to the states to which they belong, in terms of feelings of identity, of confidence in the state authorities and
      of the extent to which these citizens are satisfied with their life. A number of questions of the survey were
      drafted with this aim in mind.
    


    
      With respect to identity, interviewees were asked to indicate the importance which nationality had for them,
      whether this nationality has become more or less important to them and how proud they were of that nationality.
      The specific questions were:
    


    
      Q. 2 ‘Overall, how important is it to you that you are [the nationality of the respondent was then mentioned]?’
      (Respondents could chose one of four answers ranging from ‘extremely important’ to ‘not important at all’; they
      also had the opportunity to reply that they did not know).
    


    
      Q. 3 ‘Overall has being [self-declared nationality of the respondent] become more or less important to you, or
      has its importance stayed much the same over the last 10 years?’ (Respondents could choose one of five answers
      ranging from ‘much more important’ to ‘much less important’; they also had the opportunity to reply that they did
      not know).
    


    
      Q. 13 ‘Overall, how proud are you to be [nationality of the country]?’
      (Respondents could choose one of four answers ranging from ‘very proud’ to ‘not proud at all’; they also had the
      opportunity to reply that they did not know).
    


    
      To test the confidence which interviewees had in the authorities, questions had to take into account, as was
      noted earlier, a number of authorities. Seven of these were selected as being particularly critical. These
      questions were not asked in China, however, as they were felt to be too sensitive. The questions were:
    


    
      Q. 101 ‘Now, could you tell me how much confidence you have in each of the following?’
    


    
      a   The national Parliament;
    


    
      b   The political parties;
    


    
      c   The [country] government;
    


    
      d   The law and the courts;
    


    
      e   The main political leaders [in the country];
    


    
      f   The police;
    


    
      g   The civil service.
    


    
      (Respondents could choose on each of these seven questions one of four answers ranging from ‘a great deal’ to
      ‘none at all’; they also had the opportunity to reply that they did not know or state they had not thought much
      about it).
    


    
      Satisfaction with life was assessed by means of three questions. These were:
    


    
      Q. 502 ‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life these days?’ (Respondents could choose one of
      five answers ranging from ‘very satisfied’ to ‘very dissatisfied’; there was no opportunity to reply ‘don’t
      know’).
    


    
      Q. 203 ‘Thinking about [the country] and taking everything into consideration, how do you feel things in general
      have developed in the last 10 years?’ (Respondents could choose one of five answers ranging from ‘improved a lot’
      to ‘got a lot worse’; they also had the opportunity to reply that they did not know).
    


    
      Q. 411 ‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with politics in your society to-day?’ (Respondents could
      choose one of five answers ranging from ‘very satisfied’ to ‘very dissatisfied’; there was no opportunity to
      reply ‘don’t know’).
    


    
      A factor analysis was undertaken to determine whether these 13 variables
      covered adequately and separately the three components of identity, confidence and satisfaction: three factors
      did indeed emerge and these related closely to the three components. The data matrix factor analysed consists of
      13 variables and some 13,600 individual respondents. Country scores derive from averages of those individual
      scores of the same country origins. In other words, our factor analysis is performed on the 13 × 13,600 matrix,
      but not the 13 × 17 matrix. This was so at the level of the 17 countries analysed (China being excluded, as was
      noted), as well as at the level of each of the two regions of the study, although this is not always the case at
      lower levels, a point which will be taken up at the end of this chapter (Table 2.1).
    


    
      Overall differences, regional differences and differences from country to country with respect to the three
      components of support of the state
    


    
      In order to discover differences with respect to attitudes to the three components of support of the state, both
      between the two regions and among the countries of each region, one has to examine, beyond the factors which show
      that these three dimensions do exist, variations in the reactions of citizens and therefore look at differences
      in the percentage of support. A simple solution might seem to be to examine average responses to the questions
      which help to determine the contours of these components. This is possible, indeed appropriate, with respect to
      confidence in the authorities. The seven questions concerned all relate to the same problem; they only differ in
      terms of the state authority which is being assessed. The proportions of citizens displaying confidence in each
      of the authorities can therefore be aggregated and in this way provide a picture of the overall confidence which
      citizens have in the authorities of the state. With respect to the other two components, identity and
      satisfaction, however, this cannot be done, as each of the three questions which aim at providing the overall
      picture of the characteristics attitudes to these two components are concerned with a different aspect of the
      problem. There is therefore no alternative but to concentrate on what might be described as a key question which
      can be regarded as particularly revealing about attitudes to that component. With respect to identity, the
      assessment of the importance of nationality appears a priori to constitute such a key question: as a matter of
      fact, it is the one which has the highest factor loading of the three, 836. Similarly, with respect to
      satisfaction, the assessment of satisfaction with life appears a priori to constitute such a key question: it is
      also the one which has the highest factor loading of the three, 765. However, as that question is worded in a
      general manner and given that, as we saw earlier, satisfaction with life results both from reactions to personal
      conditions and from reactions to state and society, one can expect the attitudes of respondents to Question 502
      to include both elements: this matter will be examined at the end of this chapter and in greater detail in the
      following chapters.
    


    
      Interestingly, there is no such key question with respect to confidence in the authorities: Question 101c on
      confidence in the government might be regarded as being the most critical: it has indeed a somewhat higher factor
      loading than the others, but only marginally: that factor loading is 783 when all 17 countries are considered
      jointly (China being excluded), but the factor loading of confidence in the political parties is about the same,
      at 773. Thus, on the one hand, a measure of the differences in attitudes at the regional level or at the country
      level with respect to identity or to satisfaction can be obtained, at least as a first approximation, by
      concentrating on the variable concerned with the importance of nationality (Q. 2) and on the variable concerned
      with satisfaction with life (Q. 502). On the other hand, with respect to confidence in the authorities, it is
      both feasible and appropriate to compare the average percentage citizens’ reactions in the two regions or
      in each country to the seven questions assessing the confidence in each authority (Q. 101 a to g).
    


    
      Table 2.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and
      the state
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      Differences between the two regions with respect to the three components
    


    
      There are appreciable differences, though not massive ones, between the regional reactions to the three
      components. Where the difference is the largest is on nationality: while 55 per cent of the respondents feel
      identity with the nation to be ‘extremely important’ in the whole sample, this is so of 63 per cent among East
      and Southeast Asian respondents but only of 46 per cent among Western European respondents. The difference is
      less marked for the other two components: while 41 per cent of the respondents have either ‘a great deal’ or
      ‘quite a lot’ of confidence in the authorities in the whole sample, this is so of 46 per cent among East and
      Southeast Asian respondents and of 38 per cent among Western European respondents, the corresponding figures for
      confidence in the government alone (Q. 101c) being 40, 48 and 33 per cent. With respect to satisfaction with
      life, overall, almost half the respondents (49 per cent) selected one of the top two possible answers: this was
      so of 45 per cent among East and Southeast Asian respondents and of 53 per cent among Western European
      respondents (Table 2.2).
    


    
      Differences at the country level
    


    
      HOW IMPORTANT IS NATIONALITY?
    


    
      While East and Southeast Asian respondents feel on average that their nationality is more important than do
      Western European respondents, variations from country to country are very marked in both regions and, overall,
      the extent of these variations is about the same in the two regions. In East and Southeast Asia, the proportion
      of those who rate their nationality to be ‘extremely important’ varies from 93 per cent in the Philippines to 44
      per cent in Taiwan. In Western Europe, the range is between 75 per cent in Greece and 31 per cent in France.
    


    
      Three countries, Malaysia, Thailand and especially the Philippines, score particularly high in East and Southeast
      Asia (from 73 to 93 per cent). Three countries (Taiwan, Japan and Indonesia) are significantly below the 63 per
      cent average for the region (from 46 to 50 per cent) and the last three, Singapore, Korea and China are close to
      that 63 per cent average (from 57 to 62 per cent). In Western Europe, four countries are significantly below the
      average (France, Spain, Sweden and Germany) at between 31 and 34 per cent, two countries are significantly above
      (Greece and Ireland) at 59 and 75 per cent respectively, and three countries are at or near the average (Britain,
      Italy and Portugal) at between 46 and 53 per cent.
    


    
      There is a marked overlap between, indeed an intermixing at the middle and even towards, but not at, the extreme
      top of, the range of the answers from respondents from individual countries of each region; there is no overlap
      at the bottom of the range, on the other hand, which is occupied by four Western European countries only.
      Altogether, despite these extreme cases, the degree of overlap on a country-by-country basis among the two
      regions markedly exceeds the 17-point gap between the average responses from the two regions on that question.
    


    
      Table 2.2  Score of each country with respect to the three identity variables (percentages)
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      The extreme cases at both ends deserve mentioning. Among East and Southeast Asian countries, respondents from the
      Philippines stand out, as we already noted, by being particularly emphatic about the importance which they
      attribute to their nation. More strikingly even, the respondents from France, Spain, Sweden and Germany are
      closely together and are markedly less prepared than those of any other countries to view their nationality as
      ‘extremely important’, with only about a third of them feeling that way. It is because these four countries are
      tightly grouped together and score much lower than all the others in both regions that the average score is also
      much lower for Western Europe than it is for East and Southeast Asia: the score of the other five Western
      European countries is within the same range as the score of East and Southeast Asian countries, with the sole
      exception of the Philippines.
    


    
      CONFIDENCE IN THE AUTHORITIES
    


    
      The proportion of respondents who have ‘quite a lot’ or ‘a great deal’ of confidence in the authorities, is, on
      average, as we saw, 39 per cent overall, but is 46 per cent in East and Southeast Asia (China not being included)
      and 33 per cent in Western Europe. In this case, the range is substantial only in one region, East and Southeast
      Asia, where country variations are between 19 and 83 per cent, while, in Western Europe, without being
      negligible, country variations are merely between 27 and 45 per cent. In East and Southeast Asia, where what the
      score of China would be is unknown, three countries are significantly above the average (Indonesia, Malaysia and
      above all Singapore) at between 54 and 83 per cent, three countries are significantly below (Korea, Japan and
      Taiwan) at between 19 and 35 per cent, while Thailand and the Philippines are close to the average at
      respectively 40 and 45 per cent. In Western Europe, four countries are significantly above the average for the
      region (Ireland, Spain, Portugal and France) at between 40 and 45 per cent, Italy is a little below at 27 per
      cent, while the other four (Greece, Britain, Germany and Sweden) are near the average at between 30 and 35 per
      cent. There is overlap and intermixing of the responses from the two regions at the middle level, but the three
      East and Southeast Asian countries at the very top are appreciably above any Western European country.
    


    
      SATISFACTION WITH ONE’S LIFE
    


    
      The proportion of respondents who are (both very and a little less) satisfied is intermediate between the
      proportion of those who feel that their nationality is ‘extremely important’ and the proportion of those who have
      either ‘quite a lot’ or ‘a great deal’ of confidence in their country, at 49 per cent overall and at respectively
      45 and 52 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and in Western Europe. Variations from country to country are again
      large in both regions, ranging from 26 to 75 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and from 30 to 70 per cent in
      Western Europe. In East and Southeast Asia, three countries are significantly above average (Thailand, Malaysia
      and Singapore), at between 58 and 75 per cent, while four countries (Korea, Indonesia, Taiwan and Japan) are
      significantly below at between 26 and 32 per cent, while the other two (the Philippines and China) are near the
      average, at respectively 40 and 46 per cent. In Western Europe, only one country (Sweden) is significantly above
      the average, at 70 per cent, two countries (Portugal and Greece) are significantly below, at respectively 30 and
      38 per cent, while the bulk are at or fairly near the average (Italy, France, Spain, Germany, Ireland and
      Britain) at between 43 and 60 per cent. The overlap and intermixing between the two regions are also substantial.
      Both the group of countries at the top of the range and the group of countries at the bottom include one country
      from Western Europe, although both also include more countries from East and Southeast Asia (respectively two and
      four).
    


    
      As might have been expected, citizens’ attitudes towards the state thus vary appreciably from country to country:
      there is no Western European or East and Southeast Asian type of relationship. Regional averages do not therefore
      seem to ’mean’ much, except that they signal the fact that a number of Western
      European countries – but only a number of them – are decidedly less enthusiastic about their nationality than any
      other country which is being studied here. These feelings indicate that country specificity has to be taken into
      account in a major way. Hence the need to see, given that regional (and indeed, in this case as well,
      sub-regional) variations are less marked than variations from country to country, whether countries could not –
      and should not – be grouped on a different basis from what is in effect geographical contiguity.
    


    
      An interregional typology of attitudes towards the state
    


    
      Attempting to discover the basis for an interregional typology
    


    
      Now that a picture has been obtained of the reactions of respondents to the state, the next step must therefore
      be to examine whether the answers to these questions lead to the building of a typology. Can states be grouped
      together on the basis of similar reactions of respondents, at the state level, in terms of the strength of the
      feeling of national identity, of the extent of confidence in the authorities and of the degree of satisfaction
      with life? If such groupings of states on the basis of similar patterns can be found, the basis for a typology
      can also be found. If successful, an operation of this kind will help to overcome the problem posed by the
      typically idiosyncratic character of analyses which focus on countries individually. By looking at ‘groups of
      countries’ in which citizens relate in the same manner to the state to which they belong, one might discover
      factors which may account for attitudes towards the state, rather than towards a region or towards the
      subdivision of a region.
    


    
      The distinction between positive, negative or intermediate respondents’ reactions to the state would be
      particularly striking if all countries could be ranked in broadly the same way with respect to all three
      components: this is not the case, however. Even a rapid glance at the answers at the country level to the
      questions which have been analysed so far does indeed show on the contrary the existence of marked variations
      from one component to another in the attitudes of respondents towards the 18 states which are studied here. If a
      typology of states based on respondents’ reactions is to be elaborated, a less straightforward approach has to be
      adopted.
    


    
      Are there groups of countries with respect to each of the three components of the relationships between citizens
      and the state?
    


    
      The first step in the effort to build such a typology is to assess, with respect to each component separately,
      whether the distribution of support in each of the 18 states is such that these fall into a small number of
      distinct groups. For groups of states of this kind to exist with respect to each component, two conditions must
      obtain: the amount of support given by the respondents in each of the states belonging to any such group must be
      similar, if not identical, and there must be gaps between the groups.
      There is no ‘group structure’ if, on the contrary, the extent of support for the state among the citizens of the
      countries analysed here, with respect to each of the three components, is spread rather evenly across the range
      and that there are therefore no significant gaps. If this should be the situation with respect to all three
      components or even with respect to two of them, a typology could not be built, as a typology entails
      discontinuity among sets of components: this is what the very notion of groups implies. These groups do not need
      to be composed of the same countries with respect to all three components, however: some countries may belong to
      one group, that is to say be associated with some countries with respect to one component, identity for instance,
      and be associated with other countries with respect to confidence in the authorities or satisfaction with life.
      The key requirement for the building of a typology is that there be groups with respect to each component and in
      any case at least with respect to two of them. Whether the groups are interregional or not does also matter to an
      extent, as the existence of interregional groups suggests that the nature of the feelings of citizens towards the
      state to which they belong is not fundamentally different from one region to another. Let us therefore see
      whether such groups can be found with respect to each component and therefore whether there is a prima facie
      potential for the build-up of a typology.
    


    
      National identity
    


    
      With respect to attitudes to national identity as it emerges from the answers to Question 2, the sizeable average
      difference in the scores of the East and Southeast Asian countries and of Western European countries is
      reflected, as was noted earlier, in the distribution of the 18 states along the scale. The Philippines, with 93
      per cent of the respondents stating that they find their nationality extremely important, are located some 20 per
      cent above the second highest country to be found in reply to this question, Malaysia. At the other end of the
      range, in France, Spain, Sweden and Germany, only about a third of the respondents, practically in the same
      proportion in all four countries, replied that their nationality was extremely important.
    


    
      The spread of the country responses across the range reveals that the great majority of the countries fall
      sharply into five groups, four of which include countries from both regions (Table 2.3).
      Admittedly, the Philippines stand alone above all other countries, but apart from the Philippines, Thailand,
      Greece and Malaysia form a group at the top of the scale: for the respondents of these countries nationality is
      truly extremely important. The second group, which scores appreciably lower in terms of the importance given to
      nationality, is composed of China, Korea, Ireland and Singapore. The third group includes Portugal, Italy and
      Indonesia. The fourth group is composed of Japan, Britain and Taiwan. Finally, the fifth group includes the four
      Western European countries whose citizens are least numerous to feel that their nationality is extremely
      important, Germany, Sweden, Spain and France. On the question of the importance of nationality, groups of
      countries do therefore exist.
    


    
      Table 2.3  Three-dimensional factor scores of those countries examined
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      Confidence in the authorities
    


    
      On the basis of the average of the answers to Questions 101 a to g, countries divide into five groups. Three
      countries, Singapore, Malaysia and Indonesia – in that order – are spread out at the top of the range in the
      replies to the questions concerned with confidence in the authorities. Except for Korea scoring very low (and for
      China, where these questions were not administered), the rest of the countries divide into four groups, although
      these are relatively close to each other (between 28 and 45 per cent of positive responses to the top two
      possible choices). If all seven questions concerned with confidence in the authorities are taken into account,
      three East and Southeast Asian countries are at the top and one at the bottom, but the other four groups all
      include countries from both regions. It should be noted that the division into the relatively well-defined four
      groups does not emerge if only the replies to the confidence in the government question are taken into account:
      while the same three countries are at the top and while the highest of the four groups remains, except for the
      fact that it now also includes Taiwan, the rest of the countries do not divide into groups but are simply spread
      out in the lower part of the range.
    


    
      Satisfaction with life
    


    
      It appears permissible to concentrate, in a first examination of the problem, on the general question relating to
      satisfaction with life (Q. 502) as a measure of satisfaction, although answers to that question are likely to be
      based, in part at least, on personal considerations as well as on attitudes towards the state and society. The replies to that question result in a division into five groups of countries, the only
      exception to this pattern being constituted by China, which stands on its own in the middle of the range. Four of
      the five groups include both countries of East and Southeast Asia and countries of Western Europe, while the
      fifth includes three Western European countries only, Spain, France and Italy. The group at the top of the range
      is composed of Singapore, Malaysia and Sweden; the second group includes Britain, Ireland, Thailand and Germany;
      the countries in the middle are Spain, France and Italy; there is then a two-country group composed of the
      Philippines and Greece and, lowest of all, a group which includes Japan, Taiwan, Portugal, Indonesia and Korea
      (Table 2.3).
    


    
      Thus well-delineated groups exist with respect to the answers to two of the three components relating citizens to
      the state, while the groups which emerge with respect to confidence in the authorities are somewhat less clearly
      circumscribed: there is therefore potential for the construction of an overall typology. Moreover, as the groups
      which were found to emerge from the responses to the three components of attitudes of citizens towards the state
      are mostly interregional, the East-West divide appears likely to provide at most a partial account of these
      attitudes of citizens towards the state.
    


    
      A typology based on six groups of countries
    


    
      A preliminary examination of the distribution of countries on the basis of answers analysed so far with respect
      to the three components indicates that an overall typology might well be found; but such a typology will not be
      based on identical patterns being found with respect to all three components, as a group of countries at the top
      of the range with respect to one of these components may well be at the bottom with respect to another. Thus we
      should expect to find, for instance, countries in which respondents tend both to think that their nationality is
      extremely important and tend to have confidence in the authorities as well as countries in which respondents also
      tend to think that their nationality is extremely important but do not tend to have confidence in the
      authorities.
    


    
      The examination of all 13 questions which were described earlier in this chapter suggests that the 18 countries
      of the study may be divided into six groups of states, as was already indicated towards the end of Chapter 1. These groups vary in terms of the extent to which citizens
      support the state with respect to the three components. As a first characterisation, one can say that in three of
      these groups the proportions of respondents who feel that that their nation is extremely important is not very
      large while in the other three, on the contrary, the proportions of respondents who feel that that their nation
      is extremely important is substantial. Meanwhile, there are groups in which support is strong with respect to all
      three components, groups where this support tends to be average or near-average and groups in which there is a
      kind of compensation between strong support with respect to one of the components and weak support with respect
      to one or both of the others. The labels given to these six groups take into account these characteristics.
    


    
      Thus the first of these six groups is referred to as tending to be composed of
      ‘happy non-nationalists’ (France, Germany, Spain and Sweden), the second of citizens ‘mildly uneasy’ about the
      state (Britain and Taiwan) and the third of citizens ‘difficult to satisfy’ (Japan and Indonesia). In all three
      of these cases, the proportions of citizens who believe that their nation is extremely important is small or at
      most average. The other three groups tend to be composed of citizens who believe strongly in their nation, but in
      the fourth group, which is referred to as being composed of ‘frustrated patriots’ (Greece, Italy, Korea, the
      Philippines and Portugal), citizens tend to have limited confidence in the state authorities, while in the fifth
      group, referred to as being in ‘happy development’ (Ireland and Thailand) and in the sixth group, referred to as
      being composed of ‘optimists’ (Malaysia, Singapore and China), most citizens tend both to believe in the
      importance of the nation and to be confident in the authorities as well as being rather satisfied with life. The
      details of the analysis are given in the Appendix (including Figure A.1) (Table 2.4).
    


    
      The countries of the ‘happy non-nationalists’
    


    
      The first group, composed of four Western European countries, Sweden, Germany, France and Spain, includes
      respondents who are rather satisfied with their life and are confident about the way the authorities run their
      country, while not tending to feel that their nationality is extremely important. It will be recalled that these
      four countries are at the very bottom of the range in relation to the importance given to nationality: Spain is a
      little different from the other three countries of the group with respect to the other two answers, since its
      respondents are somewhat less confident in the authorities while not being as satisfied with their life as German
      and Swedish respondents, although they are as satisfied as French respondents. The fact that the level of
      confidence in the authorities is not low among the respondents of this group contrasts sharply with the limited
      importance which these respondents display for their nationality.
    


    
      Table
      2.4  Distribution of the relationship between citizens and the state according to the six groups of states
      (percentages)
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      The countries of the citizens ‘mildly uneasy’ about the state
    


    
      The second group is constituted by Britain and Taiwan, a linkage which might appear surprising: if one had
      expected Britain to be close to an East Asian country, it would have been with Japan, not Taiwan. As a matter of
      fact, as Table 2.3 shows, Taiwan and Britain (but also Japan) are close to each other in
      terms of the importance which they attribute to their nationality – somewhat above, but not too far from the four
      happy non-nationalist countries; they are also close to each other in terms of the confidence which they have in
      the authorities of their country, while, admittedly, the British are markedly more satisfied with life than the
      Taiwanese (who are in this respect are close to the Japanese). The mild nationalism of Britain and Taiwan is
      associated with a relatively low level of confidence in the authorities, as if, in contrast with the countries of
      the previous group, more nationalism were to result in less confidence in what state authorities can do.
    


    
      The countries of citizens ‘difficult to satisfy’
    


    
      In two countries, both from East and Southeast Asia, Japan and Indonesia, respondents tend to have some
      difficulty in being satisfied. They are not strong believers in the extreme importance of their nationality; they
      do not have much confidence in the authorities; they differ to an extent about life satisfaction. Yet this seems
      to be, to a very large extent, because of a certain reluctance to decide rather than because of a genuine
      pessimism: many Japanese respondents, in particular, are likely to answer ‘don’t know’ when asked about their
      attitudes.
    


    
      The countries of the ‘frustrated patriots’
    


    
      In contrast to the previous groups are five countries, two from East and Southeast Asia, the Philippines and
      Korea, and three from Western Europe, Greece, Italy and Portugal, in which the respondents view their nationality
      as important or very important. They do not have much confidence in the authorities, however, while being also
      rather dissatisfied with their life. There is therefore frustration in the midst of a strong feeling of national
      identity. There are some variations in the reaction of the respondents of the five countries, admittedly, but
      these are not large enough to prevent these from belonging to a single group. It will be recalled that the
      respondents of the Philippines are particularly prone to declare their nationality to be extremely important;
      Koreans, on the other hand, are somewhat more lukewarm on that point, though
      their views on the matter are decidedly above average. Respondents from the five countries are divided into two
      sub-groups in terms of their confidence in the authorities: in the Philippines and Portugal, the level of
      confidence is relatively high, in the other three countries it is very low, but respondents of these countries
      tend to have a low level of satisfaction with life, except in this case for Italians, who are near the average.
      The combination of attitudes to the authorities and to satisfaction with life does suggest a degree of
      frustration, which contrasts with a high or relatively high level, even in Italy and Portugal, of importance
      attributed to the nation.
    


    
      The countries of citizens ‘happy with development’
    


    
      The respondents of two countries, one each from East and Southeast Asia and from Western Europe, Thailand and
      Ireland, are happy in their development. They feel that the nation is important, the Thais more than the Irish,
      admittedly, but the Irish are only second to the Greeks in this respect among the Western European citizens. They
      are very close to each other, at an average level, both in terms of their confidence in the authorities and in
      terms of their satisfaction with life. This may be because both countries have only recently enjoyed the fruits
      of development; it may also be that this feeling has affected the Thais more than Irish and given the former a
      greater sense of the importance of their nation, which, moreover, had always remained independent, in contrast to
      what has been the case with the latter.
    


    
      The countries of the ‘optimists’
    


    
      The respondents of three countries, all from East and Southeast Asia, China, Malaysia and Singapore, are fully
      optimistic. There are some differences among them, admittedly. The Singaporeans are not as numerous as the
      citizens of the other two countries to state that their nationality is extremely important; conversely,
      Malaysians are appreciably less confident about the authorities of their country than the respondents from
      Singapore. The attitudes of Chinese respondents in this respect are unknown, admittedly, but on another question,
      Q. 202e, which can be regarded as touching on at least a similar matter, these respondents had relatively little
      worry about their country and were close in attitude to Malaysians. There are fewer differences among the three
      countries in terms of the extent to which respondents are satisfied with life, though the Singaporeans and the
      Malaysians are those whose satisfaction is most pronounced. When the three components are taken together,
      respondents from these countries resemble each other strikingly: they all display a substantial degree of
      national identity and have a high level of satisfaction; moreover, if Malaysians and Singaporeans feel confident
      in the authorities, the Chinese have relatively little worry about their country.
    


    
      The typology which has just been outlined has led to the determination of six groups of states. Within each
      group, admittedly, there are differences in the way in which respondents from
      the countries concerned react to the state, in terms of identity with the state and nation, confidence in the
      authorities and life satisfaction; but there are sufficient similarities in the patterns of responses within each
      group for the six-group classification to be justified. Three points emerge from the composition of these groups,
      however. First, there is some tendency for the groups to cut across the East-West divide: in three cases out of
      six, one finds countries belonging to both regions. Nonetheless, second, not only are three groups composed
      exclusively of countries of one region, but also half the countries – four from Western Europe and five from East
      and Southeast Asia – belong to these one-region groups. Third, the division among the groups in both regions, but
      particularly in Western Europe, tends to be on a North-South basis: there are three Northern Western European
      countries in one group and three Southern European countries in another; there are two Southeast Asian countries
      and China in one group, the other six countries being scattered across three groups. Thus regional and
      sub-regional distinctions emerge as playing a part in affecting the relationship between citizens and the state
      alongside the part played by the division of the 18 states into six groups.
    


    
      The attitudes of citizens to the state and the six groups of states
    


    
      The aim of this chapter was to lay the foundations of a more detailed analysis, to take place in the coming
      chapters, of the patterns of attitudes of citizens towards the state, including the variations which are found to
      exist among the countries which belong to a group. Chapters 3 to
      8 will thus examine similarities and differences in terms of
      citizens’ attitudes towards the state among the countries in each group. Thus, in the coming six chapters, after
      an introduction in which relevant characteristics of the countries belonging to the group concerned are
      presented, the components of the attitudes of citizens to the state are analysed in three sections dealing
      successively with identity, confidence in the authorities and life satisfaction. The starting point of that
      analysis is the examination of the factor loadings of the 13 variables relating to the three components: as was
      pointed out earlier in this chapter, there are some differences in these factor loadings among the groups of
      states and between each state in some groups. There are for instance four factors in groups 2 and 5 and not just
      three; there are also more generally variations in the loading of specific variables with respect to a given
      factor.
    


    
      Identity and the importance of nationality
    


    
      The section of each of the six chapters devoted to identity first concentrates on what was described earlier as
      the key variable, Question 2, which asks respondents to state how important their nationality is to them. After
      analysing the distribution of the answers to that question within the group studied in the chapter, the section
      examines respondents’ attitudes to two other variables, Question 3, which asks how far respondents felt that their attitude to the importance of nationality had changed over the
      last ten years and Question 5, which asks how far respondents feel that the respect for their nation had changed
      over the same period.
    


    
      At the level of the study as a whole and taking the two regions together, respondents both believe that their
      nationality has increased in importance for them and that the respect for their nation has increased. Against 49
      per cent who feel that their nationality has become more important to them, only 5 per cent feel the contrary,
      while 43 per cent feel that the importance of their nationality has remained the same to them and 3 per cent do
      not know. Against 49 per cent who also feel that their nation is more respected, 24 per cent feel the contrary,
      while 25 per cent feel that the respect for their nation has not changed and 3 per cent do not know. There is
      also some relationship between these sets of findings in that, while 49 per cent feel that their nationality has
      become more important to them, these 49 per cent include 64 per cent of those who feel that their nation has come
      to be more respected.
    


    
      The same broad conclusions apply to each of the regions, but respondents from East and Southeast Asia are
      markedly more positive about these matters than respondents from Western Europe, although the gap is much larger
      with respect to whether nationality has increased in importance for the respondents than with respect to the
      extent to which there is more respect for the nation. In the first case, 64 per cent of the East and Southeast
      Asians are positive and 4 per cent negative, while 35 per cent only of the Western Europeans are positive and 5
      per cent negative; in the second case, 53 per cent of the East and Southeast Asians are positive and 23 per cent
      negative, 44 per cent of the Western Europeans being positive and 24 per cent negative. Meanwhile, however, there
      is a relationship between the answers of the two variables in Western Europe but not in East and Southeast Asia:
      66 per cent of the respondents from East and Southeast Asia declared that their nationality had increased in
      importance to them and these included 72 per cent of those who felt that their nation was more respected; on the
      other hand, 36 per cent only of the respondents from Western Europe declared that their nationality had increased
      in importance to them, but these included 60 per cent of those who felt that their nation was more respected.
    


    
      Confidence in the authorities
    


    
      The section of each of the six chapters devoted to confidence in the authorities is based primarily on the
      average support given to the seven authorities being examined. For all the countries analysed in this study (17
      in this case as the questions were not asked in China), that average is 41 per cent, 46 per cent in East and
      Southeast Asia and 37 per cent in Western Europe. The country range is large, however, especially in East and
      Southeast Asia, where it varies from 10 per cent in South Korea to 83 per cent in Singapore, while, in Western
      Europe, the country average varies only from 27 per cent in Italy to 45 per cent in France, Spain and Portugal.
    


    
      These variations in averages are not either random or country-specific. There are on the contrary noticeable differences between the support given to what might be described as
      two types of authorities, those which can be labelled as truly political and those which are more administrative
      in character: the first group includes parliament, the political parties, the government and the political
      leaders; the second is composed of the courts, the police and the civil service. Over the 17 countries of the
      study, the average support for political authorities is 35 per cent: it is 51 per cent for administrative
      authorities. A difference is also found, indeed even more marked in Western Europe, at the regional level, the
      support for ‘political’ authorities being 41 per cent and for administrative authorities 53 per cent in East and
      Southeast Asia, while the support for ‘political’ authorities is 28 per cent and for administrative authorities
      is 49 per cent in Western Europe. However, that pattern is not found everywhere as the distribution of support
      for some of the political authorities or some of the administrative authorities does not always follow that
      distinction, at any rate fully.1
    


    
      Satisfaction with life
    


    
      As was pointed out earlier in this chapter, the extent to which one is satisfied with one’s life results both
      from reactions to personal conditions and from reactions to state and society. At the level of both regions and
      at the level of each region, as Table 2.1 shows, the three variables concerned (Q. 502, 203
      and 411) constitute jointly a separate, third factor, with loadings on these three variables which are not
      markedly lower than the factor loadings of either the variables relating to confidence in the authorities in the
      first factor or the factor loading of the variables relating to identity in the second factor: yet this is not so
      to the same extent in every country group, especially with respect to Question 411 and as will be analysed in
      detail in the coming six chapters. Indeed, perhaps it is not surprising that Question 411 should divide to an
      extent, even at the level of whole regions or of the overall study, between the first and the third factor, since
      that question relates ‘satisfaction with politics’, thus confirming, to an extent at least, the ambiguous
      character of ‘life satisfaction’: it touches matters which relate to politics as well as more specifically
      personal considerations.
    


    
      One way of finding out the relative importance of personal and political or state matters on life satisfaction
      seems to be by means of examining the relationship which exists between the three variables which have so far
      been used as indicators of life satisfaction and variables which are concerned with the personal conditions of
      the life of citizens. The likely impact of these personal conditions can indeed be assessed on the basis of three
      variables which relate to the worries which respondents may have. Questions 202 a, b and c thus state:
    


    
      To discover the extent of the relationship between the answers to Questions 202 a, b and c alongside Questions
      502, 203 and 411 and thus to assess the relative weight of personal characteristics and ‘state’ characteristics,
      a factor analysis was conducted both at the level of all 18 countries and separately in the two regions, but, to
      ensure uniformity in the answers, the order of the answers is reversed for Questions 202 a, b and c (Table 2.5).
    


    
      Table 2.5  Factor analysis of the six variables assessing the relationship between personal and
      state life satisfaction
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      Some people feel that their life is going well. Others are worried about the way it is going. In your own case,
      how worried are you about each of the following.
    


    
      a   Your work situation
    


    
      b   Your health
    


    
      c   Your family life.
    


    
      (Respondents could choose one of three answers, ‘very worried’, ‘somewhat worried’ and ‘not worried at all’; they
      also had the opportunity to reply that they did not know).
    


    
      (Three other questions, d, e and f dealt with the neighbourhood, the country and the international situation
      generally)
    


    
      That factor analysis shows that there are two different factors, both at the overall level and in each of the two
      regions: these can be labelled the personal and the state factor: while Questions 203 and 411 belong
      predominantly to the state factor, Questions 202 a, b and c fall predominantly in the personal factor. Meanwhile,
      the answers to Question 502 show that that the position of that variable is more ambiguous: at the global level
      it is predominantly loaded on the ‘state’ factor, but, at the level of each region, it appears divided almost
      equally between the two factors. Variations at the level of groups of states are even larger as well as
      variations at the level of individual states. These variations are meaningful, as, depending on whether answers
      to Question 502 are closer to the state or to the personal factor, life satisfaction would seem to be more
      related to matters political or to matters personal: the variations at the level of groups of states are
      sufficiently large to suggest that there are indeed groups of states in which the citizens who are satisfied with
      their life are looking more towards the state and groups of states in which the citizens who are satisfied with
      their life are looking less towards the state.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      The first – and ostensibly main – goal of this study is to delineate the relationship
      between citizens and the state in a variety of state situations: hence the developments of the six coming
      chapters. There is another goal, however. As respondents have attitudes towards authorities, policies and ‘basic
      societal values’ as well as attitudes to the state, it is valuable to examine whether any relationship exists
      between these sets of attitudes and attitudes towards the state and, if such a relationship exists, what it is.
      This is the object of Chapters 9 and 10. It is obviously helpful that such an exploration should take place in the context of six
      groups of countries and not merely of each country separately, as the danger of identifying merely idiosyncratic
      reactions is thereby reduced. Each country within each group is thus examined, compared and where necessary
      contrasted in some respects with the other countries of the group. No country is examined on its own:
      similarities and differences help to provide a better understanding of the kind of grounds on the basis of which
      characteristics of individual states may relate, alongside regions and subdivisions of regions, to citizens’
      attitudes to the state as well as attitudes to authorities and, as we shall see in Chapters 9 and 10, views on policy performance
      and standpoints on basic societal values.
    

  


  
    
      3   The countries of ‘happy non-nationalists’
    


    
      France, Germany, Spain and Sweden
    


    
      As indicated in general terms in Chapter 2, the respondents of
      France, Germany, Spain and Sweden display broadly similar patterns of relationships vis-à-vis the state to which
      they belong. In these four Western European countries, and only in these four, reactions to the state and to life
      within the state combine, as can be seen from the positions held with respect to the questions analysed in the
      previous chapter, to give relatively little importance to nationality, to express, admittedly with some
      variations, confidence in state authorities and to show relative satisfaction with life. Taken together, these
      four countries scored 14 points below the average of those of all Western European countries in terms of
      the importance attributed to nationality, 7 points above the average in terms of their confidence in the
      authorities and 6 points above the average in terms of satisfaction with life.
    


    
      To be sure, as has just been pointed out and was also mentioned in Chapter 2, there are differences in the replies among the four countries. Where there is total
      agreement is on the fact that there is limited identification with the state and nation. Meanwhile, French and
      Spanish respondents express more confidence in the state authorities in general and in the government in
      particular than the respondents from Germany and Sweden, Swedish respondents being even less confident in the
      state authorities than the Germans. Swedish respondents, on the other hand, are appreciably more satisfied with
      life than the respondents of the other three countries: they score 10 points above German respondents and between
      17 and 19 points above Spanish and French respondents, who score only about average on this dimension.
    


    
      Yet the four countries appear prima facie to form a group in the sense which was given to the expression in
      Chapter 2. This is emphatically so in connection with the
      importance which the respondents give to nationality, as the attitudes of these respondents in this respect are
      not only near-identical but contrast sharply with those of respondents of all other countries of the study. This
      is less so in connection with the other two dimensions, as, in these two cases, there is a sense in which the
      group is somewhat divided into two segments, one of which is composed of the Swedes and the Germans and the other
      of the French and the Spaniards: the proportion of respondents who express confidence in the authorities is lower
      in Sweden and Germany than it is in France and Spain, while the converse occurs
      with respect to satisfaction with life. Thus the attitudes of French and Spanish respondents, on the one hand,
      and of Swedish and German respondents, on the other, are almost uncanningly identical on all three dimensions.
      However, while the proportion of respondents who express confidence in the authorities may not be equally large
      in all four countries, that proportion, even in Sweden and in Germany, where it is the lowest, is none the less
      slightly above the average for the nine Western European countries, if not above the average for all the
      countries of the study; meanwhile, with respect to the extent of satisfaction with life, conversely, in France
      and Spain, where the proportion of satisfied respondents is the lowest, it is slightly above the average for the
      nine Western European countries and indeed in this case above the average for all the countries of the study. In
      the end, the difference amounts only to saying that, while all four countries are equally
      non-nationalistically-inclined, the Germans and the Swedes are somewhat less confident in the authorities of
      their country than the French and the Spaniards and that the French and the Spaniards are somewhat less satisfied
      with their life than the Germans and appreciably less satisfied with their life than the Swedes.
    


    
      Perhaps the characteristic which emerges most obviously from the sheer listing of the countries examined here is
      that the group is entirely composed of Western European countries. The very existence of such a group therefore
      indicates – indeed demonstrates – that the distinction between East and West has significance with respect to the
      attitudes of citizens to the state: putting it differently, one has to conclude a contrario that no
      country in East and Southeast Asia appears to be of a happy non-nationalist character, while four Western
      European countries have this character: other Western European countries – indeed even the majority of those
      which are part of this study – do not have this character, admittedly, but the fact that four countries out of
      nine are singled out in this way cannot but have meaning from the point of view of the difference between East
      and West. Of course – at any rate at this point in the analysis – it does not follow that citizens’ attitudes to
      policies and basic societal values or indeed even to some of the authorities in East and Southeast Asian
      countries are necessarily markedly different from those of the respondents of the group of countries which are
      being analysed here: at this point the distinction is only at the level of the reactions of citizens to the
      state. Yet it is the case that, with reference to attitudes of citizens to the state, these four countries all
      come from Western Europe.
    


    
      Moreover, if these four countries are all from Western Europe, two of them are Northern countries of Western
      Europe, one is a Southern country, while France is intermediate. Thus, from the point of view of attitudes of
      citizens towards the state, the countries analysed here are not only Western European, they are also a kind of
      sample of Western Europe, even if southern Europe is underrepresented. This suggests that perhaps a little more
      importance is given to the nation in Southern Europe than in Northern Europe but that that difference does not
      constitute a contrast.
    


    
      This chapter thus considers how far the four countries under analysis can be said to form truly a group in the
      strong sense of the word from the point of view of citizens’ attitudes to the state, despite
      some variations, with respect to the three components of identity, confidence in the authorities and satisfaction
      with life. In particular, in the case of the group of the countries of happy non-nationalists which is considered
      here, the overall division among the three components does lead to a distribution in three factors, but there are
      differences in the loading of some of the 13 questions on these factors; indeed, in the case of France and
      Sweden, the answers to the 13 questions are not distributed among three, but among four factors. In these two
      countries, the extra factor results from the fact that confidence in the authorities is distributed between two
      factors instead of one, while, in Spain and in Germany, the loading of some of the variables is divided between
      two factors. As a matter of fact, over the four countries, the only answers which are entirely and exclusively
      located in one factor are those which relate to identity (Q. 2, 3 and 13) (Table 3.1).
    


    
      Table
      3.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the state in the
      countries of the group
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      The limited importance given to nationality and its possible origins
    


    
      Identity is not only the one component of respondents’ attitudes to the state which finds itself entirely and
      exclusively covered by a single factor; what characterises identity is also, and perhaps most surprisingly, the
      fact that the respondents of the four countries react in an almost identical manner in giving a rather limited
      importance to nationality. Yet both the history of the four countries and what is generally said currently about
      these countries would have suggested on the contrary that, if German respondents might perhaps have been expected
      to take such a line, neither Swedish respondents nor, and perhaps even less, French respondents would have done
      so, while the attitudes of Spanish respondents on the matter might well have been felt to have been more
      positive. It seems almost universally believed that the French have a deeply felt sense of the importance of
      their nation and that the Spaniards are at least rather proud of it. In the French case, such a standpoint, taken
      repeatedly by French leaders, and not only by de Gaulle, could be expected to have permeated deeply into the
      society; the same standpoint is adopted by most of the French elite groups, often on cultural grounds as well as
      on more general political grounds. The Spanish case is perhaps regarded as more ambiguous given the fact that,
      for a long time at least, Spain was in a sense on the periphery of Europe. Yet it is almost a platitude to say
      that the Spaniards feel strongly about the worth of their nation, especially as the Spanish state, since the
      1980s, has been economically and politically successful and that success has been widely recognised
      internationally. Even if many Basques and perhaps some Catalans refuse to consider themselves as ‘Spanish’, the
      population of these two areas constitutes a small minority (under 15 per cent). Such sentiments may not be
      expressed as strongly in Sweden, but, given the size of the country’s population, the social and cultural
      achievements can be expected to have led to a deeply felt sense of importance of the nation both among elite
      groups and in the population at large.
    


    
      Is the limited importance given to nationality recent?
    


    
      The respondents of the four countries do not give to their nation that kind of prominence in the survey, however.
      One question which arises is whether this state of affairs is a recent one:
      some developments took place before 2000 which might have brought about a decrease in the prestige of the nation
      among the citizens. In Sweden, events having occurred since the fall of communism, in large part directly as a
      result of the collapse of the Soviet system as an alternative to capitalism, might have tended to reduce, perhaps
      even to shatter, the self-esteem of citizens. The country had enjoyed a high reputation at home and abroad for
      the model of society which had characterised it since the end of the Second World War. By the 1990s, however,
      economic and even social difficulties emerged in a context in which the rebirth of what might be referred to as
      neoclassical capitalism rendered the Swedish model almost anachronistic. In the Spanish case, it is almost the
      reverse, in that Spain has had a revival since the end of the Franco regime: that revival was certainly
      unexpected earlier, but it could well be that the decline of the country in the previous decades, indeed since
      the seventeenth century, left a mark on citizens’ attitudes. In the French case, what is at stake seems to be the
      end of the dream of French ‘greatness’. The gradual increase in the role of the European Union, coupled with the
      obvious inability of the country to exercise a direct influence in world affairs, could be regarded as destroying
      once and for all hopes, so often entertained, at least by the French elites, that the country could be a major
      player. In all three countries, therefore, the strength of feeling about the nation was in question, while, in
      Germany, the effect of the collapse of the country in 1945 had obviously resulted in the widespread feeling that
      it might simply be absurd to attribute too much importance to the nation.
    


    
      To test whether there appears to be some ground for the view that a decline of national prestige has taken place
      in the minds of the respondents, these were asked to state whether they felt that their attitudes had altered
      over the last ten years on two aspects touching the importance of nationality. One question (Q. 3), which was
      examined in Chapter 2 as part of the identity package, inquired as
      to whether interviewees had experienced any change at all: ‘Overall, has your nationality become more important
      or less important to you, or has its importance remained much the same over the last ten years?’ Meanwhile, a
      second question (Q. 5) looked at the matter from another angle: it asked respondents whether they felt that the
      image of their country was improving or deteriorating by exploring the extent to which they judged that their
      nation and its people were respected. It asked: ‘In this regard, have things got better or worse over the last
      ten years?’
    


    
      The answers to the first of these two questions show decisively that, indeed, there is a difference in the
      attitudes of respondents in Spain from those which are found to prevail in the other three countries. In the
      latter, any change with respect to the importance of nationality is perceived by a minority only as having taken
      place; the large majority stated on the contrary that their attitude towards the nation had not altered during
      the period. Respectively 68 and 69 per cent answered in that way in Germany and Sweden; only 48 per cent did so
      among French respondents, but to these can be added a further 23 per cent who said they did not know. The
      situation in Spain was different: admittedly, 46 per cent said that there was no change, but
      38 per cent stated that their nationality had become ‘somewhat more important’, markedly more than in the other
      three countries, where between 11 and 16 per cent took the same line. Thus, while Spanish nationality was still
      regarded as not being very important, it seemed in the process of becoming, perhaps not surprisingly, ‘somewhat
      more important’ in the eyes of a substantial minority of citizens of the country: Spain is therefore different in
      this respect from the other three countries of the group. It must be noted, however, that, in the other three
      countries, only a very small proportion of the respondents stated that their nationality had become less
      important to them (between 4 and 7 per cent) while the proportion of those who stated that it had become more
      important was appreciably larger – between 21 and 27 per cent. It follows that there must be some increase in
      the importance attributed to nationality in these three countries as well and, incidentally, it also follows
      that, if nationality has indeed once been very important in all of these countries, there has not been a decline
      ‘in the last ten years’. As a matter of fact, if there is a movement at all, it may well be the converse one, not
      just in Spain but in the other three countries.
    


    
      Is the country respected?
    


    
      Yet this does not seem to be the full story, as the replies to the second question indicate (Q. 5). This asked
      whether the respect for the country had increased, decreased or remained the same over the last ten years: the
      replies suggest that substantial change may well be taking place, while they confirm that Spanish respondents are
      truly positive about their country. First, in terms of respect for the country, only a minority of between 21 and
      41 per cent to which a small proportion of ‘don’t knows’ must be added (between 2 and 6 per cent depending on the
      country) stated that there had been no change. Second, in Germany and even more in Spain, the respect for the
      country was felt to have increased, while it was felt to have decreased substantially in France and Sweden: the
      difference was negative by 10 and 9 per cent, respectively, in France and Sweden, while it was positive by 19 per
      cent in Germany and by a huge 66 per cent in Spain. Admittedly, to note that there is less respect for one’s
      country does not lead directly to the further belief that nationality is to be regarded as less important: but
      some questioning of what is occurring to the nation is bound to be lurking in the minds of those who hold the
      first view. The contrast between Germany and even more Spain, on the one hand, and Sweden and France, on the
      other, is in the expected direction, however: the decline in the feeling of importance of nationality is likely
      to have occurred decades earlier in Germany and perhaps throughout the last century at least in Spain, while
      disillusionment is likely to have set in recently in France and probably even more recently in Sweden. The
      relatively limited importance given to their nationality may not be a truly new development among respondents of
      the four countries, but the evolution of the last decade of the twentieth century suggests that there might be
      movements pushing attitudes in somewhat opposite directions in the four
      countries, with France and Sweden being different from Spain and even Germany.
    


    
      Some changes may therefore take place in the future: Spanish citizens may come to believe that their country is
      more important to them in view of their current optimism. Yet what is remarkable is the fact that the respondents
      of the four Western countries examined here are closely united in believing that their nation is not especially
      important to them. Whatever differences they may experience in other aspects of their attitude towards the state,
      it is clear that these respondents are manifestly, if perhaps somewhat surprisingly, non-nationalistic.
    


    
      An average level of confidence in state authorities
    


    
      What is also remarkable in these four countries is that the relatively low praise for the nation takes place in a
      context in which confidence in state authorities is not lower than it is overall on average in Western Europe.
      Admittedly, that average is not high; it is indeed low, perhaps even very low, by what might be expected in
      Western European democracies, as was already observed in Chapter
      2, and as we shall see when examining the extent of support of respondents to a number of, indeed most,
      authorities. The point is, however, that, in relative terms, one does not find fewer respondents who are
      confident in the authorities in these four countries than in Western Europe in general. Moreover, this assessment
      of the authorities is combined with an assessment of the importance of the country which is, as we saw, also low.
      Thus, while the nation is not liked with great effusion, so to speak, there is no concomitant apparent evidence
      of any greater concern than elsewhere about what authorities are like. This seems to suggest that at least many
      citizens of the four countries adopt a rather instrumental approach to political and administrative life, indeed
      perhaps especially administrative life, and that this is associated with a limited emotional conception of the
      nation.
    


    
      Why these two views are held simultaneously needs to be explored. One might surmise that, while twentieth century
      events, recent or more distant, may have led respondents to hold a somewhat less emotional view of the nation
      than elsewhere, the history of all four countries may have also suggested to these respondents that there is a
      case for being rather positive about the way the state handles affairs, in particular in terms of administrative
      know-how. Especially in France but not only in France, a strong emphasis has been placed for generations on the
      competence of civil servants: this is almost a leitmotif, repeated in numerous textbooks and other publications.
      A somewhat similar tradition has also prevailed in Sweden and Germany: although the point may not be mentioned as
      often in these two countries, both the rationality and the efficiency of administrators have been praised there
      as well and these characteristics may well induce citizens to feel confident about the way they are ruled. The
      Spaniards may be felt likely to view these things differently, as the decades of bureaucratic government under
      Franco might have led the citizens of the country not to be enamoured with the civil service: yet the civil
      service is somewhat more praised in Spain than it is in Germany and Sweden, albeit admittedly much less than in
      France.
    


    
      A distinction in the support for political and for administrative
      authorities
    


    
      As was pointed out in the last chapter, across the 17 countries in which respondents were asked about their level
      of confidence in the authorities, there is a markedly lower support for the political than for the administrative
      authorities (34 v. 51 per cent). As was also indicated in that chapter, this characteristic is not peculiar to
      one region: as a matter of fact, the difference is if anything greater (21 points instead of 17) between the
      level of confidence in the two sets of authorities in Western Europe overall. The four countries examined here
      are a little more supportive of the political authorities (32 per cent instead of 29 per cent in Western Europe
      as a whole), while the support for the administrative authorities is identical at 50 per cent.
    


    
      The particular regard for the civil service seems reflected to an extent in the shape of the answers to the
      questions concerned with confidence in the authorities, as in two of the four countries of the group, France and
      Sweden, these answers are divided between two factors instead of being united in a single one. While, in all four
      countries, the four questions which are concerned primarily with politics, namely those which ask about
      confidence in parliament, parties, the government and leaders (Q. 101 a, b, c and e), are entirely located in the
      same single factor, the other three questions, those which ask about confidence in the courts, the police and the
      civil service (Q. 101 d, f and g), belong, at least in part, to two factors in France and Sweden; this accounts
      for the fact that all 13 questions analysed here are distributed into four factors instead of three in the other
      two countries. There is therefore evidence indicating that some respondents at least distinguish between
      confidence in purely political and confidence in administrative authorities. The support given to political
      institutions and authorities (parliament, parties, even government, and leaders) ranges between 22 and 41 per
      cent on average in the four countries while the support given to the administrative institutions (courts, police
      and civil service) ranges between 43 and 61 per cent on average, although, in the case of the civil service, that
      average support is boosted by the truly remarkable support given by the French respondents, of whom 71 per cent
      stated that they had either ‘a great deal’ or ‘a lot’ of confidence in the civil service, while the corresponding
      range for the other three countries of the group is between 30 and 41 per cent. Yet a distinction remains between
      two kinds of attitudes, an attitude towards political authorities, about which support is relatively low and a
      somewhat more positive attitude towards administrative authorities, at least towards the courts and the police.
    


    
      A distinction between Germany and Sweden, on the one hand, and Spain and France, on the other
    


    
      The matter is complicated by the fact that, on the one hand, Spanish respondents differ appreciably from the
      respondents of the other three countries and, on the other, French respondents react in almost the same way as
      the Spanish respondents with respect to the government and are half-way between Spanish respondents and German
      and Swedish respondents with respect to parliament. Thus while the attitudes of Germans and Swedes are very
      similar and while those of the French are similar to those of the Germans and Swedes with respect to parties and
      to leaders, Spanish respondents and to an extent French respondents are appreciably more supportive of political
      authorities than the respondents of the other two countries of the group. All these differences among the
      respondents of the four countries result in the spread of support being rather large within the group with
      respect to five of the authorities (the exceptions being the courts and the police) and that this large spread
      occurs in a context in which the distance between the attitudes held by the respondents of the group and the
      attitudes held by respondents in general is rather small. In this respect at least, the attitudes of respondents
      are thus far from being cohesive (Table 3.2).
    


    
      Table 3.2  How a variety of institutions are rated in the four countries (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2
      = a great deal + quite a lot) (percentages)
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      Satisfaction with life
    


    
      In a general manner, as can be seen from the answers given to Question 502, the respondents of the four
      countries, but admittedly especially those of Sweden, are more satisfied with life than are on average the
      respondents of Western Europe. The French are those who are least satisfied here, but this is perhaps to be
      expected, given the tradition of the citizens of that country, individually and
      in groups, to complain, often bitterly, about their life conditions. Yet, even in France, satisfaction with life
      is not lower than it is on average across Western Europe.
    


    
      As the answers relating to confidence in the authorities, the answers relating to satisfaction with life are also
      split to an extent, but in a different manner. In all four countries, the general question on life satisfaction
      (Q. 502) forms entirely part of a separate factor (the third in Germany and Spain, the fourth in France which
      forms part of the component of satisfaction with life, Q. 203 and Sweden). Except in Sweden, where all three
      variables belong almost exclusively to that separate factor, the other two variables, Questions 203 and 411, are
      divided to an extent between the factor which is specific to satisfaction with life and the confidence in the
      authorities factor, a point which was already suggested in the previous chapter as occurring even at the level of
      the whole sample or in each region. What this indicates is, as was also pointed out in Chapter 2 when the component of satisfaction with life was first
      presented, that that component has mixed characteristics in that it encompasses both reactions to society as a
      whole, on the one hand, and reactions to the personal conditions of the life of the respondents.
    


    
      Distinguishing between personal conditions and conditions linked to the state
    


    
      Question 502 seemingly summarises the reactions of citizens to their life conditions in general, as was noted in
      Chapter 2. The answers to that question unquestionably result in
      part from the attitudes of the respondents to the authorities, but this appears to be in part only, as is
      suggested a contrario by the fact that the answers to Questions 203 and 411 are distributed between two
      factors in three of the four countries of the group. As a matter of fact, reactions to life conditions may also
      result from the general conditions in the society: the high standard of living which the citizens of these
      countries enjoy may have a part to play. Yet, since satisfaction with life has a mixed character and includes
      personal elements, one should also expect these personal elements to enter into the general assessment made in
      Question 502. What has to be determined is the extent to which personal elements enter into the equation
      alongside elements relating to reactions to the state and to society.
    


    
      One way of distinguishing the personal elements from the socio-political elements of life satisfaction consists
      in analysing how respondents react to three personal aspects of their life and in seeing how far these are
      associated with the reactions to life satisfaction overall. In a general manner, Question 202 examines the extent
      to which respondents have personal ‘worries’ as well as socio-political, indeed even international worries: the
      personal worries which are identified concern work, health and family (Q. 202 a, b, and c). It can be
      hypothesised that, the smaller the association between worries (precisely lack of worries) about these matters,
      and especially the last two, with feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with life (Q. 502), the more
      feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with life can be regarded as including sentiments relating to the
      state rather than reactions to personal characteristics only.
    


    
      Table 3.3  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      As was expected, factor analyses undertaken at the level of the four countries of the group analysed in this
      chapter, both jointly and singly, help to distinguish between personal and state or political elements in life
      satisfaction; but there are important variations from country to country. Overall, at the level of the four
      countries taken together and in contrast to what was found to be the case for all 18 countries and even for the
      nine Western European countries taken jointly, life satisfaction as it emerges from the answers to Question 502
      is equally related to personal elements and to state elements: the three personal worries (Q. 202 a to c) are
      closely associated together. Meanwhile, in all four countries, there are two factors clearly corresponding to
      personal and to state aspects of life satisfaction. In Germany, and only in Germany, however, there is one
      exception to that rather neat division: the variable concerned with lack of worry about work is sharply divided
      between the two factors (Q. 202 a) (Table 3.3).
    


    
      A substantial emphasis on personal conditions in the make-up of life satisfaction
    


    
      The factor structure thus shows that a major distinction does exist between personal and state elements of life
      satisfaction and that Question 502 partakes, as expected, of the two aspects. Thus, among the respondents of the
      four countries examined in this chapter, life satisfaction not only results
      from personal matters as from what the state authorities are regarded as achieving, but, overall, it does so as
      much from each of the two elements. As a result, it seems permissible to suggest that, with respect to
      satisfaction, the weight of the political and administrative system is rather limited in the four countries which
      are examined here.
    


    
      However, when one considers separately factors loadings in each of the four countries, there are substantial
      differences among the four countries. France and Sweden are the two countries in which that variable is mostly
      related to the lack of worries about personal considerations; in Germany and Spain, on the contrary, state or
      political considerations play a more important part. This would seem to entail that private elements play a more
      important part in the build-up of life satisfaction in France and Sweden than they do in Germany and even more so
      in Spain; this conclusion is valid to the same extent, if the variable about lack of worries about work is
      excluded in Germany, despite the fact that, as we noted, that variable is divided between the two factors when it
      is included in that country.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      A number of common characteristics do therefore emerge in the reactions of respondents to the state in the four
      countries of the group. First, and above all, these respondents tend to have a somewhat detached view of the
      importance of the nation in their lives, a detached view which does not appear to be recent, at any rate very
      recent. The citizens of these countries have probably gradually come to the conclusion that there was little
      point in holding an exaggeratedly exalted notion of the importance of their nationality in a world which had
      become in many ways, not just more complex, but more interrelated. In this respect, Germany may be an exception,
      as the 1945 collapse must have had brutal and traumatic consequences: but the extent to which Germany’s
      experience is exceptional should not be exaggerated. One should not minimise the effect which both the 1940
      European defeat and the subsequent colonial defeats in Indochina and Algeria must also have had on the French
      psyche. Even Sweden is not without having received a shock, admittedly less serious, but in this case in the
      1990s. In the Spanish case, there is recognised improvement; yet it is perhaps not surprising that such an
      improvement, coming after so many decades of decline, should still have only a small effect on the importance of
      nationality in the minds of respondents of the country.
    


    
      Meanwhile, despite their more detached view of the importance of nationality, the respondents of the four
      countries of the group do not express discontent vis-à-vis the authorities of the state to which they belong.
      There is a kind of happiness about the environment in which the citizens of these countries live, made of a less
      intense feeling than elsewhere about the nation and of a basic acceptance of the manner in which they are ruled.
    


    
      Such a combination may well explain in part why there is relative satisfaction with life in these countries. It
      may also explain why satisfaction with life seemingly tends to stem in the four countries,
      albeit admittedly less so in Spain and even in Germany, from the extent to which the personal aspects of life are
      felt to be acceptable and does not as readily result from the extent to which socio-political aspects are viewed
      positively. Thus the citizens of the four countries of this group are more detached, emotionally at least, or so
      it seems, from what takes place in the city. A lack of intense discontent about the state suggests that worries
      can be more concentrated than elsewhere on the problems which the individual may have as an individual. This does
      not mean that politics does not count: it merely means that it counts in a more relaxed and less emotional manner
      than may well be the case in other countries.
    

  


  
    
      4   The countries of the citizens ‘mildly uneasy’ with the state
    


    
      Britain and Taiwan
    


    
      The second group which is analysed here is composed of two countries, Britain and Taiwan, whose citizens seem
      prima facie to hold attitudes which are not wildly different from those of the citizens of the previous group but
      are sufficiently distinct to warrant the suggestion that there is a degree of unease, perhaps even of pessimism,
      in their outlook vis-à-vis the state. This common ‘mild unease’ stems from what appear to be similar views with
      respect to two of the three components of the relationship between citizens and the state, identity and
      confidence in the authorities; there is, however, a difference between the respondents of the two countries in
      terms of their satisfaction with life, the Taiwanese being dissatisfied while the British are even a little more
      satisfied than the Germans but are less satisfied than the Swedes. Yet the respondents of the two countries part
      company (to some extent at least) in terms of life satisfaction only, as, on the other hand, in both countries,
      the level of identification with the state is about the same: it is not very strong, although it is a little
      stronger than the identification with the state of the citizens of the countries which were analysed in the
      previous chapter. At the same time, the respondents of Britain and Taiwan seem not to be very buoyant about the
      performance of the state: they are less confident in the authorities than the French and the Spaniards, although
      they are at the same level as the Swedes. How these characteristics are linked while also differing from those
      which were found in the four countries which were examined in the context of the previous group is the object of
      this chapter.
    


    
      As was suggested in Chapter 2, it might seem surprising to see
      these two countries associated in terms of the way in which citizens regard the state. Britain is no longer what
      it was when it dominated the world economically, militarily and even politically; but it remains a major power;
      indeed, what seemed to have been its long-time decline has ostensibly been arrested, in the last decades in the
      twentieth century, in part because of oil, but in part also because of the importance of its financial and
      business sector. Taiwan is an upstart, on the contrary. It has shown extraordinary economic strength and indeed
      financial power as well, at any rate in relation to the part which it has played in mainland China since the last
      decades of the twentieth century: but it is scarcely a major power; indeed, it is even arguable as to whether it
      is a power at all. This is why it was suggested in Chapter 2 that,
      if Britain was to be compared with any country in East Asia, the comparison would seem more
      likely to be with Japan than with Taiwan: indeed, there are common characteristics of the two countries in terms
      of the attitudes towards the state, as we shall see in the next chapter.
    


    
      The analysis which is conducted here is not about the characteristics of the countries concerned, however; it is
      about the way the citizens of these countries relate to the state to which they belong and it is exclusively in
      this respect that the comparison is made here. The fact is that, as we noted from the outset in this chapter,
      with respect to two of the three components of the relationship between citizens and the state, the attitudes of
      the respondents of the two countries are identical, while these attitudes diverge to an extent with respect to
      life satisfaction. What needs therefore to be examined is why, in the case of two countries which had a very
      different past and continue to have a different present, the citizens tend to have almost identical reactions on
      two of the three components of attitudes towards the state. This is indeed the key object of the chapter.
    


    
      We need to examine in some detail, as in the previous chapter, the characteristics of the attitudes of the two
      countries in relation to identity, to confidence in the authorities and to life satisfaction. Before doing so,
      however, it is worth remembering that one of the reasons why these two countries come to be associated in terms
      of the citizens having some common reactions to the state may well be the result of movements taking place in
      opposite directions in the two countries. A phenomenon of that kind was indeed noted in the previous chapter in
      connection with the comparison between Spain, on the one hand, and the other three countries of the group of the
      happy non-nationalist countries, on the other.
    


    
      The fact that movements may be taking place in opposite directions suggests that the current rapprochement
      between the two countries in terms of citizens’ attitudes towards the state results from the effect of decline on
      the attitudes of British citizens and from the effect of success on the attitudes of Taiwanese citizens. It is
      therefore not really relevant to point out that, objectively, despite the decline which has taken place since the
      high point enjoyed in the nineteenth century, Britain is unquestionably a much more important country than
      Taiwan: what is relevant is whether that decline contributed, in Britain as in France, for example, to a
      feeling that the nation was no longer extremely important in the eyes of most of the respondents.
      Meanwhile, the successes enjoyed by Taiwan may well have increased a little the proportion of the citizens of
      that country who feel that their nation is extremely important to them, but that this feeling is shared by a
      minority only as, for a variety of reasons and in particular in view of the rather precarious character of the
      life of that nation, there is much to worry about, not just about the state, but indeed about life in general. It
      is therefore on the basis of the understanding that the comparison which is undertaken here is between the
      attitudes of respondents to the state in the two countries and only on the basis of these attitudes that we can
      now turn to a closer examination of reactions to identity, to confidence in the authorities and to life
      satisfaction in Britain and Taiwan.
    


    
      A problem remains, namely why it is that respondents of the two countries examined in this chapter should be
      labelled ‘mildly uneasy’ about the state while the respondents of the group examined in the
      previous chapter should have been labelled ‘happy non-nationalists’. The answer results from a somewhat different
      combination of attitudes, in particular with respect to the importance given to nationality and with respect to
      the confidence in the authorities. The importance given to nationality is somewhat higher in this case: about 45
      per cent of the respondents (47 per cent in Britain and 44 per cent in Taiwan), instead of about a third in the
      countries examined in the previous chapter, feel that their nationality is extremely important: this suggests
      that the citizens of the two countries are not truly non-nationalists. Meanwhile, these respondents are a little
      less confident in the authorities, although this is essentially by comparison with French and Spanish respondents
      rather than with German and even less Swedish respondents. This shows a slight form of discontent: the country is
      viewed as extremely important by more respondents and yet these respondents are not more confident in the
      authorities: their confidence in the authorities is at best equal to that of those countries of the previous
      group who are least confident in the authorities and appreciably lower than that of those countries of the
      previous group who are most confident in the authorities.
    


    
      We noted in the previous chapters that there were some variations in the distribution into different factors of
      the 13 variables on the basis of which the three components of identity, confidence in the authorities and life
      satisfaction are analysed. We saw that, overall, these three components fall neatly into three factors, each of
      which corresponds to one component; moreover, we found in Chapter
      3 that this was indeed the case, but only overall, for the four countries forming the group of the happy
      non-nationalist countries, as, in two of these countries, the 13 variables divided into four factors. This is
      also the case in the two countries examined here, with the result that the division into four factors takes place
      at the level of the group as well as at the level of both countries. Indeed, as in the previous chapter, only in
      the identity component are the relevant variables principally within a single factor (Table
      4.1).
    


    
      Table
      4.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the state in the
      countries of the group
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      Some emphasis placed on nationality in both Britain or Taiwan
    


    
      A surprising boost given to nationality in both countries
    


    
      The respondents from Britain and Taiwan are thus somewhat more convinced of the extreme importance of their
      nationality than the respondents from the four countries examined in the previous chapter. The matter needs to be
      explored a little more, indeed in relation to both Britain and Taiwan. Prima facie, one might have expected
      British respondents, rather in the manner of the Swedes and perhaps even more of the French, no longer to have
      any clear sense that their nationality counted very much. Admittedly, in the British case, the sense of identity
      with and pride in the nation could have been expected to be higher than average in Western Europe, were it not
      for the fact that this is not even the case in France, despite what is classically regarded as almost going
      without saying in the context of that country. The point is that, as for France, the decline of Britain as a
      world power has been widely recognised and this recognition may have led to a rather widespread feeling that it
      was unrealistic to give the nation too much importance.
    


    
      This is not the case, however, although the proportion of respondents who feel that their nationality is
      extremely important is appreciably smaller than among the majority of the countries, as we shall see in later
      chapters. Yet, as a matter of fact, the overall result appears to be a consequence of a double movement which
      suggests that the proportion of those who feel their nationality to be extremely important in Britain is somewhat
      higher than it appears prima facie to be. This is because the United Kingdom is the Western European country in
      which the percentage of respondents who feel that their nation is ‘Britain’ or the ‘United Kingdom’ is the
      smallest, indeed by an appreciable margin: in reply to Question 1, only 75 per cent of the respondents declared
      that their nationality was British or that they were citizens from the United Kingdom, as against 89 per cent
      among Western Europeans in general: four-fifths of the remaining 25 per cent of the respondents stated that they
      ‘think of themselves as of another nationality’ (exactly 200 out of the sample of about 1,014). A quarter of
      these mentioned various nationalities of origin, but the other three-quarters divided into a third (50) who
      declared themselves Scottish, a fifth (30) who declared themselves Welsh, 7 who declared themselves Irish and
      over 40 per cent (67) who declared themselves ‘English’. Not only does a substantial proportion of the British
      people refuse to declare themselves ‘British’, but, perhaps not surprisingly,
      the proportion of those who feel their nationality to be extremely important among these is much higher than
      among the whole sample. It ranges from 57 per cent among those who declare themselves English or Irish, through
      60 per cent among those who declare themselves Scottish to 67 per cent among those who declare themselves Welsh.
      There is thus a contingent of ‘English’ respondents who feel that their nationality is as important as it is for
      the Singaporeans, the Irish or the Chinese; moreover, as those who declare themselves to be of some other
      nationality than British are relatively numerous, it follows that the proportion of those who declare themselves
      British and who view their nationality as extremely important is in reality 51 per cent and not merely 46 per
      cent (445 respondents out of 874). Britain emerges therefore as being truly composed of citizens of various
      nationalities, as is often suggested, and the proportion of those who feel that their nationality is extremely
      important is markedly larger than it is among the four countries analysed in the previous chapter: the British
      case is therefore different.
    


    
      The situation in Taiwan is also surprising, but the surprise in this case is that the proportion of those who
      feel their nationality to be extremely important (44 per cent) is higher than might have been expected.
      Admittedly, the economic success of Taiwan could have been expected to boost nationalism in the country;
      moreover, by the time the survey was conducted, the role of the New Democratic Party had become large: this might
      have had the effect of further boosting among the population the sense that the nationality was truly important.
      Yet it remains surprising that 86 per cent of the respondents should have replied immediately that they are
      ‘Taiwanese’; moreover, even among the others, while 8 per cent said that they ‘did not think of themselves in
      that way’, the large majority of the remaining 6 per cent did still say that they were Taiwanese and only ten
      respondents (1 per cent of the sample of 1002) stated that they were Chinese from the Mainland. Moreover, in
      answering, much later in the questionnaire, a further question about their ethnicity, 83 per cent of the
      respondents said they were ethnic Taiwanese, 6 per cent that they were Mainland Chinese and 10 per cent of the
      remaining 11 per cent said that they were ‘Hakka’, that is to say, those descendants of ancient northern Chinese
      settled as migrants at places in southern China, including Taiwan. Thus the proportion of the Taiwanese
      population who feel that their nationality is extremely important is surprisingly large. Indeed, a further 42 per
      cent of the respondents felt that their nationality was ‘somewhat important’ (as against 30 per cent only in
      Britain) and only 1 per cent felt that it was not important. Whatever may be felt and indeed said about Taiwan as
      a nation, the citizens of the country are strongly convinced of the importance of ‘their’ nation.
    


    
      Is the level of importance given to the nation a recent phenomenon?
    


    
      The question which therefore arises is whether, in the two countries of the group studied in this chapter, the
      current level of feeling about the importance of the nation is or is not the result of changes in attitudes of
      citizens. Question 3 goes some way towards giving an answer by asking respondents whether
      their nation is to them more important or less important than ten years ago, or remains at the same level. As a
      matter of fact, only a minute proportion of the respondents, in both countries, feel that their nationality has
      become less important to them (6 per cent). A substantial majority states that the level of importance has
      remained the same (57 per cent) and about a third (35 per cent) thinks that nationality has become more important
      to them. There is therefore no overall view that the importance of nationality has decreased over the recent
      period; indeed the opposite view prevails.
    


    
      Perhaps even more interesting is the finding that there is only a relatively small difference between the
      attitudes of the respondents of the two countries in this respect. Not surprisingly, admittedly, fewer British
      respondents than Taiwanese respondents feel that their nationality has become more important to them over the
      last ten years: but as many as 27 per cent among these British respondents hold this view. Thus any blues which
      might have been felt about the decline of the country had withered away, almost certainly in large part as a
      result of the assertive policies of Mrs Thatcher. Meanwhile, the analogous view was held by 42 per cent of the
      Taiwanese; what is perhaps ostensibly surprising, given the continued development of the country and the fact
      that it weathered the financial crisis of the late 1990s rather easily, is that the difference between the two
      countries should not be larger than it is. It can only be assumed that the foreign policy problems faced by
      Taiwan have contributed to giving a sense of uncertainty to the respondents of the country: Taiwan may be
      regarded by many of its citizens as not being a nation which has a secure future.
    


    
      How much respect is there for the country?
    


    
      While the answers to Question 3 suggest that at least many citizens feel, in both countries, somewhat closer to
      their country than they were ten years earlier, that feeling does not appear to translate itself in the further
      sentiment that the nation may be more respected. In answering Question 5, which asked whether ‘things [had] got
      better or worse over the last ten years’ in terms of the respect which their nation and its people were enjoying,
      the respondents of both countries are pessimistic, the British being in this respect more pessimistic than the
      Taiwanese and the difference between the reactions in the two countries being rather large. On the one hand, 27
      per cent of the Taiwanese stated that there is more respect for their country and a further 39 per cent felt the
      amount of respect was similar, leaving only about a third of the respondents to say that the respect for their
      country was lower; on the other hand, over half the British (54 per cent) stated that the situation was worse, 28
      per cent felt it was the same and only 16 per cent said it had improved. As a matter of fact, the respondents of
      both countries are more pessimistic than the respondents of their respective regions are on average.
    


    
      There is therefore some feeling of objective decline of the country, even if many also feel that, to them,
      nationality has become more important. The contrast between British respondents
      and the respondents of the four countries examined in the last chapter is marked: while respondents from two of
      these countries stated that the respect for the country had increased (Spain and Germany) and, in the other two
      (France and Sweden), the gap was 9 or 10 points only, the gap in Britain is 38 points. Meanwhile, Taiwanese
      respondents are more optimistic in this respect, since, while there is a gap, it is of 2 points only. Yet, even
      in Taiwan, let alone in Britain, a close examination of the attitude towards the nation reveals that there is
      both a substantial amount of support and a degree of unease or pessimism, however mild.
    


    
      A relatively low level of confidence in state authorities
    


    
      Average confidence in the authorities is rather low
    


    
      As was pointed out early in this chapter, the two countries analysed here have, globally, that is to say on the
      basis of the average for the seven questions concerned with confidence in the authorities (Q. 101 a to g), a
      somewhat lower level of confidence (35 per cent) than the four countries analysed in the previous chapter (40 per
      cent), than the average of the Western European countries (38 per cent) and than the average of the East and
      Southeast Asian countries (46 per cent). As was also pointed out in the introduction of this chapter, there is
      very little difference between the two countries at the level of the average of the seven variables, that average
      being 36 per cent in Taiwan and 34 per cent in Britain. To this extent, therefore, the respondents of the two
      countries analysed here can be said to be mildly uneasy.
    


    
      The fact that the scores of the two countries are rather low emerges also when one looks at the replies to each
      of the seven questions. In no case is the score of either country higher than the average for the region to which
      that country belongs. Specifically, British respondents scored less than average for Western European countries
      on four questions and were about equal to that average on the other three; Taiwanese respondents scored less than
      average for East and Southeast Asian countries on five questions (three of them by a very large margin) and were
      about equal to the average on the other two (Table 4.2).
    


    
      Levels of confidence in political and administrative authorities
    


    
      As those in the four countries analysed in the previous chapter, respondents in Britain and Taiwan display a
      higher level of confidence in the administrative authorities (courts, police and civil service) (Q. 101 d, f and
      g) than in the political authorities (parliament, the parties, the government and the leaders) (Q. 101 a, b, c
      and e): on average, confidence in the political authorities is 27 per cent only, while confidence in the
      administrative authorities’ is 42 per cent.
    


    
      Respondents of the two countries differ in two important ways, however, when the characteristics of the
      distinction between political and administrative authorities are examined in detail. First, the gap between the
      levels of confidence in the two types of authorities is markedly larger in Britain, where it is 26 per cent (23
      per cent support in one case, 49 per cent in the other), than in Taiwan, where it is 11 per cent only (31 per
      cent support in one case, 42 per cent in the other). The comparison between these figures appears to indicate
      that the support for political authorities, taken together, is higher in Taiwan than it is in Britain. Yet this
      is only because, second, the division between the two types of authorities does not result in as clear-cut a
      distinction in Taiwan as in Britain.
    


    
      Table 4.2  How a variety of institutions are rated in the four countries (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2 = a
      great deal + quite a lot) (percentages)
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      In Britain, every one of the three administrative authorities receives more support from respondents than every
      one of the four political authorities – indeed by a wide margin, since there is an 11 point gap between the
      political authority which receives most support (parliament, which is supported by 30 per cent of the
      respondents) and the administrative authority which receives least support (the civil service, which is supported
      by 41 per cent of the respondents). Meanwhile, British respondents not only have little confidence in the
      political parties, but also in the government and in the political leaders (around 20 per cent support these
      authorities). On the other hand, they are particularly positive vis-à-vis the police (61 per cent) and relatively
      supportive of the courts (46 per cent).
    


    
      The distribution is different in Taiwan. Taiwanese respondents have little confidence in the political parties
      (21 per cent, but that level of confidence is nonetheless slightly higher than it is in Britain); they have even
      less confidence in parliament (which is thus the authority least supported, at 17 per cent). On the other hand,
      Taiwanese respondents give appreciably more support to the government and to the political leaders (43 and 44 per
      cent, respectively). Thus the level of confidence in the political authorities is rather uneven. So is the level
      of confidence in the administrative authorities, which ranges from 32 per cent for the
      courts through 39 per cent for the police to 56 per cent for the civil service. This means that the level of
      support for the government and for the political leaders is higher than the level of support for the courts and
      the police: only the level of support for the civil service is higher.
    


    
      Thus British respondents are reluctant to give much support to any political authority, even if parliament fares
      a little better than the others, and they are willing to show support for all three types of administrative
      authorities, although the police is singled out as the one they have most confidence in. Meanwhile, Taiwanese
      respondents do not make such a clear-cut distinction: what they essentially do is show confidence in what might
      be described as the governmental apparatus, that is to say the government, the leaders and the civil service; but
      they do not display much confidence in either parliament and the parties, on the one hand, or on the courts and
      the police, on the other. Their overall reaction to the battery of questions thus follows a different logic from
      that of British respondents. An underlying difference of the same type, albeit less pronounced, was found among
      the four countries which were analysed in the previous chapter. The reactions of the French respondents had in
      part the same character, in that both the government (but not the political leaders – perhaps because the world
      political was used in this case) received appreciably more support than the other political authorities, while
      the civil service received record support. Taiwanese respondents appear thus to have what could be described as a
      systematic state-orientated approach (rather than an administrative-orientated one) to the support they give to
      authorities, while the French approach is more mixed. Yet such a state-orientated approach could be regarded as
      being somewhat surprising in a democratic system, which the Taiwan political system has been fully since the
      1990s, since, in such a system, public authorities necessarily include a number of political authorities.
      Taiwanese respondents have therefore in this respect attitudes which appear to an extent to be a hangover from
      the authoritarian period – but it is interesting that this should also be the case among French respondents,
      though to a lesser extent. These attitudes appear at odds with the current democratic character of Taiwan, a
      point to which we shall return in Chapter 10 in particular.
    


    
      These differences in the detailed patterns of attitudes of the two countries are reflected in the way the
      confidence variables are loaded in the factor analyses of these variables undertaken both separately and jointly
      for the two countries. There is indeed a curious contrast between the way in which the confidence questions are
      loaded when the two countries of the group are examined jointly and when each of them is examined separately, as
      Table 4.1 shows. When examined jointly, all seven variables are part of the same factor,
      although the loading is somewhat lower for the questions on the police and on the civil service. When the
      countries are analysed separately, the confidence variables are split over two factors: this is so both for
      Britain and for Taiwan, but the nature of the split is different. In Britain, the split is neatly along the lines
      of the distinction between political and administrative authorities; in Taiwan, on the other hand, the
      distribution of the seven variables among the two factors is much less neat, largely because three of the variables are associated with two factors. Only four of the seven variables
      clearly belong fully to one factor: these are, on the one hand, the two variables concerned with support for
      parliament and the political parties and, on the other, the two variables concerned with support for the police
      and the civil service; the fact that these four variables are the core of two different factors shows that
      Taiwanese respondents distinguish between political and administrative authorities. The other three variables are
      divided, however: the variable concerned with support for the courts is neatly divided between the two factors
      which are concerned with political and administrative authorities; the last two, which deal respectively with the
      government and with the political leaders, are mostly loaded on the administrative authorities variable, but they
      are also loaded on the political authorities variable. Thus it is not that the distinction between the two sets
      of authorities has no relevance in Taiwan: it is that it has only partial relevance and has to compete in
      particular with the notion that state-based authorities have a special character of their own.
    


    
      The detailed examination of the respondents’ reactions to the variables concerned with confidence in the
      authorities does therefore bring out some significant differences between attitudes in the two countries. Yet it
      remains the case that these detailed differences take place within a context in which the respondents of both
      countries are, to say the least, not particularly positive, in general, to these authorities. This context
      remains the main appraisal: British and Taiwanese respondents may have a somewhat different way of looking at the
      way the seven variables combine and form a kind of syndrome, but they do so on the basis of a common perspective,
      so to speak: that perspective is that, in the opinion of respondents of both countries, there is much which is
      deficient with the public authorities, whether political or administrative, which are in charge of their
      destinies.
    


    
      How far does life satisfaction differ in the two countries
    


    
      Is life satisfaction markedly higher in Britain than in Taiwan?
    


    
      On the basis of the replies to the question as to whether respondents are satisfied with life in general (Q.
      502), life satisfaction appears to be appreciably higher in Britain than in Taiwan: 60 per cent of the British
      respondents are either very satisfied or merely a little less satisfied: this is exactly double the proportion of
      Taiwanese respondents in these two categories (30 per cent). At the other end of the scale, a fifth of the
      Taiwanese respondents are either very dissatisfied or merely a little less dissatisfied: this is exactly double
      the proportion of British respondents in these two categories (10 per cent). Also exactly half the Taiwanese
      respondents are in the middle category and are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, while under a third (31 per
      cent) of British respondents feel that way. This seems to suggest that there is, not just a difference, but a
      marked difference between the two countries with respect to life satisfaction.
    


    
      Yet such a conclusion needs to be appreciably toned down as one considers the reactions of the respondents of the
      two countries to the other two questions which form part of the overall
      assessment of the extent of respondents’ satisfaction. The replies to the question which asked about how things
      have developed in general in the last ten years (Q. 203) also differ appreciably between the two countries, but,
      in this case, the order is reversed: the Taiwanese are those who are more optimistic (54 per cent feel that there
      have been improvements or at least some improvements), whereas only 38 per cent of the British feel the same.
      There are almost as many British respondents who feel that things have become worse or somewhat worse (36 per
      cent) as there are respondents who feel that they have improved, while 24 per cent feel that they have remained
      the same: thus satisfaction with life is at best static in Britain. In Taiwan, on the contrary, only a quarter
      believe that things have become worse or somewhat worse, while twice as many feel that there have been at least
      some improvements. Life satisfaction may be higher in Britain than it is in Taiwan, but the trend appears to be
      towards a decline of life satisfaction in Britain and an increase in Taiwan. This suggests that, in time, Taiwan
      might even be able to catch up with Britain in terms of life satisfaction, admittedly, of course, only if the
      current trend continues. What is nonetheless clear is that, at a minimum, the attitudes of the Taiwanese do not
      appear to be fixed in a negative position.
    


    
      The interpretation to be given to feelings about life satisfaction in the two countries becomes more complex
      still when one considers the answers to Question 411, which asked respondents to state how satisfied they are
      ‘about politics in your society today’. These show both a very small difference between the two countries only,
      coupled with a marked dissatisfaction, this time in both countries, which does fit with the views expressed on
      the subject across the countries of the survey, but is only more marked, indeed more marked even than among the
      four countries examined in the previous chapter. Admittedly, Taiwanese respondents are slightly more dissatisfied
      then British respondents, but by a small margin. While 12 per cent of the Taiwanese only are very satisfied or
      somewhat satisfied and 50 per cent are very dissatisfied or somewhat dissatisfied, 15 per cent of the British
      respondents are very satisfied or somewhat satisfied and 43 per cent are very dissatisfied or somewhat
      dissatisfied. Thus British respondents are as dissatisfied with politics today as are the respondents of the four
      countries analysed in Chapter 3 and are in this respect not very
      different from Taiwanese respondents. Dissatisfaction with politics appears to be a general phenomenon which
      affects, seemingly in broadly the same proportions, British and Taiwanese respondents. There is thus a
      dissonance, or at least a division, between life satisfaction and satisfaction with politics, since it does
      remain the case that British respondents differ from Taiwanese respondents in terms of their general satisfaction
      with life: why the order is reversed and even more why the difference is much smaller in some aspects of
      satisfaction needs to be clarified.
    


    
      Satisfaction with personal life and satisfaction with society
    


    
      We noticed in the preceding two chapters that a distinction had to be made, in the build up of life satisfaction,
      between what might be regarded as the personal elements of life satisfaction
      and what can be described as societal or state elements. We also suggested that one way of discriminating between
      these two elements was to compare the reactions of citizens to a number of personal worries with their reactions
      to specifically societal or state aspects such as those which the answers to Questions 203 and 411 are likely to
      elicit. Questions relating to work, health and family life (Q. 202a, b and c) are likely to help assess the
      extent to which the distinction is indeed important.
    


    
      With respect to these three questions, the two countries together are appreciably less worried than the
      respondents in the whole sample – the difference ranging from 7 per cent in relation to work to 15 per cent in
      relation to health. However, this result is in reality an average between the attitudes of British respondents
      and those of Taiwanese respondents, the former being consistently more optimistic than the latter: this is true
      in particular about work, where only 35 per cent of the Taiwanese are not worried, while 63 per cent of the
      British respondents feel the same way; the difference is only 16 per cent on health (62 v. 46 per cent), but 27
      per cent on family life (72 v. 45 per cent). There is therefore no doubt that the two countries differ on
      personal aspects of satisfaction and that the British are generally very satisfied with these personal aspects
      while the Taiwanese are not.
    


    
      This difference is reflected when, by means of a factor analysis, the three variables related to life
      satisfaction which have been analysed so far are linked to the three variables related to personal worries which
      have just been examined. Both at the level of the group and at the level of each country, two factors emerge, as
      is the case at the level of the whole sample, one factor including the three personal possible source of worries,
      while the other includes primarily the answers to Questions 203 and 411. With respect to these five questions the
      division is sharp. On the other hand, the answers to Question 502, about life satisfaction in general, are
      divided almost evenly between the two factors: as Chapter 2
      indicated and Table 2.5 had showed, this is the case at the
      level of each of the two regions examined separately. Thus, at the level of the two countries of group 2 taken
      together, Q. 502 on life satisfaction reflects the fact that, at that level, personal and societal considerations
      appear to play approximately the same part.
    


    
      This is not the case with respect to each country separately. The loading of Question 502 does vary: it is
      appreciably more closely related to personal considerations in Britain and to societal considerations in Taiwan.
      This suggests that, in Britain, as was found to be the case in France and Sweden in group 1, life satisfaction
      appears to be affected primarily by personal considerations; on the contrary, it appears to be affected primarily
      by societal considerations in Taiwan (Table 4.3).
    


    
      There are thus appreciable differences between the attitudes to life satisfaction in Britain and Taiwan, but
      these differences do not appear to be primarily due to the extent to which that satisfaction is affected by views
      on the state. The British seem to be somewhat happier with their condition, so to speak, but this is seemingly
      more because satisfaction is, in this case, more due to the way in which they view their personal life. The fact
      that there might be a large difference in the extent to which the Taiwanese and the British state that they are
      satisfied with life in general has arguably more to do with the fact that the British are less preoccupied with
      the state – they are indeed very negative with the state of politics in their country – than they are with the
      personal elements of their life which they deem, on the whole to be reasonable, while the Taiwanese, on the other
      hand, have greater doubts about these personal elements and see their life satisfaction depending markedly on
      what takes place in their society.
    


    
      Table 4.3  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      *   *   *
    


    
      There are thus differences between the way in which the British and the Taiwanese react to the state, but these
      differences are in a context in which the attitudes of the respondents of the two countries are rather similar.
      In both these countries there is substantial support among respondents for the view that the state is extremely
      important to them. In both these countries there is a rather low level of confidence in the authorities, more
      marked for political authorities in Britain, more marked for those authorities which do not embody the state in
      Taiwan. Life satisfaction is apparently higher in Britain than in Taiwan, but seemingly because more of the
      satisfaction with life among the British stems from personal aspects of their life; as a matter of fact,
      satisfaction about politics today is not much higher in Britain than it is in Taiwan.
    


    
      It does therefore appear justified to consider that the British and the Taiwanese tend to view the state in
      broadly the same way, however different many objective characteristics of the two countries may be. Meanwhile,
      the attitudes of respondents of the two countries are at some variance from the group of four Western European
      countries which were previously examined: they are indeed more uneasy about the state than are the respondents of
      that Western European group. They feel that their country is more important to them, but they do not feel any
      more – indeed in several ways feel less – contented about the characteristics of their respective country.
    

  


  
    
      5   The two countries of the ‘hesitating’ citizens
    


    
      Japan and Indonesia
    


    
      Two countries, Japan and Indonesia, are in some ways near the group composed of Britain and Taiwan which was
      examined in the previous chapter. It was indeed pointed out in that chapter that there were similarities between
      the two groups, in particular in relation to Japan. Yet there are also substantial differences, which can be
      summarised in the point that Japan and Indonesia are more ‘hesitating’, while Britain and Taiwan are more
      ‘uneasy’ and that this is so in particular in terms of the relationship of their citizens to the state.
    


    
      Admittedly, on the other hand, Japan and Indonesia seem ostensibly to have almost nothing in common, the only
      possible exception being that they are both surrounded by the sea, though to conclude from this point that they
      are ‘island countries’ would be an undue simplification. There is indeed a major difference between the compact
      Japanese archipelago and the vast and manifestly overextended character of what should probably be described,
      albeit by stretching the meaning of the word a little, but only a little, as the Indonesian subcontinent.
    


    
      It does appear eminently clear that these two states have nothing in common otherwise. To begin with, even if
      they belong to the same region as it is typically defined, they are geographically as distant from each other as
      they could be in that region: they are for instance more distant from each other than are the two most distant
      Western European states, Finland and Portugal. More fundamentally to the point in the context of this volume, the
      contrast is sharp in the political, social and economic background of the two countries. First, these nations
      grew in two wholly different religious environments, Indonesia being by far the largest Muslim country in the
      world, while Shintoism prevailed in Japan. Moreover, whatever socio-psychological consequences may be drawn from
      this major distinction, the history of the two countries has of course been vastly different. Japan has been
      independent from time immemorial and is proud of the very special status which it has had as a nation. This is
      probably what gave the country and its leaders the courage to change course in the 1860s and to decide to emulate
      the West almost as soon as their leaders felt that it had to open itself to the world. That opening was
      undertaken in the most efficient manner and without any complexes, the emulation having touched all aspects of
      the society, from the economy to politics and administration. Japan thus became the first East Asian country to
      be a broadly liberal state before the end of the nineteenth century; it was
      fully a democracy after the military collapse of 1945. In this respect, it did not achieve its transformation any
      later than a good number of Western European states and not only Southern ones. Meanwhile, Indonesia was in
      effect created as a state by The Netherlands and built its nationhood against the background of colonialism. This
      background affected the country in countless subtle ways and in particular in that Indonesia came to be perhaps
      the last remaining ‘empire’, an empire in which Java has been dominant politically, socially and economically,
      but with only slightly over half of the population of the nation. The country experienced a period of pluralism
      under Soekarno, only to become rapidly a textbook Third World dictatorship, first based on the founder of the
      nation and subsequently on a military ruler, Suharto, who governed increasingly by means of corruption and
      nepotism. Only since the fall of Suharto in the late 1990s has Indonesia experienced a second period of
      pluralism, perhaps still not entrenched, given in particular the existence of rebellious movements, principally
      in the north of Sumatra, but also in other islands.
    


    
      To conclude that the two countries are poles apart thus does not seem to be an exaggeration. Yet, when one
      investigates the reactions of the citizens towards the state, the two countries are found to have much in common;
      they are also jointly diverse from the groups of countries which have been examined so far. If one considers the
      key questions which have helped to determine the broad contours of two of the three dimensions of identity with
      the nation and satisfaction with life (Q. 2 and 502), one finds, unquestionably surprisingly at first sight, that
      the answers coming from the two countries are close to each other. There is a major difference, however, with
      respect to the questions dealing with confidence in the authorities (Q. 101a to g). The proportion of respondents
      who feel that the country is very important to them is very similar and it is somewhat, but only somewhat low: it
      is 46 per cent in Japan, 51 per cent in Indonesia; for the 18 countries of the study the overall average is 55
      per cent and 63 per cent in East and Southeast Asia. Second, the proportion of respondents who fall in the top
      two categories of life satisfaction is almost identical in the two countries and it is also low, being 32 per
      cent in Japan and 29 per cent in Indonesia: the average for the whole sample is 49 per cent and 45 per cent for
      East and Southeast Asia. On confidence in the authorities, on the other hand, Indonesia are markedly more
      positive, on average, at 54 per cent, than the Japanese at 29 per cent, the average being 41 per cent for the
      whole sample and 46 per cent for East and Southeast Asia.
    


    
      Both this similarity and these differences in the reactions of the respondents of the two countries to the state
      and the overall character of these reactions require detailed examination. The question naturally arises as to
      whether the differences are truly significant and the similarity merely casual. If this similarity is not casual,
      to what extent is it the case that, despite the vast economic, social and political differences between the two
      countries, the citizens of the two countries appear to view the state in the same manner?
    


    
      It must be remembered at this point that Indonesian respondents in this survey were drawn exclusively from Java.
      Such a limitation was decided in order to render the findings more ‘robust’:
      instead of covering a myriad of islands from which in many cases only a handful of respondents would be
      interviewed, with the consequence that findings would be suspect, not just with respect to these cases, but with
      respect to the whole country, a coverage restricted to Java would provide reliable answers for what is by far the
      most important as well as most compact part of the country. This meant trading-off greater reliability for
      ‘simplification’, to be sure; but simplification does not merely occur in this case. It is the inevitable
      consequence of the vast reduction in the observation of variations and of idiosyncratic behaviour which results
      from the very manner in which sample surveys have to be constructed. The key decision to take is therefore about
      the extent of allowable simplification: in the Indonesian case, the concentration of half the population in Java
      and the spread of the rest of the people over so many islands was rendering unreliable any subsequent analysis,
      although a substantial simplification effect was no doubt taking place as a result. What is clear, however, is
      that such a simplification is not likely to be the reason why the reactions to the state in Japan and in the
      Javanese part of Indonesia are similar. The contrast between the two countries referred to earlier remains
      equally strong with respect to the economic, political, social and generally cultural characteristics of the two
      sides. The similar character of the reactions to the state remains therefore unexpected and must consequently be
      accounted for.
    


    
      Before moving in this direction, however, we need to determine more precisely the ways in which the combined
      reactions of Japanese and Indonesians vis-à-vis the state differ from the reactions of respondents in the other
      groups of countries analysed in this study. Prima facie, it would seem that the respondents of the two countries
      examined in this chapter are truly ‘pessimistic’. Admittedly, in this respect, the proportion of those who feel
      the state to be very important to them is higher than among the respondents of the ‘happy non-nationalist’
      countries, but, in this last case, as was repeatedly noted in Chapter
      3, a higher proportion of respondents has confidence in the authorities and is satisfied with life. In terms
      of satisfaction with life, the attitudes of Japanese and Indonesian respondents appear pessimistic, while on
      confidence in the authorities, at least the Japanese appear also pessimistic, if the Indonesians do not. Does
      this therefore mean that the two countries studied here are even more pessimistic than the countries studied in
      the previous chapter, while in the case of Indonesians is pessimism about life satisfaction somewhat
      counterbalanced by a degree of optimism in relation to the authorities?
    


    
      Although pessimism is obviously the concept which comes most naturally to mind in the light of these reactions to
      the state in the two countries, there are serious difficulties in applying it to these cases. First, pessimism is
      not really adequate when one is confronted with levels of lack of confidence in the authorities in Japan and of
      dissatisfaction with life which are as high as they are in the two countries. Frustration is not adequate either,
      because the proportion of respondents for whom the state is viewed as very important may be superior to the one
      which characterises the citizens of the happy non-nationalistic countries, but
      is at best moderate and certainly not high. The proportion of patriots is not sufficiently large to create a
      contrast between the love of the country in the abstract and the dislike of the reality of authorities. Thus, if
      neither pessimism nor frustration can be applied, the only concept which would appear to remain to characterise
      the respondents of these countries’ relationship to the state would be that of alienation.
    


    
      Yet it is manifestly ludicrous to refer to alienation not just in the case of Japan, but even in the case of
      Indonesia, especially when the part of Indonesia which is being studied is Java. Alienation is relevant when the
      support of citizens for the very existence of that state is at stake. Such a conclusion is manifestly not serious
      in relation to Japan: the problem of the survival of the Japanese polity simply does not arise; nor is that
      conclusion a serious one with respect to Java, if it could be raised with respect to other parts of Indonesia. As
      the survival of the state is not at stake in Japan or Java, the answers given about the state cannot be
      interpreted as being manifestations of alienation; the interpretation has to be different. Rather than
      alienation, frustration or even pessimism, the answers to the three sets of dimensions appear to indicate the
      existence of some positive feelings towards the state combined with a refusal to feel fully committed. When
      confronted with questions about their relationship with the state, the respondents of the two countries seem to
      hesitate. They seem to hesitate with respect to all three aspects of the link with the state: those who are very
      keen on the nation are barely a majority; a large majority claim that they are not satisfied with life and while
      the Japanese express little confidence in the authorities, the Indonesians express some, but only some. If this
      is viewed as detachment or hesitation, lukewarmness to the nation as well as somewhat undecided responses on the
      other two dimensions can be combined with the fact that the question of the acceptance of state and nation is
      simply not at stake. That hesitating label will naturally be explored further in the course of this chapter, in
      order to discover whether it is indeed consistent with detailed reactions to questions to which respondents had
      to answer about the state. As in the case of the previous two chapters, this chapter will look successively at
      the extent to which citizens feel their country to be important to them, at their level of confidence in the
      authorities and at the manner and extent in which they are satisfied with life.
    


    
      We noted in the previous chapters that there were variations in the distribution into different factors of the 13
      variables on the basis of which the three components of identity, confidence in the authorities and life
      satisfaction are analysed. In this case, too, the three components fall neatly into three factors, with only
      small variations in relation to the life satisfaction variables; but there are appreciable differences between
      the two countries in this respect. This is partly because, in both Japan and Indonesia, the loading of each of
      the variables is not as clear-cut as it is at the level of the group. This is also because, whereas there are
      three factors in the Japanese case, there are four factors in the case of Indonesia, in large part as a result of
      what amounts to a substantial division of the confidence in the authorities variables between two factors
      (Table 5.1).
    


    
      Table 5.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and
      the state in the countries of the group
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      A moderate extent of importance given by respondents to the nation
    


    
      Let us begin by examining somewhat more closely the finding that only half the Japanese and only half the
      Indonesian respondents feel that the nation is very important to them. That score is not as low as that of the
      respondents of the happy non-nationalist countries studied in Chapter
      3 or even as that of the respondents of the mildly uneasy countries examined in Chapter 4. The attitudes of respondents to their nation in the two countries analysed here can
      be regarded as being intermediate between attitudes of respondents to their nation in the countries which have
      been studied so far and those which will be studied in the next three chapters. There is hesitation here, in the
      sense that, with respectively 46 and 51 per cent of the respondents stating that they feel the nation to be very
      important to them, neither the Japanese nor the Indonesian respondents disregard the nation; but neither do the
      Japanese nor the Indonesians give the nation their full support.
    


    
      At this point, as in the previous chapters, let us examine the reactions of the respondents of the two countries
      to two other questions which are particularly relevant in this respect. The first of these two questions is
      Question 3, which inquires as to whether interviewees experienced any change at all in the importance which they
      attributed to the state and nation: ‘Overall, has your nationality become more important or less important to
      you, or has its importance remained much the same over the last ten years?’ The average answers to this question in the two countries studied here are not at all negative: 30 per cent declare that their
      country has become much more important and a further 25 per cent that it has become more important. The scores of
      the two countries are a little above the average for the whole sample (50 per cent), although they are below the
      Asian average (64 per cent). The proportions of those who feel that the importance of the country has increased
      in the happy non-nationalist and in the mildly uneasy countries are appreciably lower (24 and 43 per cent,
      respectively).
    


    
      If, overall, respondents of the two countries feel that their country has grown in importance for them, there is
      in this respect a marked difference between the reactions of Japanese and of Indonesian respondents. Forty per
      cent of the Japanese state that they feel that their country has become more important to them, but 66 per cent
      of the Indonesians have the same view. The reaction of the Japanese is broadly similar to that of the Taiwanese
      and of the group of the mildly uneasy countries in general, while the reaction of the Indonesians is very close
      to, indeed slightly more positive than, that of the respondents of the Asian region as a whole. There is thus a
      sharp variation here between the two countries: yet that variation goes in a direction which corresponds to the
      evolution of the two countries. There seems to be little ground for the importance of their country to have
      significantly increased in the eyes of the Japanese in the ten years prior to the survey; it is even somewhat
      surprising that as many as 40 per cent of the respondents should feel that way. Meanwhile, large proportions of
      Indonesian respondents could be expected to feel that their country was more important to them in 2000 than ten
      years previously, given the changes, political and otherwise, which occurred in the intervening period.
    


    
      A marked difference is also displayed by the respondents of the two countries with respect to Question 5 which
      examines whether respondents felt that the image of their country had improved, deteriorated or remained the same
      by asking: ‘In this regard, have things got better or worse over the last ten years?’ Forty-nine per cent of all
      the respondents of the study stated that the image of their country had improved, the difference in the views of
      East and Southeast Asians and of Western Europeans in this respect being only 9 per cent (53 per cent in East and
      Southeast Asia and 44 per cent in Western Europe). To begin with, the respondents of the two countries examined
      here emerge, among the groups analysed in this study, as the least convinced that the image of their country had
      improved: 48 per cent of them state that that image has decreased, as against 37 per cent in the happy
      non-nationalist countries which comes second of the six groups in the proportion of respondents who believe that
      the image of the country had deteriorated. Meanwhile, the difference in the reaction of the respondents of the
      two countries is very large, although, here, the most negative are the Indonesians, among whom 68 per cent feel
      that the image of their country has deteriorated, while this is the case of 22 per cent only among the Japanese.
      The distribution of opinion in this respect among the Japanese is very close to both the Asian average and to the
      average of the 18 countries of the study, while the distribution of opinion among the Indonesians is
      idiosyncratic. In this case, too, such a reaction seems highly plausible: many
      Indonesians must have felt that the near collapse of the regime and the economic scandals of the late years of
      the Suharto presidency could not but have had a negative effect on the attitude of foreigners towards their
      country.
    


    
      The marked differences between the reactions of respondents in the two countries studied here with respect to the
      two more specific questions which have just been examined indicate that the respondents of these two countries
      appear to have come, for different reasons, to be almost equally divided between those who feel that the nation
      is very important to them and those who do not. In the case of the Japanese, the amount of hesitation which they
      display when asked whether they feel that their nation is important to them appears associated with some
      hesitation also about any change in their own views on the subject and about what they feel is the view of
      foreigners about their nation. The same somewhat sceptical attitude percolates all three sets of answers examined
      so far, as change plays relatively little part in these reactions. The hesitation which has been noted about the
      reaction of respondents with regard to their view of the importance of the nation is therefore likely to
      correspond to a profoundly ingrained attitude.
    


    
      The interpretation to be given to the Indonesian case has to be different, probably because changes in the nature
      of politics, the society and the economy did take place during the period and are likely to have affected the
      reactions of respondents, perhaps above all in Java. The feeling expressed by respondents about the importance
      which the nation has for them seems therefore to have been the summary, so to speak, at the time the survey was
      administered, of views about the nation and its role in the world when vast changes were taking place in the
      polity, although such an interpretation needs to be supported by further findings. Other inquiries are also
      needed if one is to discover how long lasting is likely to be the evenness in the division of opinion in the
      country between those who view the nation as very important and those who do not.
    


    
      Is the level of confidence in the authorities vastly different?
    


    
      While both Japanese and Indonesian respondents are fairly evenly divided in terms of the importance they
      attribute to the nation, the proportion of those who have confidence in the state and its authorities varies
      ostensibly markedly between the two countries: while 54 per cent of the Indonesian respondents state that they
      have a great deal or quite a lot of confidence, on average, in the seven sets of authorities which have been
      examined throughout this study, only 29 per cent of the Japanese respondents do so. This average finding
      constitutes a summary of what is the case for six of the seven authorities: only with respect to the law and the
      courts are Japanese respondents more supportive (45 to 37 per cent) than Indonesian respondents. In the case of
      the other six authorities the gap ranges between 14 points on the police and 39 points, somewhat surprisingly in
      this case on parliament.
    


    
      Yet the conclusion that the reactions of respondents of the two countries to the authorities is vastly different
      has to be somewhat toned down when two other elements are taken into account.
      The first is that Indonesians appear, with respect to some institutions, in particular the civil service, but
      also the government and, as we just noted, the parliament, to be going almost overboard (70, 65 and 61 per cent
      of the answers being positive). The second is that many Japanese respondents appear to be truly hesitating. This
      is not only because there are on average 2 per cent more Japanese than Indonesians who state reply ‘don’t know’
      or state they ‘have not thought about [the problem]’; it is also that, while on average the proportion of those
      who have confidence in the authorities is 25 per cent higher among Indonesian respondents than among Japanese
      respondents, the proportion of the Japanese who state that they do not have any confidence at all is, on average,
      only 13 per cent larger than among Indonesian respondents, while those who have not much confidence is 9 per cent
      higher among Japanese respondents than among Indonesian respondents. Thus nearly half the difference in support
      between the two countries is accounted for by Japanese respondents whose views are far from definite (Table 5.2).
    


    
      A distinction between the confidence in political and in administrative authorities in Japan only
    


    
      We saw in the previous chapters that, by and large, confidence in political authorities (parliament, parties,
      government and political leaders) was lower than confidence in administrative authorities (courts, police and
      civil service), although there were some variations. In the case of Japan and Indonesia, there are not only
      variations, but a sharp contrast: while there is a distinction, indeed a large one, in the level of confidence in
      the two kinds of authorities in Japan, no difference of this kind can be found at all in Indonesia.
    


    
      Table 5.2  How a
      variety of institutions are rated in the four countries (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2 = a great deal + quite a lot)
      (percentages)
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      In Japan, the confidence in parliament, parties, government and political leaders is almost
      uniformly low, around 20 per cent, the average being 19 per cent; on the other hand, the confidence in the
      administrative authorities is also rather uniform, between 40 and 45 per cent, the average being 43 per cent.
      There is no overlap: confidence in all the political authorities, as in Britain, is much lower than confidence in
      all the administrative authorities; indeed the gap is 19 per cent between parliament, which is the political
      authority which enjoys the highest confidence, at 22 per cent, of the Japanese and the civil service, which is
      the administrative authority for which confidence is the lowest at 41 per cent.
    


    
      In Indonesia, on the other hand, no trend can be found, the two sets of authorities receiving on average the same
      amount of support, at 54 per cent. There is even overlap in one case in the support for the two sets of
      authorities. Those three for which most confidence is expressed are the civil service, at 70 per cent, the
      government, at 65 per cent, and parliament, at 61 per cent: as was already suggested, this extremely high support
      for parliament can only be interpreted as being the enthusiastic result of the fact that the first wholly free
      election of a parliament in over a generation had taken place shortly before the survey was undertaken.
      Meanwhile, the courts receive the lowest level of support (37 per cent), lower than the political leaders (46 per
      cent) and even lower than the political parties (44 per cent). Not only does such a pattern not correspond to the
      distinction between the level of confidence in political and in administrative authorities which was found to
      prevail in the large majority of the countries examined so far, but it does not even correspond to the
      distinction between what was referred to as confidence in the ‘state apparatus’ (government and civil service)
      and confidence in the other authorities. The way in which confidence is spread in Indonesia is thus wholly sui
      generis. It is conceivable that the reactions of respondents should have been appreciably affected, as the
      attitudes to parliament suggest, by the events which took place at the very end of the twentieth century in the
      country.
    


    
      The interpretation of the Indonesian results about the confidence in the authorities is rendered difficult for
      another reason: as was indicated in the introduction of the chapter, the 13 variables which help to determine the
      impact of the three components of the attitudes of citizens towards the state give rise to four factors in that
      country, instead of three for the group and for Japan. Two of these four factors are manifestly due to the
      complexity of the relationship between the seven variables relating to confidence in the authorities, but the
      distribution of the seven variables in these two factors is not only complex: it is also rather strange
      (Table 5.1): only one variable, the police, falls entirely into one factor; the others are
      all divided to a varying degree, with parliament being almost evenly divided among the two factors, the parties
      and the political leaders being primarily in one factor, the government, the courts and the civil service being
      primarily in the other factor which is the one which includes also the police. That distribution would reproduce
      to an extent the distinction between ‘state’ authorities and ‘other’
      authorities, were it not for the fact that parliament belongs to both factors. Thus the distinction which the
      respondents have in mind in this respect is to say the least obscure: this is why it seems to have been guided to
      a substantial extent by the expectations which citizens may be having as to what the role of some authorities
      will be as well as, and perhaps more than, the role which these authorities had had previously.
    


    
      The findings about the distribution of confidence in the authorities in Indonesia thus give rise to some
      questions. It is not that the very high levels achieved should be regarded as being in doubt; what is in doubt or
      problematic is the significance to be given to these very high levels. The pattern of answers is too peculiar not
      to lead to the conclusion that these answers should not be taken at face value: this is so in particular of the
      very high level of support for parliament and, although it is lower, for the political parties. It seems
      impossible to interpret this level of support as a statement about what parliament and the parties have been like
      over the period preceding the survey: if that support is to be taken seriously at all, it must be in terms of a
      kind of profession of faith about what these institutions are expected to be like in the context of the profound
      change which Indonesia was in the process of experiencing.
    


    
      Such a conclusion does not entail that the distance between Japan and Indonesia with respect to confidence in the
      authorities is reduced: there is no support for the suggestion that there is little difference between the two
      countries in terms of that confidence. On the contrary, what seems to emerge is that the basis on which the
      respondents of the two countries react to the public authorities appears not to be the same. Japanese respondents
      pass what might be regarded as an empirical judgement about these authorities: what they see, particularly in the
      context of the political authorities, is not entirely to their taste; Indonesian respondents do not appear to
      pass such an empirical judgement, given that neither parliament nor the political parties had been effective for
      a sufficient amount of time before the survey took place for such an empirical judgement to be passed at all: the
      only way to interpret their impressive optimism with respect to these authorities and to make it coincide with
      the reality of the turn of the twenty-first century is to note that they pass a judgement about what these
      authorities might be, perhaps can be expected to be, in view of the changes which were taking place, but not, at
      least to a very large extent, about what these authorities had been.
    


    
      The extent of life satisfaction in the two countries
    


    
      Are the respondents of the two countries truly dissatisfied with life or are they merely somewhat ambivalent?
    


    
      In the context of life satisfaction, on the other hand, the respondents of the two countries appear united in
      being broadly negative, indeed more negative than the respondents of the other groups of countries analysed in
      this study. As was pointed out in the introduction to this chapter, views are almost identical in reply to the question: ‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?’
      (Q. 502). Only 30 per cent of the answers from the two countries examined here fall within the top two ‘most
      satisfied’ categories, while the corresponding figure for the whole sample is 49 per cent. The group composed of
      Japan and Indonesia includes the smallest proportion of respondents in these top two categories of satisfaction,
      the corresponding proportions in the other groups ranging from 34 to 62 per cent. Moreover, the reaction of
      respondents of the two countries is almost identical across the range of views about satisfaction with life: in
      the lowest three categories, the proportions of Japanese and Indonesian respondents are respectively 41 and 41
      per cent, 21 and 23 per cent and 7 and 7 per cent. On this matter, therefore, the two countries do form a group
      and, on the basis of such results, the respondents of the two countries, of Japan as much as of Indonesia, seem
      prima facie not to hesitate much to pass a negative judgement: if there is hesitation, it seems to be as to
      whether the life which they lead is the life which they were expecting to live.
    


    
      Yet, before concluding finally that Japanese and Indonesian respondents are wholly dissatisfied with their life,
      it is valuable to examine the distribution of the responses – identical ones, as we just noted – among those who
      do not state that they are truly satisfied with their life. That examination suggests that the judgement which is
      being passed may not be as negative as it seems at first; indeed, there may well be some hesitation on the part
      of the respondents. If only 30 per cent of the respondents state that they are in one of the top two categories
      of satisfaction, only 29 per cent state that they are in the bottom two: the other two-fifths of the respondents
      are in the middle category. It must also be noted that the proportion of Japanese and Indonesians who locate
      themselves in the most dissatisfied category is very small. This seems to suggest that Japanese and Indonesian
      respondents hold a kind of middle-of-the-road and thus perhaps ambivalent or hesitating position. If there is
      dissatisfaction among these respondents, it is at most a measured one, not an exacerbated one. In reply to
      Question 502, they may not be as happy as the British, but they appear to be far less discontented than the
      Taiwanese.
    


    
      The answers to the other two questions which are analysed in relation to satisfaction with life help to an extent
      to provide a more precise picture of the reactions of respondents from the two countries with respect to life
      satisfaction. Question 203, it will be recalled, is concerned with the extent to which feelings about life
      satisfaction have or not improved over the last ten years. Here again, the respondents of the two countries are
      strongly united in believing that it has not: only 15 per cent in Japan and 13 per cent in Indonesia think that
      this has been the case, while 65 per cent in Japan and 69 per cent in Indonesia feel that it has deteriorated,
      leaving in this case only respectively 16 and 17 per cent of the respondents suggesting that it has remained the
      same. There is therefore no doubt that the feelings in both countries are utterly pessimistic, to an extent which
      seems surprising in Japan and to an extent which certainly does not correspond to the positive feelings which
      Indonesian respondents have about the authorities – and which does therefore clearly indicate that the two aspects of the relationship between citizens and the state are truly distinct.
    


    
      Perhaps it is therefore not surprising that the respondents of both countries should also express dissatisfaction
      in answering Question 411, which asked respondents to state how satisfied they are about politics in your society
      today. In this case, however, the most dissatisfied are the Japanese, 64 per cent of whom are dissatisfied and
      only 5 per cent satisfied, while the corresponding figures for Indonesia are 33 and 21 per cent. The profound
      dissatisfaction of Japanese respondents may have been triggered by the somewhat unclear character of politics in
      the country at the time, while, once more, Indonesian respondents may have reacted somewhat positively to the
      direction in which their society was moving: in this respect, there seems therefore to be some link between
      attitudes relating to the authorities and life satisfaction. The interpretation to be given to the answers to
      Question 411 thus becomes once more difficult to provide, despite the fact that, when the factor analysis among
      the 13 variables is undertaken, Question 411 clearly falls, in the two countries analysed here as in the case of
      other countries, in the same factor as Questions 502 and 203.
    


    
      Satisfaction with personal life and satisfaction with society
    


    
      Given that, as we noted already in Chapter 2, satisfaction with
      life is unquestionably connected to both individual and societal considerations, it is naturally valuable to
      consider the extent to which there may be differences in the two countries analysed here in this respect. We
      found in relation to the two groups analysed so far that, by and large, satisfaction with life in Western
      European countries was more likely to be due to personal considerations and that satisfaction with life in East
      and Southeast Asian countries was more likely to be due to societal considerations. As in previous chapters, the
      personal considerations which have been taken into account relate to work (Q. 202a), to health (Q. 202b) and to
      the family (Q. 202c), while societal considerations were expected to emerge from the consideration of the three
      variables of the component which is currently being analysed and includes Questions 502, 203 and 411.
    


    
      As in the case of other groups, the six variables examined here give rise to two factors, with the three personal
      variables, in this case, being all neatly part of one variable and the answers to Questions 203 and 411 falling
      also neatly in the other. It is not about Question 411, therefore, that there is ambiguity: the answers to that
      question fall almost exclusively in the societal factor, at least at the level of each of the two countries,
      although this is less the case for the two countries taken together. Where the main uncertainty occurs, as in the
      context of the groups of countries analysed in the previous two chapters, is in relation to Question 502, which
      is concerned generally with life satisfaction. While Japanese respondents, as the respondents of the Western
      European countries examined so far, tend to link satisfaction with life with personal considerations, Indonesian
      respondents tend to link satisfaction with life with societal considerations (Table 5.3).
    


    
      Table 5.3  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      The finding that life satisfaction, for Japanese respondents, depends more on personal than on societal
      considerations is important in two ways. First, it shows that the distinction which had been found to apply
      primarily to Western European countries is due, not to regional characteristics, but to differences in living
      standards; as a matter of fact, a difference was also found in Western Europe, between Spanish respondents and
      the respondents of the other countries of the region which had been analysed so far. Thus Japanese respondents,
      as British or Swedish respondents, feel that their life satisfaction is shaped by work, health and family more
      than by the nature of political and social life; this is not the case in Indonesia – as it was not the case in
      Taiwan. Meanwhile, the distinction helps to account to an extent for some of the peculiarities which had been
      observed in the course of the last two sections of this chapter. To begin with, one can understand that Japanese
      respondents, being more affected by personal elements in life satisfaction, should be very dissatisfied with
      politics in the country today and yet be no more dissatisfied with life generally than Indonesians. Second, and
      conversely, the fact that Indonesian respondents are less dissatisfied with politics in their country than
      Japanese respondents is consistent with the fact that life satisfaction, for Indonesian respondents, depends more
      on societal considerations than on personal considerations. The optimism in the relationship between Indonesian
      respondents and the state which was traced at the level of the confidence which these respondents have in the
      authorities seems to have had an effect, to an extent at least, on the more limited feelings of dissatisfaction
      with life among these respondents than among Japanese respondents, at least in some aspects of that
      dissatisfaction.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      In the course of this chapter, we found both apparently strange similarities, but also appreciable differences,
      between the reactions of Japanese and of Indonesian respondents. Whether these two countries form a group from
      the point of view of the relationship of their citizens to the state appears therefore to an extent to be in
      question – as was also the case with respect to Britain and Taiwan. Yet the
      similarities appear to be more definite than are the differences. What is similar is first the fact that, in the
      two countries, support for the nation is average, unquestionably not low as in the happy non-nationalist
      countries, but even higher than in the mildly uneasy countries; but the similarity also extends to life
      satisfaction, which is low in both countries, although this seems to be more because of personal considerations
      in Japan and of societal considerations in Indonesia. There are thus differences with respect to the weight of
      the state, so to speak, in terms of the extent to which it affects life satisfaction; but there are also profound
      differences in terms of the confidence in the authorities which respondents display. Japanese respondents show
      ambiguity and hesitation, while Indonesian respondents are plainly optimistic; but this optimism is difficult to
      understand, except in terms of what some of the authorities are expected to be likely to deliver, rather than in
      terms of what they had delivered so far in the country. There is thus a degree of uncertainty, to say the least,
      about what Indonesian respondents did mean and that uncertainty suggests that the differences which have emerged
      in terms of the attitudes of citizens towards the state may not be as significant as they seemed to be at first
      sight.
    


    
      We started this chapter by pointing out that the two polities examined here were in some ways, indeed in most
      ways, poles apart, politically (at any rate up to the end of the end of the twentieth century), economically,
      socially, even culturally. Yet the attitudes of the citizens in the two countries, at any rate, as far as
      Indonesia is concerned, with respect to Java, are far from being profoundly different. This situation was found
      to be the case at one point in time, admittedly: it may be proved not to be so in the future and it may not have
      been so in the past, but there are no past data enabling us to discover what such attitudes were in Indonesia
      before the survey analysed here was conducted. Even if this rapprochement were to prove wholly temporary, it is
      important that it should have occurred, as it shows in a vivid manner that the attitudes which citizens have
      vis-à-vis the state are markedly distinct from the objective characteristics of the state, in terms of political,
      economic, social and even cultural components.
    

  


  
    
      6   The countries of the ‘frustrated patriots’
    


    
      Korea, the Philippines, Italy, Portugal and Greece
    


    
      We now come to the fourth group of countries which includes Korea, the Philippines, Italy, Portugal and Greece.
      The citizens of these five countries share a highly supportive (‘patriotic’) view of the state to which they
      belong, markedly more supportive than the view of respondents from the states which have been examined so far;
      but this is combined with pessimism both about the way that state conducts its affairs and about the way citizens
      feel about life. While, on average, 55 per cent of the respondents to the survey feel that their nation is
      extremely important (Q. 2), this is the case of as many as 67 per cent of the respondents of the five countries
      examined here. While, on average, 50 per cent of the respondents to the survey display confidence in the public
      authorities (Q. 101 a to g), this is the case of only 33 per cent of the respondents of the five countries
      examined here. While, on average, 49 per cent of the respondents to the survey are satisfied with their life (Q.
      502), this is the case of only 36 per cent of the respondents of the five countries examined here. There is thus
      a lack of harmony, to say the least, between the positive views about the nation and the negative views about
      confidence in the state and satisfaction with life.
    


    
      There are naturally variations among the five countries with respect to all three components, but these
      variations are in all cases in the common direction: the scores of the countries of the group are either higher
      than the average in the case of the replies to Question 2 or lower than the average with respect to the other two
      components or they are, at worst, equal to the average for the whole survey. There is no case of a country
      examined here whose respondents react in the contrary direction to that of the other countries of the group, as
      can be seen from Table 6.1, which, as in the previous chapters, is based on the answers to
      one key question each for two of the three components of the relationship between respondents and the state (Q. 2
      and 502) and on the average of the answers to the questions concerned with confidence in the authorities (Q. 101
      a to g). Thus, on the importance given to the nation, Italy and Portugal are very close to the overall average
      for the survey, while the other three countries are above and, in the case of the Philippines, markedly above
      that average. With respect to confidence in the authorities, Portugal and the Philippines are very close to the
      overall survey average, while the other three countries are below and, in the case of Korea, markedly below that
      average. On life satisfaction, Italy is very close to the overall average, while the other four countries are
      below and, in the case of Korea, markedly below that average. It is because a marked contrast exists between the
      positive identification with the state and nation, which is higher than in any of the three groups analysed so
      far, and the negative reactions to confidence in the institutions and to satisfaction with life, which are lower
      than in any of the three groups analysed so far, that the respondents of the three countries must rightly be
      described as ‘frustrated patriots’.
    


    
      Table 6.1  Distribution of the relationship between citizens and the state in the states
      belonging to group 4 (percentages)
    


    [image: Image]


    
      There is thus a prima facie similarity between the reactions of the respondents of the five countries, which
      consequently seem to constitute a group. The detailed composition of that group requires close examination,
      however, as we need both to discover the extent of the variations which exist among the countries of the group
      and attempt to identify at least some of the reasons which might account for the fact that they do form a group.
      That group has an interregional character, indeed a truly balanced one, since there are, alongside three Western
      European countries – all of which are, perhaps significantly, from the south of Western Europe – and two East and
      Southeast Asian countries, Korea and the Philippines, which may be thought to have ostensibly little in common,
      as the cultural characteristics and the historical background of these two countries are to say the least very
      different.
    


    
      Indeed, the cultural characteristics and the historical background of the Philippines would appear to have more
      in common with those of Greece than with those of South Korea. The Philippines was colonised by a European
      country (as the name of the country still testifies) for over three centuries and by the United States for a
      further half century: only Indonesia – to which the Philippines is ethnically and linguistically linked – has had
      a comparable history in the whole of the region; but it is even more special in that it is the only East and
      Southeast Asian country to be predominantly Christian, indeed Roman Catholic, although, admittedly, a significant
      Muslim minority exists in the south, some of whose members are violently manifesting their opposition to the
      status quo. One might expect such a profound cultural contrast with the rest of
      the area to have political, social, perhaps economic consequences for the country. To an extent, the Philippines
      has had characteristics which resemble more those of a Latin American than of an East and Southeast Asian
      country: frustration can be expected to have developed in such a context.
    


    
      Meanwhile, Greece has a history and in many ways a culture which is noticeably different from what could be
      considered the norm of the countries of its region, including even the history and the culture of the two
      Southern European countries with which it is associated here. The country has been politically linked to Western
      Europe ever since (part of) it gained independence in the 1820s, but, geographically and in many ways culturally,
      at any rate since the fall of the Roman Empire, it is more associated with Eastern Europe and the Balkans in
      particular than with Western Europe. Western Europeans may have often claimed Greece to be close to them,
      especially because of the cultural heritage of Athens; but the break with the West when the old empire emerged,
      which resulted in Greeks becoming and remaining orthodox, rather than catholic or protestant, followed in turn by
      the colonisation by the Ottomans for several centuries, meant that the sense of pride in the past splendour of
      Greece was not just shaken but reduced to nothingness at the very moment when several Western European states
      were able and willing to play ‘power politics’. The fact that independence touched at first only a part of Greece
      and that it took almost a century for the country to find its natural borders did not help in making the country
      belong truly to the ‘European concert of nations’. The rapid development of Greece in the last two decades of the
      twentieth century, especially under the impetus of the European Union, is not likely to have reduced to such an
      extent the feeling of frustration which the previous centuries had brought about for the effect of that cultural
      history on the minds of Greek citizens to have been wiped out altogether.
    


    
      Yet the frustration which Filipinos and Greeks felt as a result of having been colonies is not peculiar to these
      two countries. As a matter of fact, with the partial exception of Portugal only, the process by which these
      countries emerged as nation-states has typically been difficult. As the Philippines and Greece, Italy and Korea
      have been subjected to foreign rule: hence, in Italy, the feeling that its political unity is still regarded as
      recent, after a century and a half, is not only noticeable, but indeed remarkably visible, would it only be
      because of the existence of so many squares or avenues ‘of Italian unity’: there is nothing similar in Germany,
      although unity occurred almost exactly at the same time. Of course, the way in which the country became a nation
      has been very different in the Philippines from what it has been in Italy, but it is a serious mistake to believe
      that there is no, or very little, national sentiment in Italy.
    


    
      On the contrary, the attitudes which are generally displayed by Italians show that there is both a profound pride
      in Italy and a marked bitterness about the way in which the political system and those who have operated this
      system have been a source of disappointment at least, of somewhat repressed anger, often. The authors of The Civic Culture pointed to that characteristic most accurately when
      they noted:
    


    
      Italians in the overwhelming majority take no pride in their political system, nor even in their economy or
      society. To the extent that they have national pride at all, it is in their history, the physical beauty of their
      country, or in the fact of being Italian. Thus the picture of Italian alienation is deepened.
    


    
      (Almond and Verba, 1963, 103)
    


    
      Indeed, towards the end of the volume, the authors make the point even more strongly: ‘The Italian, on the other
      hand [that is to say in contrast to the German] is more likely to be thoroughly alienated both as participant and
      as subject’ (1963, 495).
    


    
      As a matter of fact, the point which is being made in The Civic Culture has often been misunderstood,
      possibly by the authors themselves, as when they use the formula ‘to the extent that they have national pride at
      all …’. This has been so also on the part of many observers of the country, including possibly Italian observers.
      The truth is that the Italians do have national pride and that they look for those features of their country and
      for those of their countrymen who can give them a sense of pride. If they had no or very little pride, they would
      not be, as Almond and Verba state, ‘alienated’. Indeed, since The Civic Culture was written, it can indeed
      no longer be justifiably suggested that Italians have no pride in their economy, although they probably have
      mixed feelings about aspects of their society, notably about the south. One could not state more strongly than in
      the way Almond and Verba did that Italians are what are referred to here as ‘frustrated patriots’.
    


    
      Meanwhile, Korea was a state for centuries, but only to see that state being wiped out for the best part of half
      a century and its re-emergence being associated with partition. Korea previously had a brilliant past: in a
      sense, its fate in the first half of the twentieth century was more similar to that of Poland in the nineteenth
      century than to that of Greece, let alone to that of the Philippines. Such a background is indeed likely to
      induce Koreans both to feel their nation to be important and to be rather depressed about the socio-political
      experience which they endured in most of the twentieth century: this is so, not just because of the four decades
      of Japanese colonisation, but also because of the fact that, for a further four decades, up to the late 1980s,
      the Korean political system was oppressive and indeed ruthless, even if that meant that the economic system was
      most impressively dynamic. That the patriotism of the Koreans should have been markedly affected should not
      therefore be surprising.
    


    
      The Portuguese case is somewhat different and it might even have seemed that, as in Spain, the feeling that the
      nation is important should not have been widespread among the citizens. Yet the Portuguese political, social and
      economic debacle was more profound and more durable than that of Spain; redress really began to occur when the
      country came to be part of the European Union. It is not only that the country lost its national identity for 60
      years at the end of the sixteenth and in the first part of the seventeenth
      century; it is rather that Portugal not only remained in the shadow of Spain for the subsequent period, but that
      its performance was, if anything, worse than that of its much larger neighbour. Unlike in earlier centuries when
      the country was expanding abroad and except perhaps for a short period in the second half of the eighteenth
      century when its leadership adopted an Enlightenment posture, Portugal showed very little sign of progress before
      the last decades of the twentieth century. There were thus, in that country as in the other four countries of the
      group, grounds for political, and in this case even social and economic, frustration.
    


    
      We already noted, as in the previous chapters, the existence of variations in the distribution of the five
      countries with respect to the three components of identity, confidence in the authorities and life satisfaction:
      despite these variations, the 13 variables on which these components are based fall neatly into three factors at
      the level of the whole group; but, at the level of the individual countries of the group, the distribution of the
      variables into different factors is far from being always the same. First, while these 13 variables fall into
      three factors in Italy and the Philippines, they fall into four factors in the other three countries of the
      group. Moreover, only in the Philippines are the three components neatly divided into the three factors as they
      do at the level of the whole group: in Italy, there are marked variations in the distribution of the seven
      variables relating to confidence in the authorities and of the three variables relating to life satisfaction. In
      Korea, Greece and Portugal, as in some of the countries examined in previous chapters, the existence of four
      factors results from the fact that the seven variables relating to confidence in the authorities variables divide
      into two factors, partly on the basis of the distinction between political and administrative authorities;
      moreover, in Portugal, one of the variables relating to the importance of the nation, that which concerns the
      extent to which that importance has varied in the last ten years (Q. 3), far from falling neatly within one
      factor as the other two variables of that component, appears to be almost equally loaded among three factors
      (Table 6.2). These are matters which need to be examined in detail in the three sections of
      the chapter, which are concerned, as is the case in previous chapters, with the importance given to the nation,
      with the confidence of citizens in the authorities and with the extent to which these citizens are satisfied with
      life.
    


    
      How important is the state and nation to the respondents of the group
    


    
      For the respondents belonging to this group of countries, the state and nation are very important, appreciably
      more important than for the respondents of the groups of countries which have been examined so far. In Italy and
      Portugal, admittedly, that proportion is only about average, although, as at 51 and 53 per cent, respectively, it
      is somewhat higher than the average for Western European countries only (47 per cent); in the other three
      countries of the group, the proportion of those who state that their nationality is very important to them is
      above average: but the Philippines is truly exceptional in this respect, since 93 per cent of the respondents
      state that their nationality is very important. This is 16 points above the average for the group analysed here
      and 38 points above the average for the whole sample. There is clearly a gap between the Philippines and the
      other four countries in this respect, a gap which has to be registered but cannot be altogether accounted for, at
      least by considering the replies to Question 2 alone.
    


    
      Table 6.2  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the
      state in the five countries of group 4
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      The only way to explore further the possible significance of the highly positive manner in
      which Filipinos reply to Question 2 is to examine answers to the other questions which relate broadly to the same
      theme. It could be that the answers given by the Filipinos to Question 2 are merely an accident, so to speak, and
      that not too much stress should be placed on them. In this respect, very few respondents from that country state
      that their nationality is merely important to them, while this is not the case in other countries: thus even in
      Greece, where the proportion of those who state that the importance of the nation is rated very highly (75 per
      cent saying that it is very important to them), the proportion of those who (only) state that the nation is
      important to them is relatively high at 22 per cent. One way of checking indirectly what can be termed the
      seriousness of the replies given to Question 2 is to examine the replies to Question 13 which asked: ‘Overall,
      how proud are you to be …. [of a given nationality]?’ Respondents had the choice between stating that they were
      ‘very proud’, ‘somewhat proud’, ‘not so proud’, ‘not proud at all’ or to reply that they did not know.
      Remarkably, the Filipinos show on Question 13 almost the same strikingly high amount of support as they do about
      the importance of the nation: 88 per cent stated that they were very proud, as against 48 per cent in the whole
      sample, 74 per cent in Greece and only 31 per cent in Korea. Given the fact that a substantial interval of time
      elapsed between the two questions being posed to respondents, it is doubtful as to whether the answers to
      Question 13 were ‘polluted’ by the answers to Question 2. It seems therefore reasonable to conclude that the
      Filipinos (and, though to a lesser extent, the Greeks) do indeed identify with their nation in a particularly
      strong manner.
    


    
      It is therefore interesting to explore the respondents’ answers to Question 3, which inquires as to whether
      interviewees experienced any change at all in their sense of identification with the state and nation: ‘Overall,
      has your nationality become more important or less important to you, or has its importance remained much the same
      over the last ten years?’ In the whole sample, exactly 50 per cent of the respondents replied that their
      nationality had become more important, with a substantial difference between the two regions, as the average was
      64 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and only 35 per cent in Western Europe. The proportion of respondents in
      the five countries of the group who felt the same way was the same as overall (50 per cent), but there was a
      substantial division between the countries of the two regions: in the three Western European countries, the
      proportion of those who felt that their nationality had become more important to them ranged between 36 per cent
      (Italy) and 46 per cent (Greece) and it was therefore at least as high as the average for the region, while 59
      per cent of the Koreans and 71 per cent of the Filipinos felt the same way, the Korean average being just
      slightly below that of the whole East and Southeast Asian region. Moreover, the
      proportion of Filipinos who stated that their nationality had become much more important to them was, in this
      case as well, by comparison with the proportion of those who stated that their nationality had become only more
      important to them (59 v. 12 per cent), much larger than in the other countries of the group: in Italy, the two
      proportions were even almost equal at 19 and 17 per cent. One seems to have to conclude that the Filipinos had
      felt a boost in the identification with their nation to an extent which was unparalleled in other countries.
    


    
      Why the Filipinos believe more than the Koreans, let alone more than Western Europeans in the group, that their
      nation has become markedly more important to them in the last ten years is not immediately clear. One
      interpretation might be that, perhaps paradoxically, the identification with the nation has been helped by the
      fact that there has been substantial emigration of Filipinos all over the world and that emigrants have tended to
      find it relatively easy to be accepted in the countries of arrival – more so seemingly than immigrants from other
      countries – even if the type of employment in which many of them have been engaged is not typically highly
      skilled. This could mean that their nationality was in some manner more acceptable than that of others. As this
      emigration is relatively recent, it may be that this sentiment vis-à-vis the nation has also developed relatively
      recently both among the emigrants and among those remaining at home.
    


    
      Admittedly, such an interpretation does not seem prima facie consistent with the pattern of answers to Question 5
      which examines whether respondents felt that the image of their country has improved, deteriorated or remained
      the same by asking: ‘In this regard, have things got better or worse over the last ten years?’ Overall, 49 per
      cent of the respondents stated that the image of their country had improved (53 per cent in East and Southeast
      Asia and 44 per cent in Western Europe). The respondents of the countries of the group were somewhat less
      positive, at 44 per cent, the Italians and the Greeks being exactly at the Western European average (44 per
      cent), the Portuguese being markedly more optimistic, at 60 per cent, while the Koreans were substantially below
      both the overall and even a little below the East and Southeast Asian average at 42 per cent. Meanwhile, the
      Filipinos were appreciably more pessimistic in this respect: only 30 per cent stated that the image of their
      country had improved and 42 per cent that it had become worse.
    


    
      Given the marked contrast between the feeling of pride which Filipinos have in their nation and given that this
      feeling has increased over the last ten years, it follows that the fact that these respondents also believe that
      the image of their country has deteriorated does not belong to the same kind of syndrome. The Filipinos’ view
      that the nation is more important than in the past may therefore nonetheless be due, in part at least, to
      attitudes resulting from feelings among the diaspora. On the other hand, the sentiment that the nation is less
      respected than it was may have to do, not with what is felt about the importance of the nation, but with
      attitudes about the system and its institutions. That sentiment might therefore come more naturally under the
      rubric of the frustrations which Filipinos experience together with the citizens of the other countries of the
      group being analysed here.
    


    
      Low confidence in the authorities among the respondents of the group
    


    
      Discontent and even a degree of alienation with respect to the authorities, but with variations
    


    
      While, despite some differences, respondents of the five countries tend to feel that the nation is very important
      to them, they express less confidence in the public authorities than the respondents of the groups which we have
      examined so far and indeed the respondents of the other five groups of states (33 per cent instead of 50 per
      cent). This is so even of respondents from the Philippines: these, too, are less confident in the authorities
      than the respondents in the whole survey (46 per cent instead of 50 per cent). There is thus a sharp contrast
      between these reactions and the great importance given to the nation.
    


    
      Taken together, with respect to their level of confidence, the respondents of the five countries of the group are
      more negative about what takes place in the state to which they belong with respect to every one of the seven
      authorities on which they were asked to pass a judgement. Thus, on parliament (Q. 101a), 30 per cent state that
      they have ‘a great deal’ or ‘quite a lot’ of confidence in that institution instead of 38 per cent for the whole
      sample; on the parties (Q. 101b), 19 per cent do so instead of 27 per cent; on the government (Q. 101c), 34 per
      cent do instead of 40 per cent; on the main political leaders (Q. 101e), 21 per cent do so instead of 33 per
      cent; on the police (Q. 101f), 50 per cent do so instead of 56 per cent; on law and the courts (Q. 101d), 39 per
      cent do so instead of 47 per cent and on the civil service (Q. 101g), 41 per cent do so instead of 50 per cent.
    


    
      There seems therefore to be something like a condemnation of the system as a whole by the respondents belonging
      to the group which is analysed here. Such a widespread negative assessment must indicate a high degree of
      frustration on the part of citizens, many of whom, on the other hand, feel very close to the state and nation.
    


    
      There are nonetheless appreciable variations among the five countries with respect to all seven questions. The
      average for the group is 33 per cent, but Portuguese and Filipino respondents score 45 and 46 per cent,
      respectively; meanwhile this is so of 19 per cent only of the Koreans and 27 and 28 per cent of the Italians and
      the Greeks. That pattern is broadly speaking reproduced across the seven questions. Thus Koreans are the least
      positive respondents of the group on all seven questions. Indeed, they show particularly little confidence in
      parliament, the political parties and the political leaders (between 6 and 8 per cent only), attitudes which may
      not be regarded as unrealistic given the political history of South Korea, even when its regime became liberal;
      Korean political parties, in particular, are notoriously weak and fractious. Italian and Greek respondents are
      less positive than average on six of the questions, Italians being more positive on the police and Greeks on the
      courts. As a matter of fact, most Italian and Greek respondents do not view political parties and the main
      political leaders positively (respectively 11 and 13 per cent only do so), perhaps understandably on the part of
      the Italians, while there is ostensibly appreciably less justification on the part of the Greeks. Meanwhile,
      Portuguese and Filipino respondents are more positive than the group as a whole on six of the questions, the
      Portuguese being exactly on the average in their assessment of the courts and the Filipinos being somewhat less
      positive than the rest of the group on the police (Table 6.3).
    


    
      Table 6.3  How authorities are rated in the four countries (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2 = a great deal +
      quite a lot) (percentages)
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      There are thus differences among the five countries in terms of the extent to which they express confidence in
      the authorities. Overall, Koreans and Italians seem to react broadly as expected, while more Portuguese are
      positive than might have been assumed and while this is even more the case among Greeks and Filipinos: in these
      two countries, there may indeed be some overspill on views about authorities from the widespread belief in the
      importance of the nation. A nation which is viewed as being so important among so many is perhaps unlikely to be
      regarded by too many as having unacceptable public authorities!
    


    
      Yet the extent to which the reactions to public authorities are positive must not be exaggerated, even in the
      case of the Philippines. While they are more positive than those of the Italians and of the Greeks and even more
      of the Koreans, the reactions of the Filipinos are less positive than those of East and Southeast Asian
      respondents in general with respect to authorities: the attitudes of Filipino respondents are more positive in
      two cases only (with respect to parliament and to the government) than those of East and Southeast Asian
      respondents on average, are similar in four cases and more negative in one case (perhaps not surprisingly, with
      respect to the police). It is thus not that Filipino respondents are truly satisfied with public authorities;
      there may be also a degree of flamboyance in these attitudes, while those of Italians, Greeks or Koreans reflect what appears to be a more deeply-felt depression about the political systems
      of their countries. That reaction seems perhaps rather exaggerated in the Korean case given the progress made
      during the last decades of the twentieth century, while Italians continue to be somewhat alienated from many
      aspects of political life.
    


    
      A sizeable distinction between confidence in political and administrative authorities
    


    
      Moreover, there is a sizeable distinction in the extent to which respondents express confidence in political and
      administrative authorities, as is the case in the other groups of states which have been analysed so far, the
      lack of support being more marked with respect to the political than to the administrative authorities. The range
      in the level of confidence is also appreciably larger with respect to political authorities (from 11 to 43 per
      cent with an average of 26 per cent) than with respect to administrative authorities (from 32 to 56 per cent, the
      average being 43 per cent). This is largely because it is with respect to political authorities that Koreans lack
      confidence and, on the other hand, that Filipinos have the greatest confidence: we noted that the Filipinos tend
      to be somewhat lukewarm vis-à-vis the police. The Portuguese are the respondents of the group who praise
      administrative authorities most, to an extent which is perhaps surprising, especially with respect to the civil
      service, in which 66 per cent of the respondents express confidence, while this is so of 28 per cent of the
      Italians and 24 per cent of the Greeks, less so in both cases than do Koreans, of whom 30 per cent express
      confidence in the civil service.
    


    
      As a matter of fact, the extent to which the distinction applies emerges neatly from factor analyses conducted
      with respect to the seven questions concerned with confidence in the authorities. In the group as a whole, as for
      the whole of the survey and indeed for Western Europe as well as for East and Southeast Asia, these seven
      variables give rise to one factor only, although the loading of the question on the police (Q. 101f) is a little
      weaker. However, while these seven variables also give rise to one factor only in Italy and the Philippines (the
      loading on Q. 101f being weaker in Italy as in the whole group), these variables divide into two factors in
      Portugal, Greece and Korea: in all three countries one factor is composed of the political authorities (Q. 101 a,
      b, c and e), while two of the administrative authorities, the police and the civil service (Q. 101 f and g) form
      the second factor. In Portugal and Korea, as well as to a lesser extent in Greece, the government variable (Q.
      101d) is divided between the two factors, as if – in the same way as was found in some cases examined earlier, in
      particular in Taiwan – the government was conceived as partly political and partly administrative. The
      distinction between confidence in political and administrative authorities thus emerges as being widely
      pronounced across the countries of the survey, even if, when all the countries are taken together, the effect of
      that distinction is not marked enough to result in the emergence of two factors (Table 6.4).
    


    
      Table 6.4  Factor analysis assessing how authorities are rated in the five countries of group 4
      (Q. 101 a to g)
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      General dissatisfaction with life, particularly at the societal level
    


    
      How dissatisfied with life are the respondents of the group
    


    
      The respondents of the five countries of the group are dissatisfied with life, even if this is so to a somewhat
      lesser extent than those of the two countries analysed in the previous chapter. On the most general question
      asked on the matter (Q. 502) (‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these
      days?’), the respondents of all three countries are at best lukewarm. While in the whole sample 49 per cent of
      the answers fall within the top two most satisfied categories, the corresponding figure for
      the three countries of the group taken together is 36 per cent. Admittedly, there are variations with respect to
      life satisfaction among the five countries of the group. Satisfaction ranges from a low of 26 and 29 per cent,
      respectively, in Korea and Portugal to a high of 50 per cent in Italy, while Greece and the Philippines are close
      to the average at, respectively, 38 and 40 per cent. Thus, with respect to satisfaction with life, the ranking of
      the countries of the group is somewhat different from the one which emerged with respect to the importance given
      to the nation and to confidence in the authorities. Koreans are again at the bottom of the range, but so are the
      Portuguese, while the Italians are rather satisfied, at any rate by comparison, since they are not as satisfied
      as Western Europeans are on average. The Filipinos are not really satisfied: indeed it is among them that one
      finds the largest proportion of very dissatisfied (11 per cent), more than among the Greeks (9 per cent) and the
      Koreans (7 per cent).
    


    
      As a matter of fact Korean and Portuguese respondents are those most likely to locate themselves in the middle
      (respectively, 49 and 50 per cent). Thus, in these two countries – and indeed in all five of them – the
      proportions of those who are dissatisfied are not large (from 14 to 29 per cent) and they are not as large as in
      the two countries of the previous group. The proportion of dissatisfied respondents is thus never larger than the
      proportion of satisfied respondents, even if, in Korea, the two figures are identical (26 per cent) (Table 6.5).
    


    
      This low level of satisfaction with life is associated with a widespread feeling that things have improved over
      the last ten years (Q. 203) (46 per cent), however, though not as much as in the whole sample (54 per cent) nor
      for that matter as in either Western Europe or East and Southeast Asia in general (respectively, 51 and 57 per
      cent). Interestingly, it is in Korea that the feeling that life has improved is most widespread (64 per cent) and
      in the Philippines that it is least widespread (31 per cent), the Philippines being as a result the only country
      of the group where more respondents feel that things have become worse than feel that the situation has improved
      (41 v. 31 per cent). It is in relation to politics that the citizens of the five countries are highly
      dissatisfied (14 per cent are satisfied while 55 per cent are dissatisfied): that feeling is general across the
      five countries, although satisfaction is lowest (4 per cent) and dissatisfaction highest (73 per cent) in Korea;
      but only 25 per cent are satisfied with politics in the Philippines and 43 per cent are dissatisfied, the other
      three countries being between these two extremes, with, in all of them, more dissatisfied than satisfied
      respondents. In this, however, the respondents of the five countries are not particularly different from the
      respondents in the rest of the study, where, too, those who are dissatisfied with politics are twice as numerous
      as those who are satisfied.
    


    
      Table
      6.5  Distribution of the relationship on general life satisfaction in the states belonging to group 4
      (percentages)
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      Satisfaction with personal life and satisfaction with society
    


    
      It was noted in previous chapters that satisfaction and dissatisfaction with life were related to both personal
      and societal components, but that the extent to which it related to one or the other did vary. In the four
      Western European countries analysed in Chapter 3, the weight of
      personal components in building satisfaction with life was found to constitute a larger element than in Western
      Europe as a whole. In the countries examined in Chapters 4 and
      5, on the contrary, the societal components were found to
      constitute a substantial part, except in Japan, where, as in Western European countries analysed in Chapter 3, personal components were more important. Since the group
      analysed here is composed of both Western European and East and Southeast Asian countries, it is particularly
      interesting to see how levels of satisfaction are distributed between societal and personal components.
    


    
      As in the previous three chapters, this distribution can be assessed by means of factor analyses relating the
      general level of satisfaction about life to worries about work, health and family (Q. 202 a, b and c) which are
      essentially personal in character. The same factor analysis was conducted both overall and in each of the five
      countries of the group examined here (Table 6.6).
    


    
      Two factors emerge, both in the group as a whole and in the five countries one of these connects the three
      personal variables (Q. 202 a, b and c) while the other connects Questions 203 and 411, which are concerned,
      respectively, with the extent to which life satisfaction has improved and how far respondents are satisfied with
      politics. In four of the five countries, the three personal variables are closely connected to each other,
      although they are a little less closely connected in Italy. Meanwhile, the variables Questions 203 and 411 are
      closely connected to each other in the case of the whole group and in all five countries separately.
    


    
      This is not the case with Question 502, on the other hand, which, indeed as in the groups of countries analysed
      previously, is loaded variously with respect to the two factors. Overall, among the five countries of the group,
      the loading of Question 502 is primarily with Questions 203 and 411, that is to say with what might be described
      as the societal factor leading to satisfaction (606 v. 176); a similar type of loading is also found in four of
      the five countries of the group, Portugal, Greece, Korea and the Philippines, the loading being indeed almost
      exclusively with that factor in the Philippines (643 v. 029). In Italy, the converse occurs: life satisfaction in
      general, which Question 502 describes, depends more on personal than on societal characteristics (492 v. 271).
      This places Italy in the same category, from this point of view, as the northern Western European countries
      analysed in Chapter 3, but not in the same category as Spain
      which, in this respect, is more similar to the other two Southern European countries of the group analysed here,
      Portugal and Greece, and to the two East and Southeast Asian countries of the group. These findings suggest that,
      overall, with respect to the extent to which citizens are satisfied with life for personal or for societal
      reasons, the division is not so much between Western Europe and East and Southeast Asia, but between Northern
      Europe, Italy and Japan, on the one hand – that is to say the countries in which industrialisation had occurred
      in earnest at least by the early part of the twentieth century – and the countries in which industrialisation
      occurred later – that is to say in most of East and Southeast Asia and Southern Europe. In the first group life
      satisfaction is primarily connected to personal characteristics and in the second to societal conditions.
    


    
      Table 6.6  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      *   *   *
    


    
      The detailed analysis of respondents’ reactions in the countries analysed in this chapter has shown that a
      contrast, in effect a dissonance, exists in all five cases between what is viewed as ideal and what is viewed as
      reality, between what the nation evokes and what the nation is; there are differences, however, in the form which
      this contrast takes and these differences suggest the existence of three types.
    


    
      First, Filipinos and Greeks are exceptional in that a very large majority, and in the case of the Filipinos
      almost a unanimity, feel the country to be very important to them. At the same time, merely
      about half of those for whom the nation is so important are also confident in the authorities of the state or are
      satisfied with their life, which means that only half the respondents of the country concerned are satisfied with
      the societal conditions under which they live.1 This is so among the Filipinos as well as among the Greeks. The contrast is therefore stark
      between the vast spread of an almost romantic love for the nation and an appreciably more limited support, even
      if it is substantial, for what the state does: in these two countries, it is the massive but largely unexpected
      proportion of citizens who feel that the nation is very important to them which is the key feature of the
      contrast.
    


    
      Meanwhile, it is disenchantment which is the main element in Koreans’ reactions. These respondents are not as
      numerous as Filipinos and Greeks in holding that their nation is very important to them, although three-fifths
      among them feel that way. On the other hand, levels of confidence in the authorities and of satisfaction with
      life are very low indeed, satisfaction with life being, as in the previous two cases, essentially related to
      societal conditions. The extent of discontent with the authorities and society is thus the main aspect of the
      contrast: this discontent may have to do with the fact that politics in Korea, in much of the second half of the
      twentieth century, has tended to be harsh, but even that harshness does not seem able wholly to account for the
      fact that both levels of confidence and of satisfaction are remarkably low.
    


    
      The cases of Portugal and of Italy are intermediate. A majority in both countries feels that the nation is very
      important to them, but it is only a majority, although even a bare majority is more than is the case in the bulk
      of Western Europe. Meanwhile, Portugal and Italy differ in their reactions to the other two components of the
      relationship between citizens and the state: in Italy, only a minority has confidence in the authorities while
      satisfaction with life is relatively widespread; the converse occurs in Portugal. A large majority of Italians
      feel that their public authorities are not adequate, but this is in part compensated by the fact that a majority
      is satisfied with life, a sense of satisfaction which in this case results from personal rather than from
      societal conditions. Italians are thus more concerned with their personal lives: this may have the effect of
      cushioning their discontent. Many Portuguese feel positively about public authorities, in particular
      administrative authorities, more indeed than one might have expected; but only a quarter feel satisfied with
      their life, the emphasis, in this case, as in the other countries of the group except Italy, being on societal
      conditions.
    


    
      Attitudes to the state are thus varied, but within the context of a contrast between a positive feeling for the
      nation and serious doubts about the way the state operates. In the five countries, the shape of the relationship
      between citizen and the state thus differs sharply from the type of relationship which had been found to
      characterise the three groups examined previously: in these, by and large, a more limited love for the nation was
      combined, perhaps naturally, with doubts about what the state was felt to achieve or even with a certain optimism
      about the state’s achievements.
    


    
      The dissonance which is found to exist in the relationship between citizens and the state
      among the five countries analysed in this chapter raises the question of its possible effect on the stability of
      political life in these polities, a question which obviously goes markedly beyond the aims of this study. Three
      points can be made in this respect, however. The first is that the dissonance which is being observed is
      manifestly the result of engrained attitudes resulting from sentiments that have developed over generations.
      These sentiments cannot therefore be expected to change rapidly, even if economic, social and political
      conditions are markedly altered, as they have been in Portugal, Greece, Korea and, though to a lesser extent, the
      Philippines. Second, in Italy, the country about which most has been known of citizens’ attitudes in the past, at
      least for half a century, as, among so many others, the comments reported earlier from The Civic Culture
      strongly suggest, little change in attitudes can be observed, but little effect on the health of the polity can
      be observed either: the country seems to have been able to survive and indeed surmount for generations the
      existence of any dissonance in citizens’ sentiments about the nation. Third, perhaps the answer to the question
      of the future of these polities should not be based on the idea that that dissonance constitutes a serious
      handicap. As a matter of fact, the two sets of feelings, one very positive and the other rather negative, may not
      be truly dissonant in the minds of many respondents: on the contrary, a strong love for the country may be the
      only way in which these are able to accept and indeed live with what, in their view, is the less pleasant reality
      of the authorities of the state and of the conditions of their society.
    

  


  
    
      7   The countries of the citizens ‘happy with development’
    


    
      Thailand and Ireland
    


    
      The respondents of two countries, one from Southeast Asia and one from Western Europe, Thailand and Ireland, are
      ‘happy with the development’ which is taking place in their country. They are happy with that development in that
      they combine highly supportive attitudes towards the state and nation with substantial satisfaction with their
      life and with at least average confidence in the authorities. This can clearly be seen by the answers to one key
      question from each of the identity component (68 per cent) (Q. 2) and the satisfaction with life component (59
      per cent) (Q. 502) and from the average of the answers to the seven questions relating to confidence in the
      institutions (Q. 101 a to g) (41 per cent).
    


    
      Moreover, the conclusion that both countries are happy with development is not merely an average result. As a
      matter of fact, the reaction of respondents of these countries to the state is more than just similar with
      respect to confidence in the authorities and to satisfaction with life: it is identical. The average reply to the
      seven questions concerned with confidence in the authorities is 40 per cent in Thailand and 42 per cent in
      Ireland while the average reply to the seven questions concerned with satisfaction with life is 59 per cent in
      both Thailand and Ireland.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the replies to the question relating to satisfaction with life are ten points above the average for
      the 18 countries of the study and equal to the answers of the respondents in group 1 about which it was noted in
      Chapter 3 that respondents were satisfied with life. The extent of confidence in the authorities is admittedly
      almost exactly the average for the 17 countries in which these questions were asked (42 per cent); but it is
      appreciably higher than the corresponding figure in the five countries which were analysed in the previous
      chapter (33 per cent), while being identical with the figure which was found in the countries of groups 1 and 3
      which were analysed in Chapters 3 and 5, respectively.
    


    
      The only one of these variables for which there are differences in the reactions of the respondents of the two
      countries concerns what we have referred to throughout this volume as the identity component. In reply to
      Question 2, on average, 68 per cent of the respondents of Thailand and Ireland felt that the nation was very
      important to them, but there were as many as 77 per cent to do so among the Thais and merely 59 per cent among
      the Irish: there is thus a substantial gap. Yet this gap has to be related to another gap, that which exists
      between the two regions on the matter and which was mentioned in Chapter 2: on average only 46 per cent of Western Europeans feel that the
      nation was very important to them, while 63 per cent of the East and Southeast Asians feel that way. Thus, not
      only is the proportion of respondents of both countries who state that the nation is very important to them
      higher than it is on average for all 18 countries (55 per cent), but it is markedly higher among Irish
      respondents than it is on average for the nine European countries taken together. Indeed, the Irish score of 59
      per cent on that question is the second highest among Western European countries after that of the Greeks, as is
      the Thai score of 77 per cent on that question the second highest after that of the Filipinos among East and
      Southeast Asian countries. While there is a substantial difference in the importance given to the nation in the
      two countries, it is surely the case that the respondents of both countries react in a strongly positive manner
      to the question of the importance which the nation has for them; in particular, they react in a more strongly
      positive manner than the respondents of the large majority of the countries in their respective regions.
    


    
      The attitudes of citizens to the state are thus similar to each other in Thailand and Ireland; they are also very
      different from those of citizens in the other groups of countries which have been analysed in the four previous
      chapters. The respondents from the group of four countries from Western Europe are happy, but Irish and Thai
      respondents are happy and close to the nation, while the majority of the respondents of these four countries are
      not. At the same time, the respondents of the two countries analysed here are closer to the nation than the
      respondents of any of the groups analysed in Chapters 4, 5, and even 6, but a larger
      majority among them is happier: there is in particular no sense of frustration, as is widely the case in the
      group examined in the previous chapter.
    


    
      The citizens of the two countries analysed here are happy with development, but the question arises as to why the
      reaction to the state and nation is so similar in the two countries which are analysed here. These two countries
      are ostensibly very different, would it only be, even if one leaves aside the vast difference in population,
      because one of them, Thailand, has remained independent, under a respected monarchy, for very long periods, while
      the other, Ireland, was effectively dominated by its British neighbour for centuries.
    


    
      It is of course not possible to answer with any degree of confidence the question as to why the respondents of
      the two countries react to the state to which they belong in such a similar manner: the replies to the survey
      questions do not provide any clues; yet they indicate that there is here a problem and that some attempt at least
      must be made to look at possible reasons for such a similarity of attitudes. At this point, the most that can
      probably be done is to look into the recent history of the two countries to find whether there are indeed some
      common characteristics.
    


    
      The main points which are common to both countries are that these appear to have been able, in the last few
      decades of the twentieth century, to move out of the kind of social and economic doldrum in which they had
      remained for decades, if not centuries, in the preceding period and that this progress has taken place, to
      use what was once the traditional expression about positive change, on the
      basis of a generally rather soft or mild policy of the government. The progress which occurred has not been
      associated with coercion or even marked voluntarism on the part of the authorities: there has been more of that
      type of voluntarism in Korea, for instance, than there has been in either Thailand or Ireland, even if matters
      have changed somewhat since Thaksin Shiniwatra came to power in Bangkok in 2001, but that change occurred after
      the survey on which this study is based was administered. Nor can the governmental policies even be described as
      populist, indeed although Thaksin also tried to place some emphasis on appealing to electors on such a register,
      but, here again, no effect had occurred in this respect at the time the survey was undertaken.
    


    
      Moreover, at the root of the sense that there is happiness about the way development has occurred in the two
      countries which are examined here may also be the key point that this development is taking place in a context in
      which, previously, these countries were, on the whole, very unsuccessful. Ireland had been a country of
      emigration which seemed unable to feed its inhabitants, not just dramatically as in the middle of the nineteenth
      century when the potato famine resulted in a halving of the population of the island, but more insidiously and
      continuously because it lived, if not culturally, at any rate socially and economically, in the dependency of
      Britain. There was therefore a degree of despair, which the republic’s autonomy and subsequent independence did
      not succeed in overcoming, until, in what appeared to be a miraculous transformation, the membership of the
      European Union seemed to make it possible for what was a peripheral backwater to become the most dynamic economy
      of Western Europe: in such a reversal of their fate, it is at least perhaps not exaggerated to suggest that the
      Irish should have been happy with the new buoyancy of their society.
    


    
      The history of Thailand is of course very different: but the rapidity with which Thailand came to progress bears
      substantial similarity with what was occurring at the same time in Ireland. Admittedly, Thailand has not
      benefited from the existence of a regional organisation in the way Ireland has; ASEAN, the institution which came
      to group many countries of Southeast Asia, has not provided the kind of economic boost which Ireland obtained
      from the EU: indeed it probably had not provided any kind of economic boost at all by the turn of the century.
      Yet there has been economic and indeed political change in the country. Thailand had previously been a kind of
      backwater, despite the fact that it was the only state of the area which had escaped colonisation, but because,
      as a result, it was merely a buffer state between the British and the French, both of which were competing in the
      late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries for the domination of that part of the region. Economic or social
      development was not on the agenda, the attitude of Thailand’s leaders being, not just up to the 1932 military
      revolution but afterwards, that they should be as little visible as possible on the international scene. The
      situation did not change markedly after 1945, although the Second World War basically destroyed the ambitions of
      the European powers to control the area; yet the fact that Thailand had remained independent meant that it was
      treated more favourably by Japan, a country with which the Thai authorities seem to have had
      ever since a kind of special relationship: this situation may have accounted for the fact that development,
      helped by Japan, came to Thailand in a softer manner and in particular without suffering the kind of political
      and social hardships which neighbouring countries experienced, in some, indeed most cases, truly dramatically.
      Thus the country which had never been a colony moved, in the same miraculous manner as the country which had been
      in effect a colony for centuries, from a situation of stagnation and almost hopelessness to one in which
      progress, to use that rather old-fashioned expression again, took place naturally. We will never find out whether
      this move led to some change in the attitudes of citizens of the two countries: but it is not unreasonable to
      assume that the fact that the change took place in such a profound and yet soft manner may have had some impact
      on the positive reactions of the citizens towards the state in the two countries.
    


    
      What is clear is that there is, ostensibly at least, a profound similarity in these reactions: such a similarity
      can be observed on the basis of a factor analysis, which covered the same 13 variables relating to identity,
      confidence in the authorities and life satisfaction as in the case of the other groups of states. That factor
      analysis, which was performed both with respect to the group as a whole and with respect to each of the two
      countries, showed that there were very few differences in the reactions of these two countries, indeed less than
      in the case of any other group of states, even of those groups composed of two countries only. First, both for
      the group as a whole and for each country, the factor analysis revealed the existence of four factors. Second,
      there were limited variations only in the distribution of the variables among these factors. One related almost
      entirely to the feelings of identity with the nation, another to life satisfaction, while the seven variables
      concerned with confidence in the authorities divided in a rather similar manner between two factors, both at the
      level of the group and at the level of each country: one of these factors was primarily concerned with the
      political authorities and the other with the administrative authorities; this had been found to be the case with
      respect to other groups, but in a less consistent manner than in the group analysed here (Table
      7.1).
    


    
      Table
      7.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the state in the
      countries of the group
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      As the previous four chapters, the present one is divided into three sections,
      concerned respectively with a further examination of the extent to which respondents feel that their nation is
      important to them, with the degree to which there is confidence in the various authorities and with satisfaction
      with life. This makes it possible to see whether the general impression which has emerged so far and according to
      which the fact that the reactions of respondents in the two countries were very similar, indeed almost identical
      in many respects, remains valid when one looks at all the variables which help to determine attitudes of
      respondents to the three components of the relationship between citizens and the state and nation.
    


    
      How close to the nation are the respondents of the group
    


    
      We already noted that positive answers from both countries of the group examined here were substantially above
      average in reply to Question 2, which asked how important the nation was to respondents; we also noted that the
      significantly smaller score of Ireland than that of Thailand on that question had to be seen in the light of the
      fact that Western Europeans, on the whole, are markedly less willing to consider the nation very important than
      do East and Southeast Asians. As in the context of other groups of states, one must now examine a number of other
      ways in which respondents express their feelings towards the nation before being able to conclude that, indeed,
      the respondents of this group, in both countries, are truly close to the nation to which they belong.
    


    
      To this effect, the first other variable to consider is Question 3, which asked respondents whether they felt
      that there had been changes in the importance which they attributed to the state and nation: ‘Overall, has your
      nationality become more important or less important to you, or has its importance remained much the same over the
      last ten years?’ In the group, indeed in both countries, reactions are positive. As against an average of exactly
      50 per cent of the respondents among the 18 countries of the study having replied that their nationality had
      become more important, the average for the two countries examined here was 60 per cent; there was again a marked
      difference between the two countries, however: 47 per cent of the Irish felt that the importance had increased,
      48 per cent that it had remained the same and 4 per cent that it had decreased; on the other hand, 73 per cent of
      the Thais felt that that importance had increased, 24 per cent that it had remained the same and 3 per cent that
      it had decreased. Admittedly, here too, the figures need to be seen in the light of the fact
      that 64 per cent of the respondents from East and Southeast Asia, but only 35 per cent of the respondents from
      Western Europe, felt that that the importance of the country had increased. The differential which one observes
      here is consistent with what has been observed when examining the answers to Question 2: it does not need
      therefore to be discussed further.
    


    
      On the other hand, while it may not be surprising that somewhat more Irish respondents than Western Europeans in
      general should have the same views, it is perhaps surprising that so many, indeed so very many Thais (73 per
      cent) should have stated that their nation was more important to them in the middle of a period during which the
      economy of the country had been badly shaken; moreover, even if liberal democracy seemed well established by 2000
      in the country, the political system and in particular the governmental system seemed to have remained somewhat
      fragile. There may have been in this case a degree of contamination between Questions 2 and 3, given that the two
      questions were asked in succession; yet it has to be pointed out that, if there is, it is not appreciably larger
      than any contamination which might have taken place in the whole sample: 95 per cent of the Thai respondents who
      stated that the nation had become much more important to them over the last ten years were drawn from among
      respondents for whom the nation was very important, but this was true also of 91 per cent of the respondents in
      the whole survey. Thus, for whatever reason, the importance of the nation to both countries of the group is very
      marked, although this is especially true in the context of the Thais.
    


    
      It is worth examining the matter of the closeness of citizens to the nation by examining also the replies to
      Question 13, which asks: ‘How proud are you to be [Thai] or [Irish]?’ In the survey, overall, the sense of pride
      is extremely widely felt, but a sharp distinction has to be made between those who state that they are very proud
      and those who merely state that they are somewhat proud: it is probably the case that the key distinction has to
      be made between these two replies, as very few, only slightly over 10 per cent overall, are prepared to state
      that they are not proud; meanwhile, however, only 48 per cent state that they are very proud, with a difference
      of 9 per cent between the two regions (52 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and 43 per cent in Western Europe).
    


    
      The respondents of the two countries of the group examined here are particularly proud of their country: not only
      do 98 per cent declare that they have at least some pride in their country, but 77 per cent state that they are
      very proud – that is to say 29 per cent more than in the whole sample. There is a difference between Thailand and
      Ireland, meanwhile, with only 65 per cent of the Irish saying that they are very proud, as against 89 per cent of
      the Thais. Once more, Thai respondents appear closer to their nation than Irish respondents, but this is only by
      comparison, as a large majority of Irish respondents are very proud of their country, indeed 22 per cent more
      than Western Europeans are on average. The Irish come 10 points behind the Greeks, admittedly, but they are above
      all the other Western Europeans by a wide margin, while the Thais are even slightly above
      the Filipinos (89 per cent as against 88 per cent) and are the respondents who are the proudest of their nation
      among all the countries analysed in this study.
    


    
      We have found so far a marked similarity between the two countries in the overall pattern of reactions to the
      question of identity, albeit with an even larger proportion of Thais being prepared to stress their closeness to
      their country. That closeness can yet be analysed also by considering the answers to Question 5 which asked
      respondents whether they felt that the respect for that country had improved, deteriorated or remained the same
      by asking: ‘In this regard, have things got better or worse over the last ten years?’ In the survey as a whole 49
      per cent of the respondents state that respect for their country has improved (both ‘a lot’ and ‘a little’), the
      gap between the two regions being markedly smaller, at 9 per cent (53 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and 44
      per cent in Western Europe), than it is about the feeling which respondents have of the importance of the nation,
      where it is 29 per cent (64 per cent in East and Southeast Asia and 35 per cent in Western Europe).
    


    
      In answering the question, the respondents of the group examined here are also strikingly more positive overall,
      at 68 per cent, than the whole sample; there is in this respect, however, a difference by comparison with the
      questions which have been analysed so far, as the ranking between the two countries is the reverse: Irish
      respondents are very optimistic indeed, with 73 per cent among them claiming that there has been improvement in
      the respect for the nation, while, in Thailand, only 63 per cent feel that way. This appears to be a realistic
      result, given the difficulties experienced by Thailand in contrast to the general admiration which the rest of
      the world has had for Ireland. The only way to interpret this finding in the light of the previous ones is that
      the closeness of citizens to the nation appears to move up and down on the basis of factors which are not,
      directly at least, connected with the objective conditions of the country; on the other hand, feelings about the
      respect of others for the country appear connected, to an extent at least, to these objective conditions: this is
      so to an extent only, however, given that, in Thailand, 63 per cent of the respondents are prepared to state that
      there has been improvement in the respect for the country in the last ten years, despite the problems which their
      country underwent.
    


    
      There is therefore no doubt that respondents of both countries are close to their nation, even if there is a
      slight recognition, especially among the Thais, that the respect for the country does not quite match the
      personal feelings which these respondents have. The difference which is noticeable in the subjective standpoints
      about the country may well be regarded as cultural, in that the Irish are systematically less ready to recognise
      the great importance of their nation and to state that they have pride in it than do the Thais; but, overall,
      what emerges clearly is that these are two countries whose citizens, in contrast to the citizens of most other
      countries, are particularly happy to be members of the state to which they belong.
    


    
      An average level of confidence in state authorities
    


    
      The confidence in the authorities is average, but is spread almost identically in the two countries
    


    
      The confidence which the citizens express for the authorities of the state is the only component for which there
      is only average support, but, as we noted, that average support is much higher than the support for the
      authorities among the countries of the group analysed in the previous chapter. As was indicated early in this
      chapter, that average support is found not only in the group as a whole (41 per cent), but in each of the two
      countries of the group: the difference is indeed negligible between Thailand, where the respondents score is 40
      per cent, and Ireland, where the respondents score is 42 per cent, although it is perhaps worth noting in this
      case that Irish respondents seem to be, if anything, a little more positive on the matter than Thai respondents.
    


    
      Given that the confidence in the authorities is thus average, the question which does arise is the reverse of the
      one which was examined in Chapter 3, where the score of the
      countries of the group on this component of the relationship between citizens and the state is also average. In
      that chapter, what seemed to be problematic was the fact that respondents were prepared to have average
      confidence in the authorities despite relatively few of them – appreciably less than the average – feeling that
      the nation was important to them; it was then argued that respondents may have had not so much an emotional as an
      instrumental view of the nation: respondents could then feel that the authorities were moderately competent, so
      to speak, in dealing with societal problems, a point which seemed to be more valid in the eyes of respondents
      about what has been repeatedly referred to in this volume as the administrative authorities than about the
      political authorities.
    


    
      What seems in need of explanation in the case of the two countries examined here is, on the contrary, why, given
      that the nation is close to the minds of so many respondents, there is not more widespread confidence in the
      authorities as well. As a matter of fact, for the group examined here, the two sets of attitudes seem unrelated,
      more so indeed than in the survey as a whole. Among all 18 countries, a cross-tabulation between the answers to
      Question 2, which is concerned with the importance of the nation to citizens, and Question 101c, which is
      concerned with confidence in the government, shows that, to an extent at least, those who feel that the nation is
      very important to them tend also to state that they have a great deal confidence in the government: this tendency
      scarcely exists among the two countries examined here. Among those who state that the nation is very important to
      them, the range is only between 75 and 66 per cent between those who state that they have a great deal of
      confidence and those who state that they have not much confidence in the government.1 If it is the case that there is almost no
      relationship at all between closeness to the nation and confidence in the authorities, it seems permissible to
      hypothesise that the rather lukewarm views about the authorities are perhaps a hangover of the past rather than a
      judgement about the present.
    


    
      Whatever reasons account for the feelings that confidence in the authorities
      is only average, the extent to which each of the seven authorities is supported by respondents is very similar in
      the two countries. It is not only that, overall, the proportions are about the same (40 and 42 per cent): it is
      also the case that the proportion is identical in two cases, that there is a difference of two points in a
      further two cases and a difference of four points in a fifth case. Only in two cases is the difference
      substantial: there is a ten-point gap between the two countries with respect to political leaders, who are
      supported by 38 per cent of the Thais but by 28 per cent of the Irish and a 19 per cent gap between the two
      countries with respect to the police, which is supported by 69 per cent of the Irish but by 49 per cent of the
      Thais (Table 7.2).
    


    
      A distinction in the group and in the two countries in respondents’ support for ‘political’ and for
      ‘administrative’ authorities
    


    
      It has been pointed out in the past four Chapters that, by and large, there is appreciably less support for the
      political than for the administrative authorities. This is indeed true at the level of the whole survey, where
      there is a gap of 17 points between the two types of authorities (34 v. 51 per cent). The gap is even larger in
      the two countries which are examined here: the proportion of the respondents who have confidence in the four
      types of political authorities (parliament, parties, the government and the political leaders) is, on average, 30
      per cent only, while it is 56 per cent for the three types of administrative authorities (courts, police and
      civil service). These variations are reproduced in the two countries, except that the proportion is almost
      identical in the two countries with respect to political authorities (31 per cent in Thailand and 30 per cent in
      Ireland), while the Irish are appreciably more supportive than the Thais of administrative authorities (59 per
      cent against 51 per cent). As a matter of fact, there is no overlap at all: in the group as a whole and in both
      countries, confidence in the political authorities is always lower than is confidence in the administrative
      authorities. Perhaps the fact that the difference is as marked as it is in the group analysed here and in the two
      countries of that group is reflected in the fact, which was mentioned earlier in this chapter, that six of the
      seven variables which cover confidence in the authorities are located primarily in one or the other of two
      factors; only one variable, that which concerns the courts (Q. 101d) is divided, indeed divided almost evenly,
      between the two confidence variables, but it is also divided in approximately the same manner at the level of the
      group and in the two countries.
    


    
      Table 7.2  How a
      variety of institutions are rated in the two countries of the group (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2 = a great deal + quite
      a lot) (percentages)
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      Among the political authorities, any difference which exists is due almost entirely to the
      fact that, as was mentioned earlier, the Thais are appreciably more supportive of political leaders than the
      Irish (38 v. 28 per cent); meanwhile, among the respondents of both countries, support is lower for political
      parties and higher for parliament. Among the administrative authorities, there is complete agreement between
      Thais and Irish about the courts and the civil service, both of which are supported by half or more of the
      respondents. It is indeed remarkable that both courts and the civil service should be rated as deserving the
      confidence of citizens by exactly the same proportion of respondents in both countries. Meanwhile, with respect
      to the administrative authorities, the eight-point difference which exists between the two countries is entirely
      due to the fact that the support for the police in Thailand is about average for the region while it is truly
      substantial in Ireland, where it stands at 68 per cent.
    


    
      As a matter of fact, the level of support for the police is almost a test case for the two countries analysed
      here. The fact that there is a gap between the two countries, this time in favour of Ireland, corresponds to what
      may be regarded as a cultural attitude towards the police in the two regions, perhaps based on a different
      experience of respondents in these regions. While 61 per cent of the Western European respondents state that they
      have either a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in the police, the corresponding figure for the (eight)
      countries in which the question was asked in East and Southeast Asia is only 50 per cent – that is to say almost
      exactly the proportion of support for the police in Thailand. As a matter of fact, that average of 50 per cent is
      as high as it is in large part because of two countries which are examined in the coming chapter, Singapore and
      Malaysia, since the only other country of the region in which there is more support for the police than in
      Thailand is Indonesia. Meanwhile, Ireland is the Western European country where the support for the police is the
      most widespread, France being, perhaps somewhat surprisingly, the country which ranks second in this respect, at
      66 per cent.
    


    
      Confidence in the authorities is thus only average in the two countries which are examined here. As was argued
      earlier, this average situation may be due in part to the fact that there is a
      degree, if not of unhappiness, but of unease about some authorities in terms of what they were in the past,
      although the point cannot be substantiated empirically. As in the other groups of states which have been examined
      so far, but even more clearly and almost systematically, confidence in the authorities remains relatively low
      among respondents as a result of what is a truly low level of confidence in political authorities only in part
      compensated by a substantially higher level of support for administrative authorities. While there is an element
      of cultural difference between the two countries with respect to the police, which is particularly appreciated by
      a large number of Irish respondents, the dominant feature of the attitudes in the two countries is, markedly more
      than with respect to the closeness to the nation, a widespread identity of views in the two countries about the
      extent to which confidence can be extended to the authorities, whether political or administrative.
    


    
      High satisfaction with life in the group and within the two countries
    


    
      Are the extent and type of satisfaction with life truly identical in the two countries of the group?
    


    
      It was pointed out early in this Chapter that, on the basis of the replies to Question 502, life satisfaction was
      9 per cent higher, at 58 per cent, among the two countries of the group than the average for the 18 countries of
      the study; it was also pointed out that, as in the case of the confidence expressed for the authorities, the
      breakdown was the same for the two countries of the group. Yet it was also noticed that, when all three questions
      which contribute to the full determination of the component of life satisfaction (Q. 502, 203 and 411) were
      considered, there were relatively few differences in the results of the factor analysis. As a matter of fact, two
      differences emerge in this respect. First, in the group as a whole and in Ireland, but not in Thailand, the
      loading of Questions 502 and 203 is similar and falls almost entirely into one factor, while the loading on
      Question 411, which relates to attitudes to politics, is divided between two factors, one of which is special to
      life satisfaction while the other relates to confidence in political institutions. Second, in Thailand, on the
      other hand, the loading of Questions 502 and 411 is similar and falls almost entirely into one factor, while in
      this case it is Question 203 which is divided between the same two factors as Question 411 is in the group as a
      whole and in Ireland. This is perhaps somewhat less understandable in this case, at least prima facie, since
      Question 203 relates to the extent to which respondents felt that their life satisfaction had improved over the
      last ten years. Do these differences mean that extent and type of satisfaction are not as identical as it seems
      at first between the Thais and the Irish?
    


    
      To answer this question, we need first to consider the breakdown of the answers to the three questions which are
      concerned with the satisfaction with life component. The breakdown of the
      answers to Question 502, which asks about feelings of satisfaction with life, is indeed almost completely
      identical, except for the fact that the very dissatisfied are a little more numerous in Thailand than in Ireland
      (12 per cent instead of 8 per cent). One does not find quite the same parallelism, however, for the other two
      questions. Admittedly, on the one hand and in both countries, in reply to Question 203, as many as 27 per cent
      more respondents feel that in general things have improved than in the whole sample (81 against 54 per cent), but
      there is a significant difference – of 13 points – between the Thais and the Irish in this respect, 87 per cent
      of the Irish stating that things have improved. On the other hand, there are slightly more respondents in the
      group as a whole who are satisfied about politics than in the whole sample (26 against 21 per cent), but this is
      entirely due to the Thais, 30 per cent of whom feel satisfied while only 21 per cent of the Irish feel the same.
      Thus, while it is still broadly true that the respondents of the two countries tend to behave in a more positive
      manner than respondents across the whole survey, the Irish are those who feel most that things have improved over
      the last ten years, but are also those who are the most reluctant to be satisfied with politics. There is also an
      overall difference in the degree of optimism, so to speak, about the two aspects of the problem. On the one hand,
      the improvements are very much greater in the minds of these respondents than in the minds of respondents across
      the whole survey; but, on the other hand, satisfaction with politics is at most a little greater, and in one
      country only, than it is across the whole sample. Thus, in the end, there is broad similarity between the
      reactions in the two countries, but it is not, as on satisfaction in general, complete identity (Table 7.3).
    


    
      Satisfaction with personal life and satisfaction with society
    


    
      We saw repeatedly in the preceding chapters that personal elements and what can be described as societal or state
      elements played a different part in the extent to which there was life satisfaction in a country and that, by and
      large, personal elements played a larger part than societal elements in countries which had industrialised
      earlier than in countries which had industrialised later; this also meant that the key discriminating element was
      not whether the country was Western or Asian. The two countries of the group which is examined in this chapter
      provide an opportunity to test further this last conclusion, since, while Ireland is a Western country, it is
      also a Western country which industrialised later rather than earlier.
    


    
      Table 7.3  How
      satisfied are respondents with life (Q. 502) over time (Q. 203) and with politics (Q. 411) (two most satisfied
      answers combined) (percentages)
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      It will be recalled from earlier chapters that the question at stake is whether the factor
      loading of Question 502, which is concerned with satisfaction with life in general, is relatively high or rather
      low with respect to the factor on which load most of the answers to the three questions relating to work, health
      and family life (Q. 202 a, b and c). If the loading of Question 502 is low on that factor, this means that, in
      the relevant group or country, societal considerations play a large part in the life satisfaction of respondents;
      if it is high, personal considerations, on the contrary, play a large part in the life satisfaction of
      respondents of that group or country.
    


    
      In the group examined here and indeed in both countries of the group, the loading of Question 502 is low on the
      factor on which work, health and family life are loaded, although it is a little higher in Ireland than in
      Thailand. Thus, in the group and in the two countries, societal considerations play a larger part in life
      satisfaction than personal considerations. This therefore confirms the view that the key distinction in this
      respect is indeed whether the country has industrialised earlier or later and not whether the country is Western
      European or East and Southeast Asian. Thus in Ireland, admittedly a little less than in Thailand, but as in
      Spain, Portugal and Greece and not in Italy or the northern Western European countries, societal considerations
      are those which affect principally life satisfaction among the respondents (Table 7.4).
    


    
      This last finding suggests once more that, despite some differences, in particular with respect to the extent to
      which the respondents of the two countries feel that things have improved and feel satisfied with politics, these
      respondents divide almost in the same manner, indeed extraordinarily so, over the general issue of satisfaction
      with life, as they do over the extent to which they are confident in the authorities of their country. The two
      countries are satisfied; they are mostly satisfied because of the societal conditions and because of the
      improvement of the situation around them and these feelings prevail whatever the circumstances of the two
      countries have been in the past.
    


    
      Table
      7.4  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      *   *   *
    


    
      If there are two countries which form a group in the strong sense of the word,
      the two countries which have been examined in this chapter, Thailand and Ireland, are indeed those which meet
      best the requirement. After a systematic analysis has been made of feelings of identity, confidence in the
      authorities and life satisfaction, it has become clear that differences between the reactions of respondents in
      the two countries are very small and indeed rather marginal with respect to the last two of these components;
      there is, as we noted at the beginning of the chapter, some difference in terms of identity, but the support for
      the nation is very large in both countries and, indeed, it is so large that it is the extent of support, not the
      difference between the two countries, which is the most important finding.
    


    
      The respondents of the two countries thus have similar reactions to the state and nation. That reaction is
      unquestionably positive in terms of identity; it is also positive in terms of life satisfaction; it is less
      remarkable in terms of confidence in the authorities, the political authorities being, as in other groups, those
      for which there are manifest doubts. There is therefore happiness. What the detailed analysis of the reactions of
      respondents has also shown is that the current happiness appears related to the progress which occurred in the
      two countries. Most respondents say that the nation is very important – but large majorities also say that that
      importance has increased markedly in the course of the last ten years. In the same vein, most respondents say
      that they are satisfied with life – but large majorities also say that things have improved. The happiness of the
      respondents thus appears connected to the process of development which has taken place. This seems to be the
      common message of the respondents of the two countries: it is a message which broadly corresponds to the reality
      of the changes which have taken place in the two countries in the course of the last years of the twentieth
      century.
    

  


  
    
      8   The countries of the ‘optimists’
    


    
      Malaysia, Singapore and China
    


    
      The respondents of the last three countries to be analysed, all three of which are in Asia, Malaysia, Singapore
      and China, have an ‘optimistic’ vision of the state and nation to which they belong. On the one hand, Malaysia
      and Singapore combine highly supportive attitudes towards the state and nation with substantial satisfaction
      about life and with widespread confidence in the authorities. There is a problem with China, on the other hand,
      since questions about the authorities could not be asked in that country. Thus one knows only that that there are
      also highly supportive attitudes towards the state and nation as well as a substantial satisfaction about life.
      To provide some idea as to what Chinese citizens feel about how the state is organised, the only alternative was
      to rely on one question, Question 202e, which asks whether respondents are at all ‘worried about the way their
      country is going’: this is not a truly satisfactory substitute as it is not part of the same factor as is
      confidence in the authorities; but, in the absence of any other indicators, the replies to that question give at
      least some idea as to what the Chinese feel about how their country is progressing. It is worth noting that 40
      per cent of the Chinese have no worries about their country – 10 per cent more than in the whole sample and 15
      per cent more than in East and Southeast Asia.1 Meanwhile, in the three countries, 64 per cent of the respondents feel the nation to be very
      important to them, as against 55 per cent in the whole study (Q. 2). Sixty-five per cent, a record, are satisfied
      with life, appreciably more than the respondents of the group of happy non-nationalists and of the group which
      was examined in the previous chapter, in both of which the score is 59 per cent (Q. 502). Finally, in Malaysia
      and Singapore, 72 per cent have confidence in the authorities (Q. 101 a to g) – even more of a record, as that
      score is over 30 per cent above that of the respondents of the two groups which have just been mentioned. It
      seems therefore justified to suggest that these countries form a group which can be defined as being optimistic.
    


    
      There are differences, admittedly, in the extent of that optimism. This is so partly in terms of the importance
      which respondents attribute to nationality, where there is a 16 per cent gap between the Malaysian and the
      Singaporean scores (73 v. 57 per cent), the Singaporean score being only average and being indeed below those of
      the Asian countries examined in the previous two groups: yet even that score is slightly above the average for
      the whole sample. The difference is even more marked in terms of satisfaction
      with life, which is much lower in China, at 46 per cent, than in the other two countries where it is well into
      the 70s: yet Chinese respondents are close to the average for the whole sample and markedly above the score of
      the respondents in groups 3 and 4. The scores of Malaysia and even more Singapore with respect to confidence in
      the authorities are very high, while China’s score in terms of lack of worries about their country is markedly
      above average, as we noted in the previous paragraph. The three countries examined here thus do not form as
      compact a bloc in terms of attitudes towards the state as the two countries studied in the previous chapter,
      admittedly, but there is marked optimism with respect to two of the three components in the case of Singapore and
      Malaysia. The result is somewhat more modest with respect to two components in China, but it is at least above
      average: those who do not worry about their country and who are satisfied with life are sufficiently numerous in
      China, while being very numerous in feeling that the nation is very important to them, for the country to be
      regarded as being composed of optimists, as is clearly the case with respect to the respondents of the other two
      countries.
    


    
      The fact there should be differences among the three countries is of course not surprising. Even if one leaves
      aside the abyss between the size of huge China and that of tiny Singapore and even rather small Malaysia, the
      history of these countries is profoundly diverse. Malaysia and Singapore were colonies of Britain. China was the
      ‘Empire of the Middle’ viewing itself as holding a unique status in the world. While one could expect the
      respondents in the last of these three countries to have pride, immense pride perhaps, in the past, one might
      also have expected perhaps some discontent about what the governments had achieved, at least until recently:
      these respondents might therefore have been expected to react in the way of frustrated patriots and not to be
      optimistic about the way in which the country was going and about their own life. Meanwhile, one might have
      expected at least the Malaysians to feel rather pessimistic, as the citizens of the Southern Europeans countries
      and of Taiwan are, since their past could still weigh on them. Even Singaporeans might have reacted in a somewhat
      similar manner, as, while their state has been economically highly successful since the 1970s, the way in which
      independence was achieved and the international dangers which the country had to face might have affected the
      attitudes of respondents towards that state. What needs therefore to be explored are not so much the differences
      but the reasons which might lead citizens in these three countries towards optimism and thus militate for a broad
      similarity in the way the citizens view the state to which they belong.
    


    
      Two types of arguments can be brought forward in favour of such a similarity. One relates to the fact that all
      three countries are developmental states, indeed in a more forceful manner than has been the case in the two
      countries examined in the previous chapter. This type of governmental policy was adopted in Singapore almost from
      the moment the country became independent in 1965. The notion of a developmental state was adopted somewhat later
      and indeed with different characteristics in Malaysia, specifically when Mahathir came to power in 1975. In
      China, the move in an analogous direction took place later still, but also
      with great gusto, when the Communist party and the public service decided to allow private business to develop in
      a major way: the surge of China and in particular of those parts of China which are investigated in this study
      was indeed to be a major world event. From being a dormant giant, apparently engaged primarily in destroying
      itself periodically in the best part of the twentieth century, it became, in the last decade of that century and
      subsequently, a true tiger, seemingly likely to overcome all other countries in the region and possibly elsewhere
      on the planet.
    


    
      All three countries are thus part of what might be described as the developmental state movement, but in a
      different way. Somewhat paradoxically, China and Singapore have much in common on this front, since the
      government continues in both countries to control business but also leaves business, within this context, free to
      act as it wishes. Unquestionably, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, China appears to be the most
      successful of the three. Singapore has been a tiger for several decades, but it has started to encounter
      problems. The developmental character of Malaysia is not as straightforward: the government, since the 1970s, has
      endeavoured to emulate the success of some of the other East and Southeast Asian states, but the result has not
      been wholly convincing and the ambition is somewhat greater than the achievements, although a number of
      achievements have been successful. There has been much voluntarism in Malaysia, more than, for instance, in
      Thailand and Ireland; a marked dose of populism has also been present, in connection with the Malay part of the
      population at least, in the closing decades of the twentieth century. One can therefore conclude that, in all
      three countries, though in ways which are different, development, strongly supported by the state apparatus, has
      been put in place.
    


    
      What still remains to be explained is why such a development and indeed such a developmentalist model should have
      had the effect of ensuring, not only that there is no trace of frustration or of pessimism, but that respondents
      should be fully optimistic, as if the current successes – successes which, as we noted, are not equally
      remarkable in all three countries – would have eradicated the historical legacy. The second of the two
      characteristics which the three countries now being analysed have in common needs to be considered at this point.
      One way in which these countries are both similar to each other and distinct for instance from the two countries
      examined in the previous chapter is, to put it mildly, the pervasive presence of the state. Ireland and Thailand
      are broadly liberal democracies, even if that type of regime came to Thailand in the last decades of the
      twentieth century only: not one of the three countries analysed here is fully a liberal democracy.
    


    
      This last point applies above all to China, even if changes are slowly taking place – few of which had indeed
      already occurred by the time the survey was administered; the fact that a number of questions could not be asked
      (or that it was felt more sensible not to ask them) clearly manifests the limits to the freedom of expression of
      the citizens of the country with respect to what the state undertakes. Meanwhile, Singapore and Malaysia have
      been ruled throughout the last decades of the twentieth century by regimes which have displayed at least elements
      of authoritarianism, somewhat subtly but deeply in the case of Singapore, somewhat less
      ostensibly but nonetheless really, in part as a result of the serious riots of the 1970s, in the case of
      Malaysia. As a result, in Singapore, Malaysia and China, reactions to the state may well be affected in a variety
      of ways by the character of the political system: whether the citizens of these countries are truly optimistic
      deep down about the state in which they live is therefore to some extent open to question. A number of
      respondents at least may well have felt it was inopportune to run down their state or even express major qualms
      about their own situation. The problem is complex, however, as these regimes are not uniformly so authoritarian
      as to preclude any true expression of the views which are held by the people. This is also likely to vary from
      issue to issue. In the case of China, some of these points simply cannot be elucidated at all since the questions
      which were felt to be too delicate could not be asked; in the other two countries, it is impossible to know to
      what extent some respondents may have felt that they were under pressure. Moreover, among some, perhaps among
      many, citizens of China, Malaysia and Singapore, the view may have genuinely prevailed that the state is not only
      doing very well but is indeed doing much better than many states of the region or even elsewhere. Given that such
      sentiments may be profoundly internalised, only a markedly more refined instrument than the mass survey could
      fully investigate the extent to which these are shared by a significant proportion of the population: but some
      symptoms may at least be discovered as a substantial number of questions is being analysed.
    


    
      Yet an assessment doing justice to these questions is rendered further difficult by the fact that the answers
      given in the three countries concerned are not unfailingly highly positive, as was noticed early in this chapter.
      As a matter of fact, China, Singapore and Malaysia may have to be distinguished from each other in this respect,
      and especially China from the other two countries. As was indeed noted, Malaysia ranks appreciably higher than
      Singapore in the extent to which its respondents feel the nation to be very important to them; Singapore and
      Malaysia score much higher than China in terms of the extent to which their respondents feel satisfied with life.
      If there is a feeling among citizens that one should not run down the state in these three countries, that
      feeling does not translate itself in a uniform set of highly optimistic viewpoints. The matter is likely to
      affect findings to some extent, but that extent cannot be measured or even assessed in broad terms.
    


    
      Moreover, given that the seven questions relating to the confidence of respondents in the authorities were not
      asked in China, the straightforward factor analysis undertaken in the previous chapter cannot cover that country
      and a roundabout formula had to be devised. As was indicated at the outset of the chapter, Question 202e was
      adopted as a substitute and, to assess how far it is indeed an acceptable substitute, a further factor analysis
      was undertaken, relating that question to those which are used with respect to identity and to satisfaction. The
      findings of the two factor analyses are given in Tables 8.1 and 8.2 and
      the value and limits of the use of Question 202e to provide an impression of the confidence of respondents in the
      authorities are discussed in note 2.
    


    
      Table 8.1  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the
      state in the countries of the group
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      As the previous chapters devoted to the examination of the characteristics of the three components of the
      relationship between citizens and the state, the present one is divided into three sections, concerned
      respectively with a further examination of the extent to which respondents feel that their nation is important to
      them, with the degree to which there is confidence in the various authorities in Singapore and Malaysia as well
      as in China, to the extent to which there is no worry about the country, and with satisfaction with life. This
      makes it possible to see whether the general impression which has emerged so far is justified and whether,
      despite the fact that the reactions to the state in the three countries are somewhat different from each other,
      the attitudes of respondents deserve nonetheless in each case to be described as optimistic.
    


    
      Table
      8.2  Factor analysis of the 13 variables assessing the relationship between citizens and the state in the
      countries of the group (confidence in institutions replaced by lack of worries about country)
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      High levels of identification with the state and nation in the three
      countries, but especially in Malaysia
    


    
      High, but not impossibly high importance given to the nation
    


    
      As was noted in the introduction to this chapter, identification with the nation is high in the three countries;
      64 per cent of the respondents feel that the nation is very important to them, admittedly with substantial
      variations among these countries: in Malaysia, as many as 73 per cent hold this view, but, in China, 62 per cent
      only do so and Singapore comes last with 57 per cent. Such a level of identification with the nation is surely
      large enough to justify the conclusion that respondents have an optimistic attitude on the matter: yet that level
      is not inordinately high, especially for the region. It is indeed slightly below the level reached by the last
      two groups of states which have just been analysed; it is also almost exactly equal to the average reached in
      East and Southeast Asia as a whole (63 per cent). Only in three countries of the region out of nine, Japan,
      Taiwan and Indonesia, does one find a smaller proportion of respondents than in Singapore who feel that the
      nation is very important to them, while in two other countries of the region, Thailand and the Philippines, that
      proportion is even larger than in Malaysia.
    


    
      Let us explore a little more, as we did in previous chapters, the ramifications of the importance attributed to
      the nation by the respondents of the three nations which are examined here. We also noted in the introduction to
      this chapter that a common characteristic of the three countries was a strong emphasis on rapid economic
      development, with remarkable results for the economy and for the society in Singapore, with more mixed
      achievements in Malaysia and, with a later start but a very rapid pace, in China. The distribution of the three
      countries does not neatly correspond to such a pattern of development: Singapore has had the greatest success and
      yet it is the country in which the proportion of respondents who believe that the nation is very important is the
      smallest. One might understand that China should fall in the middle, although the parts of China in which the
      survey was administered were those where development had been the most rapid. What is difficult to understand is
      why Malaysia should be the country in which the proportion of those who think the nation is very important to
      them is the largest.
    


    
      It is therefore worth turning to Question 3 which asked: ‘Overall, has your nationality become more important or
      less important to you, or has its importance remained much the same over the last ten years?’ and thus see
      whether the importance of the nation in the minds of respondents increased and, if so, where
      it increased much more and where it did not. Overall in the group, the proportion of those who said that it had
      become much more important was 44 per cent, while a further 29 per cent stated that it had become somewhat more
      important. The increase was smallest in Singapore (28 per cent): this might have been expected, since the success
      of that country began earlier and citizens might have become accustomed, so to speak, to that success. However,
      it was again in Malaysia and not in China that the proportion of those who said that the country had become much
      more important was largest (41 v. 61 per cent), a finding which does not seem to correspond to the relative
      success of the two countries during the 1990s.
    


    
      There is indeed more in the same direction. Question 13 asked ‘How proud are you to be [Chinese], [Malaysian] or
      [Singaporean]?’ As a matter of fact, the countries of the group are far from being as proud of their country as
      the two countries examined in the previous chapter, although they are as proud as the respondents of the
      countries of the group of frustrated patriots and markedly more proud than the respondents of the countries of
      the other three groups. However, in this case as well, Singaporeans and Chinese are not particularly proud of
      their country (45 and 51 per cent respectively), while Malaysians are (74 per cent stated that they were very
      proud), albeit admittedly less than the Thais and the Filipinos (respectively 89 and 88 per cent). Meanwhile, in
      reply to Question 5 which asked respondents whether they felt that the respect for that country had improved,
      deteriorated or remained the same by asking: ‘In this regard, have things got better or worse over the last ten
      years?’, Malaysians were again those who felt most that things had got a lot better (by 53 per cent), while the
      same answer was given by 32 per cent of the Singaporeans and 43 per cent of the Chinese only: here again, while
      one might understand that Singaporeans should have the lowest score in this respect, it seems somewhat surprising
      that the Malaysians should have had a higher score than the Chinese, especially of the Chinese living in the
      parts of the country which developed most in the 1990s and were the only ones in which the survey was conducted.
    


    
      The special case of the close relationship to the state among Malaysians
    


    
      We found in the previous chapter that the closeness of the respondents to their nation does not appear to move
      necessarily in relation to the success of that nation: this seems to be so in the case of the three countries
      which are examined here, although this does not apply so much to the patterns of attitudes of Singaporeans and
      Chinese as to the patterns of attitudes of Malaysians. Yet we had also found in the previous chapter that the
      assessment that there is more respect abroad for the country might be related to an extent to objective
      achievements. In this respect, too, this conclusion might fit the patterns of replies of Singaporean and Chinese
      respondents, but it clearly does not fit the pattern of replies of Malaysian respondents: as
      a matter of fact, these are ready to extend their positive feelings about the nation to the respect which the
      nation receives in a much stronger manner than Thai respondents, for instance, 19 per cent of whom state that
      things had got a lot better during the period.
    


    
      It follows that the views of Malaysians vis-à-vis the nation are wholly subjective, so to speak: that they should
      be more fully subjective than those of the Thais might perhaps not be surprising, given the fact that the
      Malaysian political system is, to say the least, not as open as that of Thailand and that the media regularly
      extolled the policies of the government and especially of Mahathir Mohammad during the period. In the absence or
      with very limited amount of contrary evidence, Malaysians may therefore be inclined to believe that the respect
      for their nation truly markedly increased.
    


    
      Yet there is a further way of testing the possible origin of the feeling that things were truly progressing at a
      rapidly positive pace in Malaysia. It is well known that Mahathir’s government promoted particularly the
      interests of the majoritarian Malay part of the population rather than those of the Chinese minority, which was
      held to have benefited rather too much from its dominant economic position. It would therefore seem to follow
      that the Malays, rather than the Chinese, should be those who would be most disposed to feel close to the nation
      – including to the extent of feeling that things had improved a lot in terms of respect. This is indeed the case:
      on all four questions (2, 3, 13 and 5), those Malaysians who described themselves as Islamic were markedly more
      sanguine about Malaysia than those who described themselves as Chinese, the gap being in the region of 30 per
      cent: this does not mean that many in the Chinese part of the population did not think that things had improved,
      even improved a lot, as the impact of the media in particular is likely to affect the whole population, but there
      was a large difference. It was therefore because of sentiments in the Malay majority that the overall result for
      the country showed such a gap between what the Singaporeans and Chinese felt and what Malaysians felt (Table 8.3). The most optimistic of all are therefore the Malaysians.
    


    
      Table
      8.3  Feelings about the nations (percentages of most positive answer only)
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      Massive confidence in the state in Singapore and Malaysia but little evidence
      for China
    


    
      The confidence in the authorities cannot be assessed in any systematic manner in China, as we saw: one can detect
      only whether the respondents of that country are worried or not about their country. On the other hand,
      confidence in the authorities can be examined in Malaysia and Singapore: the extent of confidence expressed in
      these two countries is indeed extraordinarily large. While the average for the whole survey among those who had
      either a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in the seven sets of authorities is 42 per cent and was, as we
      saw, 41 per cent in the two countries of the group studied in the previous chapter, the average for the two
      countries examined here is 72 per cent. While, even in the group analysed in the previous chapter, where there
      was happiness with development, the confidence expressed by respondents in the two countries of the group was
      merely average, the confidence expressed by respondents in Malaysia and Singapore was 30 points about that
      average; indeed, the scores of Malaysia and Singapore, by themselves, raise the average for the whole sample by
      five points, from 37 to 42 per cent.
    


    
      The amazing level of confidence in the authorities among Singaporeans
    


    
      Yet there is a marked difference between the scores of the two countries, this time in favour of Singapore. While
      59 per cent of the Malaysian respondents had either a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in the seven sets
      of authorities, this was so of an extraordinary 84 per cent of the Singaporeans. The Malaysian result is very
      optimistic, but a substantial number of respondents, ranging from about a fifth to about a third of the total
      have either not much or even no confidence at all in the authorities: the average for all seven authorities in
      these two categories is 25 per cent. In contrast, only 8 per cent of the Singaporeans state that they have not
      much or no confidence at all in the political leaders and, on average, these two categories include only 11 per
      cent of the respondents of the country (Table 8.4).
    


    
      The extent of confidence in the authorities among Singaporeans is so large that it is difficult not to be
      perplexed about these answers. Indeed, the perplexity is extreme with respect to parliament and the parties, for
      which the amount of confidence expressed is the lowest and yet reaches nonetheless 78 and 74 per cent,
      respectively. Compared with Singapore, Malaysia appears relatively ‘lukewarm’ not only in terms of all seven
      questions, but more specifically in relation to parliament (57 per cent), the parties (51 per cent) as well as
      even the courts (58 per cent) and the police (57 per cent): it is, perhaps rather interestingly, in the
      government, the leaders and the civil service that Malaysians have the greatest confidence.
    


    
      It is difficult to draw any conclusion about the meaning of these Singaporean answers. Singapore was the first
      tiger: it is therefore to be expected that its citizens should be broadly confident in the authorities of the
      state. The size of this support is so large, however, that it is difficult not to have some queries about the
      extent to which all the respondents who answered positively did really feel the level of confidence which they
      expressed. The ability to draw any conclusion in this regard hinges primarily on whether there may be a desire,
      among some respondents, perhaps not altogether consciously felt, to display attitudes which the authorities would
      not disapprove. One must also take into account other attitudes and in particular the fact that a substantial
      proportion of Singaporeans were also willing to declare that their nation was not very important to them.
    


    
      Table 8.4  How a variety of institutions are rated in two countries of the group (questions not
      being asked in China) (Q. 101a to g) (1 + 2 = a great deal + quite a lot) (percentages)
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      The absence of a clear distinction in the confidence expressed for political and administrative authorities
    


    
      While, in the other groups of states, confidence in the political authorities is typically lower than confidence
      in administrative authorities, this is scarcely the case in Singapore and not the case in Malaysia. Confidence in
      the political authorities is the same, at 60 per cent, in Malaysia, as in the administrative authorities; but the
      government receives the highest score of all the authorities at 68, while political leaders, at 63 per cent, have
      the same score as the civil services. There is little difference in the way Islamic and Chinese respondents from
      Malaysia rank the various authorities, but, as might have been expected, confidence is markedly more widespread
      in the first group (62 per cent) than in the second (42 per cent): thus 71 per cent of the Islamic respondents
      but only 37 per cent of the Chinese respondents from Malaysia state that they have confidence in the government.
    


    
      In Singapore, on the other hand, confidence in administrative authorities is somewhat higher
      than confidence in political authorities, the average for the latter being 80 per cent and for the former 88 per
      cent, the record being achieved by the police, at 89 per cent; but confidence in the government is not far
      behind, at 87 per cent. Indeed, while confidence in parliament and the parties is only in the mid-70s, it is in
      the mid-80s and above for all five other authorities. Thus, unquestionably, in both countries, respondents do not
      draw a clear distinction in their minds in the character of political and administrative authorities: confidence
      is expressed towards the government, its leaders and those who work for the government, even if there is more
      doubt in Malaysia, especially, but not exclusively, among the Chinese part of the population.
    


    
      How optimistic are Chinese respondents about the state?
    


    
      Question 202e stated: ‘Some people feel that their life is going well. Others are worried about the way it is
      going. In your own case, how worried are you about your country?’ Respondents could choose between three answers,
      ranging from ‘very worried’ to ‘not worried at all’ and ‘don’t know’. It was pointed out in the introduction that
      the 40 per cent of the Chinese respondents who stated that they were not worried at all were appreciably more
      numerous than the average for the whole study (31 per cent) and even more than the average in East and Southeast
      Asia (25 per cent); they were also more numerous than the Malaysian respondents (35 per cent) but not than the
      Singaporean respondents (63 per cent). The contrast between the complex and meandering ways in which political
      life developed in China since the 1980s and the very orderly way in which political life has taken place in
      Singapore since independence may account, in part at least, for the fact that Chinese respondents were more
      likely to be worried than Singaporeans.
    


    
      The answers given to Question 202e constitute merely a general impression about the feelings that Chinese
      citizens may have towards the authorities of their state: we saw that, in other countries (except perhaps in
      Singapore) that question appeared more concerned with matters relating to satisfaction with life than with
      confidence in the authorities. Yet there is here an indication which is rather positive about the feelings which
      Chinese respondents may have about the state. One must assume that the answer chosen reflected genuinely what
      these citizens felt: the fact that only 40 per cent chose to declare that they were not worried at all seems to
      suggest that that answer was indeed genuine. If one thus makes that assumption, it seems permissible to suggest
      that, in China, a large proportion of respondents is prepared to give the benefit of the doubt to the authorities
      which govern them. Whether this amounts to the same degree of optimism vis-à-vis the authorities as is openly
      proclaimed by the Singaporeans and indeed by the Malaysians cannot of course be answered, but an answer will not
      be given so long as it is impossible to ask the Chinese directly what they think about the authorities of their
      nation.
    


    
      A high level of satisfaction with life in the three countries
    


    
      On balance, Chinese respondents are rather less satisfied with life
    


    
      The respondents of the three countries examined in this chapter are generally satisfied with life, but variations
      are also substantial. They are substantial with respect to Question 502, which is the most general on the
      subject: ‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?’ While 49 per cent
      of the answers in the whole sample fall within the top two most satisfied categories, the corresponding figure
      for the countries examined here is 65 per cent, but the answers in the three countries range from 75 per cent in
      Singapore to 46 per cent in China, with Malaysians as satisfied as the Singaporeans at 73 per cent. Indeed,
      Singaporeans and Malaysians are the respondents who score the highest level of life satisfaction among the 18
      countries of the study.
    


    
      Variations are also very marked in the context of one of the other two variables by which the component of life
      satisfaction is being assessed in this study. On Question 203, which is concerned with ‘things in general’ have
      improved or not, the average for the three countries is extraordinarily high, with 91 per cent of the respondents
      stating that things in general had improved a lot or somewhat, a figure which is 10 per cent higher than the
      already high feeling of satisfaction among respondents in the previous group of states. In this respect, there is
      almost no difference among the three countries, the answers ranging between 89 and 93 per cent, although, in
      Singapore, the proportion of those who stated that things had improved a lot was much larger, at 64 per cent,
      than in the other two countries where it was respectively 39 and 43 per cent.
    


    
      To the third question, Question 411, which is concerned with satisfaction with politics, the answers are markedly
      less positive, but they reach nonetheless a record among the three countries: exactly half (50 per cent) the
      respondents are either very satisfied or satisfied; this is markedly more than in the whole sample (21 per cent),
      in East and Southeast Asia (27 per cent) and in the previous group (26 per cent); but there are substantial
      variations, with 62 per cent of the Singaporeans at one extreme, 52 per cent of the Malaysians in the middle and
      35 per cent of the Chinese at the other – this last figure being high by comparison with the rest of the
      countries of the study, as was just pointed out. Thus, while it is clearly not justified to claim that Chinese
      respondents are dissatisfied, their level of satisfaction is appreciably lower than that of the other two
      countries, although the extent of improvement is felt to be very high (Table 8.5).
    


    
      Satisfaction with personal life and satisfaction with society
    


    
      There are scarcely any differences, on the other hand, in the extent to which satisfaction with life is
      associated with personal or with societal circumstances of the respondents. We noted in previous chapters, that,
      by and large, personal elements played a larger part than societal elements in the context of feelings of life
      satisfaction in countries which had industrialised earlier than in countries which had industrialised later. In
      the group which is examined here, as well indeed as in each of the three countries, the element which plays the
      main part in life satisfaction is drawn from societal circumstances.
    


    
      Table 8.5  How satisfied are respondents with life (Q. 502) over time (Q. 203) and with politics (Q.
      411) (two most satisfied answers combined) (percentages)
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      The question at stake is whether the factor loading of Question 502, which is concerned with satisfaction with
      life in general, is relatively high or rather low with respect to the factor on which load most of the answers to
      the three questions relating to work, health and family life, these being the questions which tend to relate to
      personal characteristics in the life of respondents (Q. 202 a, b and c). A low loading of Question 502 on that
      factor does therefore indicate that societal considerations play a large part in the life satisfaction of
      respondents.
    


    
      This is what occurs with respect to the group and to the three countries of the group, the only difference being
      that, as might have been expected, the loading of Question 502 in Singapore is a little, but only a little,
      higher on the factor which includes the three personal characteristics. Yet, even in Singapore, as in China and
      Malaysia, the three variables which relate to life satisfaction form one factor while the three variables
      relating to the personal aspects of the life of respondents form the other factor (Table
      8.6). This last finding does indicate that, despite the differences which have been found about life
      satisfaction, the respondents of the three countries have much in common with respect to life satisfaction as
      they do with respect to the other two components of the relationship between citizens and the state.
    


    
      Table
      8.6  Satisfaction with life and work, health and family worries
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      *   *   *
    


    
      Within the general context of optimism in relation to the state, the three
      countries which have been examined in this chapter thus display some idiosyncratic features which render an
      overall assessment of the significance of the reactions of Singaporeans, Malaysians and Chinese vis-à-vis the
      state difficult and rather hazardous. Perhaps the Malaysians’ reactions are the least complex to interpret.
      Malaysian respondents are very numerous in holding the view that the state is important to them and that the
      state has become more important to them in the course of the recent period. This widespread feeling then extends
      to the authorities of the state. The Malaysians are also very satisfied with their life, a satisfaction which is
      scarcely due to the personal circumstances of their life. There is thus widespread support, so widespread in part
      that it even seems exaggerated.
    


    
      There is also some limitation in the support given by the Singaporeans in that a minority among them does not
      believe in the importance of their state and nation, while recognising that this feeling of importance has
      increased in recent years. With respect to the other two components, those concerned with confidence in the
      authorities and with life satisfaction, on the other hand, Singaporeans are united in their optimism, more united
      even than the Malaysians. This near-unanimity constitutes a puzzle. It is surely not implausible that the members
      of a country should be united in loving their country; but it is more difficult to be convinced that there is
      near-unanimity in the support of public authorities. To say the least, reactions of this kind have to be regarded
      as being rather special.
    


    
      The case of China is different, but it is also special. It is different in that, in contrast to what occurs in
      Singapore, the optimism of the respondents of that country is far from being as widespread. On the contrary, on
      almost every question which was permitted in the country, answers register rather limited support. This is so
      much the case that only by comparison with other countries can some of the Chinese replies be regarded as being
      broadly optimistic. The proportion of respondents who feel that the country is important to them is large, but
      not very large; yet that proportion seems to be what it is, in part at least, because a substantial number of
      respondents feel that the country has become more important to them in recent years: even so, these are not as
      numerous as those expressing corresponding views in Malaysia or even Thailand. Views about institutions could not
      be asked, but views about possible worries about the country suggest a sizeable, but not an overwhelming, feeling
      of possible confidence. There is satisfaction with life, but it is not overwhelming either. Moreover, these
      answers were not given by respondents over the whole of China, but only in three of the geographical areas in
      which the economic boom had taken place since the last years of the twentieth century. One can speculate as to
      what would have been the responses if the delicate questions relating to the authorities had
      been asked: perhaps, as in Malaysia, these answers would have been broadly optimistic; perhaps, on the contrary,
      there would have been limited support for the authorities. What is unquestionably the case is that there is a
      difference here with the strong optimism displayed by Malaysians and Singaporeans.
    


    
      In regimes which are not, to say the least, fully liberal or are even plainly authoritarian, respondents may
      react in a manner which is not straightforward, but may well be varied, to questions asking about their feelings
      vis-à-vis the state. This means that, in interpreting these responses in such states, the impact of history,
      culture, or economic and socio-economic development may be obscured and in effect limited by the conditions wh
      ich are imposed – or somewhat insidiously induced – by the political regime. Citizens may or may not feel that
      they have to take the predicament in which they live into account when responding; citizens may or may not be too
      ignorant about the state of affairs elsewhere to be able to compare their own life conditions with those of
      others. For the observer, such a situation creates a major uncertainty, as one cannot be sure of the impact of
      the regime, if any, and, if there is any, of the size of that impact on the ways in which citizens react. All
      that one finds is circumstantial evidence, somewhat contradictory or at least contrasting, from a series of
      findings, evidence which seems to make sense only if one concludes that some respondents may be taking into
      account considerations other than those which emerge from the question itself. One then infers that genuine
      beliefs may be mixed with the need to give a reply which is truly acceptable. In this respect, matters such as
      the size of the country, which determines in part the distance between the authorities and the citizen, are
      likely to play a part. There is no way in which one can pass a categorical and straightforward global judgement
      in situations such as these. One can merely raise the issue and note that the responses may have to be weighted,
      so to speak, but by an unknown coefficient, before one can come to a definite assessment about what can be
      regarded as being the true response.
    


    
      With the three countries examined in this chapter, we seem to have come to the limit beyond which not only is
      there no longer a group in the strong sense of the word, but there is not enough similarity to suggest the
      existence of common characteristics. Yet whatever differences there may be between China and Singapore or
      Malaysia, similarities do exist and, to begin with, in the fact that the three countries’ respondents share, in
      broad terms, a sense of relative contentment with respect to the country to which they belong, although the
      question of the extent to which this contentment is genuine does arise and as yet cannot be fully explored. One
      has therefore to conclude that the three countries have indeed relatively optimistic respondents and that, in a
      somewhat ill-defined but nonetheless real manner, they do have something in common which needed to begin to be
      explored. This may not turn these three countries into a group in the fullest sense of the word; but they have
      some similar characteristics and this similarity occurs also in the context of ideological characteristics which,
      albeit in a different way in the three countries, also distinguish these countries from those which have been
      analysed in the previous five chapters.
    

  


  
    
      9   Citizens’ views on policy performance in the six country groups
    


    
      The links between citizens and the state explored in the preceding chapters indicate that the 18 countries of the
      study fall broadly into six groups. This finding has to be seen in the more general context of the observation,
      made in the introduction to this volume, that the state is manifestly central in the lives of citizens, at any
      rate in modern societies. It seems therefore natural and indeed essential at least to explore, as was already
      suggested in the introductory chapter, whether the citizens also hold, about a variety of aspects of political
      and social life, views which are characteristic of each of the six groups of states. This means in particular
      looking at citizens’ standpoints in policy fields as well as about the ‘basic societal values’ analysed in detail
      in the volume on Political Cultures published in 2006. These two sets of attitudes are the object of this
      and the coming chapters: while the next chapter will examine the views of respondents on basic societal values in
      each of the six groups of states, this chapter is devoted to policy fields. In both cases the aim is to assess
      whether there are signs of cohesion with respect to these sets of attitudes on the part of the respondents
      belonging to each of the six groups of states.
    


    
      The number of policy fields is vast; more seriously perhaps, the issues which are raised in this way in each
      country are unlikely to be identical or even broadly similar in the case of the 18 countries examined in this
      study. Moreover, at one extreme at least, attitudes to policies are likely to be related, at least in some
      manner, to standpoints on the basic societal values which are examined in the next chapter. At the other extreme,
      attitudes with respect to policies are likely to be related to views about the government, that is to say that
      views on policies tend to be coloured, to an extent at least, by sentiments among citizens that the government’s
      performance on policies is or is not satisfactory. Partly because an assessment of performance is sufficiently
      general to be comparable across the countries, partly because matters of substance will be covered to an extent
      while attitudes to basic societal values are analysed and partly because judgements on governmental performance
      relate directly to the capacity of the state to achieve what citizens regard as desired results, this chapter
      concentrates on the way citizens judge the performance of their government in a number of key fields of
      policy-making.
    


    
      Going further, it might indeed seem logical to believe that respondents who hold a positive view about the state
      to which they belong should also consider rather positively the performance of the
      government in a number of fields: indeed it would also seem that the sense of identity, the extent to which there
      is trust in the authorities and satisfaction with life will tend to be enhanced or on the contrary reduced
      depending on what citizens feel about the performance of the government in a variety of policy fields.
      Admittedly, such a relationship is unlikely to be linear. To begin with, views on governmental performance are
      likely to be kept distinct from the views which are held about the state by some, perhaps by many. Moreover, we
      saw throughout this volume that there were substantial variations in the way in which citizens in each of the six
      groups of states reacted to the three components of the relationship between citizens and the state. Nonetheless,
      it could be regarded as surprising if no relationship at all was found to exist between what citizens feel about
      the state and what they feel about aspects of the policy performance of the government. The purpose of this
      chapter is to examine how strong such a relationship might be.
    


    
      There is a further problem, however, which concerns the likely strength of any link which might exist between
      views held by citizens about the state to which they belong and judgements passed about the performance of the
      government in a variety of policy fields: those citizens who view the state more positively can also be expected
      to pass more positive judgements about the performance of the government in policy fields. No assumption is made
      here about the direction of the influence, especially because any influence is likely to have occurred over a
      substantial period of time; what is merely suggested is that, where the state is regarded most favourably,
      citizens are also more likely to be favourably impressed by what the government has been doing in policy areas.
    


    
      From the analyses which were conducted in the previous six chapters, we know that there are indeed variations, as
      might naturally have been expected, in the extent to which citizens feel positively associated with the state and
      nation to which they belong. We saw in the previous chapter how markedly optimistic are respondents about the
      state in the group of states composed of Singapore, Malaysia and China. We also saw that respondents from the
      group of states composed of Ireland and Thailand were happy with development. As a matter of fact, we had
      previously found in Chapter 3 that respondents from France, Germany, Sweden and Spain were also broadly
      contented, despite, or perhaps because of, the fact that these respondents did not identify strongly with the
      state and nation. On the other hand, we noted much more concern in the other three groups of states, because
      there was hesitation, uncertainty or plain frustration. Given these differences, we must also expect that any
      linkage which might exist between the way citizens relate to the state and the judgements passed about
      governmental policy performance will be closer in those states which are broadly speaking optimistic or happy
      with the relationship they have with the state than where citizens are hesitant, uncertain or frustrated. This
      point will have to be examined throughout this chapter and, as a matter of fact, throughout the coming chapter as
      well.
    


    
      A number of questions were drafted in the survey in order to assess the reactions of respondents to the
      performance of the government. For the purposes of this chapter the reactions to seven questions were
      specifically analysed: two of these asked respondents how proud they were
      about their country’s achievements in social welfare and in the economy; the other five concern current
      government performance with respect to the economy, unemployment, the level of crime, the quality of the public
      services and the environment. These seven questions were:
    


    
      Q. 14c ‘On this card are listed some things that people have said make them proud of [the country]. How proud or
      not proud are you of [the country] in the area of social welfare system?’
    


    
      Q. 14d ‘On this card are listed some things that people have said make them proud of [the country]. How proud or
      not proud are you of [the country] in the area of economic achievements?’
    


    
      Q. 206a ‘How well do you think that the [country’s] government is dealing with the issue of the economy in [the
      country]?’
    


    
      Q. 206d ‘How well do you think that the [country’s] government is dealing with the issue of unemployment in [the
      country]?’
    


    
      Q. 206e ‘How well do you think that the [country’s] government is dealing with the issue of the level of crime in
      [the country]?’
    


    
      Q. 206f ‘How well do you think that the [country’s] government is dealing with the issue of the quality of the
      public services in [the country]?’
    


    
      Q. 206j ‘How well do you think that the [country’s] government is dealing with the issue of the condition of the
      environment in [the country]?’
    


    
      To all these questions respondents could choose among four answers and a ‘don’t know’.
    


    
      As the answers which could be given were based on a gradation from ‘very proud’ to ‘not proud at all’ (Q. 14 c
      and d) and from ‘very well to ‘not well at all’ (Q. 206 a to j) and as only a small proportion of respondents
      (from 5 to 13 overall) answered either ‘very proud’ or ‘very well’, the top two answers were taken together and
      were regarded as indicating the extent of support which respondents gave to the government in the particular
      field; those who stated that they were ‘not proud at all’ or ‘not well at all’ formed between 14 and 27 per cent
      of the sample and the ‘don’t knows’ between 3 and 7 per cent.1
    


    
      In order to conduct this analysis, the chapter is divided into two sections. In the first, standpoints on policy
      performance are examined at the level of each of the six groups of states: differences and similarities among
      these groups are analysed as well as differences and similarities from one policy field to another. The second
      section examines the extent to which there are variations from state to state within each of the six groups, both
      in general and from one policy field to another: the aim is to determine to what extent respondents show cohesion
      within each group with respect to the assessment of governmental performance in the various policy fields. In the
      context of attitudes to policy performance, the extent of cohesion is assessed by considering variations in the
      proportion of respondents who are ‘very proud’ or ‘proud’ of the policy of the
      country or who feel that the government is dealing ‘very well’ or ‘well’ in a given policy field. In the same way
      as there may be variations in the extent to which respondents relate to the country to which they belong within
      each group of states, but that these variations must not be too large for such a group of states to exist, the
      question of cohesion arises at the level of the judgements passed about governmental policy performance.
    


    
      The matter is somewhat complicated, however, by the point made earlier about the extent to which respondents can
      be expected to feel differently with respect to governmental policy performance where they tend to be positive
      and where they tend to be less buoyant about the state. In the first case, respondents are also more likely to be
      positive about governmental policy performance; in the second, however, it cannot be simply concluded that
      respondents will not feel positively about governmental policy performance: this may happen in some cases, it may
      not in others. The substance of the issue is more likely to play a part in the judgement which is passed, since
      the overriding notion that respondents are broadly speaking happy does not obtain. As a result, one might expect
      attitudes to governmental performance on policies to have more the characteristics of a cohesive group where the
      state is widely viewed positively than where this is not the case.
    


    
      How varied is the respondents’ assessment of governmental performance in each of the six groups of states
    


    
      Support for governmental policy performance does appear to be linked to the extent to which respondents feel
      happy about their relationship with the state
    


    
      If the views about all seven questions are taken together, the support given to the government among the six
      groups of states for the seven policies varies strikingly: the average for the 18 countries is 42 per cent, but
      in groups 3 and 4 the support for governmental performance is respectively 28 and 29 per cent, while, in group 6,
      it is 71 per cent. Between these extremes, average support for governmental performance is 49 per cent in group
      5, 43 per cent in group 1 and 35 per cent in group 2. Thus the support for governmental performance on policies
      is exceptionally high and much higher than elsewhere in group 6. On the other hand, it is very low in groups 3
      and 4 and only marginally higher in group 2.
    


    
      In terms of the type of countries concerned, support for governmental performance is thus exceptionally high in
      the three countries which were described as optimistic, Singapore, Malaysia and China. It is somewhat above
      average in the countries which were referred to as being happy with their developments, Ireland and Thailand,
      almost exactly average among the happy non-nationalist countries, France, Germany, Sweden and Spain, rather low
      in the countries which are mildly uneasy about the state, Britain and Taiwan, and lowest in both the countries in
      which respondents tend to hesitate, Japan and Indonesia, and in the countries
      of the frustrated patriots, Korea, the Philippines, Italy, Portugal and Greece. The way in which the groups turn
      out to be ranked thus do appear to correspond broadly with what might have been expected: the countries of the
      frustrated patriots are those where there is also most unease about governmental performance, while the
      performance of the government is rated as very high in the countries of the optimists. Indeed, the ranking of the
      six groups in terms of the proportion of positive support for governmental policy performance corresponds
      entirely to the ranking of these groups in terms of the extent to which respondents are uneasy or happy with
      their relationship with the state. To this extent at least, the link between the attitudes of citizens to the
      state which were analysed in the previous six chapters and the views of these citizens about the performance of
      the government coincides with what was expected to be the case.
    


    
      Substantial variations in the support for governmental policy performance over different issues
    


    
      There are also marked differences in the support given to governmental policy performance from one type of policy
      to another. The range may not be as wide among the six groups – a range which is vast in relation to the six
      groups essentially because of the exceptionally high score of the countries of group 6: but that range is
      substantial, since, for an average which is naturally also 42 per cent, support varies from 54 per cent in terms
      of the pride which citizens feel with respect to the economy to 29 per cent in terms of the way the government is
      held to perform about crime. The highest scores relate to social welfare and the economy, both in terms of pride
      and in terms of the assessment of governmental performance (from 46 to 54 per cent), average scores are found to
      be obtained with respect to the performance of the government in the context of the quality of the public
      services and of the environment (from 43 to 40 per cent) and the lowest scores are obtained in terms of the
      performance of the government in the context of unemployment and crime (from 43 to 29 per cent) (Table 9.1).
    


    
      Table
      9.1  Distribution of pride or support for governmental policies in the six groups of states (‘very proud’ and
      ‘proud’ or ‘think very well’ and ‘well’ only) (percentages)
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      Combining reactions in the six groups with reactions to specific policies: four distinct
      types of situations among the six groups
    


    
      Given that there are these two sets of rankings, only by combining findings about the reaction of the citizens in
      each group with findings about reactions to particular types of policies can one obtain an accurate picture of
      the way in which respondents assess the performance of their government. Such a combination leads effectively to
      drawing a distinction among four types of situations and thus among four types of linkages between respondents’
      views about governmental policy performance and the groups of states identified in the previous chapters.
    


    
      Exceptionally high support in group 6 with respect to every policy area
    


    
      The first type of situation is that of the countries of group 6. Not only is the average level of support very
      high in that group, although it does dip a little with respect to unemployment and crime also in that group, as
      well as, somewhat surprisingly perhaps, in terms of the pride of citizens in the social services, in no case does
      the level of support for the performance of the government drop below 63 per cent; even that lowest level is not
      reached anywhere else for any policy – admittedly by the lowest of margins, since the maximum obtained for any
      policy is 61 and 62 per cent in terms of the pride felt for the social services and the economy in the countries
      of group 1, while the level of support expressed for the economy among the countries of group 6 is the highest of
      all – 81 per cent, both in terms of pride in the country and of support for governmental policies.
    


    
      Thus the countries of group 6 are really exceptional in the size of the support which they give to the government
      and it is difficult not to recall at this point what was pointed out in the previous chapter about the extent to
      which there may be a boost for the state in these countries as a result of the (at least somewhat) authoritarian
      character of the regimes. It is at a minimum noticeable that group 6 is the only one which does not only come up
      with the highest average support but with support which is higher in the case of every policy than in any of the
      other groups. The linkage between respondents’ views on governmental policy performance and the way respondents
      relate to the state is thus close across the whole range of policy fields.
    


    
      High support in group 5 in five cases out of seven
    


    
      The second situation is that of group 5, which has been described as composed of countries happy with
      development. In this case, too, there is substantial support, but at a markedly lower level, both overall and in
      the case of each policy area. In no case is the support higher than 56 per cent: indeed the support is highest –
      at between 54 and 56 per cent – in relation to questions about social security and economics. There is marginally
      less support for governmental policies relating to unemployment and to the quality of public services (52 and 51
      per cent), but there is markedly less support for governmental policies relating to the environment (43 per cent)
      and a truly low level of support for governmental policies relating to crime (30 per cent).
    


    
      Thus the countries of group 5 only share to an extent the characteristics of those of group 6. They differ in two
      ways: first, the level of support is high but certainly not almost inordinately high as it can be in the case of
      group 6; second, a distinction appears to be made between, on the one hand, policies on the economy, the social
      services, the quality of the public services and unemployment, for which there is relatively high support for the
      government and, on the other hand, policies on the environment and even more on crime for which there is
      relatively little support. In this case, the linkage between respondents’ views on governmental policy
      performance and the way respondents relate to the state is thus a little less marked overall and less widespread
      across the range of policy fields.
    


    
      Substantial support in group 1 with respect to the policies on the social services and the economy only
    


    
      The third situation is that of group 1, for which there is substantial support for governmental policy in
      relation to the social services and the economy, but for no other fields. There is indeed a high level of pride
      in the country for the economy and the social services, as was indicated earlier, with scores which are higher
      than anywhere else except for Group 6 (61 and 62 per cent); there is also relatively high support for
      governmental economic policy, though appreciably less so (51 per cent). On all four other policy areas
      (unemployment, crime, the environment, even the quality of the public services), support for governmental policy
      is low, between 22 per cent – on crime – and 35 per cent: indeed, support for governmental policy is lower than
      average in three of these four fields, the only one in which it is higher being, perhaps somewhat surprisingly,
      on unemployment.
    


    
      Such a differentiated way of reacting to the various areas of governmental policy, which already emerged, but in
      a minor way only, in the countries of group 5, clearly indicates that answers are given on the basis of a degree
      of appreciation of what governments do or do not do, in contrast to what is more like a blanket approval in the
      case of the respondents of group 6. Such a mode of answering appears consistent with what was found to be the
      case in Chapter 3 in relation
      to the countries of group 1, namely that respondents in these countries are rather pragmatic about their
      relationship with the state. In the current case, they make it clear that they distinguish between what they feel
      is right and what is not. The linkage between respondents’ views on governmental policy performance and the way
      respondents relate to the state still exists, but it is specific to the social services and to the economy.
    


    
      Three groups in which low support is almost universal
    


    
      The fourth situation characterises groups 3 and 4 and, with one exception only, group 2. Pride for the country
      and support for governmental policy is typically in the 20s and low 30s in these three groups, or, but rarely, in
      the high 30s and low 40s: out of 21 observations, eight are in the 20s or below, eight are between 30 and 35 per
      cent and four are between 39 and 42 per cent. The only true exception is constituted by the fact that 53 per cent
      of the respondents of group 2 declared that they had pride in their country in relation to the economy.
    


    
      For the respondents of these groups, there is really mediocre support for governmental policy and limited pride
      in the achievements of the country in the social services and, with the one exception just mentioned, in the
      economy as well. It is indeed interesting to note that, while 53 per cent of the respondents of group 2 have
      pride in their country with respect to the economy, only 35 per cent of the respondents of the same group think
      well of their government’s economic policy.
    


    
      Thus, with that single exception, the situation which is found to occur in relation to groups 2, 3, and 4 is the
      polar opposite of the situation which was found to occur in relation to group 6. In both these situations, almost
      no differentiation is made between the policies: in the case of group 6, pride is very high and governmental
      action is approved; in the case of groups 2, 3, and 4, pride is low and governmental action is approved by about
      a third of the respondents, in a few cases a little more, in a substantial number rather less. Such a situation
      emerges in a context in which respondents are hesitant or even frustrated in their relationship with the state.
    


    
      Meanwhile, in the case of group 5 and even more in the case of group 1, there is differentiation among the
      policies. To begin with, pride in the country’s achievements in the social services and in the economy is high,
      while there are more doubts about governmental policies: in the case of group 1, there is rather little support
      indeed for any governmental policy except with respect to the economy; in the case of group 5, governmental
      policy on unemployment and on the quality of the public services is given substantial approval, but not
      governmental policy on the environment and especially on crime.
    


    
      The attitudes of respondents in the six groups of states have therefore distinct patterns; these patterns appear
      to be rather consistent with, or at any rate do not go against, what expectations might have been drawn from the
      analyses conducted in Chapters 2 to 8 about each of these groups. The more support there is for the state, the more support there
      is also for governmental policy performance. What needs now to be seen is
      whether these developments take place in a context in which there is cohesion within the groups – or whether some
      or even many of the findings in the countries which belong to these groups vary so much that it is difficult or
      even impossible to refer to a group position as far as attitudes to governmental policy performamce are
      concerned.
    


    
      Differences in levels of variations in attitudes to policy performance at the level of individual countries
      within each group of states
    


    
      Before we can conclude about the relationships between attitudes to governmental policy performance and the
      location of countries in one of the six groups of states identified throughout this volume, one key matter needs
      to be examined: could the relationships which appear to exist at the level of each of these groups be merely a
      consequence of averaging among the countries belonging to each group? That there are variations around the
      average among the countries of these groups is of course inevitable, as we noted in relation to identity,
      confidence in the institutions and satisfaction with life: the key issue is to discover how large these
      variations are. The matter was examined in detail with respect to the location of the countries in one of the six
      groups. The same must be done with respect to respondents’ attitudes to governmental policy performance. Indeed,
      as the analysis of reactions to policy performance is based on a set of questions which are similar, if not
      wholly identical, it is possible to elaborate a quantitative index of the size and number of these variations
      from the average in each of the six groups.
    


    
      The size and number of variations from the average in each group of states with respect to the views of
      respondents to governmental policy performance
    


    
      The seven questions which aimed at determining the views of respondents with respect to governmental policy
      performance can indeed be regarded as being broadly homogeneous despite the fact that the first two of these are
      concerned with the pride which respondents have in their country with respect to the social services and the
      economy while the other five call for a straightforward assessment of governmental performance in a number of
      fields. If one thus assumes the seven questions to be homogeneous, one can build an overall index of the extent
      to which the respondents’ views in each country vary from the average for the group to which these countries
      belong. This index shows that in about a quarter of the cases (34 cases out of 126 or 27 per cent) the scores of
      respondents in each country vary by 10 per cent or less from the average response for the group to which these
      respondents belong; in another quarter of the cases (29 cases or 23 per cent) the scores of respondents in each
      country vary between 11 and 20 per cent from the average response for the group to which these respondents
      belong; in 27 cases or 21 per cent the scores of respondents in each country vary between 21 and 32 per cent from
      the average response for the group to which these respondents belong. This leaves therefore somewhat under a
      third of the cases (36 or 29 per cent) in which the scores of respondents in each country vary by a third or more
      from the average response for the group to which these respondents belong. As a matter of fact, that figure
      scarcely changes if one considers separately the five questions concerned with the assessment of governmental
      policy performance (28 per cent) (Table 9.2).
    


    
      Table 9.2  Distribution of variations from the average on assessment of governmental policies
      in the six groups of states
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      The build-up of such an index is of course helpful up to a point only: we still need to determine the level at
      which variations can be considered to be large and such a determination is somewhat arbitrary. It seems
      nonetheless reasonable to suggest that the cut-off point must be somewhere between one-fifth and one-third. This
      suggests that about half the observations are small, that somewhat between a quarter and a third are large and
      that there is a grey area of about a fifth where variations are rather substantial. It is therefore sensible to
      concentrate on the cases in which variations are over a third and see how far they suggest that a group is truly
      split in terms of the assessment of government policy performance or whether special circumstances can account
      for some individual cases. Let us examine the groups in the same order as the one which was adopted in the
      previous section.
    


    
      The group of the optimists is rather compact
    


    
      Despite the fact that there are relatively few cases in which variations from the average are 10 per cent or less
      in the group of the optimists, which includes China, Singapore and Malaysia, that group does appear to be rather
      compact. There are only four cases out of 21 in which variations from the average are a third or more; this is
      the second smallest proportion among the six groups.
    


    
      Moreover, the fact that the four cases occur at all stems from the combination of two characteristics among the
      countries of the group. On the one hand, the support given to the government
      in Singapore seems inordinately high, at 91 per cent on average for the seven questions, with peaks of 93 and 94
      per cent on five questions and the lowest score, which relates to the pride in the social services, being 83 per
      cent! On the other hand, while Malaysian respondents are in the middle, with an average support of only 69 per
      cent, support is appreciably lower in China, somewhat surprisingly: overall it is 53 per cent only with lows of
      36 and 37 per cent with respect to the pride in social services and with respect to the assessment of the
      government’s performance in relation to unemployment and of 43 per cent with respect to the assessment of the
      government’s performance in relation to crime.
    


    
      Thus support in China is only rather high by comparison with scores obtained in Malaysia and above all in
      Singapore: clearly Chinese respondents are far from showing the amount of enthusiasm which respondents from the
      other two countries display. The way Chinese respondents react to these seven questions indicates that they are
      able to express their feelings somewhat more openly than might have been expected, especially in view of the fact
      that a number of other questions, as has been pointed out repeatedly, could not be asked in China: this provides
      further evidence for the comment made in Chapter 8 according to
      which it is difficult to pass a definite judgement about the true meaning of the marked support for the state in
      the three countries whose respondents are particularly optimistic.
    


    
      Yet even the less enthusiastic support for government performance in China does not suggest that the group is
      truly divided on the issues which are examined here. To begin with, at 53 per cent on average, support in China
      is higher than in all the countries of the other five groups except Ireland, where it reaches 56 per cent: thus
      Chinese respondents are optimistic even if that optimism is not as widespread as it is in the other two
      countries. Moreover, the fact that the scores of Singaporean respondents are so inordinately high means that it
      is not surprising that there should be a substantial gap between those respondents and those of the other
      countries in the group: the Singapore average is already 28 per cent higher than that of the three countries of
      the group taken together. Thus, although there are substantial variations – a kind of stretching in fact – it
      appears permissible to conclude that, in the three countries of group 6, there is enough cohesion to suggest that
      a linkage exists between the views of respondents about the state and the views of these respondents about the
      performance of the government on a number of key policy areas.
    


    
      Is there also cohesion with respect to governmental policy
      

      performance in the two-country group in which there
      

      is happiness in development?
    


    
      The question of cohesion with respect to governmental policy performance appears to be more problematic in the
      case of group 5, as a number of indicators suggest the existence of a marked difference between Ireland and
      Thailand in the way in which the respondents of these two countries rate governmental policy
      performance. To begin with, the number of answers for which variation is above a third is larger (five out of 14)
      and proportionately superior to the average (36 per cent). Second, Ireland has some very high scores – even if
      not as high as the peaks of Singapore – especially with respect to governmental policy on the economy and on
      unemployment: 82 per cent of the Irish respondents stated that they were proud of their country with respect to
      the economy, 75 per cent that they thought very well of the performance of the government in that area and 78 per
      cent that they thought very well of the performance of the government with respect to unemployment; it is indeed
      on these issues that one finds the variations between the scores of the two countries which exceed 33 per cent
      as, meanwhile, Thai respondents have little pride in their country about the economy and are equally lukewarm in
      terms of the performance of the government with respect to unemployment (27 per cent in both cases), their
      support for the performance of the government about the economy being somewhat higher. Overall, the respondents
      of the two countries agree fully in terms of governmental performance with respect to crime and with respect to
      the environment only, since Thai respondents are more positive than their Irish counterparts about the social
      services and about the performance of the government with respect to the quality of the public services. Such a
      difference in attitudes of the two countries with respect to governmental policy performance does not seem
      consistent with the fact that, as we saw in Chapter 7, the views
      of Irish and Thai respondents about the state are rather similar: indeed the Irish were those who were somewhat
      more lukewarm in terms of their feeling of identity with the nation.
    


    
      Thus, despite the fact that the two countries form a group concerning the attitudes of respondents to the state,
      there is a question mark about the commonality of the views of the two countries of the group in terms of
      assessment of policy performance, despite the fact that the countries’ respondents are happy with development.
      Unquestionably, the true boom which Ireland experienced in the last decades of the twentieth century – in
      contrast with the difficulties experienced by Thailand from the mid-1990s onwards – can be said to account at
      least in part for the divergence of the two countries on issues of the economy and of unemployment, which, as was
      just said, are those on which the divergence is largest. Moreover, it remains the case that, despite their
      relative lukewarmness in terms of their assessment of governmental policy performance, Thai respondents are
      almost exactly in the middle, since there is even more lukewarmness in nine countries out of the 18 of the study,
      a lukewarmness which is divided roughly equally between the two regions (four from Asia and five from Western
      Europe). There is therefore even among the Thais a degree of optimism with respect to that performance, at any
      rate by comparison with other countries: while one cannot conclude that there is a marked linkage between
      attitudes towards the state and attitudes towards governmental policy performance in the two countries and while
      one must also point to the fact that averaging does have the effect, in this case, of strengthening the case for
      such a relationship, it would equally be wrong to claim that there is no linkage at all, even in Thailand, let
      alone in Ireland.
    


    
      Respondents of all four happy non-nationalist countries react in a similar
      manner to governmental policy performance
    


    
      There is, on the other hand, a striking similarity among the four countries of group 1, although, overall, the
      French and the Germans are the most supportive of governmental performance. Despite the fact that, indeed, the
      Swedes and Spaniards are somewhat more reticent than the French and Germans, perhaps because Sweden experienced
      difficulties in the 1990s and because Spain had a very high level of unemployment and a relatively less
      satisfactory economy, group 1 is the one in which the proportion of variations over 33 per cent is smallest.
      There is only one case in this category, which is due to the French being very positive, at 58 per cent, to the
      quality of the public services, as perhaps might have been expected, while the average for the group is 35 per
      cent only. As was found at the level of the whole group in the previous section, there is a marked difference
      between the answers relating to the social services and to the economy and the other answers, where scores are
      much lower, except in the French case in the context of the public services, among all four countries. The
      conclusion which was drawn in the previous section about the whole group continues therefore to be valid when the
      four countries are examined separately: the countries of the group display a tendency to distinguish between the
      social services and the economy, on the one hand, and the other policies, on the other. Given that it was found
      in Chapter 3 that the attitude towards the state was rather
      instrumental in these countries, a linkage exists, but not a straightforward simple one, between attitudes
      towards the state and attitudes towards governmental policy performance. The citizens of the countries of group 1
      tend to be more proud about the economy and the social services and are clearly more impressed about governmental
      performance over the economy than they are about what the government does in other policy fields.
    


    
      Substantial divisions in groups 2, 3 and 4
    


    
      In the nine countries which are distributed among groups 2, 3 and 4, variations are appreciably larger: only in a
      quarter of the cases are these variations 10 per cent or less, while variations of 33 per cent or more form 41
      per cent of the cases. Despite the fact that these groups are, by and large, closely knit together –
      surprisingly, perhaps but nonetheless really in the case of Britain and Taiwan or of Japan and Indonesia – there
      is an apparent tendency for the countries to ‘go it alone’ to a substantial extent in terms of the respondents’
      assessment of governmental policy performance, the similarities which were discovered in the previous section at
      the group level resulting to an extent from averaging.
    


    
      There are nonetheless substantial limits to the type or character of the variations. In groups 2 and 3 the large
      variations are neatly clustered. In group 2, which comprises Britain and Taiwan, the British are markedly more
      proud of the social services than the Taiwanese and are markedly more positive about governmental performance on the economy, unemployment and crime, about which Taiwanese feel
      particularly unhappy, perhaps somewhat surprisingly; on the other hand, the level of pride in the economy is not
      very different; nor is the level of support for governmental performance with respect to the public services and
      the environment. Thus the reactions of the British over the social services, the economy or unemployment are
      rather similar to that of the countries of group 1, while the attitudes of Taiwanese over the last two of these
      issues are profoundly negative. With respect to unemployment and to crime, there is clearly no common group
      reaction, although the question arises as to why the Taiwanese have so low an assessment about these matters.
    


    
      The situation in group 3 is almost the converse of the one which is found in group 2: Japan and Indonesia have a
      similar and rather low level of pride in the social services and their assessment of governmental performance
      with respect to the economy, unemployment and crime is also similar; where they do disagree deeply is in terms of
      their level of pride in the economy (in which the Japanese, but not the Indonesians, are proud) and in their
      assessment of governmental performance in the quality of the public services and of the environment (of which the
      Indonesians, but not the Japanese, think well). As in the case of group 2, there is thus a sharp distinction in
      attitudes on some matters, but not on others: while it is no surprise that the Japanese should be proud of the
      economy of their country but not the Indonesians, it is somewhat surprising that the Indonesians should think so
      well of the performance of the government with respect to the public services and the environment.
    


    
      The main distinction which is found in group 4 has a different character as the key problem stems from the
      attitudes of the Filipinos, who, unlike the respondents of the other four countries of the group, are markedly
      optimistic with respect to all seven questions relating to policies. This is particularly so in terms of pride,
      which is very high (74 per cent for the social services, 61 per cent for the economy, while the average is 32 and
      40 per cent, respectively, for the group as a whole); but this is so for the other five questions as well, with
      the result that the average score for the seven questions is 47 per cent in the Philippines, but only 29 per cent
      for the whole group, the range for the other four countries of that group being between 21 per cent (Korea) and
      30 per cent (Italy). There are some other examples of large variations from the average, mainly in Korea and in
      Greece, and, in one case, in Portugal, where, in contrast to the Philippines, the scores are low. Unquestionably,
      however, the attitudes of the Filipinos are at the root of the substantial number of large variations in the
      group. It may be that the Filipinos react in the way they do because notions relating to pride are associated
      with what is, it will be recalled from Chapter 6, an extraordinary
      high sense of national identity; but it is also the case that the assessment of governmental policy performance
      is, if not high, at least markedly higher than the assessment of governmental policy performance in the other
      four countries, Italy included. It must therefore be concluded that, with respect to the seven questions analysed
      here, the attitudes of the Filipinos part company with the rest of the group, despite the fact that, in terms of
      attitudes to the state, those of the Filipinos are broadly similar to those of the rest of
      that group, especially in terms of confidence in the authorities and of satisfaction with life.
    


    
      The examination of the distribution of the responses relating to views about policy performance suggests that
      there is some cohesion, but also substantial variations, among the six country groups. While those respondents
      from two of the three groups of countries which are rather positive about the state to which they belong are, by
      and large, likely to support the performance of the government of their country, this is appreciably less so with
      respect to one of these groups, that which includes Ireland and Thailand, as well as with the three groups in
      which many respondents tend to display uncertainty or worry. In the case of group 4, this is primarily because,
      in one country, the Philippines, support for policy performance appears to be a form of identification with the
      nation, which in that country is very high indeed. Elsewhere, but also to an extent in group 4, it is because
      there are differences in attitudes with respect to specific policies but not with respect to all of them.
    


    
      As was suggested in the introduction, it is not surprising that the countries belonging to groups 2, 3 and 4
      should vary in terms of their assessment of governmental policy performance: support for the state is relatively
      low in these countries; there seems therefore to be no reason why respondents should tend to approve ‘en bloc’
      the performance of the state in policy matters. To this extent, the more surprising case is that of group 5,
      which raises once more the question of the true similarity between the two countries, although, at the level of
      the views about the state, as we saw in Chapter 7, the grounds for
      linking the two countries are very strong. Yet, in this case, one might have expected somewhat more similarity of
      approach between respondents of the two countries with respect to their assessment of governmental policy
      performance. By and large, however, it does seem permissible to note that in the groups whose respondents are
      optimistic there is a more widespread support for governmental policy performance, while where this is not the
      case, not only is support for governmental policy performance lower, but there is more erraticness, so to speak,
      in the way respondents react to that performance in the different countries of each group.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      If one is to come to a balanced conclusion about the attitudes of respondents to governmental policy performance
      as well as to the pride which they have in their country about the social services and about the economy, three
      interconnected points must be made. First, there are differences, in four of the groups, between the average
      record of the group and the findings at the level of the states belonging to the group. Second, on the other
      hand, there is no randomness, both in terms of the groups where there is cohesion and in terms of the groups
      where cohesion is much more limited. Third, the extent of the linkage between views about the state and views
      about policy performance does vary: it is fairly straightforward, not just at the overall group level, but among
      the countries of each group, in at least two of the three optimistic groups; it is much less
      marked where the views about the state are more hesitant. To render the picture more comprehensive, it is
      therefore highly important to turn to the examination of the reactions of respondents of the six groups of states
      to basic societal values, as these reactions are likely to help to understand better the extent to which there is
      a linkage between the way citizens relate to the state and the views which these citizens may have about the
      society to which they belong.
    

  


  
    
      10   Citizens’ views on ‘basic societal values’ in the six country groups
    


    
      In the volume on Political Cultures which was published in 2006 and which covers the same 18 countries of
      the same two regions on the basis of the same survey as this volume, the main endeavour was to assess whether
      respondents hold sharply different ‘basic societal values’ in each region. It was often claimed, in Southeast
      Asia in particular, that there was wide support for ‘Asian values’ in the countries of the area in contrast to
      the values held by Western Europeans. Empirical evidence from the survey showed that the support for Asian values
      was more limited, however, and that its extent varied sharply from country to country across East and Southeast
      Asia. Moreover, again contrary to what might have been expected, cultural divisions did not appear to lead to
      sharp sub-regional distinctions: despite what was commonly said about the North-South distinction in Western
      Europe and about a parallel division between East and Southeast Asia, the differences in value beliefs which
      emerged at the level of individual countries did not cluster along these geographical lines.
    


    
      Yet, since there are substantial differences in the basic societal values held by respondents of individual
      countries, the question arises as to what the origin of these country differences may be. It seemed at least
      possible that some links may be traced to the characteristics of the state in which the respondents live,
      especially in those states which have existed for a substantial period and which can be described as strong as
      their decisions are routinely widely implemented in the population: by and large, the states covered by this
      study can indeed be described as being strong in this manner. A preliminary analysis conducted in the volume on
      Political Cultures seemed to provide some evidence in the direction of links of this kind, but the matter
      could not be pursued fully as what was required was first an analysis of the type of relationships between the
      state and the citizen.
    


    
      Since the present volume has been devoted to the analysis of the character of the relationship between the state
      and the citizen, on the other hand, it seems opportune to return to the basic societal values held by the
      respondents and ask: to what extent is there a link between the values which respondents hold and the way in
      which these respondents relate to the state? This is the object of the present chapter.
    


    
      However, such an analysis poses more complex problems than those which were encountered in the previous chapter
      in examining possible links between the way respondents relate to the state and the attitudes of these
      respondents to the policy performance of governments. First, basic societal
      values may not be as overtly supported by the government in the direct sense in which policies are: the support
      given to these values by the rulers of the country may be more ambiguous. There will therefore be some leeway in
      the extent to which the link occurs, in part because of ignorance or at least limited knowledge about the
      existence of such a link on the part of respondents.
    


    
      Second, with respect to basic societal values we are confronted not with a single dimension, but with two models.
      In the case of attitudes to governmental policy performance, what was at stake was whether respondents felt that
      the state performed well or not: those who felt that it did not perform well were regarded as being, at least
      ostensibly, less closely or less positively related to the state. In the case of attitudes to basic societal
      values, citizens may be pro- or against Asian values, not because they are or are not close or positive towards
      the state, but because some states support these values and others do not. Thus those who do not share positive
      attitudes towards the state are in what might be regarded a limbo position between those who do share pro-Asian
      values and those who do not.
    


    
      Third, the questions administered to respondents to assess to what extent these hold pro-Asian values attitudes
      are less amenable to an overall comparative analysis than the questions designed to elicit respondents’ attitudes
      to governmental policy performance because, unlike the latter, questions aiming at assessing the extent to which
      respondents hold pro-Asian values attitudes are heterogeneous. Those which are selected here are naturally the
      same as those adopted in the volume on Political Cultures. They include seven communitarian questions
      concerned with citizens’ views about what should be the relationship to the family, about hierarchy and authority
      (about the government, of course, but also about older people and about the place to be given to women), about
      consensus in the decision-making process and about the community, in the sense of a preference given to the
      nation over one’s private interests.1 Two other questions are concerned with human rights seen from Western eyes, one of which, as
      in the case of questions relating to confidence in the authorities, could not be asked in China, since it was
      considered too sensitive. Finally, four questions of a socio-economic character are designed to assess to what
      extent respondents’ views correspond to a pro-business position, which citizens from East and Southeast Asia are
      regarded as more likely to hold than those from Western Europe. This threefold division already suggests marked
      heterogeneity: yet the analysis undertaken in Political Cultures showed that the nine human rights and
      communitarian questions should in turn be further divided into four sub-groups, corresponding to four factors,
      which could be labelled liberalism, government restraint, decision-making and social relations.2
    


    
      Indeed, the heterogeneity of these questions is marked for instance by the fact that on some of these questions,
      and in particular on three of them, those relating to the freedom of expression (Q. 208b), to the extent, perhaps
      more surprisingly, to which the government should be responsible for providing jobs for all (Q. 306b), and, also
      rather surprisingly, to the preference to be given to the environment over economic growth (Q. 412b), the
      proportion of pro-Asian values or pro-business answers is so small that
      differences among the countries of each group are, in effect, minuscule. As a result, in the early part of the
      second section of this chapter, the scheme adopted here had to differ from that which was adopted in Chapter 9 to assess the extent to which there is cohesion within each
      group of states.
    


    
      Despite these difficulties and since it is obviously important at least to begin inquiring into the relationship
      between citizens’ attitudes towards societal values and attitudes towards the state, this chapter examines the
      answers to the 13 questions relating to the basic societal values analysed in Political Cultures. These
      are in the form of statements to which respondents are asked to state whether they agree or disagree. The seven
      communitarian questions are the following:
    


    
      Q. 306e ‘The government usually knows best how to run the country’.
    


    
      Q. 306d ‘We should always do what the government wants instead of acting in our own interest’.
    


    
      Q. 412d ‘Achieving consensus in society is more important than encouraging a lot of individual initiative.’
    


    
      Q. 412e ‘In decisions older people should be given more influence’.
    


    
      Q. 412c ‘A woman’s primary role is at home’.
    


    
      Q. 412f ‘Public interest should always come before family’.
    


    
      Q. 412g ‘Individuals should strive mostly for their own good rather than for the good of society’.
    


    
      The pro-Asian values position was represented by agreement in the case of the first five answers and by
      disagreement in the last two.
    


    
      Second, the two statements designed to elicit attitudes to human rights are:
    


    
      Q. 208b ‘Everyone should have the right to express his opinion even if he or she differs from the majority’.
    


    
      Q. 208c ‘People should be allowed to organise public meetings to protest against the government’.
    


    
      It was assumed that the pro-Asian values position was represented by disagreement in both cases.
    


    
      The four statements of a socio-economic character are:
    


    
      Q. 306a ‘Competition is good because it stimulates people to develop new ideas’.
    


    
      Q. 306b ‘The government should take responsibility for ensuring that everyone either has a job or is provided
      with adequate social welfare’.
    


    
      Q. 306g ‘Society is better off when businesses are free to make as much profit as they want’.
    


    
      Q. 412b ‘A good environment is more important than economic growth’.
    


    
      To all these questions respondents could choose between five substantial
      answers, ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘don’t
      know’.
    


    
      The proportions of respondents who strongly agreed and of those who strongly disagreed were typically relatively
      small. There was indeed only one major exception, which concerned the human rights question on the freedom to
      express an opinion (Q. 208b): Western European respondents were markedly more numerous in strongly agreeing than
      in merely agreeing (57 v. 35 per cent), while East and Southeast Asian respondents divided 31 to 51 per cent
      between those who strongly agreed and those who merely agreed. Because this was the only exception, it seemed
      reasonable, however, as in the volume on Political Cultures, to consider jointly the two groups of those
      who agree and, similarly, to consider jointly the two groups of those who disagree. This has the effect of
      facilitating comparisons; moreover, as was also pointed out in that volume, it is surely not at all obvious, in
      an 18-nation survey of this nature, that the distinction between agreeing strongly and agreeing (and between
      disagreeing strongly and disagreeing) has an identical meaning across all the countries and among all the
      respondents. On the other hand, the meaning given to agreement is likely to be identical across the whole survey,
      while the meaning given to disagreement is also likely to be identical across the whole survey. Moreover, between
      agreement and disagreement, a substantial proportion of respondents, as we shall see, stated that they neither
      agreed nor disagreed.
    


    
      It seemed also appropriate, as in the volume on Political Cultures, to analyse the replies given to the
      statements on the basis of the pro-Asian values answers. The proportion of respondents who disagreed with the
      statement presented to them, rather than the proportion of the respondents who agreed with that statement was
      therefore adopted where the negative answer was the one which constituted the pro-Asian values answer. On four
      questions, the two human rights questions (Q. 208 b and c) and two communitarian questions, those concerned with
      the choice between public interest and family obligations (Q. 412f) and with the choice between striving for
      one’s own good rather than for that of society (Q. 412g), the proportion of respondents who disagreed with the
      statement could be regarded as adopting a pro-Asian values line: in the case of these four questions, the
      respondents who disagreed should therefore be considered to be those who take the pro-Asian values position. It
      was not realistic to do so with respect to the socio-economic questions, however, since these could not be
      regarded as being directly part of the Asian values syndrome: the answers to these questions were therefore
      calculated on the basis of the way agreement and disagreement were presented in terms of a pro-business position,
      that is to say, agreement with the statement in the cases of Question 306 a and g and disagreement with the
      statement in the cases of Question 306b and of Question 412b.
    


    
      As the previous chapter, the present one is divided into two sections. In the first, standpoints on basic
      societal values are examined at the level of each of the six groups of states: differences and similarities among
      these groups are analysed as well as differences and similarities from one set of values to another. The second section examines the extent to which there are variations from state to state
      within each of the six groups, both in general and from one set of values to another: the aim is to determine to
      what extent respondents show cohesion among the states which compose each group with respect to the basic
      societal values which they hold. In the context of these values, cohesion is assessed by considering variations
      from state to state in the proportion of respondents who agree or who disagree with the statement which is made,
      depending on whether the statement reflects or does not reflect, in the way the point was stated earlier, a
      pro-Asian values position. As in the previous chapter, too, but with the reservation made earlier on this matter,
      what needs to be determined is whether there is greater cohesion in those groups of states in which a large
      proportion of respondents is rather positive about the state than in groups of states in which that proportion is
      not as large.
    


    
      How varied are the basic societal values held by respondents in each of the six groups of states
    


    
      It was pointed out in the introduction of this chapter that, in contrast to what was found to be the case with
      respect to attitudes to governmental policy performance, the reactions of respondents to individual basic
      societal values are heterogeneous and may even seem idiosyncratic. An aggregate calculation of average variations
      in each of the six groups of states was nonetheless undertaken as a starting point. Its main value is to show
      both that variations among these groups are rather small and that there is a gradation in the proportion of these
      answers as one moves from group 1, where that average is 30 per cent, to group 6, where it is 41 per cent. The
      range of these variations from group to group does not change appreciably when the 13 questions are divided into
      two categories, those of human rights and communitarian values, on the one hand (nine questions), and of
      socio-economic values (four questions), on the other. The broad ordering remains the same; as a matter of fact,
      the extent of these variations is somewhat smaller among the groups of states on socio-economic questions. On
      human rights and communitarian values the range is between 41 per cent in group 6 and 28 per cent in group 1; the
      average is 27 per cent in group 3, but, as we shall shortly see, that group constitutes a special case in this
      respect. On socio-economic questions, the range is between 42 per cent in group 6 and 34 per cent in group 1
      (Table 10.1).
    


    
      These averages indicate that the ranking of the groups of states differs from what it was found to be on
      attitudes to governmental policy performance: groups 6 and 5 are at the top, as with respect to attitudes to
      policy performance, admittedly, but groups 2 and 4 (and, as we shall shortly argue, group 3 as well), are between
      groups 6 and 5 and group 1, which is at the bottom of the range. Groups 6 and 5 are therefore those whose
      respondents are most likely to hold pro-Asian values and pro-business attitudes; respondents of group 1 are, on
      the contrary, those least likely to hold such attitudes. As was suggested earlier, this ranking order among the
      groups thus reflects the degree of support for Asian values, although the extent to which the association with
      the state is close or not is also likely to play a part.
    


    
      Table 10.1  Distribution of pro-Asian values and pro-business
      answers in the six groups of states (percentages)
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      The special case of those who neither agree nor disagree, in particular in group 3
    


    
      Before turning to a closer examination of the attitudes of respondents to basic societal values, however, the
      substantial proportion of respondents who did not give a substantive answer to the questions which were put to
      them needs to be noted. Respondents could refuse to pass a judgement on the 13 basic societal values questions in
      one of two ways: they could declare that they did not know what the answer was or state that they neither agreed
      nor disagreed. The first of these two types of answers was used infrequently: on average, over the 13 questions,
      only 4 per cent of the respondents did reply ‘don’t know’, the range being between 1 and 7 per cent, the latter
      proportion having been reached in two cases only, over the question of consensus (Q. 412d) and over whether
      businesses should be free to make as much profit as they wish (Q. 306g). On the other hand, the proportion of
      those who stated that they neither agreed nor disagreed was large: it ranged from a minimum of 8 per cent, over
      the question relating to freedom of speech (Q. 208b), to a maximum of 31 per cent, over the question whether individuals should strive mostly for their own good rather than for the good
      of society (Q. 412g), the average for the 13 questions being 20 per cent. The proportion of those who sit on the
      fence, so to speak, is therefore far from insignificant.
    


    
      That proportion is not only far from insignificant: it is also skewed towards two groups of states and in
      particular towards one of them. While the proportion of those respondents who state that they neither agree not
      disagree is very similar in groups 1, 2, 4 and 6 at between 19 and 21 per cent, it is only 14 per cent among the
      respondents of group 5, but as high as 29 per cent among the respondents of group 3. Moreover, that overall
      result is in no way an average among the 13 questions: group 5 has the lowest proportion of respondents in that
      category in nine of the 13 questions, while group 3 has the highest proportion of respondents in that category in
      ten of the 13 questions. As a matter of fact, as many as 46 per cent of the respondents of that group said that
      they neither agreed nor disagreed on whether individuals should strive mostly for their own good rather than for
      the good of society (Q. 412g) and 40 per cent on whether consensus should be preferred as a public
      decision-making mechanism (Q. 412d). The minimum in group 3 is reached on the question asking whether the
      government should take responsibility for ensuring that everyone either has a job or is provided with adequate
      social welfare (Q. 306b), at 12 per cent; those who answered neither agree nor disagree in group 3 were also
      relatively few in replying to the question relating to the freedom of expression (Q. 208b), but it was still 15
      per cent as against 9 per cent for the whole survey. The respondents of the two countries of group 3, Japan and
      Indonesia, were therefore truly hesitating to a surprisingly large extent with respect to basic societal
      values.3
    


    
      We noticed earlier that the proportion of respondents who took a pro-Asian values line was lowest in group 3,
      both in the case of the nine human rights and communitarian questions and in the case of the four socio-economic
      questions: this is indeed affected by the fact that the proportion of respondents who give a positive or a
      negative answer in group 3 is appreciably smaller than it is in group 1 and indeed in all the other groups. When
      the proportions of pro-Asian values and of pro-business answers among those who gave a positive or a negative
      answer in groups 1 and 3 are compared, the proportion of these answers is higher in group 3 than in group
      1, whether at the level of the overall average or at the level of the nine human rights and communitarian answers
      and the four socio-economic answers separately: the scores are respectively 44, 44 and 46 per cent for group 3
      and only 39, 37 and 43 per cent for group 1.
    


    
      Respondents from groups 1 and 6 are at both extremes, but this is only on under half the questions
    


    
      Respondents from groups 3 and 5 are respectively the most hesitating and the least hesitating of the respondents
      over a large majority of the 13 basic societal values questions. There is no such large
      majority, indeed no majority at all, when one comes to the composition of the groups at both ends of the range.
      Group 6 is the one in which, on average, the most pro-Asian values or the most pro-business positions are
      adopted, but with respect to six questions only, these being the question on human rights concerned with the
      right to demonstrate (Q. 208c), the two questions dealing with attitudes vis-à-vis the government (Q. 306 e and
      d), the question relating to the role to be assigned to old people (Q. 412e), the question relating to public
      interest v. the family (Q. 412f) and, among the socio-economic questions, that dealing with the freedom of
      businesses to make as much profit as they wish (Q. 306g). As a matter of fact, respondents from group 5 have the
      highest pro-Asian values position on three other questions and they share with group 6 the highest score on the
      question dealing with competition (Q. 306a). If group 6 thus adopts overall the most extreme pro-Asian values
      position and the most extreme pro-business position, it is not to the same overwhelming extent as the respondents
      of group 3 in terms of the extent to which these hesitate.
    


    
      The group which occupies the other extreme position, in this case the least pro-Asian values or pro-business
      position, at the other end of the scale, is group 1, but this is so in a manner which is even less marked. In
      only five cases is group 1 the one in which the respondents hold the least pro-Asian values position, these being
      the two questions dealing with attitudes vis-à-vis the government (Q. 306 e and d), the position which women
      should hold in society (Q. 412c) and, among the socio-economic questions, that concerned with the responsibility
      of the government in providing jobs for all (Q. 306b) and that concerned with the choice between growth and the
      environment (Q. 412b).
    


    
      Two conclusions follow from the relative position of groups 6 and 1. First, these two groups are indeed those
      which hold the two most extreme positions with respect to Asian values, a finding which is not altogether
      surprising, given the country composition of these two groups. Indeed, the fact that group 6, which is composed
      of China, Malaysia and Singapore, should be the one most likely to hold pro-Asian values attitudes is highly
      consistent with the characteristics of that group as these were described in Chapter 8 and with the way in which the respondents of the group were seen to react to the
      performance of the government of their country on policies. The fact that group 1 should be the one in which the
      pro-Asian values position should be the weakest would seem also to be consistent with the characteristics of the
      composition of that group as well as with the fact that the respondents of that group are unlikely, for instance,
      to be ready to adopt a pro-Asian values position.
    


    
      Second, however, these two groups do not monopolise, so to speak, the top positions with respect to the 13 basic
      societal values, neither among those who adopted most a pro-Asian values position nor among those who adopted
      least a pro-Asian values position. As was pointed out in the introduction of the chapter, the division between
      pro- and anti-Asian values position is far from overwhelming. As we also saw,
      even though group 6 is the group in which the proportion of respondents who adopt a pro-Asian values position is
      the largest, that proportion is on average 48 per cent only, while 34 per cent of the respondents of group 1 also
      hold a pro-Asian values position. As a matter of fact, as was noted in Political Cultures, it is on the
      attitudes to the government (Q. 306 e and d) and on the right of citizens to demonstrate (Q. 208c) (the
      government restraint and the liberalism factors) that the difference between the two groups is the largest: yet,
      even on these taken together, there is only a difference of 35 per cent between support for Asian values in group
      6 (at 52 per cent) and support for Asian values in group 1 (at 17 per cent): that difference is large, to be
      sure, but it is not overwhelming.
    


    
      Three curves of support for pro-Asian values and pro-business attitudes among the six groups of states
    


    
      The three questions which have just been referred to give rise to what might be described as an ascending
      linear curve of support from group 1, where support for Asian values is lowest, to group 6, where support for
      Asian values is highest. Admittedly, in these three cases, the bulk of the groups are located much closer to the
      group 1 end of the curve than to the group 6 end of the curve. Thus on the question asking whether respondents
      agree with the view that one should do what the government wants (Q. 306d), while the pro-Asian values response
      was given by 14 per cent of the respondents of group 1 and by 53 per cent of the respondents of group 6, the
      responses corresponding to the four other groups varied between 21 and 37 per cent. However, the overall picture
      is one of distribution on an ascending linear curve (Figure 10.1).
    


    
      The answers to the other questions are distributed in two other ways, however. In some cases, there is very
      little difference in the proportion of pro-Asian values answers among the respondents of the six groups: the
      distribution is thus horizontal and linear. This is the case for instance with respect to the question on
      the freedom of expression (Q. 208b) and with respect to the question concerned with the responsibility of the
      government in providing jobs for all (Q. 306b). In these two cases, the difference between the maximum and the
      minimum is 12 or 14 points out of an average of over 80 per cent; in a third case, with respect to competition
      (Q. 306a), the gap is appreciably larger, but in part because of the score of group 3, where the proportion of
      respondents who answer ‘neither agree nor disagree’ is large.
    


    
      Finally, there are cases in which there is a U-curve, where respondents from both groups 1 and 6 score in
      a rather similar manner and the variations are almost entirely among the other groups. This occurs for instance
      with respect to the role which elderly people should play (Q. 412e), with respect to the role of women in society
      (Q. 412c) and with respect to the question which asks whether public interest should always come before family
      (Q. 412g).
    


    
      The fact that there are three types of curves of the distribution of answers to communitarian, human rights or
      socio-economic questions seems to confirm the view that Asian values play a limited part in the determination of
      the attitudes of respondents to basic societal values. Two further points did emerge from the analysis, however.
      First, group 3 is special in that it holds a large proportion of respondents who can be described as hesitating.
      Second, the ranking between the groups is not the same as it is in relation to attitudes to governmental policy
      performance: there is a tendency, though not even on the majority of the 13 questions, for groups 1 and 6 to be
      at both extremes, with the other groups located somewhere between them. This differs from the situation which was
      observed in the previous chapter about attitudes to governmental policy performance, where groups 2, 3 and 4 were
      ranked below groups 6, 5 and 1. What part the interregional character of groups may play in this situation can
      only be hypothesised so long as we consider each group as a unit, however: the extent of internal cohesion of
      each of the groups needs therefore to be considered. What can be merely noted at this point is that groups 5, 2
      and 4 are indeed composed of countries belonging to the two regions; but group 3 is composed of two countries
      belonging to East and Southeast Asia only and yet it is close to, if not even lower than, group 1 which is
      composed exclusively of Western European countries. Since the degree of internal cohesion of groups needs to be
      examined to obtain a clearer impression of the way in which the ranking between the groups can be assessed, the
      analysis of the extent to which there is cohesion is the object of the coming section.
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      Figure
      10.1  Variations in the proportion of pro-Asian values answers with respect to 13 questions among the six
      groups of states.
    


    
      Extent of cohesion in attitudes to basic societal values at the country level
      within each group of states
    


    
      With respect to attitudes to governmental policy performance, we did find in Chapter 9, not only that groups 6, 5 and 1 were ranked ‘above’ groups 2, 3 and 4, but also that there
      was more cohesion in groups 6, 5 and 1 than in groups 2, 3 and 4. With a different ranking of the groups in
      relation to basic societal values, the question arises as to whether it is again the case, with respect to these
      values, that there is less cohesion in groups 2, 3 and 4 and, therefore, that these groups can be regarded as
      being less definite, so to speak, than the other three, perhaps because the respondents who belong to them are
      less self-assured.
    


    
      As was pointed out in the introduction of this chapter, because of the relative heterogeneity of the questions
      relating to basic societal values, it is simply unrealistic to calculate cohesion by means of an overall
      percentage covering simultaneously all 13 questions: it is more prudent to determine cohesion with respect to
      each question. Moreover, it is also more realistic to do so on the basis, not of straightforward percentages, but
      of broader sub-categories only, which will be referred to here as high, medium, low and very low cohesion.
      Cohesion is described as high with respect to a particular question in a group if there is no more than a
      10-point difference between the lowest and highest result in the countries of that group; cohesion is described
      as medium if the difference is between 10 and 24 points; it is described as
      low if the difference is between 25 and 39 points and as very low if the difference is 40 points or more. On this
      basis, cohesion is high with respect to seven of the 13 questions in groups 6 and 5, with respect to five
      questions in groups 1 and 2 and with respect to three questions in groups 3 and 4. However, there is a marked
      difference between group 1 and group 2 in that, in group 1, the answers to seven other questions display a medium
      level of cohesion while only one displays a very low level of cohesion. In group 2, on the other hand, only the
      answers to three other questions display a medium level of cohesion, while one displays a low level of cohesion
      and three display a very low level of cohesion. By aggregating these results and by giving points of respectively
      4, 3, 2 and 1 to the questions for which cohesion is high, medium, low or very low, the highest level of cohesion
      is found in group 6 which scores 46 points, while groups 5 and 1 score 42, group 2, 37, group 4, 34 and group 3,
      32. As with respect to governmental policy performance, it does appear that groups 2, 3 and 4 are the ones in
      which there is less cohesion Table 10.2).
    


    
      Relatively high cohesion in groups 6, 5 and 1
    


    
      As with respect to attitudes to policy performance, the cohesion of respondents’ attitudes to basic societal
      values in groups 6, 5 and 1 is thus relatively high. In group 6, which is composed of Singapore, Malaysia and
      China, there is at least a medium level of cohesion with respect to all 13 basic societal values, the lowest
      level of cohesion being in reply to Question 306d (‘We should always do what the government wants instead of
      acting in our own interest’) (21 points) and to Question 412d (‘Achieving consensus in society is more important
      than encouraging a lot of individual initiative’) (20 points).
    


    
      The situation in group 5, which is composed of Ireland and Thailand, is rather different, in that cohesion is
      high on seven questions as well, but is medium on two questions only and is low on four questions, Question 306d
      (‘We should always do what the government wants instead of acting in our own interest’), Q. 412d (‘Achieving
      consensus in society is more important than encouraging a lot of individual initiative’), Question 412f (‘Public
      interest should always come before family’) and Question 306g (‘Society is better off when businesses are free to
      make as much profit as they want’). The difference between the answers from the two countries of the group on
      these four questions is 27 points on Question 306d and between 32 and 34 points on the other three questions.
    


    
      Meanwhile, in group 1, which is composed of France, Germany, Sweden and Spain, the number of replies which
      display a high level of cohesion is smaller than in groups 6 and 5 (five), but there is a medium level of
      cohesion in replies to a further seven questions, while only on one reply is there a very low level of cohesion:
      this is the answer to Question 412f (‘Public interest should always come before family’) where the lowest
      pro-Asian values answer (in France) is 14 per cent while the highest (in Sweden) is 81 per cent. It might thus be
      concluded that, while there are fewer replies for which there is a high level of cohesion in group 1 than in
      group 5, the overall pattern of replies suggests that group 1 countries are, overall, closer to each other than
      Ireland and Thailand are towards each other.
    


    
      Table 10.2  Extent of cohesion on pro-Asian values and pro-business answers among the countries
      belonging to the six groups of states (variations from average in terms of four levels of cohesion)
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      Despite the fact that, by comparison with the other groups, cohesion is relatively high in groups 6, 5 and 1, the
      absolute level of cohesion is, in reality, rather low and, moreover, the distribution of the replies for which
      there is a high level of cohesion is somewhat different among groups 6, 5 and 1. Admittedly, respondents from all
      three groups of states are highly cohesive on three of the questions, Question 208b, on the freedom of
      expression, Question 306b, on the duty of the government to provide jobs for
      all and Question 412b, on the preference to be given to the environment over economic growth. As was pointed out
      in the introduction of the chapter, there is in reality a very high level of support everywhere for these three
      questions, and especially for the first two, whatever may be the Asian values standpoint on these
      matters.4 On the other hand,
      while cohesion is high in group 6 on the other two socio-economic issues and, on the right to demonstrate (Q.
      208c) and on the choice between individual success and the good of society (Q. 412g), it is on the rights of
      elderly people (Q. 412e) and of women (Q. 412c) that there is the highest level of cohesion in group 1. These
      last two questions bring about the highest level of cohesion in group 5 as well, but, in this case, there is also
      cohesion with respect to the duty to do always what the government wants (Q. 306d) and, as in group 6, on the
      virtues of competition (Q. 306a), though not on the freedom of businesses to make as much profit as they wish (Q.
      306g). On the other hand, there is only medium cohesion in groups 6 and 1 and even low cohesion in group 5 about
      whether the government always knows best (Q. 306e). On the one hand, the relative lack of cohesion in groups 6
      and 1 on the key Asian values issue of whether to restrain government or not indicates that there is internal
      disagreement on the issue among both East and Southeast Asian respondents and Western European respondents. This
      also indicates the clear limits to the part played by Asian values in the attitudinal frame of mind of
      respondents of both regions. Yet, on the other hand, the fact that there is even less cohesion in group 5 on the
      matter than in groups 6 and 1 does further indicate that, to an extent at least, the regional divide may play a
      part – and that this is so even in the case of a state such as Thailand, which is clearly part of the liberal
      states of East and Southeast Asia.
    


    
      Limited cohesion in groups 2, 3 and 4
    


    
      As in relation to attitudes to governmental policy performance, respondents of groups 2, 3 and 4 display much
      lower levels of cohesion: there is indeed very low cohesion on three questions in groups 2 and 4 and even on four
      questions in group 3. Meanwhile, as might have been expected in view of what was pointed out earlier about these
      questions, there is high cohesion, in all three cases, on the questions concerned with the freedom of expression
      (Q. 208b) and with the duty of the government to provide jobs (Q. 306b); in group 2, there is also high cohesion
      over two other socio-economic questions (Q. 306a and Q. 412b) as well as over the choice between individual
      success and the good of society (Q. 412g). In compensation, so to speak, two of the three questions on which
      there is very low cohesion in group 2 are those dealing with government restraint (Q. 306e and d); meanwhile, in
      groups 3 and 4, these two questions are characterised in one case by low cohesion and in the other by very low
      cohesion. Finally, the question concerned with the right to demonstrate (Q. 208c) gives rise to a medium level of
      cohesion in group 4 and to a low level of cohesion in groups 2 and 3.
    


    
      It is especially in relation to groups 2, 3 and 4 that the matter arises as to
      whether such an overall low level of cohesion results from the effect of the regional divide on support for Asian
      values – indeed, in this case, apparently more about Asian values in the strict sense, since, as we just saw,
      cohesion is on average higher on socio-economic issues, and therefore on the role of business, than on the human
      rights or communitarian issues.5
    


    
      There seems therefore to be, at any rate in the case of groups 2 and 4, which include countries from both
      regions, an impact of the regional divide, while it could be argued that the situation in group 3 results in
      large part from the markedly more hesitating attitudes of the Japanese than of the Indonesians. There may be
      empirical support for such a view, but such a support has to be accounted for in ways which do not necessarily
      entirely, if even at all, correspond to what might be prima facie believed. The matter turns on whether the most
      important factor is geography or the nature of the regime. If geography counts more, all of East and Southeast
      Asia is regarded as sharing a common culture and, therefore, even respondents of countries which are broadly
      liberal democratic in the Western sense may well tend to adopt pro-Asian values attitudes. If the nature of the
      regime is viewed as prevailing, only respondents of countries from East and Southeast Asia which are
      authoritarian or semi-authoritarian would tend to adopt pro-Asian values attitudes.
    


    
      The difficulty comes from the fact that the evidence from the three groups of states which are more specifically
      analysed now provide support for both types of conclusions and indeed that the cases of groups 6 and 5 are also
      somewhat ambiguous. The specific point at stake results from sharp divisions of attitudes, among respondents from
      East and Southeast Asian countries, with respect to the liberalism and government restraint questions, in effect
      with respect to Question 208c – since there is almost total agreement in relation to freedom of expression
      against what might be regarded as the pure pro-Asian values attitude – and to Question 306 e and d. Even if Japan
      is excluded from this analysis, as its rather long history with respect to liberal democracy places it in a
      wholly different category, South Korea and, though to a lesser extent, Thailand, are at odds with Taiwan and the
      Philippines over the way the respondents from these countries react to these questions.
    


    
      The point has already been made in the volume on Political Cultures as well as in the previous chapter:
      the attitudes of Taiwanese and Filipino respondents with respect to liberalism and governmental restraint do not
      appear to be consistent, not only with the institutions of these two countries, but also with the way in which
      the citizens of these two countries behave, in particular at elections. The main reasons why there is so much
      division between British and Taiwanese respondents over the answers to the three questions which are specifically
      examined at this point is because most Taiwanese respondents hold the view that the government knows best and
      should be followed: why Taiwanese respondents should react in this manner is surprising, unless it is felt that
      the somewhat unclear status of the country accounts for a degree of unease among respondents. Yet one may be even
      more surprised by the fact that Filipino respondents should hold similar views. The
      Philippines had been a liberal democracy for a long period before Marcos, even if the regime had many
      defects then: the fact that the citizens of the country are, it will be recalled, extremely proud of their
      country might have incited respondents to take a more pro-Asian values attitude with respect to the role of the
      government and to the rights of opposition than might reasonably have been expected. In this respect, as Filipino
      respondents differ markedly from South Koreans, the divide, in group 4, is mainly between Filipinos and the
      respondents from the other four countries of group 4 (Italians, Portuguese, Greeks and South Koreans) and not
      between Western Europeans and East and Southeast Asians. Thus, while the attitudes of Taiwanese seem to suggest
      that Asian culture plays the key part, the division between South Koreans and Filipinos makes it difficult to
      draw the same conclusion. All that can probably be concluded is that the impact of Asian values on the citizens
      of the region (and perhaps outside the region) has highly complex ramifications and that some characteristics,
      but only some and not necessarily the same ones, have an effect in different countries.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      There is thus a relationship between attitudes to basic societal values and attitudes to the state in the six
      groups of states which have been analysed in this volume; but that relationship does not seem particularly
      strong: respondents’ views about basic societal values appear primarily heterogeneous and sui generis. On the one
      hand, there are topics on which respondents of all groups seem almost unanimous – indeed markedly more so than is
      the case with respect to assessments of governmental policy performance – on the other hand, on the majority of
      issues, disagreements are sharp, not so much among the groups as, in many cases, within the groups. Moreover,
      except perhaps in connection with questions concerned with government restraint, these disagreements do not
      follow a consistent pattern – consistent, that is, in relation to what the Asian values syndrome would suggest:
      but, if the Asian values syndrome has little explanatory value, a substitute has to be found linking more closely
      each state with the values held by their citizens.
    


    
      At this point, one can only recognise the fact that cohesion is limited with respect to basic societal values
      among the respondents of the countries which belong to each of the groups of states described in this volume.
      Where there is a degree of cohesion, as in groups 6, 5 and 1, specific sui generis standpoints also prevail.
      There is less cohesion in the three other groups, in large part as a result of some rather surprising attitudes
      of the respondents of two East and Southeast Asian countries, Taiwan and the Philippines, even if the
      characteristics of the development of these two countries may explain in part unexpected reactions. Thus, while
      groups of states exist and while they may well influence to an extent attitudes to governmental policy
      performance, they have apparently a more limited relationship to what are, also ostensibly, the more fundamental
      societal values of citizens in their respective polity. Many aspects of the relationship
      between citizens, the state and basic societal values remain therefore obscure: it is to be hoped that this
      inquiry will gradually lead to further studies and that, in this way, a more precise picture of the contours of
      that key relationship will slowly come to emerge.
    

  


  
    
      11   Conclusion
    


    
      An exploration into the relationship between citizens and the state, in two regions, such as the one which has
      been undertaken in this study, can only be a beginning, although the exploration which was conducted here covered
      at greater depth a larger number of countries in these two regions than had so far taken place. The aim was
      twofold. First and primarily, the goal was to discover the dimensions of the relationship between citizens and
      the state to which these citizens belonged. The second goal was to see how far one could relate attitudes of
      citizens about the government and about the values which these citizens hold to the relationship which citizens
      have with the state.
    


    
      In order to achieve the first goal, this study undertook to consider the reaction of respondents in the survey to
      three basic components – identity with the state and nation, confidence in public authorities and satisfaction
      with life. Such an approach, which had never been attempted before, had made it possible to obtain a markedly
      more precise picture of the feelings about the state among the citizens of the countries analysed in this study.
      It has also made it possible to find out how far reactions to the state to which citizens belong were similar or
      different from one country to another. As a result of this inquiry, not only has it been possible to reduce the
      analysis to an appreciably more manageable number of cases by means of discovering that there were six broad
      groups of states, but it has also made it possible to discover the kind of profile, ranging from ‘frustration
      among patriots’ to clear-cut ‘optimism’ characterising these six groups. Thus one can conclude that citizens
      relate diversely to the state in terms of the three key components of identity, confidence and satisfaction, but
      that this diversity is not random: on the contrary, the profiles of the relationship between citizens and the
      state have rather precise characteristics. This analysis was naturally conducted so far at the level of each of
      the six groups of states: we now need to examine these groups jointly in order to discover better the nature of
      the similarities and distinctions among the groups by looking comparatively at the several ways in which the
      three components of the relationship between citizens and the state combine with each other. We need to examine
      also each of these groups of states to find out how large are variations among the citizens of each state in each
      group.
    


    
      It is of course not claimed here that these six groups are the only ones which would be found across the world if
      one were to conduct an inquiry of the kind which was conducted here across all
      countries of the world. The suggestion is merely that the typology which is constituted by the configuration
      which has been developed in this study is likely to help understanding both in greater detail and comprehensively
      how citizens relate to the state in a variety of types of polities, though, in this case, admittedly, of polities
      which, by and large, function effectively as political, social and administrative units. The first part of this
      conclusion will concentrate on these matters.
    


    
      We will then need to turn to the other aim of the study and endeavour to assess what the relationship is,
      overall, between the way citizens see the state to which they belong and their attitudes both with respect to
      government policy performance and with respect to the basic societal values which they hold. Ostensibly, as we
      saw in the previous two chapters, attitudes to governmental policy performance appear related to the feelings
      which citizens have vis-à-vis the state; on the other hand, the relationship between feelings towards the state
      and citizens’ attitudes to the socio-political fabric of society appears much looser. The second part of this
      conclusion is concerned with these matters. That second part is necessarily more speculative since there is so
      far little guidance as to what may be the strength of the beliefs of citizens with respect to basic societal
      values nor is it at all clear whether these beliefs are affected by the extent to which the relationship of
      citizens with the state is positive or negative.
    


    
      The diverse forms taken by the relationship between citizens and the state
    


    
      The distribution of the relationship between citizens and the state at the level of all six groups
    


    
      Let us therefore examine comparatively, across the six groups of states, the way respondents relate towards the
      state to which they belong. The natural starting point is provided by the distribution of the 18 countries into
      the six groups described as composed of ‘happy non-nationalists’, of citizens ‘mildly uneasy’ about the state, of
      ‘hesitating’ citizens, of ‘frustrated patriots’, of ‘citizens happy with development’ and of ‘optimists’. The
      shape which these relationships take can be represented graphically by means of three curves based on the
      proportion of positive reactions of respondents to Question 2, which summarises the sense of identity, to an
      average of Questions 101 a to g, which summarise the feelings of confidence in the public authorities, and to
      Question 502, which summarises feelings of satisfaction with life (Figure 11.1).
    


    
      Let us examine successively these three curves in terms of the way proportions vary from group 1 to group 6. The
      curve relating to feelings of identity (Q. 2) is characterised by an almost linear increase from group 1 to group
      4, followed by a plateau from group 4 to group 6. This means that feelings of closeness to the state and nation
      are particularly low in group 1, as was pointed out and indeed discussed in Chapter 3, but also that there is a marked increase as one moves to group 2 (Britain and Taiwan), to
      group 3 (Japan and Indonesia) and eventually to groups 4 to 6. This also means that ten of the 18 countries,
      somewhat fewer from Western Europe (four countries) than from East and Southeast Asia (six countries), have a
      strong sense of identity with the nation; to put it in another way, there is in this respect, on average, no
      difference between such countries as Singapore, Malaysia and China and such countries as the Philippines, South
      Korea, Greece, Portugal and Italy.
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      Figure 11.1  Distribution of the relationship of citizens v. the state in the six groups (Q. 2, 101a
      to g and 502) (percentages).
    


    
      The curve relating to confidence in public authorities (Q. 101 a to g) is almost the mirror image of the curve
      relating to identity: there is a sharp increase in confidence from the first four groups to the fifth and sixth,
      although there are also some variations among groups 1 to 4, confidence being somewhat higher in groups 1 and 3
      than in groups 2 and 4. However, in these four groups, the amount of confidence in the authorities is relatively
      limited, while it is high in group 5 and very high in group 6. Countries in these two groups, and in particular
      group 6, emerge therefore as those which are so far the happiest both in terms of closeness to the nation and of
      confidence in what the authorities do.
    


    
      As a matter of fact, these countries are also the ones which are most satisfied with life,
      but this time in combination with those of group 1. This third curve has therefore a U shape, with a sharp
      decline from group 1 to group 3, indeed to group 4 as well, since there is only a very limited increase from
      group 3 to group 4, the respondents of the countries of groups 1, 5 and 6, at both ends, being, on average,
      appreciably more satisfied with life than those of the other three groups.
    


    
      Let us now examine jointly these findings to discover the patterns which characterise each of the groups. Groups
      5 and 6 include countries which are from all points of view happy in their relationship with the state and
      nation, the countries of group 5 being nonetheless somewhat below those of group 6 with respect to two of the
      three components. Groups 2 and 3, on the other hand, are at the other extreme: they include the countries which
      are on average the least happy with their relationship with the state, although this is more marked, by and
      large, in the case of the countries of group 3, but not with respect to feelings of life satisfaction, which are
      on average particularly low in the case of that group.
    


    
      We are left with groups 1 and 4 which have also opposite characteristics, markedly with respect to two of the
      components and to a more limited extent with respect to the third. The countries of group 1 do not feel close to
      the nation: the countries of group 4 do; the countries of group 1 are satisfied with life: the countries of group
      4 are not. Only with respect to their confidence in the authorities do the two groups come close to each other,
      although the level of confidence of the countries of group 4 is appreciably lower than that of group 1. It was
      indeed on the basis of the contrast between their patriotism and their low level of confidence in the authorities
      as well as their limited satisfaction with life that the citizens of the countries of group 4 were described as
      being frustrated patriots; it was because of their satisfaction with life, combined with a low level of
      identification with the state and nation that the citizens of the countries of group 4 were described as being
      happy non-nationalists.
    


    
      As an overall summary of the profiles of the groups, one has to conclude that groups 5 and 6, on the one hand,
      and 2 and 3, on the other, are entirely consistent and unproblematic, at least insofar as one does not ask why
      the citizens should have these reactions. These citizens either like everything about the state to which they
      belong or almost nothing at all. The profile is quite different with respect to groups 1 and 4. In group 1,
      citizens are satisfied, although they do not particularly like the state and its authorities; this must mean, as
      we saw in Chapter 3, that this is the case to an extent, that the
      citizens of these countries feel that the state is relatively unimportant for their well-being, more so,
      ostensibly, than the citizens of all the other groups, since they all are somewhat more nationalistic than the
      citizens of group 1: there is therefore a degree of consistency, even if it is not what might be described as the
      straightforward consistency which is found among citizens of groups 5 and 6, on the one hand, and 2 and 3, on the
      other.
    


    
      In group 4, there is also consistency, but it is not based on detachment from the state: quite the contrary, the
      high level of positive feeling vis-à-vis the state, coupled with little confidence in the authorities, appears to
      account for – or is at any rate consistent with – the fact that citizens are
      not satisfied with life. To put it differently, in group 1, association with the state is rather limited and, as
      was suggested in Chapter 3, instrumental only (or almost only); in
      the other five groups, on the contrary, the relationship between the citizen and the state appears to be central
      – at any rate appreciably more central. In group 4, the positive feelings vis-à-vis the state are apparently so
      strong that the gap between these and the reactions to the other two components cannot but suggest frustration;
      in groups 2 and 3, meanwhile, sentiments are somewhat lower key – that is to say that positive sentiments are
      shared by smaller proportions of the population: hence the suggestion that these citizens are mildly uneasy or
      hesitating.
    


    
      How far the six groups of states can be regarded as internally coherent
    


    
      What has been said up to now is valid at the level of averages for each of the six groups. Yet, in Chapters 3 to 8, we found
      out enough differences in the attitudes of respondents in each of these groups to have to ask: do these
      differences not reduce appreciably the validity of the profiles which have been delineated so far?
    


    
      The apparently rather large diversity of responses within the countries of at least three groups of states
    


    
      The detailed examination of the profile of each of the countries in each of the groups clearly shows that these
      differences are indeed globally sizeable. If one considers jointly all six groups of states with respect to
      Question 2 on identity, the average of Questions 101 a to g, on confidence in public authorities, and Question
      502, on satisfaction with life, one finds that there are only seven cases out of 18 in which positive feelings
      about the state among respondents of each country in each group are close to being identical. In no group is the
      level of support identical with respect to all three components; in groups 2, 3 and 5 (interestingly, these being
      the three groups which are composed of two states only), the level of support is identical with respect to two
      components; in group 1, it is identical with respect to one component only; in groups 4 and 6, there is no
      component with respect to which there is identical support (Table 11.1). At first sight at
      least, one seems obliged to conclude that there is much diversity among the countries of the groups in terms of
      feelings for the state.
    


    
      Less diversity in reality
    


    
      As a matter of fact, there are at least three reasons why one should not regard such a conclusion as final. First
      and most importantly, the shape of the three curves which were discussed earlier remains only marginally
      unchanged if one looks at maximums and minimums among the countries of each group. With respect to the feelings
      of identity with the state (Q. 2), there is still an increase from group 1 to groups 4 or 5, depending on whether
      one considers the maximum or the minimum curve, and a decline from group 4 or group 5 to group 6; in the average
      analysis, there was stability between groups 4 and 5 and a very slight decline between groups 5 and 6. The
      structure of that curve is thus basically unchanged. Similarly, there is no major change in the shape of the
      curve relating to confidence in the public authorities which is based on the average of Questions 101 a to g,
      except that the maximum of groups 2 and 3 is somewhat higher than that of group 1, while the minimum is
      appreciably lower. Finally, the curve relating to satisfaction with life (Q. 502) continues to have a U-shaped
      character, the only difference being that the maximum reached by one country of group 4 is at about the level of
      the minimum reached by one country of group 1. There is thus no ground for abandoning the general conclusion made
      earlier in this section with respect to the three curves.
    


    
      Table 11.1 Extent to which there is diversity in responses to Questions 2, 101a to 101g and 502 among
      the six groups of states (amounts of variation in percentage from minimum to maximum)
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      Second, in two of the 11 cases which constitute a problem, the distribution at the country level differs only to
      a limited extent from the average: this is so with respect to confidence in the public authorities (Q. 101 a to
      g) in group 1 and with respect to feelings of identity with the state (Q. 2) in group 6. In both cases, the
      variation on both sides of the average is about 15 per cent only. The proportions obtained at both maximum and
      minimum levels are thus of the same order of magnitude as the average proportion for the group concerned.
    


    
      Third, there are two further cases in which, in one of the countries concerned, the score reached by one country
      is so high that what matters is more the fact that the score for that component is high in general in the group
      concerned than the fact that one country of the group scores inordinately high. The two cases are those concerned
      with feelings of identity with the state (Q. 2) in group 5, where the already high score of Ireland (59 per cent
      – the highest among Western European countries on this question, as was noted in Chapter 7) is dwarfed by a score of 77 per cent in Thailand. Similarly, in group 6, with
      respect to the extent of confidence in the public authorities (Q. 101 a to g), the already high score of
      Malaysia, at 59 per cent, is dwarfed by a score of 84 per cent in Singapore (these questions could not be asked
      in China). In both cases, it does not seem to matter whether the score of either Thailand or Singapore is in the
      low or high 70s, let alone the 80s.
    


    
      This leaves therefore seven cases in which there is truly substantial
      diversity: these concern the question relating to satisfaction with life (Q. 502) with respect to three groups
      (groups 1, 2 and 6), the questions relating to confidence in the public authorities (Q. 101 a to g) with respect
      to group 3 and all three components with respect to group 4. While the first four of these cases suggest that
      there is at least a substantial degree of cohesion with respect to two components, bearing in mind the points
      which have just been made, group 4 seems to pose a more serious problem as that group has markedly less unity.
      This is unquestionably in part because of the idiosyncratic character of respondents from the Philippines, who in
      all three cases score above the average for the group and who score particularly high in terms of feelings of
      identity with the state: this case was indeed discussed already in Chapters 6 and 10. This is also in part because, at
      the other extreme, Korean respondents score very low with respect to confidence in the public authorities (Q. 101
      a to g) (19 per cent while the average is 33 per cent) and with respect to satisfaction with life (Q. 502) (20
      per cent while the average is 36 per cent). Yet, as we noted, the shape of the curve is similar in terms of these
      two countries as it is in terms of the average: Filipino respondents do not score very high with respect to
      confidence in the public authorities (Q. 101 a to g) (45 per cent) or with respect to satisfaction with life (Q.
      502) (38 per cent), especially by comparison with the extremely high score of 93 per cent with respect to
      feelings of identity with the state and nation (Q. 2). Conversely, the very low scores of Korean respondents
      which have just been mentioned contrast with the high score of 61 per cent in that country with respect to
      feelings of identity with the state and nation (Q. 2). The scores of Greece follow the same pattern, as indeed
      those of Portugal and Italy, although Italy has to be singled out as the one country of the group whose
      respondents score relatively high (50 per cent) with respect to satisfaction with life (Q. 502).
    


    
      Thus even without considering other specific country characteristics which, as we saw in the chapters devoted to
      individual groups of states, tend to reduce the extent of diversity which has just been referred to, there is
      somewhat more unity in the groups of states than does appear at first sight. There is also diversity, to be sure:
      it would be surprising if this were not the case; but the fact that the shape of the curve remains the same for
      each component while being different with respect to all three components suggests that the feelings of citizens
      for the state have much in common within each of the groups of states to which these citizens belong.
    


    
      Reactions to the state and attitudes to the government and to basic societal values
    


    
      It is obviously essential to find out about the nature of the feelings which citizens have towards the state to
      which they belong: but it is at least equally important to discover how far these feelings are linked to a
      variety of attitudes which citizens may have about the society in which they live. This study aimed at providing
      an impression of these links, also for the first time, although there is no
      attempt, at this early point of the development of such an inquiry, to determine what the direction of influence
      might be, as it is clear that much more information than was available is needed about the respondents to
      discover what the direction of any influence might be in this respect. Yet it is valuable to have already a
      measure of the extent to which a link exists between respondents’ feelings about the state and respondents’
      attitudes to various aspects of society. Before doing so, it is worth recapitulating what emerged about the
      nature and extent of these links in Chapters 9 and 10 and examining similarities and differences between the findings in
      these two chapters. It is then at least permissible to speculate about the type of information which would be
      required to proceed further towards a measurement of the direction of the influence between feelings about the
      state and attitudes towards various aspects of society.
    


    
      The link between feelings towards the state and attitudes to what the society is and what it should be
    


    
      Perhaps the single most important finding of Chapters 9 and
      10 is that the groups of states which are analysed here divide
      into two in terms of the extent to which respondents’ feelings about the state connect with these respondents’
      attitudes both to governmental policy performance and to basic societal values. The groups of states in which the
      feelings which respondents have towards the state are closer to both these sets of attitudes are groups 6, 5 and
      1, in that order; the groups of states in which this is markedly less so are groups 2, 3 and 4. This finding is
      interesting as the analysis of the characteristics of groups, both in Chapters 3 to 8 and again in the summary which was
      presented earlier in this chapter, had not suggested that the first three of these groups were in any way more
      satisfactory, from the point of view of the feelings of the citizens towards the state, than the other three
      groups of states. As a matter of fact, we just found that the extent to which there were differences or a lack of
      cohesion was greater in group 6 than in groups 2 and 3, even if we also found that there were even more
      substantial differences within group 4.
    


    
      What has been found in the previous section, as well as indeed in Chapter 8, however, was that group 6 was the one in which the optimism of respondents was the highest
      of the six groups, in particular in Malaysia and Singapore – the case of China being somewhat uncertain since
      levels of confidence in public authorities could not be known. This optimism found its way with respect to all
      three components: thus, if one adds the averages of the proportions of respondents who are positive about the
      country to which they belong, the score of group 6 is much higher, at 67 per cent, than any of the other groups.
      The group which comes second on this ranking is, as might have been expected, group 5, at 56 per cent, all the
      other groups scoring between 40 and 45 per cent.
    


    
      This last finding indicates that group 1, which, as a matter of fact, scores 43 per cent on this ranking, is
      ostensibly to be placed alongside groups 2, 3 and 4 in terms of the extent of optimism of the respondents. Thus
      the analyses of Chapters 9 and 10 reveal an element of the picture which had at least remained prima facie
      hidden while each group was studied in succession. The analysis of each group in succession had shown that
      respondents of groups 6 and 5, in that order, were optimistic, but not that respondents of group 1 were. It had
      not shown – because it could not do so – that, even if the respondents from the countries of group 1 were not
      conventionally optimistic, they did nonetheless resemble the respondents of these two groups in that, in group 1,
      as in groups 6 and 5, if perhaps to a slightly lesser extent, feelings towards the state are fairly closely
      linked to attitudes both towards governmental policy performance and towards basic societal values, while this is
      not the case to anything like the same extent among respondents of groups 2, 3 and 4.
    


    
      This finding thus raises the question why group 1 should, in this important respect, be in the same category as
      groups 6 and 5 and not in the same category as groups 2, 3 and 4. It is right that one should claim this
      distinction to be important, as the fact that there is a linkage between feelings towards the state and attitudes
      both towards governmental policy performance and towards basic societal values would unquestionably indicate that
      the state has profound roots in the respondents’ minds: since there is a link, not a random relationship, the
      state must be, consciously or not, deeply part of the life of the citizens.
    


    
      The problem is that, in at least a large number of the states which belong to groups 2, 3 and 4, such profound
      roots also exist: this is the case, not just for Britain and Japan, but at least for Portugal and Korea, as well
      as, indeed, for such states as the Philippines and Greece, even if one is to have some doubts about Taiwan,
      Indonesia and, in a different way, for Italy. This being so, the distinction between group 1, on the one hand,
      and groups 2, 3 and 4, on the other, cannot just be based on the notion that states in group 1 are profoundly
      anchored in the minds of citizens while this is normally at least not so among the states belonging to groups 2,
      3 and 4. There must therefore be a further factor dividing group 1 from groups 2, 3 and 4 and this dividing
      factor must have to do, not with whether the state’s impact runs deep or not, but whether citizens are contented
      with the situation.
    


    
      Indeed, what seems to be the case is that most respondents of group 1 are, as was said in the title of Chapter 3, happy, even if they are not nationalistically inclined. This
      point comes back to the similarity which might be found between group 1, on the one hand, and groups 6 and 5, on
      the other. It was said that the majority of respondents in these last two groups were optimistic; what is said
      about the majority of respondents of group 1 is that they are happy. Such a conclusion suggests in turn that
      there are probably two ways of being happy or optimistic: one is the type which characterises group 6 and,
      seemingly group 5 as well, namely that the state, in a sense, fashions the optimism of citizens: citizens find in
      the state what they wish to find. The real contrast between group 1 and groups 2, 3 and 4 emerges in this
      context: it is not that the respondents of these groups do not feel that the state does not fashion their lives,
      but that it does so inadequately, in a haphazard manner and in some cases truly badly. In the case of group 1, as
      was said several times in the course of this volume, there is happiness and perhaps a certain kind of optimism,
      but one which comes from the lives of the citizens themselves. As was pointed
      out in Chapter 3, the state is judged in an instrumental manner:
      it is basically approved of, but on the understanding that what is most important for citizens is what they
      themselves do.
    


    
      It is thus right to suggest that the analyses of Chapters 9 and
      10 brought to light an aspect of the characteristics of the groups
      of states which had remained hidden until the question of the possible link between feelings about the state and
      attitudes towards both governmental policy performance and basic societal values was being considered. A link
      between these feelings and these attitudes does exist, but it seems reduced when the citizens are somewhat bitter
      or at least rather hazy towards the state. Nonetheless, even with respect to group 6, 5 and 1, the link between
      feelings towards the state and attitudes towards governmental policy performance and towards basic societal
      values could be much closer. The key question is therefore why that link is what it is: such a question cannot be
      answered on the basis of the information at our disposal and one can only speculate as to what might account for
      the absence of a stronger link, a point to which we are now turning.
    


    
      Factors which appear to strengthen or loosen the link between feelings towards the state and attitudes towards
      governmental policy performance and towards basic societal values
    


    
      One factor which seems to play a major part in the existence of a link between feelings towards the state and
      attitudes towards the broader society is, as we just found, a degree of happiness or optimism, whether in oneself
      as an individual or through the state. Yet this is manifestly not sufficient; there has to be more, but the
      difficulty stems from the fact that how much more there can be is in no way clear. Early in Chapters 9 and 10, it was
      pointed out that there are inevitably serious problems about determining the strength of the feelings and
      attitudes, as well as even the knowledge which citizens must have for these feelings and these attitudes to be
      related to each other. Yet, over and above these points, there remains the possibility that feelings about the
      state and a variety of attitudes about society and even about governmental policy performance might not be, even
      in the best of circumstances, very closely linked.
    


    
      Let us examine first what would appear to be the information required to be able to pass a reasoned judgement as
      to the conditions under which the links between feelings about the state and attitudes of various kinds about
      society would be maximised. Obviously, one must have information about what has been examined in the course of
      Chapters 9 and 10
      and in this part of the concluding chapter. What is further required has to do with aspects of the personality of
      respondents which go beyond what is typically available in a mass survey. It is as if one was attempting to join
      a number of columns which are normally distinct, as well as distant from each other. In the present case, there
      are two or three such columns, one being the state and nation, while the second and the third relate to what the
      government does or has done and to what are the basic societal values about which the respondents are asked to
      present their views. As this is in the nature of a speculation, one can allow
      the imagination to state what the requirements are in order to connect these columns.
    


    
      The first point – one which has been alluded to on more than one occasion in relation to this problem – is, so to
      speak, knowledge about knowledge or information about the knowledge which respondents must have if what they
      reply is to be more than a kind of automatic reflex. The problem raises difficulties at two levels. One relates
      to what can be regarded as satisfactory knowledge on the part of the respondents, since it is obvious that no-one
      can ever be said to have full knowledge on any of these matters; the second level of difficulty relates to the
      way information about the knowledge of respondents is transmitted. Obviously, surveys can never provide more than
      very limited information about the knowledge of respondents, by means, for instance, of concrete questions
      concerned with political, social or economic life. When it comes to an object as complex as the state, it is
      clearly unrealistic to believe that one can obtain enough information to be able, for instance, to rank
      respondents in terms of the precise knowledge which they have on the question. At this point already, it is
      difficult to imagine that one shall obtain a satisfactory picture of the knowledge which different respondents
      have of the matters which they are asked to examine.
    


    
      The second point concerns the connection between various elements which form part of the subject under
      consideration: this is particularly true with respect to basic societal values, which include questions which are
      related to each other, but only to an extent. This matter is partly dealt with indirectly by means of considering
      the extent to which respondents appear to have an ideology, but elements of the problem are ‘below’ the level of
      ideology, in that they raise questions of consistency among a variety of statements. Yet the extent to which
      individuals have an ideology can only be assessed in a highly empirical manner, namely by finding out ex post
      facto whether respondents have adopted positions on a number of issues which do or do not fit within what would
      be regarded as an acceptable framework of Right or Left: whether this is tantamount to measuring the extent to
      which someone is strongly ideological or not is at least questionable.
    


    
      The third type of difficulty is the most serious, however: it concerns the matter of finding out the extent to
      which respondents are involved in the judgements which they pass about the matters which they are asked to
      discuss. It is well known that attitudes are fleetingly adopted in many, perhaps in most cases; there is
      manifestly a chasm between a standpoint which is held in the most serious manner and a standpoint which is
      believed, but for which the respondent has very little concern. This is true for all three columns which were
      referred to earlier, the character of the feelings vis-à-vis the state, the views about governmental policy
      performance and the standpoints abut the statements which describe basic societal values. It is manifestly highly
      unrealistic to expect to obtain more than skeleton information about the strength or weight of these matters in
      the eyes of respondents, not perhaps or not only because this kind of question is difficult to ask, but because
      it is probably unreasonable to expect to be given answers which are truly measurable, as, ultimately, it is not
      even certain that the respondents themselves are able to give to such questions the type of
      reply which these questions deserve.
    


    
      It is thus highly unlikely that progress will take place rapidly with respect to the information about the way in
      which respondents relate to the matters which are represented in what we referred to as the three columns to be
      connected to each other. Yet an even more serious question needs to be addressed: can it be expected that there
      will be, in the best of circumstances, a truly close link among the three columns? It is not absurd to suggest
      that the question of the feelings which citizens have for the state, the views they have about governmental
      performance and the sentiments about basic societal values are on different planes: feelings about the state may
      have to do with the history of the country and with engrained habits of relationships; attitudes about government
      policy performance concern the present or the very immediate past, even if one admits that the government is what
      it is because the state has certain characteristics; attitudes about basic societal values are expressions of
      ideals, of hopes perhaps, but not necessarily of reality: it may be that one feels that the state should embody
      these values, but that, the state being what it is, it seems improbable that it will do so, at any rate fully.
    


    
      Such an approach to the nature of the three columns makes it rather unlikely that there will ever be more than a
      partial link between the three elements of the analysis. What would of course be the ultimate aim of an analysis
      of the relationship between the three columns would indeed be the ability to discover what, in the best of
      circumstances – that is to say, good knowledge, sense of ideology, deeply felt sentiments about the three
      elements – would be the point beyond which one cannot expect the link to exist.
    


    
      As a matter of fact, however, it is also unlikely that there should be only one such point. We must return here
      to the difference between what was observed in group 6, where the link was found to be strongest, and group 1,
      where it was found to be somewhat weaker, but not really weak. The conclusion to which one seemed constrained to
      arrive was that there were two types of possible arrangements – one which links the state firmly with the society
      at large and where the state is in charge of development and one where the ties between state and citizens are
      looser, not negative, but looser. The links among the three columns will be structurally, so to speak, much
      closer in the first case than in the second. Yet the problem at this stage is that one cannot measure that
      closeness any more than the difference that can result from having a truly developmental state or an entirely
      laissez-faire state. Thus the fact that we found the linkage between the columns to be closest in group 6,
      somewhat less close in group 5 and yet again less close in group 1 does probably correspond to some kind of
      reality – although it would be most valuable to be able to go beyond speculation and to base judgements such as
      the one which has just been made on empirical evidence and preferably on quantitative empirical evidence.
    


    
      *   *   *
    


    
      Do citizens feel at home in the state to which they belong? Do they have warm feelings
      vis-à-vis the country? Are they happy or at least satisfied with what the society offers them? These questions
      are part of the relationship between citizens and the state and, although they are much less frequently asked,
      they are as important as some of those which are more frequently raised about the state, for instance whether it
      is strong, whether it is obeyed, whether it is legitimate: these are indeed matters which depend markedly on what
      citizens already feel deep down about the state to which they belong. It may be that relatively little attention
      has been paid to the more fundamental bases of the feelings of citizens towards the state because it was
      difficult to find out and possibly even to conceive what that relationship was composed of, as these questions
      were both too vast and too vague to be regarded as amenable to systematic analysis.
    


    
      Yet the problem must be and indeed can be analysed. A closer examination shows that its components can be
      disaggregated and assessed separately and then brought back together. Once this is done, one discovers a large
      number of matters which had been scarcely even encountered before; one also discovers similarities and
      differences among types of states which, in turn, lead to further inquiries, for instance about the way in which
      citizens judge various aspects of their relationship with society. In an age in which democracy is regarded as
      the sole model of government which is both morally justifiable and practically acceptable, the examination of
      what citizens feel about the state must surely be one of the key preoccupations. It is to be hoped that this
      volume will be a catalyst for the understanding of these feelings and of the consequences that these feelings may
      have for the efficiency and effectiveness of the state.
    

  


  
    
      Appendix
    


    
      Quantitative approach to grouping countries
    


    
      Takashi Inoguchi and Zen-U Lucian Hotta
    


    
      From the analysis of the data presented earlier in Chapter 2, it
      became clear that certain countries share similar behaviour patterns with regards to the three factors of
      confidence in government, national identity/pride and life satisfaction.
    


    
      First, the three factors were quantified using PCA (principal component analysis). It is important to note at the
      outset that the data matrix which is factor analysed has 13 variables and over 18,000 cases – not 13 values and
      18 country cases. The questions selected for PCA were the following: Question 2, Question 3, Question 13,
      Question 101 a to g, Question 203, Question 411 and Question 502. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
      Adequacy for the PCA was a comfortable 0.893, and Bartlett’s Test of Spericity was successful with the testing
      significance of p < 0.001. After examining the trail scree plot, three factors – confidence in
      government, national identity/pride and life satisfaction – were extracted; the three factors all possessed
      eigenvalues over 1.000. According to the rotated component matrix, confidence in government corresponded largely
      with Question 101 a to g and somewhat with Question 411; national identity/pride mainly corresponded with
      Question 2, Question 3 and Question 13; life satisfaction was represented by Question 203, Question 411 and
      Question 502.
    


    
      After extraction, the Bartlett factor scores of the three factors were aggregated by country and later
      parametrised for analytical facility. Table 2.3 is a table
      of average factor scores by country. Factor scores for China are missing due to the infrastructural difficulty in
      the country to ask some of the questions necessary for the PCA (see Table 2.3).
    


    
      On inspection, Singapore and Malaysia should be grouped into one, while Japan and Indonesia should also be put
      into one group. The United Kingdom, France, Sweden and Germany seemed to exhibit a unique pattern of their own as
      well. China, Ireland and Thailand often behaved liked Singapore and Malaysia in a lesser degree, with China being
      the closest to Singapore and Malaysia in national characteristics according to the questions used for PCA for
      which China’s responses were available. As such, by using PCA and matching with visually inspected traits, the 18
      countries could be categorised into six groups:
    


    
      
        Group 1   Spain, France, Sweden, Germany
      


      
        Group 2   The United Kingdom, Taiwan
      


      
        Group 3   Japan Indonesia
      


      
        Group 4   Italy, Portugal, South Korea, Greece, the Philippines
      


      
        Group 5   Ireland, Thailand
      


      
        Group 6   Singapore, Malaysia, China.
      

    


    
      To check that the above grouping is statistically justifiable and optimal, DA (discriminant analysis) was
      conducted using the factor scores of the three factors of national identity/pride, confidence in government and
      life satisfaction and the above six groups, excluding China. Wilks’ Lambda, the F value and significance
      values of the three factors for the test of equality of the group means were all adequate to run the DA, and
      there was also no problem with the multivariate normality of the data. Subsequently, Box’s test of equality of
      covariance matrices showed that the above grouping was adequate with significance of p = 0.027 (Box’s M =
      28.832, F = 2.413, df1 = 6, df2 = 289.487).
    


    
      Finally, canonical discriminant functions and discriminant function coefficients were calculated and the 17
      countries were mapped according to the first two discriminant functions and group categories. Figure A. 1 provides a picture of the position of the countries in a two-dimensional space. Though
      China is not mapped, its appropriate location would be somewhere near the border of group 5 and 6, specifically
      between Malaysia and Ireland (see Figure A.1).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure A.1 Positions of those countries examined in two-dimensional space.
    

  


  
    
      Notes
    


    
      1  Introduction
    


    
      1  The characteristics of that survey, which covers
      18 countries, nine from Western Europe and nine from East and Southeast Asia are described in the Appendix. See
      also Appendix II of the volume on Political Cultures.
    


    
      2  See the bibliography at the end of this volume for
      a sample of the naturally huge list of works on the state.
    


    
      3  Political science volumes published in the 1960s
      and concerned with the problem of legitimacy and authority are little if at all concerned with the problem in
      relation to the state. Thus Easton’s Systems Analysis of Political Life (1965) does not mention the state
      at all in the index, perhaps understandably, given the attacks which the author made against the concept in
      The Political System, published in 1953. Huntington’s Political Order in Changing Societies (1968)
      does not mention the state in the index either.
    


    
      4  On the analysis of the nation-state, see Giddens
      (1985), Held (1995), Guehenno (1995), Ohmae (1995).
    


    
      5  On populism, see Riker (1988), Frank (2000),
      Dornbusch & Edwards (1992).
    


    
      6  Such a battery of questions was introduced for the
      first time in The American Voter,by A. Campbell et al., which was published in 1960.
    


    
      7  Klingemann and Fuchs, eds (1995); Klingemann and
      Dalton, eds (2007).
    


    
      8  Dalton (2004).
    


    
      9  Inglehart (1997), Van Deth (1999), Borre and
      Scarborough, eds (1998), Lane (2005), Anderson (2005).
    


    
      10  The classic presentation of the distinction
      between ‘community’ and ‘association’ was made by Toennies in a book with this title (1885).
    


    
      11  The literature on identity is vast, although
      little has been done so far to render it truly precise, let alone measurable.
    


    
      12  The analysis of trust is not normally closely
      associated with the analysis of identity, as the concept is viewed as being automatically related to the
      relationship of individuals to the state, to other organisations and indeed to each other. See in particular F.
      Fukuyama (1995) Trust.
    


    
      13  Satisfaction with the authorities and with the
      regime in general is even less closely related to identity than trust: there is therefore only a limited
      literature which is relevant to the analysis which is conducted here.
    


    
      14  McMahon (2006).
    


    
      2  Operationalising identity, confidence and satisfaction with life
    


    
      1  In some cases, there appears to be also or
      instead a distinction between what might be regarded as ‘state’ authorities (government, political leaders, civil
      services) and the other authorities, a point which will be discussed in the
      relevant chapters devoted to the country groups.
    


    
      6  The countries of the ‘frustrated patriots’: Korea, the Philippines, Italy, Portugal and Greece
    


    
      1  The examination of the relationship between the
      reactions of respondents to Questions 2, 502 and 101c (views about the government) shows that there is
      practically no difference in attitudes to life satisfaction or to confidence in the government among those who
      feel that the nation is very important to them and among those who do not. In the Philippines, for instance,
      among those who feel that the nation is very important to them, 41 per cent are satisfied or very satisfied with
      life: the proportion of those who feel that way among all Filipino respondents is 40 per cent. The largest
      difference is in Italy: it is 3 per cent (53 v. 50 per cent).
    


    
      7  The countries of the citizens ‘happy with development’:Thailand and Ireland
    


    
      1  Overall, in the 18 countries, those who have a
      great deal of confidence in the government constitute 74 per cent of those who feel that the nation is very
      important to them, while they constitute only 51 per cent of those who have not much confidence in the
      authorities. In group 5, on the other hand, the variation between the two extremes is only between 75 and 66 per
      cent.
    


    
      8  The countries of the ‘optimists’: Malaysia, Singapore and China
    


    
      1  The precise formulation of Question 202e is:
      ‘Some people feel that their life is going well. Others are worried about the way it is going. In your own case,
      how worried are you about your country?’ (Respondents could choose between three answers and a don’t know). This
      question is the only one which provides at least an opportunity to test how concerned Chinese respondents feel
      about the way their nation is organised. The extent to which this question constitutes a valid substitute for the
      seven questions about authorities (Q. 101 a to g) which are used in the 17 other countries is discussed in
      relation to the factor analyses conducted later in this chapter and in the following note.
    


    
      2  The first of the two factor analyses is based
      on the same questions as in the previous chapters and relates exclusively to Singapore and Malaysia. For the
      second factor analysis, the difficulty arises from the fact no question was asked which could genuinely
      substitute for those questions which are concerned with the authorities (Q. 101 a to g): Question 202e is the
      only one which would seem to relate at least to an extent to similar attitudes. Factor analyses provide a very
      mixed response on the extent that it does indeed constitute such a substitute, however. As can be seen from
      Table 8.2, in Singapore, but only in Singapore and
      interestingly not in China, Question 202e constitutes on its own a third factor, distinct from the factor
      corresponding to identity and the factor corresponding to satisfaction: in China and Malaysia, on the other hand,
      there are two factors only and Q. 202e loads to an extent, but only to an extent, on the same factor as life
      satisfaction. This is also the case with another factor analysis in which, at the level of the whole study,
      Questions 101 a to g and Question 202e are related to each other: two factors emerge and Question 202e
      constitutes, alone, the second factor. It seems therefore clear that the reactions of Chinese respondents towards
      the authorities are at most barely touched upon by means of the answers to Question 202e. Yet, as that question
      is the only one which bears any relationship at all with the problem of the authorities and of the political
      system, it has nonetheless to be used to provide an indication of what Chinese respondents may be feeling about
      the authorities and, specifically, whether they hold an optimistic view about these authorities. There is a
      further problem, moreover: only 40 per cent of the Chinese respondents stated
      that they had no worry about their country and such a figure might seem somewhat low to claim that Chinese
      respondents are optimistic about the political system. This figure is appreciably higher than the average for the
      survey (31 per cent), however. Furthermore, the proportion of positive answers to that question is also
      substantially lower (by 18 per cent) than the proportion of positive answers given on average to the authorities
      in the 17 countries in which the question was asked. It seems therefore at least permissible to suggest that the
      fact that the proportion of positive answers to Question 202e in China is only 40 per cent does not render
      unjustifiable the conclusion that confidence in the authorities might also be appreciably higher than 40 per
      cent. It should be noted that this is interestingly so in both Singapore and Malaysia: only 35 per cent of the
      Malaysian respondents answered positively to Question 202e, while the proportion of Malaysian respondents who
      declared that they had confidence in the authorities is 73 per cent; even if the proportion of Singaporean
      respondents who showed no worry is much higher (63 per cent), it is nonetheless appreciably lower than the
      proportion of these respondents who express confidence in the authorities by means of answers to Questions 101 a
      to g (74 per cent).
    


    
      9  Citizens’ views on policy performance in the six country groups
    


    
      1  The proportions of respondents in the whole
      sample who answered ‘very proud’ or ‘somewhat proud’ to Questions 14 c and d and ‘very well’ or ‘fairly well’ to
      Questions 206 a, d, e, f and j varied from 54 per cent in terms of pride about achievements in the economy and 30
      per cent in terms of the government’s policy on levels of crime.
    


    
      10  Citizens’ views on ‘basic societal values’ in the six country groups
    


    
      1  No question relating as such to hard work,
      education or moral persuasion was introduced, as these seemed somewhat vague in a questionnaire which was already
      relatively long. To prevent automatic response sets, these questions were not all placed at the same point in the
      questionnaire. Moreover, they were presented also in such a way that the supporters of Asian values would not
      give a positive reply in all cases as this might also lead to a response set. The communitarian character of
      these seven basic societal values is discussed in some detail in Political Cultures, Chapter 2.
    


    
      2  See Political Cultures, Chapter 3, pp. 41–63.
    


    
      3  The hesitation characterising in particular
      Japanese respondents was discussed in Chapter 5. It should be
      noted, however, that this hesitation takes place more in terms of indeterminate answers than in terms of no reply
      or don’t know answers. This is why the proportion of hesitating answers from group 3 was small on most questions
      with respect to governmental policy performance (and why it was not referred to in Chapter 9). The only two questions in which that proportion is above 6 per cent in that case
      (and in effect more than 2 per cent above the average for the whole survey) are Question 206f, about the quality
      of the public services, where it is 13 per cent (the average for the whole sample being 8 per cent) and Question
      206g about environmental policy where it is as high as 31 per cent (the average for the whole sample being 8 per
      cent).
    


    
      4  The peculiar character of these cases, and
      especially of the case relating to the freedom of expression, is analysed in Political Cultures, Chapter 3, pp. 48–50.
    


    
      5  An aggregate calculation of the degree of
      cohesion among socio-economic issues, on the one hand, and human rights and communitarian issues, on the other,
      shows that there is a marked difference in all three groups of states. The cohesion score (based on the
      allocation of 4, 3, 2 and 1 points to answers in which the cohesion level is high, medium, low or very low) on
      all four socio-economic issues is, respectively, out of a maximum possible of 4 points, 3.75 for group 2, 3.25
      for group 3 and 2.75 for group 4; for the other nine questions, the respective figures are 2.4, 2.1 and 2.
    

  


  
    
      Bibliography
    


    
      G.D. Almond and S. Verba (1963) The Civic Culture, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      G.D. Almond and S. Verba, eds (1990) The Civic Culture Revisited, Boston, MA: Little, Brown.
    


    
      C. Anderson (2005) Losers’ Consent: Elections and Democracy, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    


    
      A. Campbell, P.E. Converse, W.E. Miller and D.E. Stokes (1960) The American Voter, New York: Wiley.
    


    
      J. Blondel and T. Inoguchi (2006) Political Culture in Asia and Europe, New York: Routledge.
    


    
      O. Borre and E. Scarborough, eds (1995) The Impact of Values, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    


    
      O. Borre and E. Scarborough, eds (1998) The Scope of Government, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    


    
      J.A. Camilleri, A.P. Jarvis and A.J. Paolini, eds (1995) The State in Transition, Boulder, CO: Lynne
      Rienner.
    


    
      R. Dalton (2004) Democratic Challenges, Democratic Choices, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    


    
      R. Dalton and H.D. Klingemann (2007) The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior, Oxford: Oxford University
      Press.
    


    
      R. Dornbusch and S. Edwards (1992) The Macroeconomics of Populism in Latin America, Chicago: University of
      Chicago Press.
    


    
      D. Easton (1965) A Systems Analysis of Political Life, New York: Wiley.
    


    
      P. Evans, D. Rueschemeyer and T. Skocpol (1985) Bringing the State Back In, Cambridge: Cambridge
      University Press.
    


    
      T. Frank (2000) One Market under God: Extreme Capitalism, Market Populism, and the End of Economic
      Democracy, New York: Doubleday.
    


    
      F. Fukuyama (1995) Trust, London: Hamish Hamilton.
    


    
      F. Fukuyama (2004) State-building, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
    


    
      A. Gamble and T. Wright (2004) Restating the State, Oxford: Blackwell.
    


    
      E. Gellner (1995) Nationalism, New York: New York University Press.
    


    
      A. Giddens (1985) The Nation-State and Violence, Cambridge: Polity Press.
    


    
      G. Gill (2003) The Nature and Development of the Modern State, Basingstoke: Palgrave.
    


    
      J.M. Guehenno (1995) The End of the Nation-State, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
    


    
      J.A. Hall ed., (1994) The State: Critical Concepts, (3 vol.) London: Routledge.
    


    
      T. Hammar (1990) Democracy and the State, Aldershot, Hants: Avebury.
    


    
      L. Harrison and S.P. Huntington, eds (2000) Culture Matters, New York: Basic Books.
    


    
      D. Held, ed. (1983) States and Society, New York: New York University Press.
    


    
      D. Held (1995) Democracy and the Global Order, Cambridge: Polity Press.
    


    
      G. Hofstede (1980) Culture’s Consequences, London: Sage.
    


    
      G. Hofstede (1997) Cultures and Organisations, New York: McGraw Hill.
    


    
      S.P. Huntington (1968) Political Order in Changing Societies, New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
    


    
      S.P. Huntington (1996) The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World Order, New York: Simon and
      Schuster.
    


    
      R. Inglehart (1990) Culture Shift in Industrial Society, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      R. Inglehart (1997) Modernization and Postmodernization, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      R. Inglehart and W.E. Baker (2000) ‘Modernisation, cultural change, and the persistence of traditional values’,
      American Sociological Review 65, 19–51.
    


    
      E. Kamenka, ed. (1973) Nationalism: the Nature and Evolution of an Idea, London:Edward Arnold.
    


    
      E. Kedourie (1960/1993) Nationalism, Oxford: Blackwell.
    


    
      H. Klingemann and D. Fuchs, eds (1995) Citizens and the State, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    


    
      D.V. Kurtz (1981) ‘The Legitimation of early inchoate states’ in H.J.M. Clackson and P. Skalvik, eds, The
      Study of the State, The Hague: Mouton, pp. 177–200.
    


    
      R. Lane (2005) The Loss of Happiness in Market Democracies, NewYork: Wiley.
    


    
      D. McMahon (2006) In Persuit of Happiness, London: Penguin Books.
    


    
      J.S. Nye, Jr, P.D. Zelikow and D.C. King, eds (1997) Why People do not Trust Government, Cambridge, MA:
      Harvard University Press.
    


    
      K. Ohmae (1995) The End of the Nation State: The Rise of Regional Economies, New York: HarperCollins.
    


    
      R.D. Putnam (1993) Making Democracy Work, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      L.W. Pye (1985) Asian Power and Politics, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
    


    
      W.H. Riker (1988) Liberalism against Populism, Prospect Heights, Illinois: Waveland Press.
    


    
      S. Rokkan (1970) Citizens, Elections, Parties, Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
    


    
      N. Shefter (1993) Political Parties and the State, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      C. Tilly, ed. (1975) The Formation of National States in Western Europe, Princeton, NJ: Princeton
      University Press.
    


    
      F. Toennis (1885; London ed. 1955) Community and Association, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
    


    
      J. Van Deth (1999) Social Capital and European Democracy, London: Routledge.
    


    
      M. Weber (1947) Essays in Sociology, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
    

  


  
    
      Index
    


    
      active confidence 19
    


    
      administrative authorities, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 89–90; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 46; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 104–6; Japan 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20; see civil service
    


    
      alienation 68
    


    
      Almond, Gabriel 7, 82
    


    
      analysis methods 7–8, 20–2
    


    
      Anderson, C. 174n9
    


    
      ASEAN 98
    


    
      Asia see East Asia; Southwest Asia
    


    
      Asian values 11, 15, 176n1; see also pro-Asian values
    


    
      attitudes: components of 8–10; general and specific
      10–11; operationalising components of 20–7
    


    
      Bartlett factor scores 171
    


    
      Borre, O. 174n9
    


    
      Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices 172
    


    
      break-up of states 16–17
    


    
      Britain: confidence in authorities 58–61; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 55–8; overview 52–5; satisfaction with life 61–4; societal
      values 154–7, 164–5; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      business see pro-business values
    


    
      Campbell, A. 174n6
    


    
      canonical discriminant functions 172
    


    
      China: confidence in authorities 118–20; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 115–17; overview 110–15; satisfaction with life 121–4;
      societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 134–5; support for
      pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Civic Culture (Almond/Verba) 7, 82
    


    
      civil service, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90;
      ‘happy non-nationalists’ 45–7; ‘happy with development’
      citizens 104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      cohesion 176n5; policy performance 135–6
    


    
      colonialism 66
    


    
      Communist Party, China 112
    


    
      communitarian values 143–57
    


    
      confidence in authorities: analysis of 20–2; common
      characteristics of 15–17; country differences 26; country groupings 29, 35–6; ‘frustrated patriots’ countries
      87–90; ‘happy non-nationalist’ 45–7; ‘happy with development’ citizens 103–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens 71–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61;
      ‘optimists’ 118–20; overall/regional/country differences
      22–7; overview 8–10; questions relating to 21; specific
      characteristics 18–19
    


    
      country differences, state support 24–7
    


    
      country groupings: assessment of policy performance 128–33; diverse forms of state relationships 159–62; internal coherence of 162–4;
      quantitative approach to 171–3; societal values 145–51; variations in attitudes to policy performance 133–40
    


    
      courts, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 45–7; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens
      72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      crime, as policy issue 129–40
    


    
      cultural characteristics 40; ‘frustrated patriots’
      80–3; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 40–2; ‘happy with development’ citizens 97–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 65–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 52–3;
      ‘optimists’ 111–13
    


    
      DA (discriminant analysis) 172
    


    
      Dalton, R. 174n7
    


    
      democracy, political culture of 7
    


    
      diasporas 86
    


    
      ‘difficult to satisfy’ citizens: overview 32; see also
      ‘hesitating’ citizens
    


    
      discriminant function coefficients 172
    


    
      diversity, state relations 159–70
    


    
      Dornbusch, R. 174–5
    


    
      East Asia: country differences in support for state 22–7;
      cultural characteristics 40; operationalising components
      of state attitudes 20–7; societal values 141–4, 155–7
    


    
      Easton, D. 174n3
    


    
      economy, as policy issue 129–40
    


    
      Edwards, S. 174n5
    


    
      electoral behaviour studies 4
    


    
      environment, as policy issue 129–40
    


    
      Europe: cultural characteristics 40; nationalism 2–3; see also Western Europe
    


    
      European Union 43, 81, 82, 98
    


    
      Evans, P. 2
    


    
      ‘exacerbated nationalism’ 2–3
    


    
      factor analyses 175–6n2
    


    
      family obligations 143–57
    


    
      family worries 37; ‘frustrated patriots’ 92–5; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 48–51; ‘happy with development’ citizens 107–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 76–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 63–4;
      ‘optimists’ 121–4
    


    
      Formation of National States in Western Europe (Tilly) 2–3
    


    
      France: confidence in authorities 45–7; internal coherence
      162–4; national identity 42–5; overview 39–42; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 47–51; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 159–70; support for policy
      performance 131–2, 137; support for pro-Asian values/pro–business values 149–51
    


    
      Frank, T. 174n5
    


    
      ‘frustrated patriots’: assessment of policy performance 128–33; common characteristics 93–5; overview
      32–3; see also Greece; Italy; Korea; Philippines;
      Portugal
    


    
      Fuchs, D. 174n7
    


    
      Fukuyama, F. 2, 174n12
    


    
      Gellner, E. 4, 10
    


    
      general attitudes, relationship with specific attitudes 10–11
    


    
      general support, limits of 16–17
    


    
      Germany: confidence in authorities 45–7; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 42–5; overview 39–42; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 47–51; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      131–2, 137; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Giddens, A. 174n4
    


    
      globalisation 18
    


    
      government: attitudes to 164–5; see also policy
      performance
    


    
      Greece: confidence in authorities 87–90; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 83–6; overview 79–83; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 90–5; societal values 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      group identity 17
    


    
      Guehenno, J.M. 174n4
    


    
      ‘happy non-nationalists’: assessment of policy performance 128–33; common characteristics 50–1; overview
      31–2; see also France; Germany; Spain; Sweden
    


    
      ‘happy with development’ citizens: assessment of policy performance 128–33; common characteristics 109; overview
      33; see also Ireland; Thailand
    


    
      health worries 37; ‘frustrated
      patriots’ 92–5; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 48–51; ‘happy with development’ citizens 107–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 76–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 63–4;
      ‘optimists’ 121–4
    


    
      Held, D. 174n4
    


    
      hesitating citizens: assessment of policy performance 128–33; common characteristics 77–8; overview
      32; see also Indonesia; Japan
    


    
      hesitation 176n3
    


    
      historical background: ‘frustrated patriots’ 80–3; ‘happy
      non-nationalists’ 40–2; ‘happy with development’ citizens
      97–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 65–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 52–3; ‘optimists’ 111–13
    


    
      human rights values 143–57
    


    
      Huntington, S.P. 174n3
    


    
      identity: analysis of 20–2; common characteristics
      15–17; changes over time 42–4, 56–7;
      country groupings 28–9; ‘frustrated patriots’ 83–6; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 42–5; ‘happy with development’ citizens 100–2; ‘hesitating’ citizens 69–71; importance of 24–5, 34–5; interregional typology 34–5; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 55–8;
      ‘optimists’ 115–17; overall/regional/country differences
      22–7; overview 8–10; specific characteristics 17–18
    


    
      Indonesia: confidence in authorities 71–4; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 69–71; overview 65–9; reactions to state 164–5; satisfaction
      with life 74–8; societal values 146–7, 154–7; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Inglehart, R. 174n9
    


    
      internal coherence, country groups 162–4
    


    
      interregional typology of attitudes: basis for 27; country
      groupings 27–34; group attitudes 34–8
    


    
      Ireland: confidence in authorities 103–6; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 100–2; overview 96–100; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 106–9; societal values 152–4; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 131, 135–6; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      issue-specific support, government policies 129–30
    


    
      Italy: confidence in authorities 87–90; internal coherence
      162–4; national identity 83–6; overview 79–83; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 90–5; societal values 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Japan: confidence in authorities 71–4; hesitation 176n3; internal coherence 162–4; national identity 69–71; overview
      65–9; reactions to state 164–5; satisfaction with life 74–8; societal values 146–7, 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Java 66–7, 68, 71, 78
    


    
      judgements, involvement with 168–9
    


    
      Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 171
    


    
      Kedourie, Elie 4
    


    
      Klingemann, H.D. 174n7
    


    
      knowledge of respondents 168
    


    
      Korea: confidence in authorities 87–90; internal coherence
      162–4; national identity 83–6; overview 79–83; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 90–5; societal values 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Kurtz, D.V. 2
    


    
      Lane, R. 174n9
    


    
      law, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90; ‘happy
      non-nationalists’ 46–7; ‘happy with development’ citizens
      104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      Malaysia: confidence in authorities 118–20; internal coherence 162–4; national
      identity 115–18, 119–20; overview 110–15; reactions to
      state 164–5; satisfaction with life 121–4; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship
      159–62; state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance 134–5; support for pro-Asian
      values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Michigan, electoral behaviour studies 4
    


    
      migration 82
    


    
      ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens: assessment of policy performance 128–33; common characteristics 64; overview
      32; see also Britain; Taiwan
    


    
      Miller, W.E. 174n6
    


    
      Mills, John Stuart 9
    


    
      modern states 17
    


    
      nation-states 8
    


    
      national identity see identity
    


    
      nationalism: Europe 2–3, 31–2; studies of 3–4
    


    
      Nationalism (Gellner) 4
    


    
      Nationalism (Kedourie) 4
    


    
      nationalities, Britain/China 55–6
    


    
      New Democratic Party, Taiwan 56
    


    
      ‘new social movements’ 8
    


    
      Ohmae, K. 174n4
    


    
      ‘optimists’: assessment of policy performance 128–33;
      common characteristics 123–4; overview 33–4; see also China; Malaysia; Singapore
    


    
      parliament, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90;
      ‘happy non-nationalists’ 46–7; ‘happy with development’
      citizens 104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      passive confidence 19
    


    
      PCA (principal component analysis) 171
    


    
      personal life, satisfaction with: ‘frustrated patriots’ 92–5; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 48–51; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 107–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens
      76–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 62–4; ‘optimists’ 121–4; overview 36–8
    


    
      personality characteristics 19–20, 167–8
    


    
      pessimism 67–8
    


    
      Philippines: confidence in authorities 87–90; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 83–6; overview 79–83; reactions to state 164–5;
      relationship with state 159–62; satisfaction with life
      90–5; societal values 154–7; state/society link 165–7; support for
    


    
      policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      police, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90; ‘happy
      non-nationalists’ 46–7; ‘happy with development’ citizens
      104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      policies, studies of 5–6
    


    
      policy performance: link with state relationship 128–9;
      support for specific issues 129–33; variations in
      attitudes 133–40
    


    
      political authorities, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 89–90; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 46; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 104–6; Japan 72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20; overview 36–8
    


    
      political culture 7–8
    


    
      Political Cultures 5, 7, 11,
      14, 125, 141, 142, 144,
      149, 155, 174n1, 176n1, n2, n4
    


    
      political institutions, studies 4
    


    
      political leadership, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 46–7; happy
      with development’ citizens 104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens
      72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      political parties, support for: ‘frustrated patriots’ 87–90; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 46–7; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 104–6; ‘hesitating’ citizens
      72–4; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 58–61; ‘optimists’ 119–20
    


    
      ‘populism’ 3–4
    


    
      Portugal: confidence in authorities 87–90; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 83–6; overview 79–83; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 90–5; societal values 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      primitive societies 17–18
    


    
      pro-Asian values, support for 141–57
    


    
      pro-business values, support for 149–51
    


    
      public interest obligations 143–57
    


    
      public services, support for 129–40
    


    
      reciprocal influences 19–20
    


    
      regional differences, state support 23–4
    


    
      religious environments 65, 80–1
    


    
      Riker, W.H. 174n5
    


    
      Rokkan, S. 2–3
    


    
      Rueschemeyer, D. 2
    


    
      rulers of states 18
    


    
      satisfaction with life: analysis of 20–2; common
      characteristics of 15–17; country groupings 29–30, 36–8; ‘frustrated patriots’ 90–5; ‘happy
      non-nationalists’ 47–51; ‘happy with development’ citizens
      106–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 74–8; interregional typology 29–30, 36–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens
      61–4; ‘optimists’ 121 4; overall/regional/country
      differences 22–7; overview 8–10; specific characteristics 19–20
    


    
      Scarborough, E. 174n9
    


    
      Singapore: confidence in authorities 118–20; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 115–17; overview 110–15; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 121–4; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      134–5; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values
      149–51
    


    
      Skocpol, T. 2
    


    
      social services policies, support for 129–40
    


    
      societal attitudes, link with state attitudes 165–7
    


    
      societal values: attitudes to 164–5; cohesion in
      attitudes 151–7; country groups 145–51
    


    
      socio-economic values 145–54
    


    
      socio-political elements of satisfaction: ‘frustrated patriots’ 92–5; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 48–51; ‘happy
      with development’ citizens 107–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens
      76–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 62–4; ‘optimists’ 121–4; overview 36–8
    


    
      Southeast Asia: country differences in support for state 22–7; cultural characteristics 40; societal
      values 141–4, 155–7
    


    
      Spain: confidence in authorities 45–7; internal coherence
      162–4; national identity 42–5; overview 39–42; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 47–51; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      131–2, 137; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      state: analysis of citizen attitudes 7–8; components of
      general attitudes 8–10; conditions linked with 48–9; interregional typology of attitudes towards 27–38; level of confidence in 45–7; operationalising components of attitudes 20–7; reactions to 164–5
    


    
      State-building (Fukuyama) 2
    


    
      state capital 6, 7–8
    


    
      state performance 10–11
    


    
      state relationships: diverse forms of 159–70; link with
      policy performance 128–9; link with societal attitudes
      165–7; overall/regional differences 22–7
    


    
      state support, components of 15–17
    


    
      studies: absence of 2–6; citizens and government policies
      5–6; citizens and political institutions 4; nationalism among citizens 3–4
    


    
      support, variations over time 15–16
    


    
      survey questions 20–2, 37, 127,
      143
    


    
      surveys, need for 6–10
    


    
      Sweden: confidence in authorities 45–7; internal coherence
      162–4; national identity 42–5; overview 39–42; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 47–51; societal values 147–9, 152–4; state relationship 159–62;
      state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance
      131–2, 137; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Taiwan: confidence in authorities 58–61; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 55–8; overview 52–5; reactions to state 164–5; satisfaction
      with life 61–4; societal values 154–7; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7; support for policy performance 132–3, 137–40; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Thailand: confidence in authorities 103–6; internal
      coherence 162–4; national identity 100–2; overview 96–100; reactions to state 164–5;
      satisfaction with life 106–9; societal values 152–4; state relationship 159–62; state/society link 165–7;
      support for policy performance 131, 135–6; support for pro-Asian values/pro-business values 149–51
    


    
      Tilly, C. 2–3, 8
    


    
      Toennies, F. 174n10
    


    
      total identification 15–16
    


    
      trust 9
    


    
      unemployment, as policy issue 129–40
    


    
      Van Deth, J. 174n9
    


    
      Verba, Sydney 7, 82
    


    
      voluntarism 98
    


    
      Weber, Max 2
    


    
      Western Europe: country differences in support for state 22–7; as ‘happy non-nationalists’ 31–2;
      history studies 4; operationalising components of state
      attitudes 20–7; societal values 141, 155–7
    


    
      Wilks’ Lambda 172
    


    
      work worries 37; ‘frustrated patriots’ 92–5; ‘happy non-nationalists’ 48–51; ‘happy with development’ citizens 107–9; ‘hesitating’ citizens 76–8; ‘mildly uneasy’ citizens 63–4;
      ‘optimists’ 121–4
    

  

Images/35.jpeg
(Groups of statas
P R

Noorvery smal vraions G208 _____ @
(percentages) — ®
caos D ®
oa®
i Ascenng curve
@

000 @

mnm@/\/\/

@
ot ®— —

®
-
Qz0eg. @\/

®

10U or raversed) U cure

Groups of statss
2 a4 o5 6

osrza

anze@__

@/7/\/,‘@

oz






Images/34.jpeg
Overall  Groups

1 2 3 4 6
(Q. 208b) 3 2 4 2 2 2 4
13 9 2 14 6 12 33
4 27 2 35 44 44 70

(Q. 306d) 2 14 37 21 31 2 53
Q. 412d) 40 46 36 40 51 50 56
(Q.412¢) 55 53 50 46 56 s8 66
(Q.412¢) 23 13 23 25 3 20 21
(Q.4126) 30 44 44 36 38 49 23
(Q.4128) 37 40 E) 2 34 4 44
Average of nine human rights and communitarian

questions 2 3 27 33 35 41
(Q.306a) 84 ) 87 68 84 91 o1
(Q. 306b) 4 7 5 2 3 3 4
(Q. 3068) 44 37 23 30 43 4 60
(Q.412b) 13 10 14 15 14 14 14
Average of four socio-economic

questions 36 34 34 36 37 38 42
Average of all 13 basic societal values

questions 34 30 E) 30 34 36 41






Images/37.jpeg
Proportion of support
of state in each group.

100

75

@

50

@

25

— L ®
7 @
@ as02
7/
/
N "/’/(]101a—g






Images/36.jpeg
Groups

1 2 3 4 5 6
(Q. 208b) H H H H H H
(Q.208¢) M L L M M H
3 M VL VL L L M
(Q. 306d) M VL L VL H M
(Q.412d) M M VL L L M
(Q.412¢) H M VL M H M
(Q.412¢) H M H VL H M
(Q.4126) VL VL VL M L M
(Q.412g) M H M M ™M H
Average of nine human rights and communitarian
questions 3H 2H 2H 1H 4H 3H
sM 3M M aM 2M M
1L L 2L 2L 3L
3VL 4L 2VL
M H M H H H
H H H H H H
M M M VL L H
(Q.412b) H H M L H H
Average of four socio-economic
questions 2H 3H H 2H 3H 4H
M 3y 3M 1L L
1L
Average of all 13 basic societal values
questions SH SH 3H 3H TH TH
™ aM M aM 2M M
1L L 2L 3L 4L
3VL 4VL 3VL






Images/31.jpeg
Variables  Whole group Singapore Malaysia China

Jactors factors factors factors
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Q. 502 157 707 251 73 08 787 119 8I3
Q. 203 —001 578 100 601 —024 487 062 584
Q. 411 045 811 —037 785 023 821 062 77
Q.2020 T8 206 764 037 779 046 702 234

Q.202b 837 056 855 020 844 023 803 003
Q.202¢ 859 058 883 021 866 046 814 147






Images/30.jpeg
All 18 Growp  Singapore  Malaysia  China

countries
Satisfied with life

(. 502) 49 65 75 7 4%
Situation improved

(Q.203) 54 91 03 89 8

Satisfied with politics
(Q.411) 21 50 62 52 35






Images/33.jpeg
Size of variation from average

10% 11-20% 21-32% 33%
or less or more
Group 1 1 6 10 1
Group 2 6 0 2 6
Group 3 2 6 0 6
Group 4 s 5 s 14
Group 5 4 3 2 5
Group 6 3 9 5 4
Total 34 29 27 36
Percentages 27 23 21 29






Images/32.jpeg
Overall  Groups

1 4 5 6
Pride in social services
(Q. 14¢) 47 62 @2 29 32 54 6
Pride in economy
(Q. 14d) 54 61 53 34 40 55 8l
Think well of government on:
economic policy
Q. 2062) 46 SL35 23 300 56 s
unemployment
Q. 206d) E) 3 30 9 19 52 6
crime
Q. 206¢) 29 2 18 2B 2 30 6
quality of public services
(Q.-206f) 43 33 035 3 3 517
environment
(Q. 206)) 40 3 031 4 2 4 73
Average of seven
questions 2 4035 2’ 2 4 7






cover.jpeg





Images/28.jpeg
All three  China Singapore  Malaysia
countries
Al Islamic  Chinese

Importance of nationality
.2 64 6 57 73 86 51
Become more important
Q3 4 28 61 4 4
Very proud
Q13) 56 51 45 EZI 53
More respect from abroad
Q5 I 5 R N 32






Images/27.jpeg
Variables All 18 Whole group  Singapore Malaysia  China
factors  factors Jactors factors Jactors
12 1 2 12 3 ER 2

tdentity

Q.2 825 024 RIE 032 076 796 001 841 009 S50 050

Q.3 755 045 765 050 001 770 134 7SI 002 78T 016

Q.13 720 121 679 216 376 528 173 662 15T 702 282

Lack of worry about country

Q202 231 567 281 452 018 046 Od6 264 413 188 483

Satisfaction

Q502 023 647 149 767 765 019 258 089 783 218 730

Q203 212 637 207 400 500 280 157 161 362 445 460

Q411 150 690 120 770 788 025 058 150 787 155 744






Images/29.jpeg
All 18 Both Singapore  Malaysia
countries

National parliament

(Q. 101a) 38 68 78 57
Political parties

(Q. 101b) 27 62 74 51
The government

(Q. 101c) 40 78 87 68
The law and the courts

(Q. 101d) 47 3 88 58
Main political leaders

(Q. 101e) 33 3 84 63
The police

Q. 1010 56 74 80 58
The civil service

(Q. 101g) 50 75 87 63
Average all seven questions 42 ] 84 50






Images/24.jpeg
Al 18 countries  Group Thailand ~ Ireland
Satisfied with life

(Q.502) 490 58 58 50
Situation improved

(Q. 203) 54 81 74 87
Satisfied with politics

Q- 411) 21 26 30 21






Images/23.jpeg
17 countries

Group Thailand Ireland

National parliament

(Q. 101a) 37 33 34 32
Political parties

(Q. 101b) 27 24 2 25
The government

(Q. 101¢) 40 31 2 E)
The law and the courts

Q. 101d) 47 51 51 51
Main political leaders

Q.- 101¢) 33 33 38 2
The police

Q. 101f) 56 50 49 6
The civil service

Q. 101g) 50 67 57 57
Average 41 41 40 2
Average political 34 30 31 30
Average administrative 51 56 51 59






Images/26.jpeg
Variables  Whole group Singapore Malaysia China
factors Sactors factors factors
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2
Identity
Q.2 065 816 024 101 780 035 060 803 023 863 080
Q.3 020 784 044 042 780 010 016 780 099 805 078
Q.13 107 655 166 171 SIS 306 180 638 147 663 363
Confidence
Q. 101a 742 087 080 806 053 050 698 106 077
Q. 101b 774 089 02 £29 031 019 734 142 016
Q. 101 817 968 140 792 112 156 826 665 111
Q- 101d 707 030 135 727 091 149 813 014 096
Q. 101e 707 026 135 TR0 066 144 811 027 001
Q. 101f 768 013 172 636 133 232 795 072 116
Q-101g 766 002 077 656 163 150 785 183 010
Satisfaction
Q.502 088 003 761 086 026 780 135 042 778 09 811
Q.203 10 055 520 147 204 443 01l 075 500 372 524
Q.41 130 060 784 198 038 756 09 114 795 035 797






Images/25.jpeg
Variables Whole group Thailand Ireland

factors Jactors factors

1 2 1 2 1 2
Q. 502 262 582 230 584 349 565
Q. 203 187 600 075 519 138 714
Q. 411 226 752 —142 801 —156 695
Q.202a 706 140 724 092 575 250
Q.2026 791 032 792 015 817 01
Q. 202¢ 804 02 798 097 s16 085






Images/20.jpeg
0. 502 Al Growp4 Italy Portugal ~Greece Korea  Philippines
Very satisfied 13 10 3 3 3 4 19
26 26 31 2 25 2 21
3 34 4 36 50 40 49 32
4 Bos o 17 14 19 18
Very 47 5 4 9 7 13

dissatisfied






Images/22.jpeg
Variables  Whole group Thailand Ireland
factors Jactors Jactors
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
[dentity
Q.2 043 023 808 038 081 —002 800 —111 —013 805 132
Q.3 051 040 691 —058 —037 057 718 110 136 681 —117
Q13 061 156 674 112 095 026 530 080 020 632 165
Confidence
Q. 101a 756 142 072 103 708 116 055 107 767 244 084 059
Q. 101b 838 154 007 053 766 137 042 087 845 254 013 —003
Q. 10lc 799 156 018 145 774 125 0001 076 816 241 076 109
Q. 101d 482 550 005 047 463 521 132 039 501 593 033 196
Q. 10le 723 281 123 046 676 316 094 003 754 307 083 049
Q. 101f 209 814 030 146 200 855 —004 084 241 746 050 196
Q. 101g 177 792 111 034 168 843 035 064 255 614 067 081
Satisfaction
Q. 502 000 086 028 737 —032 048 045 732 046 140 026 761
081 001 023 694 304 —125 081 409 114 104 183 745
340 025 033 442 105 182 012 702 572 297 057 365






Images/21.jpeg
Variables Group 4 Taly Portugal
fuctors Jaciors Jactors
1 2 1 2 1 2
176 606 492 271 120 607
027 669 103 757 —-123 691
—069 740 031 812 126 642
a (work) 733 083 534 176 650 061
. b (health) 850 923 77 —048 818 116
Q. 202¢ (family) 884 043 840 —053 858 123
Variables Greece Korea Philippines
Jactors factors Jactors
1 2 1 2 1 2
148 659 17 606 029 663
—038 731 055 639 051 691
029 786 137 689 —041 742
a (work) 669 067 740 155 770 077
b (health) 833 034 882 034 802 —020
¢ (family) 849 046 870 009 869 —004






Images/17.jpeg
Variables  Whole group. Italy Portugal
Jactors Jaciors Jactors
1 5 1 2 1 5 4
tdentity
2 066 S25 007 050 163 774 006 0S4 Sl4 054
Q.3 099 702 103 207 103 703 146 374 481 420
Q13 146 737 01l 038 244 747 210 138 779 078
Confidence
Q. 101a 754 008 IS 735 280 01l 751 230 147 053
Q. 101b 765 075 154 781 125 035 8§39 182 020 087
Q. 101c 766 104 251 766 208 024 700 281 096 233
Q. 101d 670 101 082 406 623 021 424 603 106 077
Q. 101e 750 112 IS5 715 266 062 823 134 000 072
Q. 1011 625 037 044 0S8 826 052 208 804 021 002
Q. 101 669 091 010 416 570 079 220 786 006 031
Satisfaction
Q. 502 007 050 690 020 340 225 132 104 122 705
Q.203 096 008 675 SIS 058 168 017 200 302 641
Q411 330 007 573 658 052 IS8 364 56 043 566
Variables  Greece Korea Philippines
Jactors Jactors Jactors
1 s 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3
Identity
Q.2 081 114 807 053 072 823 060 068 055 798 030
Q3 219 120 656 047 126 526 035 060 139 566 055
Q.13 067 120 757 037 020 505 122 248 050 761 027
Confidence
Q. 101a 776 174 012 068 073 075 060 745 012 072
Q. 101b 778 182 017 056 100 057 o051 775 021 075
Q. 101c 770 220 031 244 064 208 115 767 077 140
Q. 101d 222 &l6 028 228 023 302 012 723 0S8 1S3
Q. 101e 685 320 065 138 037 221 180 745 120 217
Q. 1011 188 796 126 067 069 832 074 670 107 032
Q101 251 701 043 o064 075 824 078 628 120 151
Satisfaction
Q. 502 077 138 045 819 079 002 198 656 016 173 752
Q. 203 346 023 080 654 123 072 O8I 501 260 143 52
Q. 411 451 118 051 577 245 010 193 623 215 020 664






Images/16.jpeg
Variables All Group4 Italy Portugal ~Greece Korea  Philippines

Identity
Q.2 (extremely 55 67 51005 75 61 03
important only)

Confidence

(China excluded)

Average

Q. 10Tag 5033 27 45 2 19 46
(1+2 only)

Satisfaction

Q.502 49 36 50 20 38 20 40
(1+2 only)






Images/19.jpeg
Factors All Group 4 Italy  Portugal Greece
Tonly  lonly lonly 7 3 N 2

National parliament

Q. 1012) 760 778 778 763 240 788 172
Political parties

Q. 101b) 786 788 744 88 174 B2 146
The government

Q. 101¢) 800 81l 800 807 287 794 250
The law and the courts

Q. 101d) 785 604 682 418 617 262 628
Main political leaders

Q. 101¢) 786 792 764 837 137 720 318
The police

Q. 1010) 645 508 531 146 850 122 831
The civil service

Q. 1012) 651 662 667 161 830 220 737

Korea Philippines

Factors 1 2 Tonly
National parliament

Q. 1012) 810 115 738
Political parties

Q. 101b) 846 103 760
The government

Q. 101¢) 757 252 782
The law and the courts

Q. 101d) 574 423 754
Main political leaders

Q. 101¢) 691 200 786
The police

Q. 1011) 215 880 673
The civil service

Q. 101g) 176 869 665






Images/18.jpeg
Group 4 Ialy  Portugal Greece Korea  Philippines

National parliament

Q. 1012) 30 u 4 26 6 46
Political parties

Q. 101b) 19 noo2 15 70
The government

Q. 101¢) 34 3 W 30 21 52
The law and the courts

Q. 101d) 39 27 40 47 EN)
Main political leaders

Q. 101¢) 21 B0 16 8 30
The police

Q. 101f) 50 68 6 38 EE
The civil service

Q. 101g) 41 28 66 2 0 S8






Images/13.jpeg
Variables  Whole group Japan Indonesia
Jactors factors factors
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4
[dentity
Q.2 049 811 —023 032 886 028 —091 081 765 —078
Q.3 085 770 022 083 777 077 008 019 730 148
Q13 051 684 122 076 664 102 063 077 706 105
Confidence
Q. 101a 786 141 020 828 149 062 490 578 041 071
Q. 101b 767 107 075 767 170 031 277 710 015 049
Q. 10lc 783 179 063 863 100 078 655 291 094 014
Q. 101d 651 075 176 654 —074 087 639 300 023 083
Q. 10le 681 080 098 744 049 087 258 652 039 023
Q. 101f 653 385E-06 023 660 —000 176 782 030 014 —043
Q101 638 006 127 660 055 236 521 212 -186 110
Satisfaction
Q. 502 —004 011 783 001 034 775 012 165 122 699
Q. 141 051 582 212 026 440 193 460 084 482
Q. 411 149 274 523 145 131 658 238 -250 104 713






Images/12.jpeg
Variables Whole group Britain Taiwan

factors Jactors Sactors
1 2 1 2 1 2
Q. 502 st 436 554 360 245 699
Q.203 079 719 ~018 774 014 508
Q. 411 126 774 070 802 043 778
Q.202a 758 102 648 065 756 217
Q.202b 741 008 658 022 820 —~004

Q.202¢ 843 017 715 ~106 871 102






Images/15.jpeg
Variables

Wiole group Japan Indonesia

Jactors Jactors Jactors

1 2 1 2 1 2
367 s08 534 302 345 643

147 002 052 759 080 620
226 593 177 732 —012 641
722 135 n7 146 696 047
762 018 715 —086 764 —118
792 168 903 085 805 178






Images/14.jpeg
Indonesia

All17 Group Japan

National parliament

(Q. 101a) 37 40 2 61
Political parties

Q. 101b) 27 30 18 44
The government

(@ 101) 40 4 1 65
Law and courts

(@ 101) 47 2 45 37
Main political leaders

Q- 101¢) 33 30 16 46
The police

Q. 101f) 56 49 2 56
The civil service

Q. 101g) 50 55 4 70
Overall average 2 4 2 54
Average political 34 37 1 54
Average administrative 51 2 3 54






Images/11.jpeg
all17 Group Britain Taiwan

National parliament

(Q- 101a) 37 2 30 17
Political parties

(Q. 101b) 27 19 18 21
The government

(@ 101) 40 32 21 43
Law and courts

Q. 101) 47 30 46 32
Main political leaders

Q. 101¢) 3 32 20 44
The police

(Q. 1016) 56 50 61 30
The civil service

(Q. 101g) 50 490 4 56
Overall average 42 35 34 36
Average political 34 27 2 31
Average administrative 51 46 4 2






Images/10.jpeg
Variables  Whole group Britain Taiwan
Jactors factors factors
12 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 4
tdentity
Q.2 099 884 047 074 120 007 787 019 142 079 834 032
Q.3 057 789 077 -141 016 001 737 003 072 059 793 —081
Q.13 174 535 011 457 105 290 616 134 062 234 585 147
Confidence
Q.10la 662 062 145 105 762 1S4 153 094 122 830 054 066
Q-101b 740 052 210 009 8§20 163 108 076 274 778 059 033
Q-10lc 717 074 283 096 782 185 033 076 579 353 128 302
Q.101d 643 020 011 311 406 614 054 087 442 496 053 163
Q-10le 661 123 312 017 705 285 056 226 576 237 193 340
Q.101f 526 053 289 529 128 800 066 088 805 037 074 018
Q-10lg 584 116 —I55 002 211 650 090 -023 734 133 041 —068
Satisfaction
Q502 066 036 315 767 200 223 053 733 112 067 006 745
Q203 203 162 638 043 313 028 080 S8 084 363 255 387
Q.41 120 057 696 342 318 041 001 700 050 062 012 760






Images/5.jpeg
Variables Group all
1 3 4 5 6

[dentity

Q2 32 4 49 67 68 64 55

(extremely

important only)

Rangeof group  31-34 4446 4651 5193 5077 57-73 31-03

Confidence (China excluded)

Average

Q. 10la—g 40 36 41 33 40 70 42

(1+2 only)

Rangeof group ~ 35-45 3436 30-54 1045 4042 59-83  10-83

Satisfaction

Q. 502 58 45 31 36 59 65 49

(1+2 only)

Rangeof group 5170 3160 2032 2560 5850 4675 2575






Images/6.jpeg
Variables Both regions E. and SE Asia W. Europe

Jactors Jactors Jactors

1 2 1 2 4 2
299 590 516 518 403 454

—022 734 381 501 008 756
019 779 469 616 017 784
735 164 745 -233 690 149
835 —001 718 —455 830 018
865 066 797 352 856 005






Images/3.jpeg
Importance of
nationality (Q. 2 only)

Confidence in
authorities

Satisfaction with life
(0. 502 only)

(extremely important)  (average of all (top 1 +2)
seven variables)

Both Regions: 55 41 49
average
East and Southeast
Asia
Average for region 63 46 45
Japan 46 30 32
South Korea 41 19 25
China 62 Not included 46
Taiwan # 35 31
Singapore 57 83 75
Malaysia 7 59 7
Indonesia 51 54 2
Thailand 77 40 58
Philippines 3 45 40
Western Europe
Average for region 46 38 53
Britain 46 34 60
treland 50 40 50
France 31 45 51
Germany 34 35 60
Sweden 33 35 70
Italy 51 27 60
Spain 32 44 53
Portugal 53 44 30
Greece 75 30 38






Images/4.jpeg
Confidence

National identity

Satisfaction

Japan
South Korea
China

Taiwan
Singapore
Malaysia
Indonesia
Thailand
Philippines
United Kingdom
Ireland

France

Germany
Sweden

ltaly

Spain

Portugal

Greece

~0.03
—0.77

018
115
061
049
022
029
~0.16
~0.11
0.04
~0.03
~0.05
053
0.00
0.00
~0.52

031
0.08

~0.35
~0.07
058
0.06
0.65
078
~0.40
0.00
029
-0.72
—0.74
~0.18
—0.43
0.05
035

—0.73
~0.30

—0.23
077
071

-0.75
035

~0.49

~0.02
057
~0.09
0.09
017
~0.10
037
~0.28
~0.19






Images/9.jpeg
Variables  Whole group France Germany
Jactors Jactors fuctors
1 2 1 2 1 2
456 401 504 201 321 571
—047 768 104 807 —049 721
023 800 077 828 015 728
682 168 648 179 449 499
790 107 729 —102 815 015
820 —083 757 064 823 049
Sweden factors Spain factors
1 2 1 2
671 188 133 417
079 794 —022 709
064 797 039 820
648 071 625 236
688 041 853 079
706 —026 877 —004






Images/7.jpeg
Variables  Whole group France Germany

factors Jactors Jactors

7 B 3 7 ] 2 5
Identity
22 085 84S 034 075 914 032 009 128 821 079

022 737 076 060 885 050 062 012 724 057
&1 075 706 094 020 667 184 025 124 760 093
Confidence
Q. 101a 750 056 145 672 040 161 115 766 0S8 070
Q. 101b 746 08I 213 760 054 057 018 801 0S8 10l
Q. 101c 776 052 227 747 050 IS8 201 769 085 194
Q. 101d 713 010 084 346 01l 579 251 707 087 137
Q. 101e 773 057 200 748 045 220 060 792 084 103
Q. 101f 500 100 024 040 140 823 031 604 004 154
Q. 101 660 038 084 255 015 703 030 500 115 122
Satisfaction
Q. 502 S107 043 710 107 040 111 704 074 013 823
Q. 203 300 0S8 544 306 041 075 584 325 033 553
Q411 200 026 681 466 031 026 575 351 —127 587
Variables Sweden factors Spain factors

1 2 3 ‘ 1 2
tdentity
Q.2 050 075 788 090 080 sis 068
Q.3 120 104 71 157 219 707 180
Q.13 009 215 679 246 035 703 310
Confidence
Q. 101a 828 156 048 070 05 o081 o018
Q. 101b 821 169 007 143 864 106 002
Q. 101c 830 152 029 157 833 096 058
Q. 101d 422 643 023 033 827 032 o011
Q. 101e 771 210 o011 177 545 076 034
Q. 101f 000 s24 015 124 705 003 175
Q. 101z 346 s10 004 024 708 038 015
Saistaction
108 oss 165 510 om0 002 836

Q.21 080 138 044 711 407 149 257
&3 155 o084 085 716 403 136 551






Images/8.jpeg
All 17 W.Europe Wiole France Germany Sweden  Spain

growp

National

parliament

Q. 1012) 37 36 4 43 36 32 52
Political parties

Q. 101b) 27 20 2 14 17 19 38
The government

(@-101) w0 03 37 44 34 27 I
Law and courts

Q. 101) a7 45 47 46 490 51 4
Main political

leaders

Q. 101¢) 325 30 30 31 23 35
The police

Q1010 56 6l 61 65 63 50 s8
The civil service

Q. 101g) 50 4 4 7 30 31 41
Overall average 42 37 40 45 37 35 44
Average political 34 20 32 33 2 25 4
Average 5100 4 50 61 50 a4 47

administrative






Images/1.jpeg
Routledge

Teylo Francis Croup
 ONDON AND NEW YORK






Images/2.jpeg
Variables  Both regions E. and SE Asia W. Europe

(China excluded)  (China excluded) factors

factors factors

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
[dentity

). 066 836 011 057 826 007 069 &1 021

Q 080 708 071 081 772 005 024 703 084
Q.13 08 721 107 135 603 150 099 743 043
Confidence
Q. 10la 757 073 086 757 134 035 745 039 170
Q. 101b 773 074 114 770 100 066 758 026 217
Q. 10lc 783 099 172 784 088 151 765 042 256
Q. 101d 708 031 138 723 049 177 693 026 068
Q. 10le 754 080 201 737 082 224 759 013 229
Q. 101f 633 030 100 707 031 151 600 110 -027
Q. 101g 647 126 033 690 062 1t 628 111 058
Satisfaction
Q. 502 016 026 765 090 079 754 —054 028 721
Q. 203 173 150 641 129 056 695 216 224 583
Q. 411 292 061 653 258 105 675 202 025 663
Variable  Both regions E. and SE Asia W. Europe

(China included) ~ (China included) factors

factors factors

1 2 H 1 2 3 1 2

028 273 617 008 203 —646 086 380 =511






Images/39.jpeg
Function 2

0 Wit

South Korea 322c®
ea Ty

Thailand
+

Philippines
v

Portugal
v

Vhaly

reland
|

Malaysia

A
Japan,

0
A France
Indonesia

Tawan UK.
o

Spaing

Germany( ] Sweden

Singapore

0

Function 1






Images/38.jpeg
Group of states 0 I0latog 0.502
Group | 3545 49-68
Group 2 34-36 30-60
Group 3 20-54 2031
Group 4 19-46 20-50
Group 5 40-42 50

Group 6 50-84 46-75






