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occupations. Finally, the mean score on the recoded family monthly income was 3.1,
corresponding to the third category of between 3,000-5,000 Afs.

Citizen Evaluation and Government Proximity

The statistics on government evaluation are mapped in Figure 1. About 67% rated
the national government as doing a “very good” or “somewhat good” job. The comparable
figures for provincial (73.5%), urban (54.3%), and rural (71.1%) governments all indicate a
moderate to high evaluation. The proximity thesis posits that Afghans will rate a
government higher the closer it is to the people. Rural and urban are nearest to the people,
followed by provincial governments. These evaluation scores do mnot corroborate the
proximity expectation. While not statistically distinct from the rural score (71.1%), these
figures suggest that provincial, at 73.5%, are rated better than any other level of
government, Given the higher scores for provincial and rural vis-a-vis the national
government, an alternative interpretation is to accept the proximity theory and to cast the
urban result as an outlier, but that will still not explain why the evaluation of provincial
would be higher than that of rural governments.

Figure 1: Evaluation of Government
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Citizen Confidence and Institutional Proximity

The data for confidence in public institutions are displayed in Figure 2. We begin with the
cautionary note that proximity of public institutions in a developmental context such as
Afghanistan is not as clear-cut as what obtains in much of the developed world and thus
must be approached with care. For instance, the Afghan police, although clearly a national
institution in Afghanistan, nonetheless has considerable reach at the provincial and local
levels. Thus, designating it as a national institution may well be accurate conceptually but
not practically. And truly, the data shown in Figure 2 (81.3%) clearly designate it as an
outlier, as no other institution compares favorably to its high level of confidence.
Incidentally, once the police are isolated, the rest of the data tend to lend some support to
the proximity thesis. The institutions nearest to the people are community development
councils (65.0%), provincial councils (65.1%), and community Shuras/Jirgas (69.6%).
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These confidence ratings are clearly superior to those of the government justice system
(45.6%) and the Electoral Commission (57.3%). This dynamic suggests that the proximity
theory may be more relevant for understanding confidence in public institutions than they
are to citizen evaluation of government. This makes sense, since citizens experience
government primarily through their interaction with public institutions.

Figure 2: Confidence in Public Institutions
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Are Theories of Citizen Evaluation Viable?

We now turn to substantive tests of the citizen evaluation theory displayed in Table
1. Two models are shown for each level of government. Model 1 estimates the effects of
the demographic and control variables without the theories. Model 2 introduces the theories.
This dual process permits observation of the macro-effects of the theories, showcases the
marginal effects of each theory, and provides tests of robustness of the models.

The foremost observation in Table 1 is how dramatically the introduction of the
theories transforms the specifications with respect to all macro- measures of robustness: R?,
the percent of cases correctly predicted, and the Model x*. Model | for national ;,ovemmem
initially produces an R? of 5.4% and correctly predicts 68.2% of the cases. Introducing the
theories in Model 2 adjusts the R* to 34.7%, correctly classifying 76.3% of the cases. For
provincial governments, Model 1 generates an R? of 4.4% and correctly predicts 73.6% of
the cases. Specification of the theories in Model 2 alters the R? to 28. 8%, correctly
predicting 78.5% of the cases. In the urban runs, Model 1 produces an R? of 1.5% and
correctly predicts 55.4% of the cases. The introduction of the theories in Model 2 revises
the R? to 19.2% and yields 67.2% of correctly predicted cases. Finally, Model 1 in the rural
specification generates an R? of 5.9% and 71.0% of correctly predicted cases. In turn, those
results change to an R? of 21.3% and 74.1% of cases in model 2.

In each case, the Model ¥* also adjusts markedly, showing better fit with the data.
This dynamic suggests that, taken together, these theories are strong explanations of
government evaluation at all levels, and are more powerful explanations than are
demographic and other control factors.
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TABLE 1: Binary Logit Estimates of Determinants of Citizen Evaluation of Government

Variable National Provincial Urban Rural
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
| 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Demographics
Age -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.00
{0.00) (0.00) (0.00) {0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Literacy (illiterate) 0 16** 0.12* 0.07 0.07 000 018 018** 0.26%%*
{0.06) {0.06) {0.06) (0.07) (0.00) (0.14) (0.06) 0.07)
Marital status -0.14* -0.11 -0.08 -0 06 -0.17 -0.11 -0.18* -017
{0.06) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.15) {0.15) (0.08) (0.08)
Ethnicity (Pashtun)} -0.16** 007 -0.01 Q234 0.08 0,07 -0.36%*+ -0,14*
(0.05) 0.07) (0.06) (0.06) 0.13) (0.13) (0.06) 0.07)
Occupation 0.12 0.02 0.32* 023 007 -0.09 0.49%* 028
0.12) 0.14) (0.13) {0.14) (0.19) (0.21) (0.16) (0.17)
Employment status -0.27** -0.04 -0.28%* -0.13 012 029 -0.11 -0.07
(0.08) (0.10) (0,09) 0.10) 0.47) (0.19) (0.10) ©11)
Family income -0.05%* 0.00 -0.07%** -0.04* -0.10** -0.08* 0.01 0.02
(001 (0.02) {0.02) {0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0,02) (0.02)
Urban status -0.14* -0.32%4* 0.19* 0.16*
(007) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)
Support/democracy 0.37%% 0. 1]1%** 0.334%+ 0.07* 0.14% -0.03 0,34%*+ 0.15%%*
(0.02) {0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 0.07) {0.08) (0.03) {0.03)
The Theories
Gender (female) 025%* 0.14* -0.21 -09
(0.06) {007) (0.14) (0.08)
Social/psychological 0.19%+* 0.234%+ 0.14* 003
(0.04) (0.04) (0.09) (0.04)
Social/cultural 0.34%%* 0.16*** 0.19* 0.23¢%+
(0.04) (0.04) {0.10) (0.04)
Sacial capital -0,09%* 0.06* 0.01 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.06) (0.03)
Performance
Political 0.29%¢* 0.26%%* 0.25%* 0.09%
(0.03) (0.04) {007) (0.04)
Competency 0.52%** 0.40*** 006 0 25%%*
(0.04) (0.05) (0.09) (0.05)
Responsiveness 0.23%%* 0.37%+* 0.59%#+ 0.52%%**
(0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04)
Service delivery 0.41%%* 0.33%%* 0.15%#* 0. 15%**
(0.02) (0.02) {0.03) (0.01)
Citizen impact 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.06* 0 09%**
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01)
plercep! - -0 06 -3 268 0, 3% 20508 013 Er M 5 kb 020+ -] 75%e=
Nagelkerke R 54 347 44 288 15 192 59 213
% predicted 682 76.3 736 785 55.4 672 710 741
Model 259 1891 204 1451 14 194 210 803
N 6593 6593 6593 G573 1254 1254 4974 4974

Notes: The dependent variable is a dummy that takes a value of 1 if the government is scored as doing a very good or somewhat good job, and 0 if
somewhat bad or a very bad job. Figures in parentheses are standard errors.
Significance levels: +p<.10; *p< 05; **p< 01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed test)
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Figure 3: Predicted Probabilities at the Mean on the Effects of the Propositions on
Citizen Evaluation of Government
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Perusal of the specific results for the theories reveals equally powerful marginal
effects. In Model 2 for the national government, except for the effect of social capital that is
wrongly signed, an outcome we largely attribute to the difficulty of capturing the
complexity of that particular measure, all other measures of the theories produce strong
positive effects, as anticipated. Even the multiple sub-divisions of government performance
produce the anticipated results. Model 2 for provincial governments replicates the results
for the national government, albeit this time, the result for social capital is correctly signed.
The two lowest governments also evince strong marginal effects for the theories, although
the gender exceptionalism and social capital effects are not replicated for the urban
specification. Moreover, the result for the competency measure was not reproduced. Finally,
the social, cultural, and performance theories produce robust positive effects, but no effects
for the gender, social-psychological, and social capital theories in the rural government
specification.

These results advance something of a nuance, and correctly so, given the diverse
priorities and subtleties of top and lower levels of government, where some factors may be
more germane and salient at one level of government than another. For instance, the results
for the urban and rural specifications yield what can be interpreted as a uniform outcome for
governments at the lowest levels. At the same time that these results posit that gender and
social capital may not be particularly relevant at the lowest levels, they propose that both
predisposition and government performance are strong determinants of citizen evaluation at
that level. Overall, then, two broad outcomes emerge from tests of the theories for
government evaluation. The first is that these theories are viable to explaining citizen
evaluation of government. The second is the well-founded nuance that some factors are
more salient at some levels of government than others.

Are Theories of Citizen Confidence Viable?

The models estimating the effects of the theories on confidence in public
institutions are presented in Table 2. Three models are estimated for each institution. Model
1, the baseline model, estimates the effects of the demographic and control variables absent
the theories. The theories are introduced in Model 2. Finally, Model 3 introduces institution-
specific evaluation measures. Thus, these models allow for three kinds of substantive
observations: the macro-effect of the theories; the effect of institution-specific evaluation;
and robustness of the specifications.

The results in Table 2 reveal very strong effects for the theories, including the
institution-specific evaluation measures. The baseline model for the Police shows an R2 of
12.4% and 81.6% of correctly predicted cases. Introduction of the theories in Model 2 more
than doubles the R2 to 26.6%, with 83.2% of correctly predicted cases. When the factor
evaluating the performance of the Police specifically is added in Model 3, the R? rises to
35.1%, with 84.7% of the cases predicted. Moreover, the Model x2s adjust dramatically as
well. This pattern of dramatic adjustment in the models with the introduction of both the
theories and institution-specific evaluation factors is consistent throughout, except in Model
3 for the Electoral Commission, where the introduction of institution-specific evaluation
factor does not produce a significant result. Again, this non-performance may be due to the
measurement challenges posed by the wording of the question, concerning the ability of the
Afghan government to conduct elections, rather than the Electoral Commission per se.
Unfortunately, that was the closest item measuring such an outcome on this specific survey.
Overall, these observations make a strong case that the theories, including general
perceptions of government and institution-specific performance, are germane to explaining
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TABLE 2. Binary Logit Estimates of Determinants of Confidence in Public Institutions

Variable National Police Justice System El | C: ission
Madel 1 Madel 2 Maodel 3 Model 1 Madel 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Age -0.00 000 -0.00 -0,00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.00 (0.00) (0.00) {0.00) {0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Literacy (illiterate) 0.324%+ 0.28%** 0.26%** -0.09+ 0.15% -0.15* -0.07 003 0.03
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) {0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Married -0.01 0.02 0.08 -0.05 -0.01 -0.00 -0.07 -0.03 -0.03
(0.08) {0.09) (0.09) (0.06) (0.06) {0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Ethnicity (Pashtun) 0.65%** -0.52%4* -0.45%%* -0.45%+* -0.35%%* -0 35%%* -0.57%* -0.49%** ~0.49%%*
(0.06) {0.07) 007) {0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) {0.05)
Occupation 0.01 -0.10 -0.06 005 -0.05 -0.06 022+ 0.04 0.04
(0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (010) {0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 0.11) 0.11)
Employment -0.06 017 027 -03]1%4* -0.21* -0.21* -0 1B* -021* -021*
(0.11) ©11) (0.12) (0.08) (0.09) 0.09)  (0.08) (0.09) (0,09)
Family income 002 0.06" 0.07*¢ -0,02 0.01 0.01 -0.07%%* -0.07%%* -0.07***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) {0.01)
Urban status 0.38%** 0314+ 021* 0.19%¢ 0 19%* 0.19%* 0,05 006 0.06
(0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.06) 0.07) 007)  (0.06) 0.07) 0 07)
Support democracy 0.55%4+ 0349+ 0204+ 02244+ 0.05% 0.05 0384+ 0.24%** 0.24%**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Gender (female) 0.26%** ol7* 0.10+ 0.09+ 0.33%%* -0.33%%*
(0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Social-psychological 0.05 -0.03 0.29%%+ 0.29%** 0 124+ 0 12%4*
(0.04) (0.05) (003) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Social and cultural 0. 174+ 0.14* 0,144+ 0.15%% 0.19%+* 0.19¢%*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (004) (0.04) (0.04)
Social capital -0.01 -0.03 -0 02 -001 007* 007*
(0.04) (0,03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Politic Performance 0.20%*+ 0.18%*+ 0.08* 0.08 0.09* 0.09*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Competency 0.32%%* 0.19%** 0,36%** 0. 18%* 0.06 008
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0 04) (0.05)
Relevancy/Response 0.22%%* 0.14%* 0.21%** Q21%** 0. 15%* 0.]5%%*
{0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (003) (0.03) (0.05)
Service delivery 0.29%*+ 0,23%%¢ 0.229%* 0.22%%* 0,17%%* Q.17%%*
(0.02) {0.02) (o.on {0.01) (001) (0.01)
Citizen Impact 0.08%** 0.07%** 0.07%%+ 0.07%** 0.09*** 0.09***
{0.01) (ool {0.01) (0.01) (0.01) {0.01)
Eval. National Police 0.63%*
(0.03)
Eval. justice system 0.36%%*
(0.01)
Eval. Ele. Commiss -0.04
{0.09)
Intercept 0.06 -2.22%%* -3.05%* 0.44%% -2,57%%% -2.54%%* -0.24+ -1,70%** -1.69%**
NagelkerkeR' 124 266 351 4.5 202 204 89 18.2 182
% Predicted 81.6 832 847 57.6 662 664 634 667 66.8
Model 528 1186 1614 227 1079 1091 449 963 963
N 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593

Noles: The dependent variable is a dummy that takes a value of 1 if the institution is scored as having a great deal or a fair amount of confidence, and 0 if
not very much or no confidence at all. Figures in parentheses are standard errors
Significance levels: +p< 10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed test)
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Variable Provincial Councils Comm. Development Councils Communily Shuras/Jirgas
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model | Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Age -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00} (0.00) (0.00)
Literacy (illiterate} =011+ 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08 -0.03 0.12* 0.17%*
(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Married -0.02 0.02 0.01 001 0.05 0.06 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03
{0.06) (007) (0.07) {0.07) 0.07) (0.07) (0.06}) {0.07) (0.07)
Ethnicity (Pashtun) -0.29%** -0,24%+* -0.20%* -0 52%* -0.49%*¢ -0.49%%* -0.22%%* -0.19%%* -0.19%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) {0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Occupation 0.31 013 0.09 0.09 -0.11 -0.11 0.25* 0.06 0.09
(0.12) (0.12) (012) ©.1n {0.12) (0.12) (0.12) {0.12) 011
Employment 017+ 013 0.10 0.17+ 012 0.13 0.35%%+ 022* 0.19+
(0.08) (0.09) 009) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10)
Family income -0.05%* -0.05* 0.05%¢ -0.03+ . -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -001
{0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Urban status -0.24%+* -0.25%** -0.13+ -0.24%** -0.26%%* -0.22%* 0.31%% -0.33%* -0.17*
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) {0.07) (0.07) (007) (0.07) (X))
Support for democracy 0.28%** 0.12%%*  0.09%** 0.22%+* 0.07* 0.07* 0,234+ 0.10%** 007*
(0.02) (0.02) {0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) {0.02) (0.02) {0.02)
Gender (female) -43%+ 0.29% 0.41%%* -0.40%** -0 48+ -03]%4*
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Social-psychological 0.13%%*+ 0 ]3%** 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (003) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Social and cultural -0.03 002 0.01 0.00 00l -0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Social capital 0.08*%*  0.10%*+ 0.13%4¢ 0.12%%* 0.10%** 0.08*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Political performance 0.08* 009" 0.10** 0.09** 0.04 0.03
(0.03) {0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Competency 0,20%** 0.2]%** 0.16%%* 0.16%*+ 0.14%%¢ 0.14%*+
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) {0.04) (0.04)
Relevancy/Responsive 0.22%%% 0314+ 0 5% Q. J4%% 0.10%* -0.02
(0,03) (0.03) {0.03) (003) (0.03) {0.03)
Service delivery 0.19%**  0.16%** 0.19%+* 0.19%** 0.19%+* 0.16%**
(0ol (001) 001 (0.01) {0on (0.01)
Citizen Impact 0,04%**  0.05%** 0.05%** 0,054 0.05%%* 0.04%*
©ol1) oon (0.01) ©on (0.01) {0.01)
Evat Prov. Councils
Contacted Council 0.17
(0.15)
Council Tried to help 0.23
(0.19)
Contacted *helped 021%**
(0.01)
Eval. Co. Council 0.56%**
(0.10)
Eval Shuras/Jirgas 0.32%%*
o.on
Intercept 022+ =111 -] 594 0,35%%* -0.82%"* -0,82%** 025+ -0.68%** =1.37%**
Nagelkerke R 2.7 10.6 17.0 44 139 145 89 182 18.2
-119 -

Published by Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University, 2016

17



Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, Vol. 23, No. 2 [2016], Art. 8

Journal of Public Management & Social Policy Fall 2016

% Correctly predicted 699 692 651 652 68.6 690 69.0 712 729
Model 200 804 969 213 699 732 126 514 843
N 6593 6593 6593 G543 6593 6593 6593 6593 6593

Notes: The dependent variable is a dummy that takes a value of 1 if the institution is scored as having a great deal or & fair amount of confidence, and
0if not very much or no confidence al all. Figures in parentheses are standard errors
Significant levels: +p<10; *p<05; **p<01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed test)

confidence in public institutions, which is reflective of the development of public
management in an emergent democracy such as Afghanistan.

The marginal effects of the variables expose some important nuances on the
trajectory of some factors as well. First, of the theories, only government performance
produces a steady positive effect across the board. This is in addition to the stable positive
effects observed for institution-specific factors. Social capital appears not to be an issue in
confidence in the Police and justice system, while predisposition to government fails for
Shuras/Jirgas, Community Development Councils, and Provincial Councils. The expected
positive gender effect occurs for the police and justice system, but the results are reversed
elsewhere.

Results of Other Factors

The results of two variables are consistent and potentially consequential enough to
warrant attention. The first is ethnicity. We hypothesized that because of their forfeiture of
political power, precipitated by the 2001 invasion and subsequent wresting of power from
the Taliban, the leadership of which were principally Pashtun, Pashtuns would not accept
the country’s current governance arrangement. While the results in Table 1 are clearly
tenuous on that expectation, the data in Table 2 magnify it, manifesting a wholesale
rejection of all six institutions by Pashtuns. This negative outcome remains regardless of the
combination of other factors in Table 2. An important question is: why would the Pashtun
rejection of current arrangements manifest more in their nation’s public institutions than on
the governments themselves? This is perhaps because, as already noted, citizens experience
government mostly through public institutions. The second factor worthy of attention is
support for democracy. Democracy’s imposition is still keenly contested in Afghanistan.
Thus, it is not surprising that this factor produces such a vigorous effect.

Summary and Conclusions

We have explored the viability of existing theories of citizen evaluation of
government and confidence in public institutions, developed and polished largely within
established Western democracies, to explain the same phenomena within Afghanistan, an
emergent democracy in an Islamic setting. We situated the research mostly as a complement
and extension (as opposed to challenge) of the prevailing literature. The broad sketches of
our findings are clear. Foremost among these compelling findings are the following. First,
while the marginal importance of the theories may vary depending on level of government
and the particulars of each public institution, dominant theories of citizen evaluation of
government and confidence in public institutions are entirely viable for understanding
similar phenomena in Afghanistan’s evolving democracy. Second, together, these theories
appear more spectacular in predicting citizen evaluation of government than they are to
understanding confidence in public institutions. Third, and finally, perceptions of
government and institutional performance are the most stable predictors of confidence in
public institutions.
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Figure 4: Predicted Probabilities at the Mean on the Effects of the Propositions on
Citizen Confidence in Public Institutions
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These findings have significant implications for both theory-building and the
already tasked practical efforts to embed democracy and stabilize governance in
Afghanistan with good public management. First, about theory-building, the research has
delivered on its primary objective of aligning extant literature to an emergent democracy in
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an Islamic setting with its unique history, religion, and social traditions. It has provided a
firm empirical basis for extending extant literature to such a setting. Moreover, the research
also highlights another crucial question that has occupied this research genre for some time.
That question is this: when citizens evaluate government and public institutions, to what
extent are those evaluations driven by thoughtful, rational, and pragmatic considerations of
governments and public institutions—as opposed to abstract considerations and bandwagon
derivatives? This question is fostered by lingering uncertainty over how much the average
citizen really knows about the workings of government to really make informed
evaluations. While apprehension over what the average citizen actually knows about
government and public institutions, how he or she comes to know it, and whether or not that
knowledge is well-informed continues to distort the utility of public opinion (Fridkin and
Kenney 2014), and can certainly be fallible, the results we report here leave little doubt that
the average Afghan hardly acts in a vacuum when reacting to government and public
institutions.

Second, about practical efforts to deepen democratic governance and improve
citizen-government relations in Afghanistan, three policy imperatives are evident.
Obviously, some of the significant factors of citizen evaluation and confidence in
institutions are abstract features that preclude practical government policies that can alter
citizens’ stance, at least not immediately. Specifically, factors associated with the social-
psychological and social cultural theories may be more amenable to the success of long-
term indoctrination, cohort replacement, and generational change. However, the two most
persistent and positive predictors of citizen evaluation and confidence in public institutions
are fungibles well within government’s purview, which government can act to influence.
One is performance, as characterized by the several dimensions we assessed here. Quite
simply, Afghans will rally behind a government and public institution that deliver on the
twin pillars of democracy and service. This includes delivery of democratic rudiments, such
as personal freedoms. It also involves display of competency and relevancy/responsiveness,
and orchestrating change that impacts directly on citizens’ lives.

A corollary practical imperative is to consolidate democracy by continuing to
highlight its virtues as both a social ethos and foundation of Afghanistan’s burgeoning
political culture. The vast performance of “support for democracy” underscores this
imperative. The third practical import is perhaps the most stressful: multi-ethnicity, which
continues to stoke discord, foment violence, and deny Afghanistan of its national identity.
No serious nation-builder in Afghanistan can be oblivious to the explosive negative effect
of ethnicity, and its dire costs for instilling a sense of common destiny among Afghans. As
Elazar (1987, 192) has noted, “There is no federal system that is commonly viewed as
successful ...whose people do not think federal, that does not have a federal political culture
and strong will to use federal principles and arrangements” (as quoted in Cole and Kincaid
2012). Admittedly, any call for practical policies that lure Afghans out of their comfortable
ethnic silos and other constituent polities to pledge first loyalty to the national whole could
be construed as a parody of vacuous utopia, but emphasis on building bridges across the
strident ethnic divide in the country should remain a national policy priority.

Acknowledgments

The data analyzed in this research were culled from Asia Foundation’s 2008 Afghanistan
National Survey. We are solely responsible for the analysis and interpretations. We wish to
thank Alvin Mushkatel, Sharon and Jesse Chanley, Patience Akpan-Obong, and Joshua
Kane for their comments on previous versions of the manuscript. A previous version of the

-123 -

Published by Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University, 2016

21



Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, Vol. 23, No. 2 [2016], Art. 8

Journal of Public Management & Social Policy “all 2016

paper was presented at the 96th Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Social Science
Association, Las Vegas, Nevada, USA, March 23-26, 2016.

Nicholas Alozie is Professor of Public Policy and Founding Head of the Faculty of Social
Science in the College of Letters and Sciences at Arizona State University, where he has
served on the faculty since 1991. He has also served as the Director of both the university’s
MPA and interdisciplinary Ph.D. programs in Public Administration. Dr. Alozie’s research
spans issues of social justice and international development. He holds a Ph.D. in Political
Economy from the University of Texas at Dallas. E-Mail: Alozie@asu.edu.

Andrew Ewoh is a Professor of Political Science and Public Administration in the Barbara
Jordan-Mickey Leland School of Public Affairs at Texas Southern University. Before
joining the faculty at TSU, he was the Director of the Master of Public Administration
Program and Professor of Public Administration as well as the Co-Director of the
MBA/MPA Dual Degree Program at Kennesaw State University in Georgia. Prior to KSU,
he was the Political Science Program Coordinator and Professor at Prairie View A&M
University in Texas. He has long-term research and teaching interests in public
administration, public policy, economic development, govermance, human resources
management, public-private partnerships, political economy, and comparative public
administration. He currently serves on the Commission on Peer Review and Accreditation,
an independent body of the Network of Schools of Public Policy, Affairs and
Administration. Professor Ewoh is a past President of the Conference of Minority Public
Administrators and served on the National Council of the American Society for Public
Administration and on a public administration project in South Africa in 2012 as a Fulbright
Specialist.

References

Anderson, Christopher J., and Yuliya Tverdova. 2001. Winners, Losers, and Attitudes
About Government in Contemporary Democracies. International Political Science
Review 22,321-338.

. 2003. Corruption, Political Allegiances, and Attitudes toward Government in
Contemporary Democracies. American Journal of Political Science 47, 91-109.

Anderson, Lisa. 2011. Demystifying the Arab Spring: Parsing the Differences between
Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya. Foreign Affairs 90, 2-7.

Asia Foundation. 2008. Afghanistan in 2008: A Survey of the Afghan People. [Computer
file]. San Francisco: Asia Foundation [distributor].

Aydin, Aylin, and Cerem Cenker. 2012. Public Confidence in Government: Empirical
Implications from a Developing Democracy. International Political Science
Review 33, 230-250.

Berelson, Bernard. 1952. Democratic Theory and Public Opinion. Public Opinion Quarterly
16, 313-330.

Boix, Carles and Daniel N. Posner. 1998. Social Capital: Explaining its Origins and Effects
on Government Performance. British Journal of Political Science 28, 686-693.

Boyd, Emily.2002. The Noel Kempft Project in Bolivia. Gender and Development 10, 70-
71.

Catterberg, Gabriela, and Alejandro Moreno. 2006. The Individual Bases of Political Trust.
International Journal of Public Opinion Research 18, 31-48.

Cenker, Cerem, and Ali Carkoglu. 2011. On the Relationship Between Democratic

-124 -

http://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/jpmsp/vol23/iss2/8

22



Alozie and Ewoh: Citizen Evaluation of Government and Confidence in Public Institu

Alozie and Ewoh Citizen Evaluation of Government

Institutionalization and Civil Society Involvement. Democratization 18, 751-773.

Chanley, Virginia A, Rudolph Thomas J, and Rahn Wendy M (2000). The Origins and
Consequences of Public Trust in Government: A Time Series Analysis. Public
Opinion Quarterly 64, 239-56.

Chodorow, Nancy. 1974. Family Structure and Feminine Personality. In Woman, Culture,
and Society, eds. Michelle Z. Rosaldo and Louise Lamphere. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 43-67.

Citrin, Jack. 1974. Comment: The Political Relevance of Trust in Government. American
Political Science Review 68, 973-988.

Cole, Richard L. and John Kincaid. 2012. “Citizen Evaluation of Federalism Performance
and Feelings of Regional Equity and Autonomy in Four Federal Polities.”
Presented at Triennial Meetings of the International Political Science Association.
Madrid, Spain, July.

Cook, Timothy and Paul Gronke. 2005. The Skeptical American: Revisiting the Meanings
of Trust in Government and Confidence in Institutions. Journal of Politics 67, 784-
803.

Delhey, Jan., and Kenneth Newton. 2003. Who Trusts? The Origins of Social Trust in
Seven Societies. European Societies 5, 93-137.

Dietz, Thomas, Linda Kalof, and Paul C. Stern. 2002. Gender, Values, and
Environmentalism. Social Science Quarterly 83, 353-364.

Easton, David. 1975. A Re-Assessment of the Concept of Political Support. British Journal
of Political Science 5, 435-457.

Ecevit, Yuksel A. and Ekrem Karakog. 2015. The Perils of Semi-Presidentialism:
Confidence in Political Institutions in Contemporary Democracies. International
Political Science Review 36, 1-17

Elazar, Daniel J. 1987. Exploring Federalism. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

Emadi, Hafizullah. 2002. Repression, Resistance, and Women in Afghanistan. Westport:
Greenwood Press.

Evans, Geoffrey, and Stephen Whitefield. 1995. The Politics and Economics of Democratic
Commitment: Support for Democracy in Transition Societies. British Journal of
Political Science 25, 485-514.

Felbab-Brown, Vanda. 2012. Slip-Sliding on a Yellow Brick Road: Stabilization Efforts in
Afghanistan. Stability. International Journal of Security and Development 1, 4-19.

Fridkin, L. Kim, and Patrick Kenney. 2014. How the Gender of U.S. Senators Influences
People’s Understanding and Engagement in Politics. Journal of Politics 76, 1017-
1031.

Gilligan, Carol. 1982. In a Different Voice: Psychological Theory and Women's
Development. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Gergen, J. Kenneth, 1985. The Social Constructionist Movement in Modern Psychology.
American Psychologist 40, 266-275.

Granato, Jim, Ronald Englehart, and David Leblang. 1996. The Effect of Cultural Values on
Economic Development. American Journal of Political Science 40, 607-631.

Haidari, M. Ashraf, 2005. Afghanistan’s Parliamentary Election Results Confirm Stunning
Gains for Women. Retrieved January 4, 2016
(htip://www.eurasianet.org/departments /civilsociety/articles/eav102805b.shtml).

Hardin, Russell. 2000. The Public Trust. In Disaffected Democracies: What's Troubling the
Trilateral Countries? Eds. Susan J. Pharr and Robert D. Putnam. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 31-51.

- 125 -

Published by Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University, 2016

23



Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, Vol. 23, No. 2 [2016], Art. 8

Journal of Public Management & Social Policy Fall 2016

Hetherington, Marc J. 1998. The Political Relevance of Political Trust. American Political
Science Review 92, 791-808.

. 1999. The Effect of Political Trust on the Presidential Vote, 1968-1996. American
Political Science Review 93, 311-26.

. 2005. Why Political Trust Matters: Declining Political Trust and the Demise of
American Liberalism. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Hetherington, Marc J., and John D. Nugent. 2001. Explaining Public Support for
Devolution: The Role of Political Trust. In What is it About Government that
Americans Dislike?, eds. John R. Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 134-151.

Hetherington, Marc J., and Thomas J. Rudolph. 2008. Priming, Performance, and the
Dynamics of Political Trust. Journal of Politics 710, 498-512.

Hibbing, John R., and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse. 1995. Congress as Public Enemy: Public
Attitudes toward American Political Institutions. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Howard, M. Morje. 2003. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Jennings, Kent M. 1998. Political Trust and the Roots of Devolution. In Trust and
Governance, eds. Valerie Braithwaite and Margaret Levi. New York, NY: Russell
Sage Foundation, 218-244.

Kampen, Jarl, Steven van de Walle, and Geert Bouchaert. 2006. Assessing the Relation
between Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery and Trust in Government.
Public Performance & Management Review 29, 387-404.

Katzman, Kenneth. 2014. “Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and Government Performance.”
Congressional Research Service 7-5700, RS 21922, Washington, DC: CRS

Keele, Luke. 2007. Social Capital and the Dynamics of Trust in Government. American
Journal of Political Science 51, 241-254.

Kelleher, Christine A., and Jennifer Wolak. 2007. Explaining Public Confidence in the
Branches of State Government. Political Research Quarterly 60, 707-721.

Knack, Stephen, 2002. Social Capital and the Quality of Government: Evidence from the
States. American Journal of Political Science 46, 772-85.

Kuhn, Thomas S. 2012. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 50th Anniversary Edition.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Levy, Jacob T. 2007. Federalism, Liberalism, and the Separation of Loyalties. American
Political Science Review 101, 459-477.

Lindblom, Charles E. 1959. The Science of ‘Muddling Through’. Public Administration
Review 19, 79-88.

Lipsky, Michael. 1980. Street-Level Bureaucracy: The Dilemmas of the Individual in Public
Service. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Liihiste, Kadri. 2006. Explaining Trust in Political Institutions: Some Illustrations from the
Baltic States. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 39, 475-496.

Maley, William. 2011. Afghanistan in 2010: Continuing Governance Challenges and
Faltering Security. Asian Survey 51, 85-96.

. 2012. Afghanistan in 2011: Positioning for an Uncertain Future. Asian Survey 52, 88-
99.

Manganaro, Lynne L., and Nicholas Alozie N. 2011. Gender Role Attitudes: Who Supports
Expanded Rights for Women in Afghanistan? Sex Roles 64, 516-529.

. 2015. The Political Gender Gap in Afghanistan. Journal of Women, Politics, and

- 126 -

http://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/jpmsp/vol23/iss2/8

24



Alozie and Ewoh: Citizen Evaluation of Government and Confidence in Public Institu

Alozie and Ewoh Citizen Evaluation of Government

Policy 36, 285-310.

Marien, Sophie and Marc Hooghe. 2011. Does Political Trust Matter? An Empirical
Investigation into the Relation between Political Trust and Support for Law
Compliance. European Journal of Political Research 50, 267-291.

Mishler, William, and Richard Rose. 2001. What are the Origins of Political Trust? Testing
Institutional and Cultural Theories in Post-Communist Societies. Comparative
Political Studies 34, 30-59.

Moghadam, Valentine M. 2002. Patriarchy, the Taleban, and Politics of Public Space in
Afghanistan, Women Studies International Forum 25, 19-31.

Nannestad, Peter. 2008. What Have We Learned About Generalized Trust, If Anything?
Annual Review of Political Science 11, 413-436.Neustadt, R. Elliot. 1990.
Presidential Power. New York: Macmillan.

Newton, Kenneth. 1997. Social Capital and Democracy. American Behavioral Scientist 40,
575-586.

. 1999. Social and Political Trust in Established Democracies. In Critical Citizens:
Global Support for Democratic Government, ed. Pippa Norris. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 169-187.

Newton, Kenneth and Pippa Norris. 1999. “Confidence in Public Institutions: Faith, Culture
or Performance?” Presented at the Meeting of the American Political Science
Association, Atlanta, Georgia, September 1-5th.

Norrander, Barbara and Clyde Wilcox. 2008. The Gender Gap in Ideology. Political
Behavior 30, 503-523.

Norris, Pippa. 1999. “Institutional Explanations for Political Support.” In Critical Citizens:
Global Support for Democratic Government, ed. Pippa Norris. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 217-217.

North, Douglas C. 1990. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Nye, Joseph S., Phillip D. Zelikow, and David C. King. 1997. Why People Don’t Trust
Government. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, United States Department of State. 2013.
“The Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan and the U.S. Response, 1978-1980.” Retrieved
January 4, 2016 (http://www_history.state.gov).

O’Leary, Rosemary, David M. Slyke, and Soonhee Kim. 2010. The Future of Public
Administration around the World. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

Osborne, D., and T. Gaebler. 1992. Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneurial
Spirit is Transforming the Public Sector. Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Pharr, Susan, Robert Putnam, and Russell Dalton. 2000. A Quarter-Century of Declining
Confidence. Journal of Democracy 11, 5-25.

Putnam, Robert. 1993. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

. 1995. Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital. Journal of Democracy 6,
65-78.

__.2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York:
Simon and Schuster.

__.2002. Democracies in Flux: The Evolution of Social Capital in Contemporary Society.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Riphenburg, Carol J. 2004. Post-Taliban Afghanistan: Changed Outlook for Women? Asian
Survey 44, 401-421.

-127 -

Published by Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University, 2016

25



Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, Vol. 23, No. 2 [2016], Art. 8

Journal of Public Management & Social Policy Fall 2016

Roeder, Phillip W. 1994, Public Opinion and Policy Leadership in the American States.
Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama Press.

Schiesinger, Mark, and Caroline Heldman. 2001. Gender Gap or Gender Gaps? The Journal
of Politics 63, 59-92.

Schneider, Saundra, and William Jacoby. 2003. Public Attitudes toward the Policy
Responsibilities of the National and State Governments. Evidence from South
Carolina. State Politics and Policy Quarterly 3, 246-269.

Steckler, Allan, and Kenneth R. McLeroy. 2008. The Importance of External Validity.
American Journal of Public Health 98, 9-10.

Steinmo, Sven. 1994. Rethinking American Exceptionalism: Culture or Institutions? In The
Dynamics of American Politics: Approaches and Interpretations, eds. Lawrence C.
Dodd and Calvin C Jillson. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 106-131.

Van Ryzin, G. 2004. Expectation, Performance and Citizen Satisfaction with Urban
Services. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 23, 433-448.

Wang, Ching-Hsing. 2015. “Government Performance, Corruption, and Political Trust in
East Asia.” Social Science Quarterly. DOI:10.1111/ssqu.12223.

Wang, Zhengxu, Russell J. Dalton, and Doh Chull Shin. 2006. “Political Trust, Political
Performance, and Support for Democracy.” In Citizens, Democracy, and Markets
around the Pacific Rim: Congruence Theory and Political Culture, eds. Russell J.
Dalton, and Doh Chull Shin. New York: Oxford University Press, 135-154.

Wolak, Jennifer and Christine Kelleher Palus. 2010. The Dynamics of Public Confidence in
U.S. State and Local Government. State Politics and Policy Quarterly 10, 421-445.

World Bank. 2005. Afghanistan: National Reconstruction and Poverty Reduction—the Role
of Women in Afghanistan’s Future. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Zmerli, Sonja and Kenneth Newton. 2008. Social Trust and Attitudes toward Democracy.
Public Opinion Quarterly 72, 706-724.

Zulfacar, Maliha. 2006. The Pendulum of Gender Politics in Afghanistan. Central Asian
Review 25, 27-59.

- 128 -

http://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/jpmsp/vol23/iss2/8

26



Alozie and Ewoh: Citizen Evaluation of Government and Confidence in Public Institu

Journal of Public Managenment & Social Policy Fall 2016
Appendix: Question, Coding, and Summary Statistics
Variable Question /Coding Factor Mean SD
Loading

Demographics
Age 34.6 12.8
Marital status (Married = 1) 76.7%
Education - 55.1%
Literacy (llliterate = 1) 48.8%
Ethnicity (Pashtun = 1) 41.2%
Employment status (Unemployed = 1) 10.3%
Occupation (White Collar = 1) 6.2%
Household income (Coding: 1-10 for 10 different groupings) 3.1 1.5
Urban (urban=1) 19.0%
Government Evaluation (Very good/somewhat good = 1)
National 67.1%
Provincial 73.5%
Urban (Urban Residents Only) 54.3%
Rural (Rural Residents Only) 71.1%
Confidence in Public Institutions (Great deal/fair deal = 1;
not very much/no = 0)
National Police 81.3%
Government Justice System 45.6%
Independent National Electoral Commission 57.3%
Community Development Councils 65.0%
Provincial Councils 65.1%
Community Shuras/Jirgas 69.6%
The Theories
Social-psychological. 1. Most people can be trusted 82 34.5%

2. People are only thinking about themselves .82 31.6%

SPSY INDEX (Min=0, Max=2) 0.66 0.7
Social and cultural. 1. Influence over government decisions 81 64.8%

2. Voting can lead to improvement 81 65.6%

SCULT INDEX (Min=0, Max=2) 1.30 0.7
Social capital. 1. Knows how to register to vote .76 48.1%

2. Aware of upcoming elections .76 53.3%

3. Likely to vote in coming elections .64 76.7%

SOCC INDEX (Min=0, Max=3) 1.78 1.0
Proximity. Federalism.
Performance. Political Performance

1. Things in Afghanistan today are going in the right direction 51 36.9%

2. Most people feel free to express their political opinions 74 40.1%

3. Satisfied with the way democracy works in Afghanistan .64 67.8%

PPI INDEX (Min=0, Max=3) 1.76 0.9
Competency. 1. Government judicial system would punish the .79 56.8%
guilty party
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2. Afghan government on its own can conduct elections 79 72.1%

CI INDEX (Min=0, Max=2) 1.29 0.7
Relevancy/Responsiveness. 1. Parliament is addressing the major .86 65.4%

problems

2. My MP is addressing the major problems .86 55.9%

RR INDEX (Min=0, Max=2) 1.21 0.8
Service delivery (national level). ISD INDEX (Min=0, Max=7) 3.57 1.8
Government impact on people's well-being FS INDEX. (Min=0, 5.01 2.0

Max=8)

Service delivery (local level). SDLL INDEX (Min=0, Max=9) 4.5 2.2
Institutional Performance Measures

National Police. ANP INDEX (Min=0, Max=5) 297 1.2
Justice system. Government judicial system would punish the guilty 56.8%
Independent Electoral Commission. Afghan government can 72.1%

conduct

elections

Community Development Councils. Satisfied with the job CDC is 34.8%

doing

Provincial Councils. 1. Has contacted Rep. the Provincial Council 11.2%

2. Provincial Council tried to help 7.1%
Community Shuras/Jirgas. NSJ INDEX (Min=0, Max=5) 347 1.7
Gender exceptionalism. Female 49.2%

Control Variable
Support for democracy. 1. Democracy is better than any other form .67 75.5%
of government
2. Everyone should have equal rights under the law .63 83.6%
3. Separate religion and government .53 74.8%
4. An Islamic country can be democratic/keep its Islamic .53 65.8%
values
SDA INDEX (Min=0, Max=4) 2.99 1.0

N =6593
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