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Abstract  

 

The classic civic culture argument is that established democracies require allegiant citizens 

to function effectively and a decline in political trust could undermine support for democracy, 

political engagement and the capacity of government to act. A counter view is that in affluent 

societies citizens are becoming less trusting of government and more assertive and engaged, 

contributing to a more mature and critical democracy. Using survey and focus group 

research collected in Australia in 2016 after 25 years of economic growth we explore the 

issue of whether lack of political trust matters to democratic governance. We show that lack 

of trust impacts through low public confidence in the ability of government to deliver key 

policies and perhaps on voting but not on political engagement beyond voting. The framing 

of politics by Australian citizens does not match that of a civic culture but equally it does not 

suggest movement towards an assertive culture. We suggest alternative future trajectories.   
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Introduction  

 

Is lack of political trust a problem or not? Trust between governors and governed could be 

seen as essential to afford the smooth running of democratic governance but equally the idea 

that citizens need to be vigilant and therefore not too trusting of political elites also seems 

essential to democracy. To explore this mercurial quality of trust we need to be clearer about 

why and how trust matters and the answer may not be clear-cut given ‘political trust, almost 

by definition, remains an elusive concept’ (Hooghe et al, 2017: 214). 

 

Welzel and Dalton (2014) highlight the differences between allegiant and assertive civic 

cultures (see Table 1) and these two models provide a useful way of framing the discussion 

about political trust. In the allegiant model political trust in the form of deference to political 

leaders and trust in the institutions of politics matters, as it provides the glue to hold together 

the political system. In the assertive model it is lack of trust that matters as it provides the 

energy and commitment for citizens to engage in political activity and to hold politicians to 

account.   This paper presents a theoretical and empirical exploration of these two models 

drawing on evidence from Australia. 

 

Table 1: The features of allegiant and assertive civic cultures 

Allegiant  Assertive  

Emphasis on order and security Emphasis on voice and participation 

Deference to authority Distance from authority 

Trust in institutions Scepticism of institutions 

Limited liberal view of democracy Expanded democratic expectations 

Limited protest/protest potential Direct, elite challenging action 

Traditional forms of participation Mixture of traditional and new forms of 

participation 

Source: developed from Welzel and Dalton (2014) 

Why focus on one country and why Australia? The argument for focusing on one country is 

that it allows us to more easily employ mixed methods in our investigation which will allow 

us to go into greater depth in exploring trust which is widely recognised as an elusive and 

tricky concept. Much of the work in this area has used large scale survey work and produces 

valuable insights but has to make a lot of assumptions about the meanings attached to 

concepts such as trust and what, for example, it means to be assertive rather than allegiant. 

Using qualitative methods alongside our survey work allows us to explore the underlying 

dynamics of what might be going on. 
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The argument for focusing on Australia is that it makes a good test case for both models; 

allegiant and assertive civic cultures. The reasoning here is that the civic culture model would 

expect citizens to retain loyalty to the political system if government delivers on its 

fundamental tasks of providing security and economic well-being. On the other hand, the 

assertive citizen framing would argue that as citizens feel more secure about their material 

standing and general well-being they would be willing to become more politically assertive 

and less trusting of government and politicians. Australian governments have succeeded, at 

least as measured in conventional social and economic terms, in that the country has 

experienced unbroken economic growth for the last 25 years constructed in the context of a 

peaceful and stable democracy (see Table 2). Since the publication of Donald Horne’s book 

The Lucky Country (1968) the epithet the ‘lucky country’ has become the unofficial motto of 

Australia (Street 2015: 2). Horne’s description was an ironic comment on how Australia has 

perhaps succeeded more by luck rather the good judgement. But for our purposes it suggests 

that Australia should be a “least likely” case for showing a loss of the classic civic culture 

envisaged by the allegiant model because of its sustained success. Equally it should be a 

“most likely” case for the rise of assertive citizens because of its sustained affluence and 

stability has released citizens to take a more critical and challenging political stance.   

 

Figure 1. Economic growth by real gross domestic product in Australia (1991-2016) 

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016 

 

This paper first explores the concept of political trust and then  allegiant and assertive models 

before presenting our results under three headings. First, we ask if political trust has declined 

and, if so, what is driving lack of trust. Second, we explore if lack of political trust has 
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affected political engagement. Third, we look also at whether lack of political trust has 

undermined confidence in government’s ability to act.  

 

Exploring political trust  

Political trust appears to present a series of puzzles to political science and before developing 

our analysis we need to grapple with each of these in turn. First, it is problematic to measure 

and there is uncertainty about how citizens make judgements about political trustworthiness. 

Secondly, when it comes to the big drivers of political trust, the standard social-economic 

factors appear to play less of a part than broader attitudinal and contextual features. Thirdly, 

when faced with questions about the impact of lack of trust political science appears to offer 

contradictory or at least divergent explanations.  

 

There is a considerable debate about how to measure trust (for a review see Marien, 2011). 

Broadly the choice is between whether to treat trust as a one-dimensional or multi-

dimensional attitude. Citizens logically might use different criteria to evaluate the trust of 

different institutions (Fisher et al, 2010). They might think about it pragmatically or 

strategically in terms of the perceived delivery record of the institution, or about the moral 

capacity of its leaders to do the right thing or about the checks and balances in place to make 

sure that those leaders do behave appropriately. However, other researchers (see Marien, 

2011, Hooghe, 2017) suggest that despite this complexity, trust judgements for most citizens 

are effectively one dimensional as the different types of judgement they make combine into 

one generalized assessment. Focus group work on trust indicates that people find it hard to 

explain their thought processes when coming to a trust judgement but that trust scores still 

seem to capture, if somewhat imperfectly, the general public image of an organisation and are 

‘indicative of the credit that people grant to the institutions in question, or the tendency to 

accept what they do’ (Dekker, 2012:19). It might also be helpful to see trust as an example of 

fast thinking about politics (Stoker et al, 2015); a quick verdict rather than the product of 

slow, reflective reasoning. Using the heuristic of trusting or not trusting provides a platform 

for launching citizen judgement. Based on intuitive thinking it provides time-poor citizens in 

an information-rich world with just sufficient information to enable them to evaluate the 

positions of political actors and institutions. The question they might ask of politicians and 

government would cover: are they competent, can they deliver credible commitments and do 

they treat people fairly? (Levi and Stoker, 2000: 484). 
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One important debate about how political trust is understood in political science treats it as 

the dependent variable to be explained. What is it that drives political trust? As Levi and 

Stoker (2000: 481) comment, the available research tells us that ‘whether citizens express 

trust or distrust is primarily a reflection of their political lives, not their personalities nor even 

their social characteristics’. Studies have found it difficult to identify particular social groups 

that are more distrusting than others, although in countries with low levels of corruption, 

higher education is associated with higher levels of political trust but in countries with a 

reputation for higher levels of corruption higher levels of education are associated with 

lowers levels of political trust (Hakhverdian and Mayne, 2012). What appears to drive trust in 

general terms is the orientation that citizens have towards government and politics and the 

context in which they are making a judgement. The filter of experience provides the basis for 

coming to the broad judgement about whether governments and politicians can be trusted. If 

you like their policy stances and see them getting things done you trust them; if not you have 

a basis for distrust.  

 

Another set of debates that treat trust an independent variable appear to struggle to come to 

unequivocal conclusions. For example lack of trust might be seen as directly affecting 

political engagement but ‘the literature contains two different, and incompatible, claims about 

how trust influences political participation’ (Levi and Stoker, 2000: 486). One claim is that 

the trusting should be expected to participate to a greater extent than the distrusting, at least 

in conventional activities such as voting and campaign involvement because they are more 

likely to reason that it will make a difference. The counter claim is that distrust (rather than 

trust) should stimulate engagement, at least among those with resources, as distrust will drive 

the search for accountability and a determination to challenge government. Hetherington 

(1998: 804) has made strong claims that lack of trust means that governments duck out of 

tackling more tricky or challenging issues because ‘a public no longer possessed of a core 

trust in its political system is easily frightened by negative campaigns against broad new 

initiatives’. On the contrary, if a government has political trust is has more leeway and more 

time to get things done. Others though appear more doubtful and argue that governments’ 

performance is driven up when citizens challenge and push for greater accountability and 

effectiveness (see Dalton and Welzel, 2014). 

 

As noted in the introduction, the impact of trust can be framed through two broad models of 

political culture. Its presence could be viewed as having positive consequences in that 
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allegiant citizens would be prepared to believe that governments and politicians could deliver 

social and economic benefits given time and opportunity. Its absence, on the other hand, 

could be seen as stimulus for a more critical and demanding public to drive up the 

accountability and performance of government.   

 

An argument from the classic civic culture framing (Almond and Verba, 1963) would be that 

lack of trust will undermine a democracy and make it harder for government to take action 

over important issues. A civic culture for a modern democracy would need most citizens to 

be broadly allegiant towards the political system, although some will need to be actively 

engaged and assertive (Dalton and Welzel, 2014). A generalized sense of political trust in this 

model might then be defined as ‘the degree to which people perceive government capable of 

producing outcomes consistent with their expectations’ (Hetherington, 2005: 9). Trust in 

government in this model forms part of the social contract between rulers and citizens and if 

it were absent or in short supply it would be a source of potential instability. Political trust is 

a core pillar of the diffuse support for democratic political systems (Easton, 1975). Political 

trust could also be a commodity that helps leaders achieve their goals because it can support 

co-operative and co-production activities with citizens. Citizens look to government to act 

and in an effective democracy it is essential that most citizens have confidence in its ability to 

deliver. Lack of trust will have negative consequences in terms of political engagement, 

compliance with rules and laws and in the capacity of government to take on difficult issues 

since citizens will have no confidence in their ability to deliver.   

 

The counter framing – the assertive culture model – has come to the fore in the last two 

decades. Its starting point is that democracies are changing as a result of the rise of post 

material values and the less pressing nature of income and welfare needs among citizens 

(Inglehart, 1977; Norris, 1999). Citizens have turned away from “allegiance” towards an 

“assertive” approach to politics: and in so doing they have become more distrustful of 

politicians and governments and willing to confront them and make demands (Dalton and 

Welzel, 2015). Affluence has encouraged critical citizens to become more prominent. They 

retain strong expectations about democracy but lack trust in government and politicians to 

deliver and that in turn is a healthy development (Dalton and Shin, 2014). Political trust in 

this model becomes an expression of naivety and citizen distrust of government is viewed as 

a positive democratic practice because it enables oversight. The rise of critical citizens 

provides a further check and balance on government. They distrust government but have high 
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expectations of democracy and so keep the spirit of democracy alive in the present: As 

Welzel and Dalton (2014:305) put it: 

The erosion of allegiant cultures and the parallel emergence of assertive cultures 

should not be worrisome developments as regards the societies’ governance 

performance. Instead, in terms of both accountable and effective governance, the 

cultural change has positive consequences. 

We are therefore faced with divergent perspectives which would appear ripe for empirical 

investigation.  

 

Research design and data collection  

In February and March 2016, the Museum of Australian Democracy (MoAD) and the 

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis (IGPA) commissioned Ipsos to survey 1444 

Australians on the relationship between trust in the political system and attitudes towards 

democracy. Participants for this survey were selected based on quotas corresponding to age, 

gender, location, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status and immigration status. 

Participants were aged 18 years or older. Results were post weighted in terms of age, gender, 

location, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status and immigration status. The survey was 

therefore representative of the adult Australian population.  

In addition, qualitative methods were used to explore the underlying dynamics of political 

trust in Australia involving focus groups with various ‘slices of Australian life’: mainstream 

Australians (recruited at random, mix of age, gender, family and socio-economic status); 

older Australians (over 65, not working); young Australians (under 23); new Australians 

(migrants to Australia that became citizens within the past 10 years); rural and regional 

Australians (living outside metropolitan Australia); LGBTQI Australians; and, Australians 

with disability (or carers). The ten focus groups were conducted between 2 July and 23 

November and 21 December 2016, in Beechworth, Brisbane (2), Canberra, Killara, 

Wangaratta, Wodonga (2), Yackandandah, and Yass, ensuring a sound regional urban-rural 

spread.  
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Results and findings  

In this section we present results against four questions: has political trust declined; what 

factors lie behind the political trust held by citizens; does political trust drive confidence in 

the ability of government to deliver on issues and tasks; and, finally does trust shape political 

engagement?  

 

Has political trust declined? 

Evidence of decline in trust is available because of a question that we included in our survey 

that is asked regularly as part of the Australian Election Study (see Figure 2). It asks whether 

people in Federal Government “look after themselves” or “can be trusted to do the right 

thing”. In 2016 when we repeated the question only 27 per cent were clear that the 

Government could be trusted to do the right thing “usually” or “sometimes” compared to a 

high point of trust in 1996 when 48 per cent of Australians expressed trust in government. 

Indeed only five per cent were clear that government could be trusted to do the right thing. It 

is also worth noting that trust in politics can vary with the arrival of a new leader or 

government and that there can be surges of support for politics and its core actors in times of 

crisis. Over time though, the pattern appears to be towards a downward trend.  

This finding is remarkable in part because of the long period of economic growth experienced 

by Australia during this period. Australia has experienced economic buoyancy that would be 

the envy of many other advanced economies; so it would appear difficult to connect declining 

trust to do the right thing by government as reflection of economic hard times. The pattern of 

steady decline in political trust reflects the experience of other advanced democracies 

particular Britain and the USA. Australia is one of a number of countries where the pattern is 

one of steady decline in the assessment made by citizens of their politicians and political 

institutions from a relatively high base to a low base. Other countries (Spain, for example, 

after the financial crisis of 2007/8) have seen a sharp decline in political trust as result of an 

economic shock or other event that appear to call into question the good faith and capacity of 

government. Of course, some countries appear to have a sustained low level of trust (for 

example, Italy and Greece) and some countries have shown little loss of trust such as the 

Nordic countries (see Stoker, 2017 for a further discussion).  

The steady decline in political trust does fit with the claims of the assertive culture model that 

rising levels of education and affluence have shifted citizen attitudes to be less trusting and 

more challenging. There appears to be no obvious other explanation in terms of a graphic 

shock to the Australian political system such as an economic collapse or a demonstrable 

decline in governmental performance. For the civic culture model, the decline in trust would 

appear to a worrying trend. Here the political system is delivering exactly the stable and 

effective oversight of economy and society that would have supported a sustained civic 

culture yet trust appears to be on a downward path. 
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Figure 2. Declining trust in government to do the right thing 

 

 

What does our qualitative data tell us about how Australian citizens understand the concept of 

political trust? Trust is about an impression that you get about someone; that they are honest 

and that they will do what they say. It is a highly valued quality that people use to navigate all 

aspects of the lives. When asked to describe the characteristics of their ideal politician 

Australians are fairly uniform in emphasizing the importance of empathy (“approachable and 

accessible”, “who listens to them”, who “communicates and follows up”), honesty and 

trustworthiness (“sees things through”, “do what they say”, “no broken promises”), and the 

need for ethic leadership. That is not often what they find in the contemporary politician: 

At the moment a lot of politicians go into politics for advancement rather than service. 

Turning out clones of media-savvy people with soundbites and platitudes not genuine 

responses. It feels like they’re manufactured (Indi citizen, regional and rural Australia). 

Trust above all is defined as keeping promises and that is where politics is seen as failing. As 

one older Australian puts it:  

Keeping your word. That’s a big thing with me. Don’t tell me you’re going to do 

something and then don’t do it because I’ll never trust you. 

To trust a politician would mean they were approachable, reliable and consistent and that 

their words lined up with their actions. For most Australians participating in our focus groups 

it would appear these attributes are not observable in most politicians.  
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What factors lie behind the political trust held by citizens? 

We need to explore the decline in political trust further. We next focus on the degree of trust 

held in Federal Government by Australian citizens. This is measured in our survey by a 

question that asks “How much you personally trust each of the following institutions? The 

federal government” with responses on a five-point Likert-scale ranging from “I do not trust 

them at all” (1), “I distrust them a little bit” (2), “I neither trust nor distrust them” (3), “I trust 

them a little bit” (4), and “I trust them very much” (5). Figure 3 summarises the results of an 

ordinal logistic regression of responses to this question, where the diamond indicates the 

estimated coefficient and the width of the bars indicate the confidence intervals (if the dark 

grey bar does not intersect the zero line, the effect is significant at the 95 per cent confidence 

level). The full results, expressed in odds ratios, are reported in Table 2. These reveal that 

men are more likely to be lacking in trust in federal government, while people who are 

educated to degree level or live in a household where English is not spoken as a first 

language are more trusting. The connection between trust and higher education is common in 

relatively non-corrupt political systems, as noted earlier (Hakhverdian and Mayne, 2012). 

However, it is perhaps challenging to one of the mechanisms implied by the assertive civic 

culture model, in that the rise of education levels is seen as a driver of more challenging and 

critical citizens. The finding in households where no English is spoken reflects the common 

judgement of recent arrivals that tend to compare Australia’s liberal democratic government 

with the more authoritarian regimes where they were previously resident. In many ways the 

decline in political trust might be an even stronger trend if not for the arrival of new migrants 

grateful for the new life provided by Australia. The expected finding also emerges that if you 

share an ideological preference with the ruling parties in government (in 2016 the right-wing 

leaning Liberal/National coalition) this encourages a sense of trust. 

Social factors then help to frame how citizens orient themselves to political trust. But 

politicians are judged with confidence and also through a lens of scepticism about politics 

that stretches across the generations. Here are three observations made in the older Australian 

group about how to assess trust that epitomise the range of responses in this cohort: 

You’re going to laugh at this from a male’s point of view. When I shake hands with 

another male I will know by his handshake whether or not I’m going to trust him. 

They look you in the eye. 

In retirement, I think about it even more so than I used to do in the past. I actually do 

sit there and do some research about it all and if a politician, say for example, Pauline 

Hanson, is just saying things that she thinks are very populist, I’ll give her five and a 

half nanoseconds before I’ll lose interest. It’s just a degree of insincerity that just seems 

to glow. 

Followed by three comments from a group of younger Australians:  

Whoever they may be – they have my best interests at heart. They actually care about 

me 
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Communication and transparency. Keeping promises and consistency – you say you’re 

going to do something, you do it. If you can’t do it, say something – be honest. 

If they seemed quite robotic and have been in politics for quite a while, then I’d be like, 

“Look, maybe these aren’t their actual views. These are just the views they know will 

get them elected.” 

Overall, the strongest predictors of distrust are attitudinal. People who do not trust the Federal 

Government are also likely to not care about elections, view politics as run for big business 

and express dissatisfaction with current democratic practice. Lack of trust in Federal 

Government reflects a wider sense that there is a malaise in politics. Given the relatively 

benign social and economic context of Australia what this suggests is that lack of trust is 

about the processes of politics being viewed negatively by citizens (a finding that ties in with 

our earlier research, see Evans et al, 2016 and Stoker et al, 2017). Politicians are failing to 

engage with citizens, they appear out of touch and are perceived to be dancing to the tune of 

big interests – business or unions.  What they do and who is elected may not be relevant to 

distrusting citizens with that perspective.   

These findings are in some ways again more troubling for the civic rather than the assertive 

culture model. It looks as if several of the key features of the classic civic culture have 

vanished in Australia. The sense of dissatisfaction and annoyance at politics might fit with 

the assertive culture model. There are also hints that those who are interested in politics and 

perhaps non-aligned carriers of a new style of politics are less trusting, although these effects 

are modest, they could be consistent with the assertive culture model. 

Figure 3. The drivers of trust in federal government, ordinal logistic regression  

 

Age: 50 and above

Male

Income: <A$50,000

Education: school

Education: degree

Recent arrivals

Indigenous

English not spoken at home

Don’t care about election result

Ideology: right

Non-participant (does not participate)

De-aligned (does not identify with party)

Dissatisfied with democracy

Interest in politics

Politics run for big interests

-1 -.5 0 .5 1
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Table 2. Ordinal logistic regression of trust in federal government, ordinal logistic regression odds 

ratios 

 Trust in federal government 

Age: 50 and above 1.012 

 (0.136) 
Male 0.742 

 (0.095)* 
Income: <A$50,000 0.823 

 (0.112) 
Education: school 1.094 

 (0.164) 
Education: degree 1.445 

 (0.222)* 
Recent arrivals 1.103 

 (0.194) 
Indigenous 1.146 

 (0.235) 
English not spoken at home 1.709 

 (0.267)*** 
Don’t care about election result 0.709 

 (0.165) 
Ideology: right 1.121 

 (0.046)** 
Non-participant (does not participate) 0.939 

 (0.120) 
De-aligned (does not identify with party) 0.889 

 (0.139) 
Dissatisfied with democracy 0.433 

 (0.035)*** 
Interest in politics 0.755 

 (0.129)+ 
Politics run for big interests 0.411 

 (0.034)*** 

N  1,244 

Pseudo R-squared 0.17 

+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
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Does political trust drive public confidence in the ability of government to deliver?  

Turning now to look at political trust as an independent variable we ask: does trust drive 

confidence in the performance of (federal) government? Before directly addressing this 

question, it can be noted that there are generally low levels of confidence in the ability of 

government to deliver. We asked about a series of tasks undertaken by government some of 

which were routine (delivering youth allowance payments) and less humdrum (combatting 

terrorism).1 We were interested if citizens would think that government can get bureaucratic 

tasks done but would struggle to see it as effective with more tricky or “wicked” tasks ‘those 

that are complex, unpredictable, open ended, or intractable’ (Head and Alford, 2015: 712). 

The evidence from public administration (Kettl, 2009) is that government is generally 

effective at the routine (or technocratic) challenges but less effective at the wicked (or 

adaptive) challenges.  

No such simple pattern emerged among the responses of Australian citizens. Half of the 

survey respondents were “confident that government could deliver on combatting terrorism”, 

a wicked issue but half were also “confident that government could build roads”. Four out of 

ten were either “very confident” or “somewhat confident” that government could manage 

water, develop infrastructure and organise childcare support and youth payments; again 

challenges not without complexity but perhaps not at the level of a wicked problem. There 

was more scepticism and less confidence that government could deliver on other routine 

issues, with only 3 in 10 having confidence in the ability of government to deliver state 

pensions, school funding or the allocation of welfare. Two potential wicked issues also got a 

3 in 10 confidence backing: combating illegal drugs and tackling climate change.  

We also asked about confidence in the capacity of government to deliver against more 

general issues.2 Here over half of respondents felt that government could deal with national 

security and 4 in 10 felt the same about education. But over other issues – the environment, 

immigration, healthcare, refugees, the economy, national broadband, and industrial relations 

– confidence dropped to 3 in 10 and over climate change confidence hit its lowest point of 2 

in 10.  

Three main conclusions can be drawn from these findings. First, confidence in the ability of 

government to perform tasks or tackle issues is by no means high, given that at best only half 

of respondents indicated they were “very confident” or “somewhat confident” in government. 

Citizens did appear to be especially sceptical about government capacity in respect of most 

wicked tasks or issues and also doubted the capacity of government to undertake certain 

routine tasks. Citizens appear to be judging their confidence in government to undertake 

                                                           
1 On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is ‘not at all’, and 5 is ‘very’) how confident are you in the ability of the Federal 

Government to perform the following tasks: build roads; deliver state pensions; combat terrorism; manage water 

restrictions; combat illegal drugs; develop national infrastructure; deliver child care support; manage public 

school funding; deliver youth allowance payments; manage allocation of welfare; and, address domestic 

violence. 
2 On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is ‘not at all’, and 5 is ‘very’) how confident are you in the ability of the Federal 

Government to address the following issues? Education; the environment; immigration; industrial relations; 

health and Medicare; refugees and asylum seekers; climate change; management of the economy; National 

broadband; and, national security. 
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various tasks or issues not by a forensic dissection of the challenges involved but more by 

their own experience or their framed understanding of government effectiveness or 

ineffectiveness.  

Second, confidence in the ability of government also reflects citizens own judgement about 

the difficulty of the task at hand. In our focus groups, national security was considered an 

area of confidence in part because of Australia’s geographical isolation and lack of obvious 

immediate threats. Building roads, and hospitals and providing should not be considered 

beyond the capacity of government but as one representative respondent from the mainstream 

Australia group noted that confidence does not extend to all issues:  

Managing the economy and especially relations between other countries and our 

own.  Even welfare, things like that.  Anything that involves the economy directly, 

I think, is going to get sorted a lot – well, will be dealt with a lot quicker than say, 

gay marriage or something like that. 

Governments are expected to deal with the basics but are viewed to be more likely to 

fail with challenging issues.  

Further analysis (see Figures 4a and b below and Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix), again 

using ordinal logistic regression, indicates that trust is a key driver for having confidence in 

the ability of government to deliver on tasks and issues. Trust does appear to function in the 

way that Hetherington (1995: 803) suggests where:  

…higher levels of trust are of great benefit to both elected officials and political 

institutions. More trust translates into warmer feelings for both, which in turn provides 

leaders more leeway to govern effectively and institutions a larger store of support 

regardless of the performance of those running the government.  

Its absence makes it harder to govern and as Hetherington (2005) argues tends to lead elected 

representatives not to tackle challenging issues that demand public confidence in the long-

term capacity of government and instead retreat into a vision of limited government. 

Confidence in government to deliver on tasks and issues is boosted significantly by trust in 

Federal government and to some degree trust in the government to do the right thing, as 

revealed in the analysis presented in Appendix Tables A1 and A2. What is driving down 

confidence varies slightly from task to task and issue to issue but the most significant factors 

that recur are dissatisfaction with government and a sense that government is run for big 

interests. Older respondents (those aged 50 or over) were more inclined to lack confidence in 

government to deal with industrial relations or tackle illegal drugs. Those with a right-wing 

ideology were more convinced that government was delivering on immigration and asylum 

issues which makes sense in terms of the relatively tough stance taken on these issues by the 

Liberal/National Government in power in 2016 at the time of the survey (see: 

http://www.voanews.com/a/australia-defends-tough-immigration-policies-at-un-refugee-

summit/3516525.html). Finally, those not engaged in any political activity beyond voting 

(non-participants) were more likely to be lacking in confidence that government could deliver 
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on national security issues and combat terrorism, but were also sceptical that it could manage 

water restrictions. 

Where do these findings leave our two models of civic culture? In one sense it is mixed news 

for the civic culture model. Trust matters in terms of its impact on confidence in the ability of 

government to both tackle routine and wicked issues and tasks, a key prediction of the model. 

Those with greater political trust appear to be most likely to express confidence in 

government and citizens have modest confidence still in some areas of government activity. 

Lack of trust appears to be behind much scepticism among citizens about government’s 

capacity to deliver.  

For the assertive culture model, the message is a little troubling in that it appears citizens are 

not confidently gearing up to judge the performance of government. They are rather 

shrugging their shoulders and saying: well what do you expect? It is those that are not 

participating or cynical about politics being run for big interests or those who are dissatisfied 

with democracy, that express least confidence in the government to perform tasks or deal 

with issues effectively. Citizens may in general let the lack of political trust undermine their 

confidence in government to perform, but they do not appear to be moved to become the 

active, critical citizens imagined in the assertive citizen culture model. There is little evidence 

of a strong drive to democratic oversight on the part of assertive citizens. 

Figure 4a: Effect of trust in federal government on confidence in ability of government to 

perform tasks 
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Figure 4b: Effect of trust in federal government on confidence in ability of government to 

address issues 

 

Does political trust shape political engagement? 

The civic culture model does not demand that citizens engage in politics to any great degree. 

But the assertive model does imply that citizens should be involved in politics more actively. 

Yet our survey revealed that when asked if they had ever engaged with politics or society in a 

range of ways stretching from the conventional (such as signing a survey or contacting an 

elected representative), through to protests and demonstration and on to contemporary forms 

of online engagement, around a third of the sample indicated they had not. The most common 

forms of engagement were low-level activities such as signing a petition offline (46 per cent) 

or online (38 per cent); and others forms of online engagement had been undertaken by 5 and 

20 per cent of respondents. Demonstrations or protests have been undertaken by around 1 in 

10. These relatively modest levels of political engagement are entirely in line with those 

reported in our earlier work (Evans et al, 2016; Stoker et al, 2017).  

Not only do activity levels appear modest compared to what the assertive culture model 

might imply, we could find no evidence that it was lack of trust that was driving engagement 

beyond voting as the model suggests, with critical citizens moved to hold government to 

account. As the analysis presented in Table 3 indicates, trust in federal government or in 

government to do the right thing is not a significant driver of non-participation, or 

conventional, protest or online participation. 3 The expected difference between younger and 

                                                           
3 Engagement in different modes of participation is measured in a dichotomy based on the question "Have you 

ever engaged with politics or society via any of the following means?". ‘Conventional participation’ includes: 
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older citizens in terms of online engagement emerges, again confirming earlier work (Stoker 

et al, 2017). The key drivers of non-engagement are: English not being spoken at home, de-

alignment with a political party and a lack of interest in politics. The key drivers of 

engagement are interest in politics, with the factors driving non-engagement having a 

significant negative effect. None of this evidence appears to support the idea of a move to an 

assertive culture among the citizens of Australia; rather they appear both disengaged and 

frustrated.  

The evidence of the focus groups suggest that lack of trust is driving disengagement with the 

electoral process, manifest in citizen apathy towards voting, lack of any motivation to 

become informed about candidates and policies, and belief that as individuals, their vote will 

not make a difference. When asked about voting, focus group participants observed:  

Our vote doesn’t matter (male participant, regional and rural Australia). 

I'm not sure, I can't remember. I'm pretty sure this time I just didn't vote at all and 

got a fine instead. But generally when I do vote I either go in and get my name 

marked off the roll and walk back out.  I don't actually do it.  Or if I do put 

numbers on things, I pick a non-major.  So whoever the major parties are, I pick 

generally someone like Greens that have a little bit of power but just enough to 

kind of balance the mix because generally I don't care. (Mainstream Australians 

group) 

I was in two minds as well.  But in the end, I went for the party that I think are 

better with money. (Mainstream Australians group) 

I had lost interest in both sides so I didn't pay any attention.  I was just living my 

life focusing on other more important things. So, I was in the long line waiting up 

to go and vote. I said to my husband "Okay, who am I voting for?" Because I 

knew that he had been following the media closely and reads the paper and stuff 

like that.  He speaks to people at work, so I knew that he had done the research so 

I wasn't going to waste my little bit of brain space on it.  So in line I just said 

"What do I do?"  When they gave us the pieces of paper, he passed me the one 

that I should do so I took his judgement (female participant, urban Australia). 

I hated both leaders so I did a dummy vote. I voted for the person with the most 

comical name and just numbered random ones. It's kind of stupid. My reasoning 

behind it is I'm only one person. My vote's not going to change anything. It's out 

of my hands what the current leader decides to do. I don't feel like I can control 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
joined a political party; visited or written to an elected member (local, state or federal); stood for public office; 

taken an active part in a campaign/or lobby group; signed a petition. ‘Protest participation’ includes: taken part 

in a demonstration, picket line or march; boycotted products for political, ethical or environmental reasons. 

‘Online participation' includes: signed an online petition; used the internet to become more informed on political 

issues; Shared ideas and information through social media; written blogs or on-line articles; supported an e-

campaign (e.g. using Twitter, Facebook or other social media); joined an online social or political advocacy 

group (e.g. GetUp!, MoveOn, etc); and, supported crowd funding for a social or political cause (e.g. Kickstarter, 

RocketHub, etc). 
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whoever gets in power. I didn't like either of them so regardless of the result, I 

was going to hate them, kind of thing and what they choose to do I can't control 

(Mainstream Australian group) 

These themes also resonated in the focus group comprised of new Australians:   

A lot of people in Australia I’ve realised don’t vote, a lot of people don’t 

care…We should be more educated towards it but it’s just what media said and 

there’s a news report, that’s all you hear.  

We had the lowest youth voter turnout this year. The thing that’s contributing to 

that is a lot of people feel like it doesn’t matter if they vote or because they feel 

either Party is going to screw them.  

Australian citizens appear to be more cranky and frustrated about politics than assertively 

engaging or holding the system to account. They may have lost the sense of deference 

towards those in authority and political leaders but their response is not consistent with the 

assertive civic culture’s claim of an emerging, dynamic critical citizenship.  

Table 3. Logistic regression of forms of political participation, odds ratios 

 Non-

participation 

Conventional 

participation 

Protest Online 

engagement 

Trust in federal government 1.017 0.897 0.989 0.999 

 (0.076) (0.064) (0.086) (0.070) 

Trust people in government to the right thing 0.978 1.164 1.108 1.040 

 (0.115) (0.121) (0.142) (0.109) 

Age: 50 and above 1.122 1.307 1.353 0.547 

 (0.190) (0.204)+ (0.259) (0.088)*** 

Male 0.897 1.000 0.653 1.201 

 (0.140) (0.142) (0.116)* (0.176) 

Income: <A$50,000 1.049 0.835 0.887 0.937 

 (0.167) (0.127) (0.174) (0.139) 

Education: school 0.975 0.929 0.710 0.990 

 (0.179) (0.161) (0.155) (0.167) 

Education: degree 0.718 1.045 1.403 1.422 

 (0.133)+ (0.186) (0.286)+ (0.247)* 

Recent arrivals 1.171 0.919 1.079 0.914 

 (0.247) (0.185) (0.268) (0.182) 

Indigenous 0.694 1.247 1.417 1.389 

 (0.177) (0.265) (0.363) (0.306) 

English not spoken at home 1.979 0.518 0.521 0.669 

 (0.354)*** (0.090)*** (0.121)** (0.115)* 

Don’t care about election result 1.892 0.610 0.900 0.557 

 (0.503)* (0.170)+ (0.333) (0.150)* 

Ideology: right 0.909 1.030 1.104 1.070 

 (0.048)+ (0.050) (0.064)+ (0.053) 

De-aligned (does not identify with party) 2.115 0.410 0.604 0.628 

 (0.383)*** (0.076)*** (0.155)* (0.113)** 

Dissatisfied with democracy 1.016 1.025 1.125 1.068 

 (0.083) (0.079) (0.100) (0.081) 

Interest in politics 0.401 2.230 2.944 2.396 

 (0.083)*** (0.373)*** (0.546)*** (0.424)*** 

Politics run for big interests 0.882 1.089 1.327 1.108 

 (0.098) (0.112) (0.171)* (0.112) 

N  1,244 1,244 1,244 1,244 

Pseudo R-squared 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.07 

+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
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In conclusion – alternative trajectories in civic culture 

The main finding of this study is that we are not in a position to conclude that a decline in 

political trust is putting Australia’s democratic future in jeopardy or that lack of political trust 

is driving a new assertive accountability from citizens towards government. As Table 4 

indicates, we found a mixed pattern of evidence in relation to both the allegiant and assertive 

models of civic culture. The allegiant model is challenged in that deference to politicians 

appears absent and trust in institutions has weakened. Yet citizens appear to value the overall 

stability of their political system even if lack of political trust means they lack confidence in 

its ability to deliver especially on more challenging policy issues. In Australia’s case 

sustained affluence matched with a decline in political trust has led not to the critical citizens 

envisaged by the assertive model but rather to a culture of non-engagement and cynicism 

matching any signs of new levels of voice or forms of political engagement.  

 

Table 4. Allegiant and assertive models – the judgement of Australian citizens  

Allegiant Claims Evidence Evidence  Assertive Claims  

Emphasis on order and 

security 

Remains a valued 

feature to some degree 

No strong trend  Emphasis on voice and 

participation 

Deference to authority Declined/Gone  Yes  Distance from 

authority 

Trust in institutions Declined/Limited  Considerable  Scepticism of 

institutions 

Limited liberal view of 

democracy 

More than limited view  Modest expansion  Expanded democratic 

expectations 

Limited protest/protest 

potential 

Limited  No strong trend  Direct, elite 

challenging action 

Traditional forms of 

participation 

Limited  Increasing but hitherto 

marginal trend  

Mixture of traditional 

and new forms of 

participation 

 

If Australia has moved away from an allegiant culture but not moved strongly towards an 

assertive political culture where is it heading? Is lack of political trust an issue or not? Lack 

of trust would appear to be a relatively fixed part of Australian political culture but its 

implications for the practice of democracy in Australia will depend on the broader structural 

environment provided by its economy and how elite political actors and institutions respond. 

Three potential trajectories could inform Australia’s future civic culture  

 

Good enough governance 

First, if the economy remains in a relatively benign state and politicians can learn to shift 

their patterns of behaviour more closely to citizens’ expectations – with more opportunities 

for direct exchange between citizens and politicians – it might be possible for the system to 

sustain itself with still only modest levels of political trust but a sense that what is being 
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delivered is good enough. This would be an example of in which routine adjustments to 

existing policies (such as marginal changes to tax and transfer systems) or new policy 

instruments such as citizens juries, deliberative polls or the co-design of delivery systems 

with citizens could be used to affect citizen-centred policy and operational delivery in certain 

areas of policy development. 

Populist governance 

Second, if the economy was to deteriorate significantly and the gap between political 

promises and poor government performance was to expand this could provide the space for a 

surge in a populist style of politics reflected in different styles of movement such as Pauline 

Hanson’s right wing One Nation Party or Cathy McGowan’s leftist Voice 4 Indi or centrist 

movements crystallised around independents such as South Australian independent senator 

Nick Xenaphon. Levels of cynicism about and lack of trust in mainstream parties and 

politicians suggest that the door to populism is open if the right leadership was to emerge, 

especially if existing political elites show few signs of changing their practice and 

engagement in adversarial politics. Minority parties or perhaps a mix of parties and so-called 

independents might move from the status of safe protest vote collectors to a position of 

forming governments. This could well to lead to shifts in the goals of policy themselves) 

particularly in regional and rural Australia where a greater need would emerge to respond to 

the needs of marginalised citizens in shrinking cities (Jennings and Stoker, 2016). Populist 

governance could  be a staging post to a more radical, new governance due to the failure of 

new coalitions to deliver. 

New democracy 

A third more radical trajectory would be one where profound economic challenges and 

inequalities come to the fore through crisis rather than sustained affluence and this leads to a 

radical challenge to the established political order through new forms of political engagement 

reflected in protest or online forms of politics. In this context, more assertive citizens might 

emerge asking for a radical overhaul of democratic institutions to give citizens rather than 

politicians greater say, precisely because politicians cannot be trusted and appear unwilling to 

really change their ways. This would also require substantial change because of the need to 

renegotiate Australia’s constitutional settlement and political institutional design in alignment 

with new democratic values. 
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APPENDIX  

 

Table A1: Confidence in ability of government to perform tasks 

+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 

  

 
Build 
roads 

Deliver 
state 

pensions 

Combat 
terrorism 

Manage 
water 

restrictions 

Combat 
illegal 
drugs 

Develop 
national 

infrastructure 

Deliver 
child care 
support 

Manage 
public 
school 

funding 

Deliver 
youth 

allowance 
payments 

Manage 
allocation 
of welfare 

Address 
domestic 
violence 

Trust in federal 
government 

1.567 1.777 1.436 1.534 1.575 1.853 1.931 2.040 1.753 1.797 1.564 

 (0.103)*** (0.131)*** (0.103)*** (0.112)*** (0.106)*** (0.130)*** (0.145)*** (0.148)*** (0.122)*** (0.121)*** (0.101)*** 

Trust people in 
government to the 
right thing 

1.157 1.342 1.336 1.118 1.264 1.208 1.251 1.214 1.314 1.314 1.249 

 (0.115) (0.140)** (0.137)** (0.117) (0.122)* (0.117)+ (0.118)* (0.121)+ (0.131)** (0.127)** (0.129)* 

Age: 50 and above 0.701 0.742 0.793 0.826 0.562 0.798 0.818 0.672 0.920 0.713 0.752 

 (0.105)* (0.105)* (0.108)+ (0.125) (0.077)*** (0.113) (0.114) (0.092)** (0.123) (0.098)* (0.106)* 

Male 0.957 1.036 1.300 0.934 1.031 0.984 1.062 1.250 0.967 1.237 1.068 

 (0.126) (0.131) (0.164)* (0.126) (0.127) (0.130) (0.137) (0.159)+ (0.122) (0.156)+ (0.136) 

Income: <A$50,000 0.843 1.226 0.758 0.717 0.887 0.915 0.998 0.907 0.956 1.020 0.890 

 (0.117) (0.171) (0.103)* (0.105)* (0.115) (0.124) (0.134) (0.118) (0.129) (0.132) (0.119) 

Education: school 1.170 1.080 1.324 1.152 1.347 1.121 1.434 1.356 1.371 1.471 1.139 

 (0.189) (0.163) (0.200)+ (0.188) (0.209)+ (0.165) (0.210)* (0.205)* (0.206)* (0.221)* (0.179) 

Education: degree 1.418 1.047 1.047 1.314 1.062 1.216 1.307 0.947 1.116 1.148 1.048 

 (0.218)* (0.153) (0.157) (0.204)+ (0.160) (0.195) (0.200)+ (0.145) (0.164) (0.174) (0.158) 

Recent arrivals 1.038 1.006 1.386 1.012 1.345 0.872 0.890 1.004 0.982 0.844 1.054 

 (0.186) (0.195) (0.264)+ (0.196) (0.224)+ (0.158) (0.178) (0.199) (0.179) (0.151) (0.187) 

Indigenous 1.226 0.983 1.245 0.924 1.095 1.126 1.085 1.414 1.140 1.157 1.371 

 (0.300) (0.204) (0.267) (0.220) (0.235) (0.220) (0.253) (0.306) (0.248) (0.252) (0.305) 

English not spoken 
at home 

1.295 0.934 1.051 1.224 1.374 1.273 0.989 1.122 1.054 1.190 1.504 

 (0.198)+ (0.141) (0.151) (0.194) (0.188)* (0.204) (0.156) (0.177) (0.168) (0.180) (0.241)* 

Don’t care about 
election result 

0.726 1.020 0.596 0.634 0.789 0.611 0.974 0.696 0.871 0.925 0.660 

 (0.171) (0.251) (0.147)* (0.145)* (0.187) (0.127)* (0.256) (0.161) (0.232) (0.225) (0.164)+ 

Ideology: right 1.015 1.068 1.023 1.079 1.002 1.005 1.078 1.034 1.086 1.038 1.038 

 (0.044) (0.046) (0.043) (0.046)+ (0.042) (0.041) (0.045)+ (0.044) (0.045)* (0.046) (0.044) 

Non-participant 
(does not 
participate) 

0.668 0.789 0.640 0.628 0.817 0.706 0.750 1.014 0.720 0.922 0.736 

 (0.094)** (0.105)+ (0.084)*** (0.086)*** (0.106) (0.094)** (0.099)* (0.134) (0.095)* (0.120) (0.098)* 

De-aligned (does 
not identify with 
party) 

0.766 0.853 0.846 1.020 1.051 0.650 0.853 0.825 0.991 0.901 0.995 

 (0.119)+ (0.136) (0.122) (0.155) (0.154) (0.097)** (0.121) (0.125) (0.147) (0.139) (0.149) 

Dissatisfied with 
democracy 

0.901 0.792 0.767 0.812 0.873 0.838 0.869 0.904 0.852 0.803 0.884 

 (0.065) (0.061)** (0.057)*** (0.066)* (0.063)+ (0.061)* (0.070)+ (0.069) (0.062)* (0.060)** (0.064)+ 

Interest in politics 1.093 0.808 1.217 1.004 0.885 0.904 0.897 0.819 1.052 0.803 0.966 

 (0.176) (0.130) (0.196) (0.170) (0.136) (0.156) (0.149) (0.132) (0.171) (0.128) (0.155) 

Politics run for big 
interests 

0.559 0.627 0.674 0.626 0.611 0.653 0.689 0.622 0.707 0.599 0.669 

 (0.058)*** (0.068)*** (0.066)*** (0.068)*** (0.061)*** (0.071)*** (0.072)*** (0.067)*** (0.075)** (0.064)*** (0.073)*** 

N  1,206 1,187 1,233 1,158 1,225 1,237 1,208 1,200 1,219 1,228 1,192 

Pseudo R-squared 0.12 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.10 
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Table A2: Confidence in ability of government to address issues 

 Education Environment Immigration Industrial 
relations 

Health/Medicare Refugees/Asylum 
seekers 

Climate 
change 

Economy National 
broadband 

National 
security 

Trust in 
federal 
government 

2.074 1.948 1.763 1.785 2.046 1.837 1.836 2.032 1.760 1.705 

 (0.149)*** (0.153)*** (0.130)*** (0.130)*** (0.149)*** (0.138)*** (0.140)*** (0.158)*** (0.126)*** (0.121)*** 

Trust 
people in 
government 
to the right 
thing 

1.283 1.206 1.305 1.424 1.405 1.150 1.085 1.505 1.182 1.234 

 (0.121)** (0.129)+ (0.128)** (0.147)*** (0.142)*** (0.116) (0.105) (0.158)*** (0.116)+ (0.123)* 

Age: 50 and 
above 

0.828 1.016 0.955 0.605 0.671 0.957 0.807 0.812 0.728 1.131 

 (0.110) (0.140) (0.133) (0.083)*** (0.091)** (0.128) (0.110) (0.108) (0.102)* (0.164) 

Male 1.490 1.486 1.391 1.118 1.303 1.583 1.103 1.207 0.786 1.159 

 (0.191)** (0.190)** (0.176)** (0.143) (0.163)* (0.198)*** (0.142) (0.157) (0.101)+ (0.152) 

Income: 
<A$50,000 

0.815 0.929 0.962 0.889 1.182 0.933 1.022 1.108 0.916 0.972 

 (0.107) (0.124) (0.124) (0.120) (0.160) (0.118) (0.138) (0.151) (0.122) (0.137) 

Education: 
school 

1.406 1.017 1.119 1.137 1.189 1.026 1.254 1.195 1.175 1.099 

 (0.208)* (0.155) (0.166) (0.178) (0.186) (0.152) (0.193) (0.188) (0.176) (0.176) 

Education: 
degree 

0.743 0.834 0.937 1.043 0.852 0.795 0.841 1.069 1.102 0.876 

 (0.112)* (0.122) (0.143) (0.162) (0.127) (0.123) (0.125) (0.160) (0.169) (0.135) 

Recent 
arrivals 

1.128 1.096 1.170 1.111 1.270 1.204 1.126 1.088 1.206 1.215 

 (0.211) (0.206) (0.204) (0.208) (0.252) (0.223) (0.204) (0.210) (0.220) (0.247) 

Indigenous 1.284 1.932 1.149 1.785 1.013 1.560 1.762 1.287 2.062 0.889 

 (0.279) (0.403)** (0.227) (0.344)** (0.210) (0.316)* (0.345)** (0.279) (0.464)** (0.190) 

English not 
spoken at 
home 

1.348 1.135 1.376 1.163 1.150 1.118 1.145 0.884 1.033 1.210 

 (0.228)+ (0.170) (0.221)* (0.170) (0.177) (0.171) (0.174) (0.131) (0.162) (0.184) 

Don’t care 
about 
election 
result 

0.995 0.998 0.928 0.670 0.626 0.812 1.176 1.032 0.862 0.543 

 (0.236) (0.218) (0.218) (0.147)+ (0.144)* (0.173) (0.271) (0.239) (0.193) (0.122)** 

Ideology: 
right 

1.026 1.040 1.185 1.095 1.012 1.149 1.078 1.075 1.049 1.098 

 (0.043) (0.042) (0.049)*** (0.045)* (0.040) (0.047)*** (0.045)+ (0.044)+ (0.043) (0.048)* 

Non-
participant 
(does not 
participate) 

0.788 1.063 1.019 0.732 0.859 1.084 1.145 0.878 0.885 0.541 

 (0.108)+ (0.138) (0.126) (0.093)* (0.111) (0.133) (0.150) (0.114) (0.111) (0.073)*** 

De-aligned 
(does not 
identify 
with party) 

0.820 1.034 1.077 0.897 0.957 1.173 1.029 0.840 0.804 0.872 

 (0.123) (0.156) (0.152) (0.126) (0.132) (0.163) (0.157) (0.123) (0.112) (0.134) 

Dissatisfied 
with 
democracy 

0.864 0.799 0.759 0.824 0.790 0.783 0.849 0.667 0.807 0.721 

 (0.064)* (0.062)** (0.058)*** (0.068)* (0.057)** (0.058)*** (0.062)* (0.052)*** (0.059)** (0.055)*** 

Interest in 
politics 

0.837 1.015 1.102 0.888 0.703 1.390 0.938 1.121 0.831 1.399 

 (0.133) (0.158) (0.178) (0.153) (0.115)* (0.233)* (0.158) (0.184) (0.143) (0.228)* 

Politics run 0.595 0.595 0.700 0.657 0.686 0.650 0.611 0.635 0.681 0.665 
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+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 

for big 
interests 
 (0.062)*** (0.066)*** (0.076)** (0.071)*** (0.072)*** (0.067)*** (0.067)*** (0.067)*** (0.072)*** (0.065)*** 

N  1,223 1,214 1,237 1,225 1,236 1,234 1,189 1,236 1,216 1,237 

Pseudo R-
squared 

0.16 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.13 0.11 0.19 0.11 0.14 
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