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Abstract 

Political efficacy (PE) is one of the most extensively investigated concepts in political behavior 
research. By now, we have a comprehensive knowledge about the individual-level factors (socio-
demographic variables, political preferences etc.) that shape the level of internal and external 
political efficacy. However, while there are significant cross-country differences in the level of 
political efficacy, the country-level factors affecting PE were rarely studied. This study reports the 
findings of a rather comprehensive research on both the individual- and context-level factors shaping 
the two dimensions of political efficacy, the external and internal political efficacy. The investigation 
draws upon the dataset of seventh round of European Social Survey (ESS)  and includes more than 22 
thousands respondents from 19 European democracies. While it employs several specific 
hypotheses, its general research question is that what role contextual-level factors play on the level 
of political efficacy compared to individual-level factors. As for the more specific hypotheses, the 
research tests widely-known assumptions proposed by political efficacy literature, and formulates 
and examines new ones that have not been investigated before. A crucial novelty of this research is 
that it investigates the effects of some features of media system, too. While communication-related 
factors are long considered to play important role in political efficacy, they have never been 
investigated in context-level. The findings have revealed that context-level variables play only minor 
role in the level of political efficacy as this attitude is primarily formed by individual-level factors. 
However, context seems to be more important when one evaluates the political sphere rather than 
her own political capacities. 

Introduction 

The concept of political efficacy has become one of the most widely used variables in political 
behavior research (see, Niemi et al, 1991; Morrell, 2003) since Campbell and his colleagues 
introduced it in their seminal work, The Voter Decides (1954). While the term played only marginal 
role in The Voter Decides, its scientific significance is well depicted by the fact that the concept has 
soon appeared in the works of some of the most influential scholars in political science, such as 
Robert Dahl (1961), Gabrial Almond and Sidney Verba (1967), David Easton & jack Dennis (1967) and 
William Gamson (1968). Its popularity is resulted from the fact that political science realized that the 
proper understanding of political behavior requires to take subjective attitudes regarding politics into 
account. 

Numerous efforts have been devoted to uncover factors shaping the level of political efficacy. While 
early research considered political efficacy to be a static and enduring political attitude that is deeply 
ingrained in individuals’ personality and social-economic position (see, Campbell, 1954; 1960; Dahl, 
1961; Easton & Dennis, 1967), subsequent studies have shown that it is more reflective to the 
political environment than previous research assumed (see, Moeller et al, 2014; Pingree, 2011; 
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Pinkleton et al, 1998; Robinson, 1976). However, little attention has been paid the extent to which 
citizens’ level of political efficacy is sensitive to the objective political context. Moreover, the small 
number of research applying cross-country approach (see, Borgonovi & Popranek, 2017; Karp & 
Banducci, 2008; Karp, 2012; Kim, 2013) have generally measured political efficacy by using only one 
or two items related to the external dimension of the concept despite the fact that it is traditionally 
measured as an index created from more indicators (Campbell et al, 1954; Balch, 1974; Craig et al, 
1990). 

This study reports the findings of a rather comprehensive research on both the individual- and 
context-level factors shaping the two dimensions of political efficacy (PE), the external (EPE) and 
internal political efficacy (IPE). The investigation draws upon the dataset of seventh round of 
European Social Survey (ESS) and includes more than 22 thousands respondents from 19 European 
democracies. While it employs several specific hypotheses, its general research question is that what 
role context-level factors play on the level of political efficacy compared to individual-level factors. As 
for the more specific hypotheses, the research tests widely-known assumptions proposed by political 
efficacy literature, but formulates and examines new ones that have not been investigated before, 
too. While on individual level there are several, sometimes competing, hypotheses regarding the 
effects of socio-economic and political behavior variables, the impacts of some non-political variables 
related to life quality, such as social embeddedness and happiness have been paid no attention so 
far. In context-level, on the one hand, the effects of political systems in terms of their general 
characteristics, extensions and performances are explored. On the other hand, the study investigates 
the impact of some features of media systems as well. The media in context-level have not been 
investigated thus far despite the fact that the important roles of factors related to communication 
and information consumption in citizens’ political efficacy is widely demonstrated on individual-level 
(Moeller et al, 2014; Pingree, 2011; Pinkleton et al, 1998; Robinson, 1976). Country-level data has 
been obtained using several databases such as the Comparative Political Data Set (CPDS), European 
Media System Survey (EMSS), Transparency International and OECD. To my knowledge, this is the 
first cross-country study that is designed to comprehensively explore the individual- and context-
level factors that shape both dimensions of political efficacy using more sophisticated metrics, 
namely indexes created from more items.             

The findings show that both dimensions are predominantly shaped by individual-level factors; 
consequently the cross-country differences are largely resulted from the differences in the 
distribution of individual attributes. However, external political efficacy is slightly more influenced by 
context-level variables than internal political efficacy. While results confirm that higher 
socioeconomic position, political interest and partisanship increase political efficacy, the effects of 
non-political variables related to life quality on its both dimensions are also demonstrated. The larger 
size of political system and the higher level of corruption depress external political efficacy, while 
internal political efficacy is associated with the countries’ level of development in terms of their GDP. 
Also, in countries where media play major role in shaping political discourse, people have lower level 
of external political efficacy, while the political parallelism of media system does not matter in case 
of political efficacy.    

Literature Review 
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The concept of political efficacy was originally formulated to capture citizens’ subjective attitudes 
toward politics, more specifically, their notions about their role and position within the political 
system. As Campbell and his colleagues, the inventors of the term, put it: “Sense of political efficacy 
may be defined as the feeling that individual political action does have, or can have, an impact upon 
the political process, i.e., that it is worth while to perform one’s civic duties. It is the feeling that 
political and social change is possible, and that the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about 
this change” (1954: 187). Over the next few decades, the concept of political efficacy, as an 
important predictor of different forms of political participation, has gained a huge popularity in 
political behavior research (see, Abranson & Aldrich, 1982; Finkel, 1985; Robinson, 1976; Verba & 
Nie, 1972). At the same time, the term has undergone some significant alterations since its birth. 
Most importantly, the original concept has been broken into two separate components: one external 
and one internal variant (Balch, 1974). External political efficacy refers to “beliefs about the 
responsiveness of governmental authorities and institutions to citizens demand” (Niemi et al, 1991: 
1408), thus it represents a subjective perception of the role of citizens in general within the political 
system, while internal political efficacy refers to “;beliefs about one’s own competence to 
understand, and to participate effectively in, politics” (Niemi et al, 1991: 1407), thereby indicates a 
subjective conception of the role of the respondents in particular within the political system. 
Although the concept of political efficacy has been remarkably inflated and its numerous variants and 
subtypes appeared in the literature over the decades (see, Kaid et al, 2007; Pingree, 2011; de Zúñiga 
et al, 2017), the external – internal distinction is widely acknowledged and its validity has been 
subsequently demonstrated (Balch, 1974; Craig et al, 1990). 

While political efficacy was first developed as an independent variable explaining political 
participation (Campbell et al, 1954), it soon gained scholarly attention as a dependent variable, too.   
As outcome-variable, research has primarily focused on individual-level predictors. This is not 
surprising as the literature has traditionally considered political efficacy to be a static and enduring 
political attitude that is deeply ingrained in individuals’ personality and social-economic status (SES) 
(see, Campbell, 1954; 1960; Dahl, 1961; Easton & Dennis, 1967). However, as the concept deals with 
the citizens – political system relationship, one can argue that specific features of the other side of 
this linkage, i.e. the wider political system, may also affect this perception. Moreover, studies 
focusing on predictors related to communication and information consumption have demonstrated 
that political efficacy is more reflective to the political environment than early research assumed 
(see, Moeller et al, 2014; Pingree, 2011; Pinkleton et al, 1998; Robinson, 1976).  

Yet, little scholarly attention has been paid to understand potential effects of contextual factors on 
the level of political efficacy. Studies that adopted a more comparative approach have primarily 
focused on American states comparing them based on specific characteristics such as the number of 
ballot initiatives or dominant political culture (see, Bowler & Donovan, 2002; Hanson, 1980; Hero & 
Tolbert, 2004; Lowery & Sigelman, 1982; Wolak, 2017). While the federal structure of US government 
enables scholars to test some specific context-level hypothesis, federal-level macro-factors affecting 
citizens from each states equally limit the opportunities of comparative research. In non-US context, 
however, only a few comparative studies have been conducted. Some important comparative 
findings come from research that draws upon the datasets of Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 
(CSES) (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Karp, 2012; Kim, 2013). These studies have primarily focused on the 
effects of some features of electoral systems on political efficacy as the data had been collected right 
after general elections. While post-election surveys are excellent to test how electoral systems shape 
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individual-level variables, the investigation of other contextual variables’ effects is difficult as 
campaign periods artificially intensify the linkage between citizens and the political system. 
Moreover, right after the ballot the sense of political efficacy may be more strongly shaped by the 
outcome of the election than in other periods, yet none of these studies controlled for whether 
respondents had voted for winner or loser candidates. A cross-country research that has drawn upon 
another data source is a recent investigation from Borgonovi and Popranek (2017). They have 
employed the OECD Survey of Adult Skills to examine the narrower question of how contextual 
factors shape the relationship between parents’ socio-economic status and external efficacy.  

While these studies have advanced our understanding of the role specific contextual factors play in 
political efficacy, they all have exclusively dealt with the external dimension of political efficacy. To 
my knowledge there is no cross-country research that focused on the effects of contextual-level 
variables on both external and internal political efficacy. Also, these works have concentrated only on 
the characteristics of political system as contextual predictors. However, as ‘politics is largely a 
mediated experience’ (Delli Carpini & Williams, 2001: 161), mass media plays now a major role for 
citizens in gaining knowledge and experience about the working of political system. Research 
conducted on individual-level has already demonstrated that factors related to news consumptions 
influence citizens’ level of political efficacy (see, Robinson, 1976; Pinkleton et al, 1998), yet the 
effects of its contextual variant, the specific characteristics of media system have not been examined 
thus far. 

Overall, we have only a limited knowledge to what extent individuals are reflective to their context 
when they assess their role within the political system. More specifically, we do not know the extent 
to which cross-country differences in the general level of political efficacy are resulted from the 
distinct distributions of the individual-level predictors in societies examined or the different 
characteristics of their political and media contexts. This research is designed to uncover this 
question by testing the effects of both individual and contextual variables on the level of both 
external and internal political efficacy. Consequently, the general research question is as follows: 

RQ: What role do context-level factors play in the level of political efficacy compared to individual-
level factors?  

As long as the general assumption of early literature is right, i.e. political efficacy is deeply ingrained 
in individuals, the minor role of contextual factors can be reasonably expected. Accordingly, the first 
general hypothesis of the research is as follows: 

H1: Individual-level factors play a far more important role in the level of political efficacy than 
context-level factors. 

However, as discussed above, political efficacy can be broken down into external and internal 
dimensions. One can assume that external political efficacy that captures a judgement about external 
political world is more strongly shaped contextual factors than internal political efficacy that is 
concerned with individuals’ self-evaluation. The second general hypothesis is as follows: 

H2: External political efficacy is more strongly shaped by context-level predictors than internal 
political efficacy. 

Individual-level Factors 
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This chapter introduces those individual-level factors whose effects on political efficacy can be 
reasonably expected. Individual-level factors are broken into three sets: socio-economic variables, 
political behavior variables, non-political life quality variables.  

A large number of research has indicated that political efficacy is strongly shaped by social-economic 
factors. Higher income and education have been subsequently found to be increase efficacy (see, 
Campbell et al, 1960; Dahl, 1961; Karp & Banducci, 2008). In contrast, the effect of age is not that 
obvious. While most studies have showed that older people have higher level of political efficacy 
(e.g. Karp & Banducci, 2008), some work has found contrasting pattern and demonstrated younger 
people to be more efficacious (Kenski & Stroud, 2006, Wolak, 2017). Similarly, there are 
contradictory findings regarding the role of gender as individual predictors; some have reported 
about significant gender gap (Campbell et al, 1960; Kenski & Stroud, 2006), while others have found 
no differences between men and women (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Verba et al 1997). In line with 
these results, this research hypothesizes that higher income and education are positively associated 
with both external and internal efficacy, while in case of age and gender only open research 
questions are employed. 

As political constructs, external and internal political efficacy may strongly connect to other political 
experiences and sentiments. Political interest as a motivational factor is one of the most important 
predictors in political behavior research (see, Prior, 2010). By ensuring the motivational background 
political interest has been found to increase both internal and external efficacy (Kenski & Stroud, 
2006). In addition, research has demonstrated that the strength of partisanship also significantly 
boosts political efficacy (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Karp, 2012; Kenski & Stroud, 2006) as it may offer a 
crucial emotional resource for developing it. First, when one is strongly identified with some political 
actors (s)he may experience them to be more responsive (external political efficacy). Second, the 
strong emotional identification probably involves more sturdy political standpoints that may increase 
one’s internal political efficacy as well. While political interest and the strength of partisanship are 
rather fixed individual attributes, a more reflective political behavior variable is whether one voted 
for either the winner or the loser candidate/party. Several research have demonstrated that voting 
for the winners has significant positive effect on political efficacy (Clarke & Acock, 1989; Bowler & 
Donovan, 2002) even if there are some contradictory findings (Iyengar, 1980; Weissberg, 1975). The 
perceptions of both the responsiveness of political system (external political efficacy) and subjective 
political competence (internal political efficacy) may increase when one feels that her vote has 
contributed the electoral win and those political actors are in power she has supported. Overall, all of 
these political behavior variables are hypothesized to boost both external and internal political 
efficacy since they functions as important motivational and emotional background that influence the 
way one perceives political world.        

Last, political efficacy may be also shaped by non-political individual-level factors. The concept is 
frequently tied to personality or other non-political dispositions (Campbell et al, 1960; Easton & 
Davis, 1967; Mondak, 2010). In this research, the effects of two non-political variables related to life 
quality are tested. While they have received limited attention in political efficacy research, their 
influence on the perception of the working of politics can be reasonably assumed. High degree of 
social embeddedness may be an important resource for citizens to increase their internal political 
efficacy. Social support and intimate, closer social ties may result in larger confidence in every sphere 
of life (Wellmann & Wortley, 1990; Lee & Robins, 1998), thereby it may boost internal political 
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efficacy as well. Corcoran and her colleagues (2011) have found social embeddedness to be positively 
associated with efficacy, but they applied a more general, personality-based efficacy variable instead 
of political efficacy. Also, people’ perceptions and attitudes may be formed by their general 
emotional state. In political behavior research happiness has been primarily treated as dependent 
variable that can be affected by political activities (see, Stadelmann-Steffec & Vatter, 2012; Patkós & 
Farkas, 2018), but through the cognitive and evaluative biases that happiness may involves (Cummins 
& Nistico, 2002; Clore & Hutsinger, 2007), it may influence political attitudes as well. Therefore one 
can assume that happier people perceive politics in general (external political efficacy) and their role 
in political system in particular (internal political efficacy) more positively than less happier people.             

Context-level Factors 

As discussed above, only a few research have focused on context-level explanations on political 
efficacy. Political systems, however, differ from each other in several aspects that may form citizens’ 
attitudes toward them and about their roles in them. Although this investigation is limited to only 
European democracies, even democratic systems are highly different. One of the most important 
differences is the extent to which they are designed to either represent citizens’ wills as precisely as 
possible or facilitate the realization of the majority’s volition. Lijphart (1984) has differentiated 
between consensual and majoritanian idealtypes of democracies. In a nutshell, the former’s goal is to 
secure the proportional representation of citizens’ political diversity, while the latter puts a larger 
emphasis on the effective governance of an artificially homogenized majority. Earlier comparative 
research have tested the effects of some important elements of this distinction on political efficacy, 
such as the level of disproportionality of electoral system and the numbers of both effective parties 
in parliament and of coalition parties in government. These research have demonstrated that two 
central characteristics of the distinction have reverse effects on external political efficacy: while more 
proportional systems facilitate people to be more efficacious (but no effects was detected by 
Borgnonovi & Popranek, 2017), the number of parties in the coalition is significantly negatively 
associated with external political efficacy (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Kim, 2013). These studies, 
however, have focus only on external political efficacy and the effects of the more abstract and 
comprehensive concept of democracy type has not been tested so far. This study hypothesizes that 
consensual democracy increases the external efficacy as the more varied alternatives parties offer 
may influence citizens’ perceptions of responsiveness of political elites. However, the large numbers 
of political actors, alternatives and relations may make difficult to properly understand politics and 
political processes, therefore consensual democracy is assumed to decrease internal political 
efficacy. Besides, as they have received heightened attention in the literature, the effects of the two 
crucial components of democracy type, namely the disproportionality of electoral system and the 
number of parties in coalitions are separately tested as well.   

Political systems, however, differs from each other in terms of their extension, too. Some political 
system affects wide area of citizens’ life, others function in a more constrained field. The extension of 
political system can be well captured by the degree of government spending in terms of its share of 
GDP (Persson & Tabellini, 1999). Although there are reasons to assume that the extension of 
government influences citizens’ level of political efficacy, no political efficacy study has, to my 
knowledge, investigated this aspect. A more extended political system offers more interface between 
citizens and political systems, thereby it may increase external political efficacy. At the same time, it 
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is more difficult for citizens to understand political processes and orient themselves in a more 
extended political system, thus it is expected to depress internal political efficacy.   

The performance of political systems may also matter. A country’s state of development is shaped by 
many factors, but politics is commonly claimed to be one of the most important. GDP is widely-used 
proxy of a country’s state of development. In her comparative work, Kim (2013) has investigated the 
effects of countries’ GDP per capita on three indicators of external political efficacy. Interestingly 
enough, while two of these indicators were not influenced by GDP, the third of them was negatively 
associated with it. Unfortunately, as GDP was used only as a control variable in this research, the 
author did not discuss this surprising finding. Nonetheless, as different metrics in a different sample 
are applied here, a positive relationship between GDP per capita and external political efficacy is still 
expected: in a more developed country people may perceive political system works more properly in 
line with the interests of their citizens (external political efficacy). Though from an opposite angle, 
the level of corruption can also be considered to be another performance variable. It is easy to see 
that high level of corruption may erode the belief that political system works for ordinary people and 
they can effectively form the political processes (external political efficacy). Also, political processes 
that are experienced to be intertwined by obscure private interests and relationships may seem to 
be more difficult to understand, while the more transparent politics is easier to be comprehended 
(internal political efficacy). While Kim (2013) has demonstrated that the level of corruption depresses 
the level of external political efficacy, Borgonovi and Popranek (2017) using different methodology 
and sample have found no significant relationship.   

Mass media play a crucial role for citizens in gaining experiences about political system. In political 
efficacy research, there is a growing emphasis on the effects of media consumption patterns. Studies 
have demonstrated that both the frequently, the content and the form of media consumption can 
influence citizens’ political efficacy (e.g. Moeller et al, 2014; Pingree, 2011; Pinkleton et al, 1998; 
Robinson, 1976). Still, the effects of features of media systems have not yet been investigated. In this 
research the impacts of two central features of media systems are tested. First, media systems differ 
from each other in terms of the role they play in their political environment. In some countries mass 
media are widely able to shape political discourse and citizens’ political experiences. In other 
countries media’ political influence is more limited (Strömbäck, 2008). Political reality presented by 
mass media has some specific features as media reporting is significantly shaped by several more or 
less shared practices. Media reporting about political events are strongly focused on scandals and 
negativity (Soroka, 2014), and mass media presents politics primarily as interactions between 
political elites (Bennett, 1996; Davis, 2003). Therefore, this study assumes that citizens are more 
likely to perceive politics as struggles between elites and thus to be unresponsive to citizens’ claims 
in countries where media play a larger role in political discourses (external political efficacy). At the 
same time, media may simplify and explain complex political processes (Bennett, 1996), moreover, 
force political elites to be more comprehensible (Amsalem et al, 2017). Consequently, citizens may 
feel themselves more comfortable in relation to politics in countries where media play a more 
important role (internal political efficacy).  

Another crucial feature of media systems is their level of the political parallelism (Hallin & Mancini, 
2004; van Kempen, 2007). The term of political parallelism has been designed to capture the extent 
to which media outlets are driven by distinct political orientations and interests. In their seminal 
work, Hallin and Mancini claimed that political parallelism is ‘one of the most obvious differences 
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among media systems’ (2004: 27). The effects of political parallelism of media system have been 
investigated in some fields of political behavior (see, Lelkes, 2016; van Kempen, 2007), but its impact 
on political efficacy has not been tested so far. In a media system characterized by high level of 
political parallelism, selective exposure is more common in citizens’ political information 
consumption (Goldman & Mutz, 2011). Information consumption that reinforces individuals’ pre-
existed views may arguably increase their political self-confidence (internal political efficacy). 
Moreover, partisan media convey a more positive image of political actors belonging to the same 
political block that may strengthen citizens’ belief in politicians’ responsiveness (external political 
efficacy).  

Based on this discussion, the specific hypotheses of this research are summarized in table 1.   

Table 1 Expected effects of independent variables on external and internal political efficacy (+ = significant positive 
effect; - = significant negative effect; empty cell = no specific hypothesis)  

 External political 
efficacy 

Internal political 
efficacy 

Individual-level variables 
SES variables 

education + + 
income + + 
gender   
age   

political behavior variables 
political interest  + + 
partisanship  + + 
electoral winner + + 

life quality variables 
social embeddedness +  
happiness + + 

Context-level variables 
political system variables 

consensual democracy + - 
disproportionality of ES -  
No of parties in cabinet -  

government spending + - 
GDP +  
corruption - - 

media system variables 
media’ significance in politics - + 
media’ political parallelism + + 

 

Data and Methods 

To test these hypotheses I use multiple datasets. Individual-level data are obtained from the seventh 
round of European Social Survey (ESS)1, a representative survey which was conducted in 22 European 

                                                             
1 European Social Survey Round 7 Data (2014). Data file edition 2.1. NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data, 
Norway - Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC 
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countries between 2014 and 2015. While one political efficacy question had sometimes appeared  in 
the previous rounds (last time in 2008), only the seventh round of ESS questionnaire included 
political efficacy items in a more comprehensive form covering both external and internal dimensions 
of the concept. ESS used a strict random probability sampling method and the questionnaires were 
conducted by face-to-face interviews between August 2014 and December 2015. The mean response 
rate is 56.1%. The database used for the analysis includes 19 countries. Three countries are excluded 
from the analysis: data from Latvia were still not accessible at the time of the research, some 
contextual variables used in this study was not available in case of Israel and there were no 
comparative data about income, a crucial predictor variable in this research, in the Estonian sample. 
As a result, this study draws upon representative samples of the adult populations of 19 countries2 
with 34 466 respondents3. Each country involved in the research counts to be developed country 
based on both their GDP per capita data and their Human Development Index (HDI) as well as has 
democratic political system4 even if there are significant differences between them in both respects. 

Context-level data come from different resources. OECD database was used to collect GDP data in 
20145. The level of corruption was defined by the estimations of Transparency International from 
20146. Variables measuring particular elements of political system were gathered from Comparative 
Political Data Set (CPDS) database.7 Media system variables were acquired from the 2013 round of 
the European expert survey, European Media System Survey (EMSS) 8.  

Variables 

Dependent variables 

Political efficacy is traditionally measured as an index created from more indicators (Campbell et al, 
1954; Balch, 1974; Craig et al, 1990). A major gap in existing cross-county research that due to the 
limitations of datasets used in these studies they have employed either only one indicators to 
measure political efficacy (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Borgonovi & Popranek, 2017) or analyzed the 
limited numbers of items separately (Karp, 2012; Kim, 2013). 

                                                             
2 Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom.    
3 The original sample included respondents younger than 18 years old, but as several variables (incl. the 
dependent variables) are connected to voting behavior they were excluded from the analysis (3.11% of the 
sample). In each country but Austria the age census of voting is 18 years. In Austria, citizens older than 16 years 
old are eligible to vote, but changing the age limit of the sample in case of only one country seems to be 
problematic as Austrian 16-18 years old citizens may differ in several respects from population over 18 and 
those cohort-specific peculiarities cannot be controlled for here.   
4 See e.g. the Economist Intelligence Unit’ Democracy Index from 2014. Most countries involved are classified 
as full democracy, while Czech Republic, Belgium, Portugal, Slovenia, Lithuania, Poland and Hungary belong to 
the category of ‘flawed democracy’  
5 https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domestic-product-gdp.htm 
6 https://www.transparency.org/cpi2014/results 
7 Armingeon, Klaus, Virginia Wenger, Fiona Wiedemeier, Christian Isler, Laura Knöpfel, David Weisstanner and 
Sarah Engler. 2017.Comparative Political Data Set 1960-2015. Bern: Institute of Political Science, University of 
Berne. 
8 Marina Popescu with Bogdana Buzarnescu, Emese Czikora, Tania Gosselin, Adina Marincea, Jose Santana 
Pereira, and Gabor Toka. 2013. “European Media Systems Survey 2013.” Data set. Bucharest: Median Research 
Centre. URL: www.mediasystemsineurope.org. 
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In contrast, in the seventh round of ESS questionnaire six questions are concerned with political 
efficacy. Of the six items three seem to be related to the external and other three to the internal 
dimensions of political efficacy. The questions tapped with external political efficacy were as follows: 
(1) “How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in 
what the government does?”; (2) „How much would you say that the political system in your country 
allows people like you to have an influence on politics?”; (3) „How much would you say that 
politicians care what people like you think?”. Questions about internal political efficacy were as 
follows: (1)“How able do you think you are to take an active role in a group involved with political 
issues?”; (2) „How confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?” (3) „How easy do 
you personally find it to take part in politics?”. 

To test whether these items indeed capture two different constructs, a total of six variables were 
submitted into a principal component analysis. The analysis has supported the expectations: the six 
items were organized into two factors. The three questions tapped external dimension were assigned 
to the first factor and the other three were assigned to the second factor (see, Appendix). In line with 
these results two indexes were created by averaging the three items belonging to the same factor9: 
one external political efficacy index (M=3.55; SD = 2.06; Cronbach’s α= 0.84) and one internal 
political efficacy index (M=3.87; SD=2.34; Cronbach’s α = 0.84). Although the two variables are clearly 
separated constructs, they are not independent from each other (r=0.58, p<0.001). Figure 1 and 
Figure 2 show the cross-country differences in the two dependent variables.   

                                                             
9 An alternative option would be to use factor scores as dependent variables. As a robust check, I run models 
where factor scores were included as outcomes. The significance levels and the directions of effects were the 
same all but one case. This only exception is noted in the presentation of the results. As there are no major 
differences between the two options of dependent variables, for the ease of interpretation the models with 
index outcomes are presented in this work.    
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Figure 1. Mean value of external political efficacy by country 
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Figure 2. Mean value of internal political efficacy by country 

Independent variables 

Individual-level variables10 

As socio-economic and demographic variables gender (1 = Female; 51.6%), age (ranging between 18 
and 102; M = 51.41; SD = 17.02), number of years in education (0 and 40; M = 13.16; SD = 3.83) and 
income measured by the income decimals of particular country respondents belong to (1 and 10; M = 
5.45; SD = 2.76) were employed. As the direction of the effect of age is ambiguous based on the 
literature a squared version of age was also included in the models. As political behavior variables, 
political interest (ranging between 1 = not at all interested and 4 = very interested; M = 2.51; SD = 
0.89), level of partisanship11 (1 = no party is felt close and 4 = a party is felt very close; M = 2.01; SD = 

                                                             
10 Descriptive statistics presented here are based on cases involved in the external political efficacy regression 
models that have slightly more N than internal political efficacy models have. Consequently, cases with missing 
or outliers values were not taken into account here.    
11 This variable is formed by using two connected question. First, respondents were asked whether there is a 
particular political party they feel closer to than all the other parties, and then those who answered positively 
to this question were requested to rate on a four-point scale how close they feel this particular party. However, 
the first response option of this latter variable is ‘not at all close’ that seem to be at odds with the fact that this 
question was asked only from respondents who had reported in the previous question that there is party they 
feel close to. It is not a surprise that only 1% of respondents opted for this response. Therefore, it seems to 
make sense to add those respondents who claimed in the former question that there is no party they feel 
closer to than all other parties to this first category. Consequently, the level of partisanship variable is created 
from these two question where value 1 include each respondent answered ‘no’ to the first question and those 
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1.02), and whether respondents had voted for party in the last election that were in governmental 
position at the time of the survey (1 = winner voter; 37.96%)12 were included. With regards to non-
political life quality variables, two items were used. Social embeddedness was measured by asking 
respondents how many people they can discuss intimate and personal matters (0 = there is no such 
people and 6 = more than 10 people; M =2.92; SD = 1.41). Respondents were also asked to rate on a 
10-point scale that taking all thing together how happy they are (0 = extremely unhappy and 10 = 
extremely happy; M = 7.41; SD = 1.82).  

Context-level variables 

As for political system variables, the CPDS database includes a scale variable that indicates the extent 
to which countries fit to either the consensual or majoritarian idealtypes of democracy as 
conceptualized by Lijphart (1984). Countries’ positions on this scale are calculated from four 
indicators13: (1) the number of effective parties in parliament; (2) the absence of minimal winning 
and single-party majority cabinets; (3) the disproportionality of electoral systems14 and (4) duration 
of cabinets calculated from the number of changes in government per year. Fewer effective parties, 
single-party or minimal winning cabinets, disproportional electoral system and infrequent change in 
government place individual country into closer to the majoritarian extreme on the scale, while in 
opposite cases countries are positioned into its consensual side. Lower value indicates stronger fit to 
                                                                                                                                                                                              
small number of respondents who answered ‘yes’ to the first question, but claimed in the second question that 
that party was not close to them at all.     
12 Respondents who did not vote on the last election were considered to be non-winner in this variable. 
Further, there were four country cases where either elections were being held or government forming 
processes were being in progress during the field work. (1) In Belgium, the field work was conducted months 
after the election: first respondents were contacted in the second part of September (the field work took until 
February 2015), while the election had been held on 25th May. Yet, the government coalition was announced as 
late as on 7th October. However, the negotiations between the later government parties had been running 
from months when the field work started, so the parties in the future government were predictable. Therefore, 
I took the votes for the later government parties as winner vote in this case. (2) In United Kingdom, the large 
majority of interviews (83%) was conducted months before the general election held on May 2015 (the last in 
February 2015) and a small minority (17%) of respondents was asked month after it (October – November 
2015). Conservative Party was in government position during both terms, but LibDem was only in the former 
term. Therefore in case of the respondents who were contacted before the election the votes for LibDem were 
considered as winner vote, but those who were surveyed after the election it counted as non-winner vote. (3) 
In case of Sweden, the field work intersected the election more narrowly. Therefore, in cases of respondents 
who were contacted before the election the votes for parties in government coalition before the election were 
regarded as winner votes, while in cases of those who filled the questionnaire after the election votes for 
parties in the newly formed government coalition were considered to be winner votes. 16% of the sample was 
surveyed between the Election Day (14th September 2014) and the announcement of the new government 
coalition (26th September 2014). Unlike in Belgian case, parties in the future government were not obvious 
during the negotiations, therefore respondents surveyed during this short period were excluded from the 
analysis (282 cases). The cases excluded were not significantly different from the overall sample in terms of 
age, gender, education and domicile. (4) In Portugal, the large majority of the sample (70%) was surveyed 
before the election, while 30% of respondents were contacted after the election, but before the 
announcement of government coalition. The government forming process was especially chaotic in this case. 
When the post-election field work was conducted it was highly unclear what parties would form the future 
government. Consequently, voters surveyed after the election were removed from the analysis (379 cases). The 
cases excluded do not differ significantly from the overall sample in terms of age, gender, education, domicile. 
13 All CPDS data is used from the year of 2014. 
14 Disproportionality of electoral system was calculated by CPDS according to the Gallagher formula which is 
based on the ratio of parties’ vote share and the share of seats they gained (ranging between 0.45 and 17.81; 
M = 6.82; SD = 5.02; larger values indicate more disproportional electoral system). 
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the majoritarian model, while higher value represents more consensual system (ranging between -
2.13 and 2.26; M = 0.11; SD = 1.09). At the same time, the effects of disproportionality of electoral 
system and the number of parties in government (ranging between 1 and 5; M = 2.49; SD = 0.99)15 
are separately tested. Both of them are important characteristics of democracy type and literature 
has found their opposite impacts on political efficacy, therefore it makes sense to test their distinct 
effects as well.16 CPDS database includes OECD data about the degree of government spending in the 
share of GDP (ranging between 0.45 and 17.81; M = 6.82; SD = 5.02). The GDP per capita in 2014 data 
were obtained from OECD database (in current USD based on PPP; ranging between 26393 and 
65790; M = 41781.14; SD = 10646.77). For the estimation of the level of corruption I used the 
corruption perception index of Transparency International from 2014. Its theoretical range is 
between 0 and 100 where higher value originally represents lower level of corruption, but for the 
analysis it was inverted, i.e. higher value indicates higher level of corruption (ranging between 8 and 
49; M = 27.45; SD = 12.38).  

Turning to the media system variables, the significance of media in politics was calculated from two 
indicators of the EMSS expert survey. Experts were asked to rate on a 10-point scale the extent to 
which they agree with the following two statements: “Media coverage of public affairs has a lot of 
influence on public opinion in your country” and “Media coverage of public affairs has a lot of 
influence in political and policy circles in your country”. The mean value of these two variables were 
summed into the new political significance of media variable used in this study (ranging between 
10.60 and 16.3; M = 14.51; SD = 1.32; higher values indicates higher significance). For calculating the 
level of political parallelism I followed Lelkes’s (2016) method based on the EMSS data. Experts were 
asked to rate leading media outlets in their countries (13 – 20 media outlets in each country covering 
both TV channels, news websites, serious and tabloid daily newspapers) based on some specific 
questions. Three questions were used for creating the political parallelism variable. Experts rated on 
a 10-point scale the extent to which they agree with the statements as follows: “Medium X coverage 
is influenced by a political party”; “Medium X presents equally well the arguments of all sides” 
(reverse coded); “Medium X advocates particular views and policies”. Political parallelism of the 
media system variable is the sum of the mean values of these three items (ranging between 11.45 
and 20.31; M = 14.51; SD = 2.47).  

Results 

Due to the multilevel nature of the dataset multilevel OLS regression was applied to test the 
hypotheses.17 The regression models are presented in Table 2. The first models include only the 
individual-level variables, while context-level variables are added in the second and third models.  

                                                             
15 As CPDS dataset does not include these data, they were collected from public sources by the author. In cases 
of Sweden and United Kingdom, the field work intersects two different governments, therefore here I took the 
mean value of the number of parties in the governments of the two terms (in Sweden it is 3 as 4 parties in the 
former and 2 parties in the latter term were in coalition and in UK it is 1.5 as 2 parties in the former and 1 
parties in the latter term were in the government).  
16 The democracy type scale does not include the number of parties in coalition; instead it uses the number of 
parties in parliaments. However, literature has found that while former has a negative effect on political 
efficacy, the latter does not significantly related to it (Karp & Banducci, 2008; Kim, 2013). Therefore, I test the 
effect of the former instead of the latter variable.   
17 In line with the instructions of the designers of European Social Survey, both the individual-level design 
weight and the country-level population size weight were employed (see, European Social Survey: Weighting 
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Table 2. Effects on external and internal political efficacy (OLS) 

 External political efficacy18 Internal political efficacy 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Individual-level  

gender -.04 (.05) -.04 (.05) -.04 (.05) -.42 
(.06)*** 

-.42 
(.06)*** 

-.42 
(.06)*** 

age -.02 
(.01)*** 

-.02 (.01)*** -.02 (.01)*** .01 (.01)* .01 (.01)* .01 (.01)* 

age2 .00 (.00)** .00 (.00)** .00 (.00)** -.00 
(.00)*** 

-.00 
(.00)*** 

-.00 
(.00)*** 

years of edu. .05 
(.01)*** 

.05 (.01)*** .05 (.01)*** .10 
(.01)*** 

.10 
(.01)*** 

.10 
(.01)*** 

income .05 
(.01)*** 

.05 (.01)*** .05 (.01)*** .05 
(.01)*** 

.05 
(.01)*** 

.05 
(.01)*** 

pol. interest .49 
(.02)*** 

.49 (.02)*** .49 (.02)*** 1.03 
(.03)*** 

1.03 
(.03)*** 

1.03 
(.03)*** 

partisanship .28 
(.03)*** 

.28 (.03)*** .28 (.03)*** .27 
(.02)*** 

.27 
(.02)*** 

.27 
(.02)*** 

winner voter .44 
(.06)*** 

.44 (.06)*** .44 (.06)*** .10 (.04)* .10 (.04)* .10 (.04)* 

social emdedd. .12 
(.01)*** 

.12 (.01)*** .12 (.01)*** .13 
(.02)*** 

.13 
(.02)*** 

.13 
(.02)*** 

happy .15 
(.01)*** 

.15 (.01)*** .15 (.01)*** .09 
(.01)*** 

.09 
(.01)*** 

.09 
(.01)*** 

Context-level 
democracy type  .09 (.05)   -.03 (.06)  

proportionality 
of elect. system 

  -.02 (.01)*   -.00 (.01) 

no of gov. 
parties 

  .01 (.10)   .04 (.11) 

gov. spending  -.04 (.01)*** -.03 (.01)***  -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 
GDP   -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00)  .0019 

(.00)** 
.00 (.00)** 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
European Survey Data, 25th April 2014, 
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/methodology/ESS_weighting_data_1.pdf. [retrieved 23th January 
2018]) 
18 In case of both external political efficacy and internal political efficacy variables the 0 values are 
overrepresented; 5.92 % (EE) and 7.15 % (IE) of respondents marked the lowest option, the zero values in all 
three questions belongs to it. As a robust check models were rerun with the exclusion of cases with 0 values on 
the dependent variable (N = 21138 in EE models and N = 20702 in IE models). In case of EE models the 
significance and direction of the effects of independent variables were the same than in the models presented 
here with the exception of age2 variable, therefore the cases with zero value in each EE indicators do not 
distort the results. However, the effect of age2 is not significant in models without the cases excluded, a result 
that indicates that in case of respondents who have larger values on EE index than 0 (94.8%), the effect of age 
is linear on external political efficacy. In case of IE models without respondents with 0 score on the dependent 
variable the only differences compared to the original models that the effect of winner voter variable is not 
significant. Consequently, the significant effect of winner voter variable in the full model is due to the fact that 
many respondents who had not voted for party that won later gave each internal efficacy items zero score 
(their 8.5%). It is important that the significance of winner voter variable also disappears when the factor 
scores are used as dependent variable.  
19 Exact value: .0000237 
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corruption  -.04 (.01)** -.05 (.01)**  -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 
pol. sig. of media  -.19 (.05)*** -.23 (.05)***  -.09 (.06) -.06 (.05) 
pol. parallelism of 
media 

 -.03 (.04) -.03 (.04)  -.02 (.03) -.01 (.03) 

Constant -.03 (.12)  6.69 
(1.01)*** 

7.26 
(1.34)*** 

-1.33 
(.18)*** 

-.06 
(1.44) 

-.80 
(1.75) 

Intercept (random) .50 
(.10)*** 

.22 (.04)*** .21 (.04)*** .37  
(.07)*** 

.20 
(.04)*** 

.20 
(.05)*** 

-2LL 84213.73 84186.96 84185.19 84741.64 84721.54 84721.62 
Wald χ2 7037.53**

* 
61943.11*** 226514.62*

** 
7193.17**

* 
51684.68
*** 

51782.73*

** 
N (level 1) 2246720 22467 22467 2229521 22295 22295 

N (level 2) 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Note: Values in each cell are b values and standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors 
clustered on countries. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

The minor changes in the values of -2LL indicate that both external and internal political efficacy are 
largely explained by individual-level factors, the addition of contextual variables result in only a 
minor, but significant (p<.001 in EPE model; p<.01 in IPE model) increase in the predictive powers of 
the models. While the differences are rather modest, context-level factors increase the explanatory 
power of EPE models slightly more than that of IPE models. Context seems to be a bit more 
important when one evaluates the political sphere than her own political capacities. Overall, both 
general hypotheses have gained support, even if in case of the second hypothesis there are no large 
differences. 

It is more interesting to look at the specific factors that shape political efficacy. As for SES variables, 
in line with the literature better status results in significantly higher level of both external and 
internal political efficacy. Note, that while income affects both IPE and EPE in similar degree, in case 
of education the size of the effect on IPE significantly larger than on EPE. Interestingly, the directions 
of the effect of age are reversed in cases of EPE and IPE. It is negatively associated with EPE and 
positively related to IPE. However, none of these effects are linear as the significant effects of age2 
indicate. The older one is, the worse her perception about political system is and the stronger her 
belief in her political competence is, even if beyond a certain age there are no such effects. However, 
it is important that if only respondents with higher EPE scores than 0 are considered, the age effect is 
linear (see footnote 18). Another conflicted variable in literature is gender. Results show that women 
are significantly less confident in their political competences, but there is no gender gap in case of 
EPE. 

Political behavior variables seem to be quite important predictors of political efficacy. Of the three 
political behavior factors, political interest has the strongest explanatory power. More interested and 
partisan people have higher level of external and internal political efficacy. However, while the level 
of partisanship shapes both dimensions of PE in similar degree, political interest exerts larger 

                                                             
20 10861 cases were excluded due to missing values and 1138 cases were removed as outliers (based on Cook’s 
Distance) 
21 11018 cases were excluded due to missing values and 1153 cases were removed as outliers (based on Cook’s 
Distance). 
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influence on IPE than EPE. Voting for winner party also significantly boost the level of external and 
internal efficacy, but its effect on IPE is weaker and not that robust (see footnote 18).  

The findings have supported the assumption that factors related to life quality also shape political 
efficacy. More socially embedded respondents have higher level of IPE and EPE and the degree of 
happiness is also positively associated with both dimensions of PE. Interestingly, happiness has a 
stronger positive effect on people’s perceptions about political sphere than about themselves. 

Turning to the context-level variables, the type of political system does not influence political 
efficacy. However, its one crucial component, the disproportionality of electoral system is 
significantly negatively related to EPE. In line with the literature, people living in more 
disproportional electoral system perceive political system to be less responsive to citizens’ needs. 
However, another hypothesis derived from the comparative political efficacy literature has been 
rejected. The larger number of parties in cabinets does not decrease political efficacy; it is not 
significantly related to the dependent variables. While the extension of political system does not 
affect IPE, the direction of its significant effect on EPE contradicts the expectations. In political 
system where government spends more money relative to the GDP people are more likely to 
perceive it to be non-responsive. That is, the more interfaces between citizens and the political 
sphere may rather damage the political system’s image of responsiveness. 

With regards to the performance of political system, different factors play significant roles in cases of 
EPE and IPE. Higher level of corruption clearly erodes the belief in the responsiveness of political 
sphere (EPE).  However, the level of GDP does not significantly shape people’s perceptions about 
political system. On the contrary, people living in more developed countries are more confident in 
their political competence (IPE). Interestingly, the level of GDP is the only context-level factor that is 
significantly associated with IPE, despite the fact that it was the only one where significant effect was 
not hypothesized. 

While neither media system variables affect internal political efficacy, the level of EPE is shaped by 
the political significance of news media. In line with the hypothesis, in countries where news media 
play an important role in shaping political discourse, people perceive politics to be less responsive 
and more difficult to affect it. However, the degree of political parallelism of news media seems to be 
indifferent in case of PE.  

Table 3. Summary of the hypotheses and results ( 

 External political efficacy Internal political efficacy 
Individual-level variables 

SES variables 
 hypothesis result hypothesis result 
education + + + + 
income + + + + 
gender    - 
age  -  + 

political behavior variables 
political interest  + + + + 
partisanship  + + + + 
electoral winner + + + + (not 

robust) 
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life quality variables 
social embeddedness + +  + 
happiness + + +  + 

Context-level variables 
political system variables 

consensual democracy +  -  
disproportionality of ES -  -   
No of parties in cabinet -    

government spending + - -  
GDP +   + 
corruption - - -  

media system variables 
media’ significance in 

politics 
- - +  

media’ political parallelism +  +  
 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Despite the fact that political efficacy is one of the most frequently used political behavior variables, 
its comparative research has been fairly narrow. This study has been designed to fill this gap by the 
thorough investigation of what individual- and context-level factors shape the level of its both 
dimensions, the external and internal political efficacy drawing on the seventh round of European 
Social Survey. 

The findings have revealed that context-level variables play only minor roles in the level of political 
efficacy; this attitude is primarily formed by individual-level factors. The effects of numerous 
individual-level factors have been examined in this research. While some of them are widely-studied 
(SES variables), some of them counts to be novel (life quality variables) in the literature. In light of 
previous findings it is not surprising that higher SES involves higher level of both EPE and IPE. The 
findings on the effects of gender and age, however, are more remarkable. Although gender gap still 
exists in the evaluation of own political capacities, it has disappeared when the responsiveness of 
political system is perceived. However, future research should uncover the reasons why women feel 
themselves less efficacious as it may be a crucial barrier against their substantive political 
participation. Future work should also target more specifically the issue of why external and internal 
political efficacy are differently affected by age. This finding, however, may offer a feasible 
explanation for the age gap in political participation (e.g. Grasso, 2014). According to the political 
efficacy literature, people are most likely to participate in politics when they have low level of 
external and high level of internal political efficacy (Gamson, 1968; Craig, 1980). The results here 
have shown that being older implies being more negative toward the working of political system, but 
at the same time more self-confident in own political capacities, a combination that promotes 
political participation. An important contribution of the research is that it has demonstrated that 
non-political life quality factors also shape this crucial political behavior variable. Social 
embeddedness and happiness may provide important emotional resources for people and involve 
cognitive and evaluative biases that form one’s political perceptions and self-consciousness. An open 
question remained is whether political efficacy is a mediating factor between non-political life sphere 
and political participation.   
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Although context-level variables play minor role compared to individual-level factors, some of them 
significantly shape the level of political efficacy. The findings have indicated that context-level 
variables matters primarily in case of external political efficacy. Internal political efficacy seems to be 
ingrained more in individual characteristics; only the level of development of the country is that is 
significantly related to this attitude. External political efficacy, however, is significantly shaped by 
more contextual variables. No research has investigated before the effects of the extension of the 
political system. Contrary to the expectations the results showed that the more extended a political 
system is, the lower level of external political efficacy its citizens have. This results offer a distressing 
account about the working of governments as the more interfaces between political system and its 
citizens boost the perception of the unresponsiveness of political system.  On the contrary, the 
significant relationship between corruption and external political efficacy does not count surprise. 
However, it is important that corruption erodes not only the economy and the image of some 
political actors in particular, but also the political system in general. Interestingly, the type of 
democracy does not be significantly associated with political efficacy. However, in line with the 
literature, its one crucial component, the level of disproportionality of electoral system significantly 
decreases external political efficacy. At the same time another common hypothesis of the literature 
has been rejected: more parties in the coalition do not reduce the level of political efficacy.  

Another novelty of the research that it has investigated the effects of media system on political 
efficacy that have not been investigated before. Interestingly, while previous research has 
demonstrated the impacts of the level of political parallelism on some political behavior variables 
(Lelkes, 2016; van Kempen, 2007), in case of political efficacy it seems to be indifferent. However, the 
political significance of media is significantly related to external political efficacy; the larger role 
media plays in political discourses, the less responsive people perceive political system to be. This 
result indicates that the way political reality is presented in mass media harms perceptions about 
political system. Future studies should uncover the specific features of media reports that contribute 
to depress external political efficacy.   

The greatest limitation of the study is the cross-sectional nature of the data used that impede to 
draw clear conclusion about causal relationships. In some cases it is less problematic as it is difficult 
to assume reverse causality in cases of socioeconomic and -demographic variables or context-level 
factors. However, the reverse causal relationship may be conceivable in cases of political interest or 
even partisanship. This research design does not allow rejecting the assumptions of reverse causality 
in these cases.  Also, it is important that present analysis has drawn on samples from developed, 
democratic European countries. Therefore, the findings cannot be generalized to wider circles of 
countries, especially to underdeveloped or non-democratic countries.   

Nonetheless, the research has demonstrated that political efficacy, the one of the most important 
political behavior variables, is shaped by several factors: socioeconomic- and demographic position, 
political motives and sentiments, life quality and, to a lesser degree, some context-level 
characteristics. Future studies conducted in other contexts should take all of these factors into 
account.    
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Appendix 

Table 1. Results of the principal component analysis (rotated factor scores) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality 
EPE1 .91 -.11 .75 
EPE2 .78 .18 .76 
EPE3 .81 .03 .68 
IPE1 -.00 .89 .78 
IPE2 -.05 .93 .82 
IPE3 .28 .62 .62 

Eigenvalue 3.33 1.09  
EPE1 = “How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the 
government does?”; EPE2 = „How much would you say that the political system in your country allows people like you to 
have an influence on politics?”; EPE3 = „How much would you say that politicians care what people like you think?”; IPE1 = 
“How able do you think you are to take an active role in a group involved with political issues?”; IPE2 = „How confident are 
you in your own ability to participate in politics?”; IPE3 =„How easy do you personally find it to take part in politics?” 


