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Abstract 

Performance of political institutions (governments), working at different levels of the hierarchy 

(centre, state and local), are important to determine the health of the democracy and in breeding 

confidence in each one of them. Satisfaction from and effectiveness of these political 

institutions can be reflected in the perception of the voters and therefore, also in the level of 

confidence that public has in each one of them. Public confidence in them also acts as an 

empowering influence as it enables the government to engage in greater policy innovation and 

risk taking. While, low level of public confidence, threatens the authority and stability of a 

government. This study delves into the inter-linkages between having confidence in political 

institutions, working at different levels of the hierarchy. The analysis in this paper makes use 

of simultaneous equations model in order to analyse the inter-linkages between confidence in 

state government and in rural local government (known as Panchayats), in case of India. 

Results from the analysis suggests that the level of confidence and faith in local level 

institutions have a significant positive causal effect on the confidence in higher level 

institutions which highlights that the experience of the citizens with the lower level institutions 

creates an impression of the efficacy of higher level institutions.  
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1. Introduction 

Political Institutions or governments more specifically, act as the fulcrum of democracy. Their 

performance at different levels of the hierarchy (centre, state and local) are important to 

determine the health of the democracy and in breeding confidence in each one of them. 

Satisfaction from and effectiveness of these political institutions can be reflected in the 

perception of the voters and therefore, also in the level of confidence that public has in them 

(Mitra, 2001). Additionally, public confidence in them acts as an empowering influence as it 

enables the government to engage in greater policy innovation and risk taking. While in the 

face of low public confidence, the authority and stability of a government is threatened (Bianco, 

1994; Tyler, 1998). 

Putnam (1993) in his famous book “Making Democracy Work” has highlighted that confidence 

in political institutions depends on the social context under which they operate. Additionally 

there also exist two popular theories on confidence in these political institutions – cultural 

theory and institutional theory. Cultural theory hinges on the argument that confidence in 

political institutions is exogenously determined and is dependent on the deep seeded beliefs 

about the people that are rooted in cultural norms and are routed through early life socialization 

(Mishler and Rose, 2001). Institutional theory, on the other hand, propounds that confidence in 

political institutions is a consequence (rather than being a cause) of institutional performance. 

It advocates that trust in political institutions emanates from the level of satisfaction with them 

and also from certain idiosyncratic factors (Mishler and Rose, 2001). Mishler and Rose (2001) 

and Godefroidt et al. (2017) have evaluated the relative strength of these theories and have 

found evidence in support of institutional theory. That is to say that trust in political institutions 

is more a reflection of institutional performance and satisfaction of the citizens with them in 

the delivery of public services. Additionally, economic insecurity too, makes citizens cynical 

about the governments which has negative effect on political trust (Wroe, 2016). Apart from 



the economic well-being argument, Pai (2001) has highlighted the importance of idiosyncratic 

factors like segmentation arising out of class and / or caste division as a significantly 

contributing factor to the level of trust in general, social capital between groups and also on the 

democratic functioning of institutions.  

Most of these studies have not distinguished between different types of political institutions 

that exist (at national level, at state level and at local level) and how the factors affecting them 

can differ across these institutions. However, there are some studies (Kellher and Wolak, 2007; 

Wolak and Palus, 2010) that have studied public confidence in specific levels of government, 

seperately. Kellher and Wolak (2007) have studied confidence in the state and the national 

level political institutions and have found that there has been certain overlaps amongst the 

factors that influence both these institutions. They have observed a significant negative impact 

of inefficiency (in the form of corruption) and conflict (at the partisan level) on the confidence 

in state legislature, while better policy outcomes and more income equality improves the level 

of confidence in state government. In another study, by Wolak and Palus (2010), they have 

observed that the level of confidence in state and local government is actually reflective of the 

confidence that public has in national government. In the context of India, different studies 

have analysed the factors that can influence the trust of the citizenry on political institutions 

(Shastri, 2002; Mitra, 2001; Boorah and Bros, 2012) and have found significant differences 

across caste groups.   

Notably, none of the studies so far, have studied the political institutions at different level 

together. To the best of the knowledge this is one of the first study that has forayed in this field, 

to have internalised the existence and interdependence of political institutions at different levels 

of the hierarchy. The objective of this paper is to analyse if having higher faith in state 

government influences faith in panchayats, as states provide an important breeding ground for 

the local level institutions? Or, is it that faith in panchayats shapes and influences the faith in 



state government? A priori, it appears that since citizens interact more closely and frequently 

with the institutions at the local level, their experience with them might shape their faith in the 

higher level institutions, with which they need not come in direct contact with.  

To determine the direction of causal flow of confidence between different levels of political 

institutions, i.e., state and panchayats, the study relies on the methodology of simultaneous 

equation models. Further, the paper also analyses the relative importance of group specific 

factors, like caste, religion, village level factors, vis-à-vis household specific factors, like 

education, economic status of the household, its major source of occupation, etc. 

The main contribution of this chapter is two-fold. First and foremost, since none of the existing 

studies have internalised the coexistence of different political institutions, in this paper we are 

internalising the fact that there exist synergies between political institutions at different levels, 

which would also resonate into the confidence of the citizenry in them. Therefore, we are 

studying them together in a given framework. Secondly, the paper makes use of a sophisticated 

and a causal technique to analyse the issue of confidence in political institutions and therefore, 

the estimates we discuss in this chapter are all causal estimates and not just mere associations. 

Results from the analysis suggests that the level of confidence and faith in local level 

institutions (panchayats, in this case) have a significant positive effect on the confidence in 

higher level institutions (in this case, the state governments). It supports the argument that the 

experience of the citizens with the lower level institutions creates an impression of the efficacy 

of higher level institutions, resulting in a causal flow of confidence from panchayat to state 

government. Besides, there are other factors too, that shape the confidence in each of these 

institutions, which we will be discussing in greater detail in the ensuing sections. 

Rest of the paper has been organised as follows:  Section 2 gives a brief description of the 

political institutions under analysis. Section 3 discusses the literature review of the chapter, 



section 4 talks about the data and the variables that have been used in the analysis. We have 

discussed some of the descriptive statistics that forms the base of the analysis in section 5. The 

empirical model has been discussed in section 6, while section 7 discusses the results from 

empirical investigation. We discuss the results in section 8 and finally, conclude in section 8 

of the chapter. 

2. Political institution of State government and Gram Panchayats 

Since the two political institutions that this chapter discusses are - the institution of state 

government and the institutions of rural local government, it is also important to lay down a 

background that shall be discussing the role and the importance of each of these institutions in 

India, in order to put things in perspective. 

Although panchayats (the chosen five men) have been in existence in rural India for a long 

time, first initiative to formalise the idea of panchayat and establish local governments came in 

1957 through central government. However in a federal set up, different states had different 

laws governing the powers of the gram panchayats and their heads. An important step was 

achieved through the 73rd amendment of the Constitution of India in 1992, which led to the 

establishment of a uniform three-tier institution of rural local governance in the country, came 

to be known as Panchayati Raj Institution (PRI). PRI consists of Zila Parishads at the district 

level, Taluk Panchayat Samitis at the block (or Taluk or Tehsil) level, and at the bottom of the 

hierarchy Gram Panchayats at the village level.‡ These Gram Panchayats (hereafter, GPs) are 

assigned the task to administer and provide local public goods and also in the identification of 

the beneficiaries for the implementation of centre and state sponsored schemes. These GPs are 

typically consisting of a Pradhan (also known as Sarpanch / Mukhiya i.e. Head), and Upa-

                                                           
‡ Their urban counterparts are the municipalities which is not the subject area for this particular study. 

safari-reader://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gram_panchayat


Pradhan (i.e. Deputy Head) and other elected members. Pradhan is the only permanent 

member of the GP, elected directly or indirectly by the voters.  

State governments in India, on the other hand, are mostly unicameral in nature with few 

exceptions, with only one House known as Vidhan Sabha (VS), i.e. the State Legislative 

Assembly. The VS constitutes of Member of Legislative Assemblies (MLAs), elected by the 

voters directly, who are also responsible for the each of their constituency. The task of a State 

government ranges from maintaining law and order, to managing its internal security, to 

improving education related infrastructure, helping farmers, managing their finances, 

managing water resources etc. Further, these state governments also provide a crucial paradigm 

for the GPs to operate. State governments act as a facilitator, as they are individually 

responsible for the enactment of conformity acts to meet the requirements of 73rd and 74th 

constitutional amendments, in terms of the design and implementation of panchayats level 

reforms and also for devolving power and resources to these panchayats.§ Because of the state 

specific implementation, there also exist huge differences in the organisation and ambit of the 

panchayats (Mitra, 2001). Therefore, there exist certain synergistic gains between these 

political institutions, operating at different levels of hierarchy. 

 It is also possible that if voters/electorate/citizens of the country have certain perception about 

the performance of one of them then it might also shape or reflect into their perception of 

performance of the other one of them, and that is what we intend to analyze in this paper 

(wherein perceptions of the citizens are reflected in their confidence in political institutions). 

Therefore, the analysis in this paper is focussed on studying two broad questions: Firstly, 

whether there exists any mutually reinforcing relation between the people’s confidence in 

                                                           
§ (i) Constitution of Grama Sabha; (ii) Reservations to Scheduled Castes/Tribes, backward classes and women; 

(iii) Constitution of State Election Commission, and (iv) State Finance Commission. Further the 73rd CAA 

mandates every state to conduct elections to PRIs once in five years regularly. 



different institutions? And, which factors augur people’s confidence in different political 

institutions? 

Next, we move on to describing and discussing the data source that has been used for the 

analysis. 

3. Data and variables 

Analysis in this chapter is based on a nationally representative data from the second round of 

Indian Human Development Survey (IHDS2), conducted during 2011. There are 42,152 

households in IHDS2, inclusive of 2134 replacement households. The survey provides 

information on many important individual and household level factors. Further, IHDS2 also 

collects and shares information at the village level, about the village panchayat –  

characteristics of Pradhan, his caste and religion, distance of his residence from the village in 

question and also if the seat of the Pradhan is reserved for either a women candidate or for a 

SC/ST candidate. For the purpose of this paper, we have only focussed on rural India (as we 

are looking at confidence on rural local governments). 

The main outcome variables of interest pertain to the level of confidence in two political 

institutions – Gram panchayats and state governments. Information on each of them has been 

recorded as an ordered categorical variable that takes value 1, 2 , or 3, where 1 signifies “A lot 

of confidence ” 2 ”Some confidence” and 3 “No confidence”.** However, for the sake of 

convenience of interpretation, these variables have been reconstructed as taking value “1” in 

case of “A lot of confidence”, “0”  in case of “some confidence”, and “-1” in case of “No 

confidence”. 

                                                           
** Question 21.4 and 21.6 from IHDS-2 are the corresponding questions that have been asked to record responses 

on the level of confidence in state government and panchayats, respectively. Particularly, it has been asked from 

the household – “As far as people running these institutions are concerned, would you say you have – a great deal 

of confidence, only some confidence, or no confidence, in state government, to look after the people; in village 

panchayats – to implement public projects.” 



A fairly exhaustive list of explanatory variables has been incorporated in the analysis that can 

affect our outcome variables of interest. It includes, information on household specific factors 

like – the level of economic well-being of the household captured through wealth quartiles; its 

primary source of occupation from where the household earns most of its income from. 

‘Occupation’ has been classified in 5 categories – agriculture labourers, non-agricultural 

labourers, business, wage and salaried employed, and pensioners. Caste and Religious group 

of the household has also been captured. It is a categorical variable with 7 categories – Hindu 

forward, Hindu OBC, Muslim Forward, Muslim OBC, SC, ST and Others. Further, to capture 

the education level in the household, average level of education of voting age members of the 

household has been used. Gender of the household head has also been controlled as a binary 

variable that take value 1 for female head and zero for male head of the household. 

We have also controlled for the social and political networks of the household. In order to 

control the former, we have made use of membership in - caste groups and religious 

organisations. It is a binary variable that takes value 1 if the household is a member of some 

caste and religious group and zero, otherwise. In order to capture the political networks, we 

have used information on whether household knows any member of a political party, which 

has been captured as a dummy variable, that takes value 1 if household knows any member of 

a political party and zero, otherwise. Similarly, if any of the household member is also a 

member of a political party then that has also been captured as a binary variable that takes value 

1 if it’s true and zero, otherwise. Next, in case of confidence in panchayats, if household knows 

some member of the panchayats or has a member of the panchayat in the household itself then 

that has also been captured as a binary variable taking value 1 if it’s true and zero, otherwise. 

Further, if the household attends Gram Sabha’s meetings has also been controlled as a binary 

variable that takes value 1 if it does and zero if it does not, to capture the level of political 

activism.  



In order to capture the state of law and order in the village, we use information on the level of 

conflict in a village as perceived by the household in the locality where it is situated. This is 

also a categorical variable, with 3 categories – a lot of conflict, some conflict, and no conflict. 

Then, in order to capture the spread of public work programs, we have used the generation of 

employment under MGNREGA as a variable. It is a dummy variable that take value 1 if the 

household at least gets 240 hour of employment under this scheme and zero, otherwise. 

Data on certain Pradhan and Member of Legislative Assembly (MLA) level characteristics 

have also been incorporated in the analysis – if they belong to the same caste or the religion as 

the household does, as it is expected to improve the level of confidence. Next, if the seat is 

reserved for Pradhan then also we expect the confidence to be particularly higher. We have 

also controlled for the distance of Pradhan’s residence to the household, as a categorical 

variable with 3 categories – residing in the same village, 1-5 km distance or farther than 5 km.  

Certain village level characteristics has also been incorporated, this includes information on 

percentage of village electrified, availability of a health centre in village which is a binary 

variable taking value 1 if there exists a health centre in the village and zero, otherwise. Presence 

of schools –middle or higher, in the village has also been captured as a binary variable that take 

value 1 if there exist one and zero, otherwise. Next, distance from nearest town has also been 

included in our analysis. Information on the presence of village road has also been incorporated 

in the analysis. This has also been captured as a binary variable taking value 1 if there exist one 

and zero, otherwise. Summary statistics of the control variables that have been used in the 

analysis have been reported in the Appendix.  

Next, we discuss some of the crude statistics to see how the confidence behaves with respect 

to the other important variables. 

4. Level of confidence in State governments and GPs 



To begin with we show the level of confidence in each of the two political institutions under 

analysis that is, state government and rural local government. As can be seen from the figure 

below (Figure 1), there appears to be an overall level of scepticism about the political 

institution of state government, as well as of rural local government (panchayats). For both of 

them, we observe that a very high proportion of rural households have only “some faith” in 

panchayats and state government (49.7% and 48.7%, respectively), followed by the proportion 

of households that have immense faith in these institutions (a great deal of confidence, 30.4% 

and 30.7%, respectively). This also reflects a very high level of median bias in the data. 

Figure 1: Level of confidence in State government and panchayats 

 

Confidence in Panchayat 

 

 

Confidence in State Government 

 

Note: Author’s calculations 

Confidence in political institutions also appear to vary across richer and not so rich and poor 

households ( 

3
0

.4
1

4
9

.7
9

1
9

.8

A  G R E A T  
D E A L

O N L Y  S O M E H A R D L Y  A N Y

3
0

.7
4

4
8

.7
7

2
0

.4
9

A  G R E A T  
D E A L

O N L Y  S O M E H A R D L Y  A N Y



Figure 2). In case of state government, households lying in the bottom most quartile has the 

most confidence in it, while for higher wealth quartiles the level of confidence in state 

government consistently deteriorates. However, in case of panchayats, it uncovers just the 

opposite picture. The level of confidence is lowest in the bottom most wealth quartile, while it 

is the highest for the top most wealth quartile. In crude terms it means that wealthier households 

have more faith in panchayats but not in state government, while more deprived households 

have higher in state government. So, it indicates towards some kind of elite capture at the level 

of GPs, as has also been observed by Bardhan and Mookherjee (2000).  
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Figure 2: Confidence Pattern in Panchayats and State Government across wealth 

quartiles in 2012 

Note: Author’s calculations. 1st wealth quartile corresponds to the poorest 25% in our sample, while 4th wealth 

quartile corresponding to the richest 25% in the sample.  

 

Then, across caste and religion categories, households belonging to SC or ST category or to 

Hindu Forward category tend to be more positive about the state government as well as the 

panchayats. While Muslim Forward or Muslim OBC category have been observed to be 

cynical, not only about the state government but also about the gram panchayats.  

Table 1: Confidence in State Government and Panchayats across combined caste and 

religious categories 

 Confidence in State Government Confidence  in Panchayat 

 

No 

confidence  

Some 

confidence  

A lot of 

confidence 

No 

confidence  

Some 

confidence  

A lot of 

confidence 

Hindu Forward       22.37 49.17 28.46 20.02 49.64 30.34 

Hindu OBC 20.52 48.58 30.89 19.69 50.46 29.85 

Muslim Forward 24.07 49.46 26.47 25.79 48.11 26.10 

Muslim OBC 27.13 45.82 27.05 24.68 46.85 28.47 

SC 19.11 48.67 32.22 19.05 50.71 30.24 

ST 16.83 48.64 34.53 17.40 49.03 33.57 

Others 15.68 54.19 30.14 17.32 45.87 36.81 
Note: Author’s Calculations 
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Next, here we look at the relationship between confidence in two political institutions in 

question – the state government and panchayat. It has been found that confidence in these two 

institutions move in tandem, that is, significantly high proportion of households who have 

confidence in panchayats also have confidence in state government. Also, substantially higher 

number of households who are sceptical about placing faith in panchayats are also sceptical 

about placing their faith in state government. Finally, from those households that are cynical 

about panchayats and do not have faith in them, most of them are also cynical about state 

governments and are not confident about them either. 

Figure 3: Relationship between confidence in state governments and panchayats in 2012 

 
Note: Author’s calculations  

It basically highlights positive association between the two political institutions, operating at 

different levels. More confidence in one propound higher confidence in the other institution 

and vice-versa. Pearson’s chi-square test statistic is also highly significant, indicating strong 
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top-down effect of confidence in political institutions. In order to investigate the issue structural 

equation modelling has been employed, details of which are discussed in the following section. 

5. Econometric Methodology 

In absence of any theoretical guidance from the existing literature on the inter-linkages of our 

two outcome variables, i.e. people’s confidence in state and local governments, we propose 

two hypotheses, which are as follows: 

Hypothesis-1: higher confidence in state government might lead to better confidence 

in panchayats, as state governments provide crucial paradigm under which local 

governments function.  

Hypothesis-2: confidence in panchayats might affect the level of confidence in state 

government, because these local governments / panchayats works closely with the 

electorate and if they are satisfied with these local governments, that are responsible 

for addressing the local needs of the citizens in that area, then that might also shape 

up or influence their level of confidence in state government.  

If only one of them holds true then the use of simple ordered probit model should be able to 

give us consistent estimates. However, if both the hypotheses hold true, simultaneously, which 

can very well be a plausibility, then this mechanism might result in reverse causality and 

endogeneity in our model. And as we shall observe in the ensuing section, that this indeed is 

true, and there do appear to exist an issue of reverse causality (when we test each of these 

hypothesis, independently, using simple ordered probit model). Therefore, in order to deal with 

the two potentially endogenous outcome variables of interest, we make use of simultaneous 

equations model, with two structural equations. 

The two structural equations of the model have been mentioned below: 



 𝐶𝑆ℎ𝑣𝑠 =  𝛼1   +  𝜌𝐶𝑃ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝛽1�̂�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝛾1�̂�𝑣𝑠 +  𝛿1𝑀𝐿𝐴𝑣𝑠 + 𝜑1𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 + 휀ℎ𝑣𝑠 (1) 

 

 𝐶𝑃ℎ𝑣𝑠 =  𝛼2 
+  𝜑𝐶𝑆ℎ𝑣𝑠 +  𝛽2�̃�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝛾2�̃�𝑣𝑠 +  𝛿2𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑑ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑣𝑠 + 𝜑2𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 +  휀ℎ𝑣𝑠 (2) 

 

Equation (1) has been defined for estimating confidence in state government. Confidence in 

state government, of a household h from village v and state s, has been described as a function 

confidence in panchayat (CP), of certain household level characteristics (�̂�), of some village 

level characteristics (�̂�) and finally, some MLA level factors (𝑀𝐿𝐴) have also been included. 

In the household vector , �̂�, we have included – wealth quartile to which the household belong, 

primary occupation category to which the household belongs, combined caste and religion 

categories to which the household belongs and follows, average level of education in the 

household, sex of the household head, membership of certain voluntary organisations (caste or 

religious organisations), acquaintance with some  political party or being a member of political 

party themselves, if the household is getting more than 240 hours of employment from 

MGNREGA. As for the village level factors,  �̂�, presence of a middle or secondary school in 

the village, percentage of households in a village that are electrified, distance to nearest town, 

presence of a health centre in the village and finally if the village have access to village roads, 

have been controlled for. Finally, under MLA level characteristics, 𝑀𝐿𝐴, if the MLA belongs 

to either the same caste or to the same religion as the household does has been analysed. Also, 

if the seat of the MLA is reserved or unreserved, has been accounted for. 

For equation (2), the household vector (�̃�) includes –  wealth quartile, primary occupation 

category of the household, Caste and religion categories to which the household belongs, 

average level of education in the household, sex of the household head, membership of 

voluntary organisations (caste or religious organisations), membership of a political party, 

either knowing a panchayat member closely or having a member of the panchayat in the 



household itself, attending Gram Sabha meeting, additionally public service delivery reach has 

been captured using the data on provision of MGNREGA employment (240 hours or more), 

households perspective on the level of conflict with in a village, defined as a categorical 

variable with 3 categories – a lot of conflict, some conflict or no conflict.  

As for the village level characteristics (�̃�), presence of middle or secondary school in the 

village, distance to the nearest town, access to a village road, proportion of households in a 

village that are electrified, and finally, presence of a health centre with in a village, have been 

analysed. Under Pradhan level factors (𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑑ℎ𝑎𝑛), what has been captured is – if the Pradhan 

belongs to the same caste or religion as the household does, weather the seat of the Pradhan is 

reserved for an SC/ST or a Women candidate, distance from the Pradhan’s house, captured as 

a categorical variable with 3 categories – Pradhan’s house lies within the village or in 1-5 Km 

radius or is farther than 5 Km.  

We have also controlled for certain state level political factors, which include, regime change 

in state and time elapsed since the last election. Regime change can have effect on the 

confidence in state government and panchayats, too. And the direction of change can be either 

positive or negative for state level confidence. Similarly, its effect for confidence in existing 

panchayats can also be either positive or negative, depending on if the given panchayat is in 

allegiance with the existing ruling party in state. Further, we time elapse factor only effects 

confidence in state government because we have constructed it only for the state government 

elections and not for the panchayat elections. 

Reduced form equations for these two structural equations, would then involve, regressing each 

of the endogenous variable on the entire set of exogenous variables. These can be described as 

follows: 



 
𝐶𝑆ℎ𝑣𝑠 =  𝜃1 + 𝜋11�̂�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝜋12�̂�𝑣𝑠 +  𝜋13𝑀𝐿𝐴𝑣𝑠 +  𝜋14�̃�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝜋15�̃�𝑣𝑠 +

 𝜋16𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑑ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑣𝑠 +  𝜋17𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠  + 𝜇ℎ𝑣𝑠 

(3) 

 

 

𝐶𝑃ℎ𝑣𝑠 =  𝜃2 
 +  𝜋21�̃�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝜋22�̃�𝑣𝑠 +  𝜋23𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑑ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑣𝑠 + 𝜋24�̂�ℎ𝑣𝑠 + 𝜋25�̂�𝑣𝑠 +

 𝜋26𝑀𝐿𝐴𝑣𝑠 +  𝜋27𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 + 𝜗ℎ𝑣𝑠  

(4) 

 

The above two reduced form equations (3) and (4) have been written as a function of all the 

exogenous variables. So, while the vectors of household and village characteristics will have 

some overlap across the two structural equations (i.e. (1) and (2)), the purpose is to indicate 

that all the exogenous variables across them have been captured in each of the reduced form 

equations. Use of equation (3) and (4) would then facilitate the estimation of the parameters of 

structural equations.  

We now turn to the results section below. We first discuss the results from simple ordered 

probit model and then the section presents the results from simultaneous equations model, 

beginning with the assumptions of SEM.  

6. Results from individual Ordered Probit Models 

We first present results from simple ordered probit model. This serves as a benchmark model 

for the results from simultaneous equations model, which we will discuss in the ensuing 

section. The estimated odds ratios have been presented in Table 3, along with their 

heteroscedasticity consistent clustered standard errors.  

It can be noted here from the estimation of each equation separately that confidence in each 

institution serves as an important correlate to the confidence in the other institution, that is 

confidence in panchayats effects the level of confidence that households have on state 

government and vice-versa. 



Table 2: Results from Individual Ordered-Probit model 

 (1) (2) 

 State government Panchayat 

Confidence in Panchayat 1.860***  

 (0.034)  

Confidence in State government  1.851*** 

  (0.033) 

N 24010 25210 
Note: Reported in this table are the odds-ratios from ordered-probit model of confidence in state government and 

panchayats. The ordered variable in this case takes value -1 corresponding to “no confidence”, 0 for “some confidence”, 

and 1 for “a lot of confidence”. Errors are clustered at the level of primary sampling unit and are therefore robust to 

control for any level of heteroscedasticity. The estimations have also controlled for state fixed effects. 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

Alongside, there are other important correlates, too, that effect the level of confidence in these 

institutions, like wealth, education, membership in different organisations / institutions. 

Further, there are certain Pradhan and MLA level factors, too, that seems to influence the level 

of confidence in these institutions (Detailed result in Appendix A1, Table A1).  

However, these results are to be interpreted with some caution, given that we observe here the 

presence of a bi-directional relationship (from the results of simple ordered probit models) 

between the levels of confidence in these political institutions, highlighting the plausibility of 

reverse causation, which would give rise to simultaneity bias. Therefore, there might exist an 

issue of endogeneity in these equations, if estimated separately, thereby making the estimates 

inconsistent. Therefore, in order to address this issue, simultaneous equations model has been 

deployed under the conditional mixed process framework, to estimate the system of equations, 

results from which have been presented in Table 3. 

But, before presenting the results from simultaneous equations model, it is important to first 

discuss the assumptions on which the model is based, that is the presence of endogeneity in the 

model arising out of plausible reverse causation. 

6.2 Test of Assumptions under non-linear simultaneous equations model 



Since the model we are estimating is non-linear (with respect to the endogenous variables), the 

estimations would follow the use of maximum likelihood estimation under the conditional 

mixed process model framework, developed by Roodman (2011). In order to check for the 

endogeneity of the dependent variables under non-linear framework, CMP models offer a value 

for “atanhrho”, which is found to be highly insignificant (coefficient value is .083 along with 

a p-value of 0.78), implying that it is safe to estimate the two structural equation separately, 

without any bias. However, analogous to this, Hausman test of exogeneity for structural 

equation modelling (SEM) gives us a statistically significant value of the covariance between 

the errors across two structural equations, indicating towards presence of endogeneity in this 

model. Further, the results of ordered probit model also indicate that there might exist a two-

way causation across these two equations. Therefore, in order to avoid any inconsistency in the 

estimates, we have used simultaneous equations model. 

6.3 Results from Simultaneous equations model 

Results from simultaneous equations model suggest that, after having controlled for the 

problem of endogeneity in the two outcome variables, there is a significant positive impact of 

the confidence in panchayat on confidence in state government, while confidence in state 

government has no significant effect on the level of confidence in panchayat. 

Next we want highlight the effect of two of state government’s elections’ specific factors that 

the model has controlled for – the time difference between the last election and the time of the 

survey and if the state government has undergone a regime change (change in the party in 

power) in the last state election. The time elapsed since election has significantly negative 

effect on the level of confidence in state government, while having a new party that rules the 

state has no significant effect on the confidence in state government. This primarily means that 

more are the number of months that have lapsed since the last election, more would be the level 



of dissatisfaction and the level of cynicism with the current government in power, irrespective 

of the change of hands of political power. However, what we also observe is that regime change 

causes significant reduction in the level of confidence in panchayat. This highlights the very 

innate but not so ‘out in the open’ aspect of panchayats, which is their party affiliations. Though 

panchayat elections are independent of any party labels as mandated in the constitution, but it 

is also true that they never actually are. Also, having observed a negatively significant regime 

change variable asserts the same point, that when a new party comes to power in state, 

panchayats, that must have been in allegiance with the party who was previously power, loses 

the confidence of the people. It could be because now the new party, who has been elected to 

power, would probably not devolve enough resources to the panchayats who are aligned to 

their opposition party. Or, it is also possible that strategically, these panchayats might not be 

functioning adequately in order to make people believe that the new government is not working 

as well as they must have expected them to be. In either scenario, the confidence of the 

households in panchayats, is significantly eroded. So the regime change in the state government 

shows that there is an indirect way that state can affect the people’s confidence in lower 

governments. 

As regards to other variables that have a bearing on the level of confidence in either of the two 

political institutions, we have some interesting observations to note. First, we discuss the 

importance of social networks that have been captured through membership in caste and 

religious organisations. Membership in these organisations have network enhancing effects 

(Rothstein and Stole, 2010), which can have serious implications on the level of confidence 

one has on political institutions. Findings from this study reveals that being a member of caste 

or religious group improves the level of confidence in state government and also the level of 

confidence in panchayats. These organisations have been claimed to have a bonding effect 

(Rothstein and Stole, 2010) that is it bring in together people who have something in common, 



either their caste or some kind of religious practices. Membership of these organisations, forge 

strong intra-caste / intra-religion ties and at the same time also improves social networks of the 

members. Improvement in social networks, arising out of caste and religious affinities, fosters 

confidence in government, as in this case where it fosters confidence not only in state 

government but also in panchayats.  

There also exist profound effects of political networks. Being a member of a political party or 

knowing some member of a political party, has a strong and significant confidence reducing 

effect in case of state government. When it comes to determining confidence in panchayats, 

what matters most is knowing some member of the panchayat (either the member belongs to 

the household or the household closely knows the panchayat member otherwise). It has highly 

significant confidence enhancing effects in case of panchayats. Additionally, attending Gram 

Sabha (rural local council) meetings has a positive effect on confidence in panchayats as it 

further accentuates the political networks of the household.  

Further, not all MLA characteristics seem to matter for confidence in state government but, 

one, and that is if the MLA is from the same caste or religion category. Households that share 

the same category of caste and religion as the MLA, tend to have significantly lower confidence 

in the state government. The corresponding Pradhan characteristics, however, have been found 

to have important implication on the level of confidence in panchayats. If the Pradhan is from 

the reserved category seat for SC or ST then that does improve the level of confidence that the 

household has in panchayat. Next, if Pradhan belongs to the same religion-caste group as the 

household does then that also has significant confidence improving effects for panchayats 

Another important factor related to Pradhan that matters is the distance of the household from 

the house of the Pradhan, farther is the distance lesser is the confidence in panchayat, which 

basically means that not only does the social proximity but also the physical proximity to the 

Pradhan matters for placing faith in panchayats. The opposite effects of reservation at two 



different levels of governments are surprising. There is a strand of literature that suggests that 

having caste based political reservation at the state council level does not improve policy 

outcomes for the minority caste category (Chin and Prakash, 2011; Jensenius, 2015). However, 

having reservation at the level of village council has significant public service delivery effects 

for the minorities (Pande, 2003). Therefore, we can infer that reservation has more tangible 

effects in a more localized set-up of governance then at a more broad level of governance 

structure, and this provides an explanation for the differences in the direction of effect of similar 

variables, captured at the level of state council and village council. 

Under village specific factors, which basically reflects the extent of development of a village, 

we observe that only variable that matters for the level of confidence in state government is the 

one capturing proportion of households that have been electrified in a village which has with 

significant positive effects on faith in panchayat (significant at 7% p-value). In case of 

panchayats, village characteristics that matter are - presence of a primary health centre, which 

has confidence reducing effects on panchayats. Another factor that matters for determining the 

level of confidence in panchayats is “distance to the nearest town”. Results indicate that farther 

is the town, more is the confidence that the household has in the panchayat.  

Next, we presents a brief discussion on the inter-linkages between the confidence in state 

government and panchayats, in order to develop a better understanding of these results. 

Table 3: Results from Simultaneous Equation Model 

 (1) (2) 

 State government Panchayat 

Confidence in Panchayat 1.883***  

 (0.312)  

Confidence in State government  0.843 

  (0.244) 

Regime Change at State 0.866 0.492*** 

 (0.088) (0.131) 

Time difference  0.991***  

 (0.004)  



Wealth Quartile: (Ref: Lowest)   

Lower Middle  0.934*** 1.001 

 (0.022) (0.031) 

Upper Middle 0.928*** 1.010 

 (0.026) (0.039) 

Upper 0.907*** 1.031 

 (0.032) (0.050) 

Occupation:(Ref: Agricultural Labor)   

Non-agricultural Labor 1.022 0.996 

 (0.025) (0.026) 

Business 1.039 0.978 

 (0.030) (0.033) 

Wage and Salaried 1.081*** 1.025 

 (0.032) (0.037) 

Pensioner 1.101** 0.996 

 (0.048) (0.053) 

Caste or religion: (Ref: Hindu Upper caste)   

Hindu OBC 0.994 1.008 

 (0.029) (0.034) 

Muslim Forward 0.960 1.051 

 (0.071) (0.084) 

Muslim OBC 0.928 0.956 

 (0.053) (0.061) 

SC 1.041 1.067* 

 (0.034) (0.038) 

ST 1.041 1.104* 

 (0.049) (0.060) 

Others 1.013 1.169 

 (0.071) (0.115) 

Education: Average HH level  0.994 0.999 

 (0.004) (0.004) 

Female Headed household 0.961* 0.999 

 (0.022) (0.025) 

Membership of   

caste or religious organization 1.163*** 1.234*** 

 (0.048) (0.064) 

Member of a political party 0.901** 0.980 

 (0.047) (0.056) 

Acquaintance with political party 0.877**  

 (0.045)  

Know a member of panchayat closely  1.139*** 

  (0.033) 

Attend Gram Sabha meeting  1.215*** 

  (0.029) 

MGNREGA provides 240hr empmt 0.902*** 1.086* 

 (0.033) (0.048) 

Level of Conflict in Village: (Ref: No Conflict)   

A lot   0.996 

  (0.038) 

Some  0.782*** 



  (0.025) 

MLA Characteristics   

seat reserved for SC/ST 1.021  

 (0.035)  

Belongs to same caste or religion 0.946**  

 (0.022)  

Pradhan Characteristics   

Seat reserved for women  1.028 

  (0.040) 

Seat reserved for SC/ST  1.089** 

  (0.044) 

Belongs to same caste or religion  1.043* 

  (0.026) 

Distance: 1-5km  0.878** 

  (0.047) 

Distance: more than 5 km  0.879** 

  (0.053) 

Village level characteristics   

Middle or secondary School in village 0.993 1.028 

 (0.034) (0.042) 

Percentage electrified 1.001* 1.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) 

Distance to nearest town 1.001 1.004*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) 

No village road 1.063 1.054 

 (0.046) (0.052) 

Presence of a health center 1.048 0.935* 

 (0.031) (0.035) 

N 23566 23566 
Note: Reported in this table are the odds-ratios from Conditional mixed process model of confidence in state 

government and panchayats. The ordered variable in this case takes value -1 corresponding to “no confidence”, 0 for 

“some confidence”, and 1 for “a lot of confidence”. Errors are clustered at the level of primary sampling unit and are 

therefore robust to control for any level heteroscedasticity. The estimations have also controlled for state fixed effects. 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

 

 

6. Synergies between confidence in rural local government and in state government 

Results above indicates that having confidence in panchayats have an important bearing on 

confidence in state government. Confidence in any political institutions, reflects the perception 

of the voters with regard to their performance. So, what really matters is not only the actual 

performance but how does an individual perceive that these institutions are performing. As one 

of the most important task of a panchayat is to ensure proper implementation and execution of 



state and central government schemes (Besley, Pande, Rahman, and Rao (2004)). Therefore, if 

a household perceive that the panchayat is functioning adequately and is satisfied from them, 

then it would not only increase their faith in panchayats, but also their faith in state 

governments. Further, since panchayats are indeed the nearest point of contact for these 

households, per se. Their perception about them positively shapes their perception about the 

political institutions that exist at the sub-national level. As Sellers and Lidstrom (2007) have 

also pointed out in their paper that an intergovernmental infrastructure that provides strong 

local government capacities could furnish an essential prerequisite for the emergence of 

egalitarian, universalistic welfare states, which entails that causation can very well work from 

local governments to supra local governments. Therefore, our results from Table 3 highlight 

important synergies between different levels of governance structures. Most of the studies so 

far have only discussed the importance of state governments for the performance of local 

governments (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Huber and Stephens, 2001). These studies have 

highlighted the importance and relevance of well-functioning state level political institutions 

in the growth and functioning of lower level governmental institutions. However, no study so 

far have directly made an attempt to evaluate the flow of causation between degrees of 

confidence in different levels of governments, which is where this chapter contributes in this 

ever growing field of literature on political institutions.  

There are some important implications from a political strategists view point from this paper. 

One of which is that building confidence in panchayats ensure confidence in state government, 

which can also improve the re-election chances of the ruling party. Therefore, it makes sense 

for the ruling party in state to take necessary steps, via devolving more power and / or resources 

to the panchayats, in order to ensure more tangible and relevant (from the view point of the 

citizens) policy outcomes. Further, confidence in panchayats can also be interpreted as having 

confidence in “Panch” members of the panchayats, including Pradhan, as it forms the main 



machinery of governance at the rural local level. Therefore, confidence building at the 

panchayat level also makes available to the state government, mass of ‘viable’ (with better 

winning chances, as discussed in chapter 3) candidates, that can be promoted up in the 

hierarchy and can be made to shoulder in responsibility at higher levels. This also adds up to 

better re-election chances for the ruling party. Lastly, confidence in panchayats which 

translates into confidence in state government, provides the government with necessary leeway 

to bring more stark policy changes, with stronger implications on long run welfare of the people 

and the economy of the state. 

7. Conclusion 

This paper has delved on one of the least explored avenue of research in the field of political 

institutions – the relationship between local and supra local level of governance, their level of 

complementarities in terms of how the perception regarding the performance of one institution 

shapes the perception of performance about the other institution. Perceptions of the voters are 

also reflected in the confidence they place in each of these institutions. 

Though there have been studies that have evaluated the determinants of confidence in 

government institutions or government itself at various levels. There has not been any, to the 

best of our knowledge that has assessed the synergies between political institutions at different 

level of the hierarchy. This study is, therefore, not only an attempt to assess the factors that 

effects confidence in these political institutions but also an attempt to know how does these 

political institutions interact and shape one another. 

Estimations in this paper are based on simultaneous equations model to address a plausible 

reverse causality between two outcome variables of interest – confidence in state government 

and panchayats.  While there have been studies that have discussed each of them separately, 

but none so far have analysed them together in a given paradigm.  



Results from this paper highlights the importance of well-functioning panchayats. They 

indicate that confidence in panchayats positively and causally effects the confidence in state 

government. This emphasizes the importance of well-functioning political institutions at the 

grass root level and the positive effects of perceptions of performance of the institutions at the 

lowest level on the perception these voters build of the performance of the institutions at the 

higher level. Higher satisfaction with the institutions at the lowest level, in this case panchayats, 

not only improves confidence in them but also in supra local institutions. Better confidence in 

political institutions is particularly important not only to gauge the satisfaction from democracy 

and democratic functioning of the political institutions, but, it also acts as an enabling force for 

the government. Fact that citizens trust the government, empowers the government and the 

policy makers to take some serious, strong, and stark policy decisions for the welfare of the 

society. 
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Appendix A1 

Table 4: Summary statistics 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Variables N Mean Minimum Maximum 



Household characteristics 

Lowest Wealth quartile 26709 0.35 0 1 

Lower middle wealth quartile 26709 0.30 0 1 

Upper middle wealth quartile 26709 0.21 0 1 

Highest wealth quartile 26709 0.13 0 1 

Agriculture occupation 27338 0.51 0 1 

Non-agricultural labor occupation 27338 0.24 0 1 

Business occupation 27338 0.10 0 1 

Wage and salaried occupation 27338 0.11 0 1 

Pensioner occupation 27338 0.04 0 1 

Average level of education 27331 5.23 0 16 

Female headed households 27331 0.14 0 1 

Belonging to Hindu Forward category 27318 0.19 0 1 

Belonging to Hindu OBC category 27318 0.35 0 1 

Belonging to Muslim Forward category 27318 0.05 0 1 

Belonging to Muslim OBC category 27318 0.05 0 1 

SC 27318 0.23 0 1 

ST 27318 0.11 0 1 

Others 27318 0.03 0 1 

Getting more than 240hr NREGA employment 27347 0.11 0 1 

Network variables (Social and Political) 

Membership of caste or religious organization 27311 0.14 0 1 

Acquaintance with member of political party 27262 0.03 0 1 

Acquaintance with member of panchayat 26928 0.34 0 1 

Household member belongs to political party 27306 0.04 0 1 

Attend public meetings (like Gram Sabhas) 27254 0.37 0 1 

MLA seat reserved 24423 0.26 0 1 

MLA from same caste or religion 27347 0.38 0 1 

Pradhan seat not reserved 25864 0.51 0 1 

Pradhan seat reserved for women 25864 0.29 0 1 

Pradhan seat reserved for SC/ST 25864 0.20 0 1 

Pradhan from same caste or religion 27347 0.43 0 1 

Distance from Pradhan’s place of residence 26180 1.35 1 3 

Village level factors 

Villages with A lot of conflict 27307 0.12 0 1 

Villages with Some conflict 27307 0.32 0 1 

Villages with No conflict 27307 0.56 0 1 

Presence of village road 26308 0.87 0 1 

Distance to nearest town 26226 13.81 0 110 

Presence of health center 27347 0.52 0 1 

Presence of Middle or Higher school 27275 0.74 0 1 

Percentage of village electrified 26144 78.25 0 100 

State level political factors 

Time difference since in power 27188 75.50 3 231 

Regime change at state level 27188 0.52 0 1 
Source: Author’s calculations from IHDS, 2011 

Table A1: Confidence in State government and Panchayats (Individual Ordered Probit 

model) 

 (1) (2) 

 State government Panchayat 

Confidence in Panchayat 1.860***  

 (0.034)  

Confidence in State government  1.851*** 

  (0.033) 



Wealth Quartile: (Ref: Lowest)   

     Lower Middle  0.938*** 1.028 

 (0.021) (0.023) 

     Upper Middle 0.941** 1.041 

 (0.026) (0.030) 

     Upper 0.927** 1.080** 

 (0.032) (0.037) 

Occupation: (Ref: Agricultural Labor)   

     Non-agricultural Labor 1.022 0.991 

 (0.025) (0.023) 

     Business 1.034 0.969 

 (0.029) (0.028) 

     Wage and Salaried 1.085*** 0.995 

 (0.030) (0.027) 

     Pensioner 1.102** 0.967 

 (0.047) (0.043) 

Caste/religious categories: (Ref: Hindu Forward)   

     Hindu OBC 0.991 1.003 

 (0.029) (0.031) 

     Muslim Forward 0.960 1.025 

 (0.065) (0.087) 

     Muslim OBC 0.910* 0.968 

 (0.052) (0.054) 

     SC 1.049 1.028 

 (0.033) (0.032) 

     ST 1.055 1.051 

 (0.048) (0.049) 

     Others 1.043 1.121 

 (0.075) (0.095) 

Education: Average HH level  0.994 1.002 

 (0.004) (0.004) 

Female Headed household 0.958* 1.013 

 (0.021) (0.023) 

Membership of   

caste or religious organization 1.211*** 1.118*** 

 (0.042) (0.037) 

Member of a political party 0.912* 1.039 

 (0.046) (0.048) 

Acquaintance with political party 0.892**  

 (0.044)  

Know a member of panchayat closely  1.167*** 

  (0.031) 

Attend Gram Sabha meeting  1.205*** 

  (0.026) 

MGNREGA provides 240hr empt 0.928** 1.127*** 

 (0.033) (0.032) 

Level of Conflict in Village: (Ref: No conflict)   

A lot   1.021 

  (0.035) 

Some   0.850*** 

  (0.022) 

MLA Characteristics   

  seat reserved for SC/ST 1.023  

 (0.035)  

  Belongs to same caste or religion 0.945**  



 (0.021)  

Pradhan Characteristics   

Seat reserved for women  1.027 

  (0.036) 

Seat reserved for SC/ST  1.063* 

  (0.039) 

Belongs to same caste or religion  1.044* 

  (0.024) 

Distance: 1-5km  0.864*** 

  (0.040) 

Distance: more than 5 km  0.862*** 

  (0.044) 

Village level characteristics   

Presence of a health center 1.034 0.916*** 

 (0.031) (0.028) 

Middle or secondary School in village 1.002 1.033 

 (0.034) (0.036) 

Percentage electrified 1.001* 1.000 

 (0.001) (0.001) 

Distance to nearest town 1.002 1.003** 

 (0.001) (0.001) 

No village road 1.078* 1.029 

 (0.046) (0.044) 

Time difference 0.985***  

 (0.004)  

N 24010 25210 
Note: Reported in this table are the odds-ratios from ordered-probit model of confidence in state government and 

panchayats. The ordered variable in this case takes value -1 corresponding to “no confidence”, 0 for “some confidence”, 

and 1 for “a lot of confidence”. Errors are clustered at the level of primary sampling unit and are therefore robust to 

control for any level of heteroscedasticity. The estimations have also controlled for state fixed effects. 

 

Results in the table below represent the different stages of evaluation of the model. We first 

began with just some basic household level factors and also include social and political network 

variables of the households (in column (1) and (3)), then we have included village level 

characteristics into the model (in column (2) and (4)). The final model which also has variables 

on Pradhan and MLA level factors has been the one, reported in the main text of the chapter. 

Our results are robust to these alternative specifications, starting from the most parsimonious 

one (column (1) and (3)) to the most well fitted one (specified in the main text of the chapter). 

Table A1: Confidence in Panchayats and Confidence in State government 

 

Confidence in State 

government 

Confidence in 

Panchayat 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Confidence in panchayat 1.394*** 2.047***   



 (0.169) (0.417)   
Confidence in state government   1.026 0.891 

   (0.501) (0.364) 

Wealth quartile (Ref: Lowest)     
Lower middle 0.960* 0.950** 1.012 1.004 

 (0.022) (0.022) (0.032) (0.031) 

Upper middle 0.941** 0.928*** 1.025 1.012 

 (0.026) (0.025) (0.045) (0.043) 

Upper 0.946 0.916** 1.068 1.054 

 (0.033) (0.031) (0.054) (0.054) 

Occupation (Ref: Agricultural Labor)     
Non-agricultural labour 1.020 1.023 0.996 1.000 

 (0.024) (0.024) (0.026) (0.026) 

Business 1.036 1.043 0.974 0.983 

 (0.029) (0.029) (0.035) (0.034) 

Wage and salaried 1.082*** 1.078*** 1.008 1.020 

 (0.029) (0.030) (0.048) (0.042) 

Pensioner 1.116*** 1.111** 0.992 1.008 

 (0.047) (0.048) (0.069) (0.061) 

Caste and religion (Ref: Hindu Forward)     
Hindu OBC 0.976 0.980 1.015 1.004 

 (0.029) (0.028) (0.036) (0.034) 

Muslim forward 0.916 0.922 0.986 1.012 

 (0.056) (0.065) (0.091) (0.086) 

Muslim OBC 0.922 0.945 0.947 0.949 

 (0.052) (0.051) (0.067) (0.062) 

SC 1.040 1.032 1.041 1.051 

 (0.032) (0.033) (0.038) (0.037) 

ST 1.040 1.022 1.079 1.082 

 (0.047) (0.046) (0.056) (0.055) 

Others 1.031 0.991 1.148 1.143 

 (0.075) (0.066) (0.111) (0.109) 

Education: average level of education 0.995 0.994 1.000 1.000 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 

Female headed households 0.959* 0.970 0.992 0.993 

 (0.021) (0.022) (0.029) (0.025) 

Social/political network     
Acquaintance with political party 0.907** 0.889**   

 (0.044) (0.043)   
Knows member of panchayat   1.157*** 1.146*** 

   (0.034) (0.033) 

Member of a caste or religious organisation 1.228*** 1.144*** 1.180* 1.231*** 

 (0.045) (0.045) (0.112) (0.085) 

Attend village panchayat meeting 0.901** 0.886** 1.005 1.005 

 (0.043) (0.045) (0.070) (0.069) 

Know some member of political party   1.217*** 1.210*** 

   (0.033) (0.030) 



Household received more than 240 hours of 

NREGA employment  0.905*** 1.113*** 1.098** 

  (0.031) (0.034) (0.052) 

Village level factors     
A lot of conflict    0.994 

    (0.037) 

Some conflict    0.782*** 

    (0.024) 

No village road  1.043  1.043 

  (0.043)  (0.051) 

Distance to nearest town  1.001  1.004*** 

  (0.001)  (0.001) 

Presence of health centre  1.048  0.936* 

  (0.030)  (0.035) 

Presence of middle or higher level school  0.988  1.041 

  (0.032)  (0.039) 

Percentage of village electrified  1.001*  1.000 

  (0.001)  (0.001) 

N 25796 25400 25796 25400 
Note: Reported here in this table are the odds-ratios from Conditional Mixed Process model of confidence in state 

government and panchayats. The ordered variable in this case takes value -1 corresponding to “no confidence”, 0 for “some 

confidence”, and 1 for “a lot of confidence”. Errors are clustered at the level of primary sampling unit and are therefore 

robust to control for any level heteroscedasticity. 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 


