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Introduction and Research Question

According to research collected throughout the 1990s, an overwhelming majority of Australians favored severing ties with Great Britain in order to become a republic; however, when the Republic referendum was held in November 1999, it failed.  This unexpected outcome created a burst of scholarly analysis as political scientists sought to explain the apparent contradiction.  

Refusing to accept survey data as inaccurate, some experts affirmed past analysis with the qualification that the data could not be expected to account for voter confusion given unclear signaling and a lack of partisan cues.  Scholars thus suggested that individuals generally voted in a manner inconsistent with their own ideas because they were uncertain about the question (Tranter 2003; Higley and McAllister 2002).  

Though reconciliation between expectations and results has been attempted, many conclusions drawn from a decade of survey data still do not fully explain referendum results.  It is still unclear why some Australians favored a republic while others did not.

The conflict between predictions and outcomes, especially in referendum situations, is not a localized problem.  Europe, the United States, and many other regions of the world have faced similar situations where voting results greatly varied from initial expectations (Dardanelli 2005).  The movement towards republic referendums among multiple States of the Commonwealth mandates a better understanding of this phenomenon for politicians, theorists, and issue activists alike (Higley and Case 2000).

I suggest that this contradiction reflects a limited question.  Using the Australian 1999 Republic referendum, I intend to show that apparent inconsistencies are the result of an over simplification of survey results.  When asking if respondents favored a republic, survey data tended to lump two potentially different groups together.  These groups, direct electionists and parliamentary supporters, supported a republic yet they disagreed about how it should be structured.  For my purpose, I shall consider the two groups identified as qualitatively different, dividing republicans into those supporting a directly elected Head of State, to be referred to as direct electionists, and respondents that preferred a Head of State appointed by two-thirds of Parliament, to be referred to as parliamentary supporters (Charnock 2001).  

Prior research has addressed why these two groups of republicans did not support the referendum equally; however, what I consider the more important question has not been addressed.  Rejecting the assumption that Head of State preferences operated under the same republic heading, it is still to be determined what split the direct electionist vote.  As a respondent who wants a directly elected President may rationally reject a republic with a Head of State appointed by Parliament, what causes the compromise for a “Yes” vote?  A respondent from the direct electionists should not support parliamentary supporter preference unless she has some additional decision rule that leads to her to consider another Head of State choice.

On November 6th, 1999, Australians were given an opportunity to become a republic with a President to be appointed by two-thirds majority of the Commonwealth Parliament that would replace the Queen and her representative, the Governor General, as the Australian Head of State.  This lined up with the preferences of parliamentary supporters but was not necessarily the direct electionist first choice.  As was expected, over 90% of parliamentary supporters voted in favor of the Republic referendum.  Scholars have argued that it is also reasonable to expect that direct electionists, as republicans, would support the referendum (Charnock 2001); however, this was not the case (Table 1).  The question divided the direct electionist vote, which arguably resulted in the failure of the republic question.  A quick perusal of the numbers shows that had the direct electionists offered a unified “Yes” vote in the referendum, as many scholars expected, today’s Australia would unquestionably be a republic (Table 2).  The significant impact of this population merits a greater understanding of why the final vote ended up as it did (Charnock 2001).  
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[image: image2.emf]First Choice of Head of State   Percentage N (weighted)

Directly elected President   55 1663

President appointed by Parliament   21 626

Retain Queen as Head of State   24 730

Total 3019

Table 2: Population Division by First Choice Head of State Preference



Source: 1999 Australian Constitutional Referendum Survey (ACRS99)




The lack of support for the Republic referendum that is found in the direct electionists, as a group, has been addressed in the literature; however, little research considers why they did support the referendum.  I suggest it is a false assumption to consider all forms of republic identical; hence, it would be false to assume that direct electionist support of the referendum reflects a desire for a quintessential republic.  As it is not the form that direct electionists prefer, the question remains, should direct electionists reject it?  Yet over 50% of direct electionists voted “Yes” in the referendum (Table 2).  The question to be addressed is not why some Australians favor a republic but are there differences when they favor a republic if the choice presented is a Head of State appointed by Parliament.


In answering this question, I seek to determine the causal factor of the direct electionist favorable vote.  As the offered republic purported to provide Parliament with additional power in selecting the Head of State, I propose that it is the respondent’s feeling towards the government that determines final outcome.  I expect this characteristic, to be referred to as government trust, to trump Head of State preference for many direct electionist voters.  Hence, those respondents that have high levels of government trust will support the Republic referendum regardless of Head of State preference.  Thus Australians that have direct electionist first choice and also high levels of trust in government will favor a republic with a Head of State appointed by Parliament.  If this expectation holds true for the direct electionist “Yes” voters, it should logically explain an underlying factor of the entire “Yes” vote and thus explain a significant portion of the referendum outcome.  In addition, it will help us understand why many voters were leery of political change.  

Literature Review

The proposed republic was a minimalist change model that would maintain the overall organization of government.  It would alter Australia’s status as a constitutional monarchy by replacing the Governor General with a President and hence the Queen with an Australian Head of State (Higley and Case 2000).  Another referendum question was posed to the public at the same time.  This question asked for approval of a Constitutional Preamble that recognized Aboriginal claims and touted Australian nationalism.  In comparison to the republic question, the Preamble was soundly defeated (Tranter 2003).  

The high profile republican campaign stressed value importance like nationalism and elite support.  The monarchists responded with broadcasted fears of authoritarian government and affirmation of the working status quo (Higley and Case 2000).  In regards to the two major parties, the Liberals campaigned most openly against the republic as opposed to the Labor party who favored it.  John Howard, the Liberal party Prime Minister, was outspoken in opposition to the republic, which he saw as unnecessary (Australia mislays its republic 1999).  However, not all the members of the party supported Howard; some of the stoutest republicans were actually liberals.  In comparison, Labor Opposition Leader Kim Beazley ran a strong “Yes” campaign; however, many working class Labor members broke party lines, coming out in force against the referendum (Tranter 2003).  

Liberal party voters tended to reject the republic but, rather unexpectedly, working class Labor affiliates were also generally opposed (Suter 2000).  “Younger, secular, highly educated and Labor partisans, and those who evaluated republican political and social movement leaders positively, were more likely to vote for constitutional change” (Tranter 2003).    

All Australian citizens are compelled to vote under penalty of law.  Hence, those individuals that have very little interest in the results of an election still vote.  Current survey data suggests that a high percent of “No” voters would have abstained from voted had it not been mandatory (Higley and McAllister 2002).  

Four categories of hypotheses have been proposed to explain why some Australians support a shift to a republican form of government.  These categories are: preference theories, individual and group demographics, referendum presentation, and institutional theories.

Preference theories encompass those hypotheses that are concerned with the need or prospect of a shift in the status quo.  Individuals who already lean towards such a shift, often described as radicals, tend to support the creation of a republic more than conservative members of the population (Scates 1997).  Situations of crisis, unemployment, and general moments of uncertainty can cause individuals to question their world and hence the government that controls it (Scates 1997; McBride 1997).  In the absence of such crisis or reevaluation, a revolutionary shift in government is near impossible because of the perceived pointlessness in fixing something that appears to be working (Who will wave the flag in Australia? 1993; Shaw 1999).  With an innate general distrust of anything political, many Australians are opposed to any measure that appears to increase government, especially one that does not appear to serve any other particular purpose (Higley and Case 2000).  The Queen, comparatively, is often considered a more stable entity, being above the political melee; a positive for many Australians (Walker 1999a; Walker 1999b).      

Preference theories consider how Australians perceive the republic.  One such hypothesis considers the natural distrust of change found in many Australians, the cause of a cultural risk-aversion policy.  In practicing loss-minimization, the general populace of Australia refuses to act along value-maximization lines.  As the republic was presented in terms of values rather than physical assets, Australians reacted along these socio-cultural lines (Davidson, Fry, and Jarvis 2001).  Though this simplistic opinion of a citizenship reacting according to basic instinct has been rejected by many researchers (Goot 2005; Ward 2000; Webb 2000), it provides an interesting application of method that does have supportive research.  The counterargument of this basic instinct hypothesis suggests that, as characteristic of a rationally acting populace, republic perception can be broken down into three main groups according to the Head of State preference.  These groups are those supporting a directly elected President, those supporting a President appointed by Parliament, and those supporting the Queen or, rather, the status quo.  Voters acted according to their preference order and what was offered, namely the President appointed by Parliament.  According to public choice theory, these preferences have been suggested as cyclical (Irving 2000), but this viewpoint is largely rejected (Dardenelli 2005; Charnock 2001).   

Throughout the 1990s, it was consistently found that age, social class, region, and religion tended to be major factors in determining an individual’s opinion on the republic issue.  Gender, though originally thought significant because of its effect in the 1890s, a parallel time of change to the 1990s, has been shown to be relatively insignificant (Scates 1997).  The average republican, according to the demographics, tends to be younger, from the wealthy middle class, educated, and urban (McBride 1997; Australia mislays republic 1999; Betts 1999).  Other demographics, such as religion and military service have also been suggested, though these hypotheses receive less attention than the aforementioned (Rose 1976).  One particularly interesting hypothesis considers ethnicity as playing an important role that has been heretofore overlooked.  Eastern European immigrants, having historical experience with dictators, would be less likely to support a republic in fear of the system becoming an authoritarian regime.  The indigenous populations of Australia, such as the Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders, might perceive the republic as the white man’s final conquest over the land, rejecting the referendum for that reason.  The statistical data lends some support to this hypothesis though it is not overtly significant (Suter 2000).  

A more popular group of ethnic theory considers nationalism in respect to Great Britain.  According to current explanations, ideas of legitimacy, culture, tradition, and international benefit are integral factors in determining one’s republican opinion.  Though used in regards to British citizens, the hypothesis of authority could apply to the Australian situation as well.  Scholars argue that there is a direct relationship between the recognized legitimacy of the royal family and an individual’s opinion on the republic issue.  Citizens that support the authority of the Queen do not want to see her removed (Rose 1976).  Likewise, those who favor the idea of a Queen and respect the tradition of the monarchy will be unlikely to support a republic.  Australians that value the heritage and culture of the United Kingdom will not want to part with the monarchy (Rose 1976; Higley and McAllister 2002).  

Beside cultural ties, experts argue that international emphasis plays a significant role in determining Australian opinion.  Those who want to maintain strong ties to Europe will consider the Queen as Australia’s connection to Great Britain and the West.  However, the past decade has experienced an ‘Asian shift’ as Australians begin to consider the giant hegemon to the north.  Many believe that a republican form of government will increase Australia’s international standing, shaping it into a viable trading partner in China’s eyes (Higley and McAllister 2002; McBride 1997).        

The next grouping of hypotheses considers the presentation of the republic referendum.  As mentioned previously, the republic referendum only provided the choice of accepting a republic that had a Head of State appointed by Parliament.  In addition, a second referendum question was also listed on the ballot.  It proposed a new Preamble to the Constitution.  Some theorists believe that this preamble was the opposition’s method of confusing a simple voting populace (Tranter 2003) but many others consider the significant rejection of this preamble in comparison to the outcome of the republic question as being supportive of overwhelmingly rational voters (Uhr 2000).  

Taking the Republic referendum as an entity, three issues merit discussion: Head of State options, minimalist change, and modernity.  As the “appointed by Parliament” option was the only republic choice available, the preference of all those supporting a directly elected President are ignored.  Direct electionists are forced to either choose a less preferred option or reject the proposal all together.  As many rejected the republic even when their second choice was the Parliament appointee, theorists argue for a protest vote where voters rejected the republic in hopes of eventually being given the option of a directly elected President (Charnock 2001).  A more directed hypothesis considers republicans as divided among three categories: pragmatic, conservative, and populist.  Pragmatic individuals are direct electionists that compromise their preference and vote “Yes.”  Conservative republicans are parliamentary supporters that vote “Yes” and populists are direct electionists that vote “No.”  The division within the republican grouping is thought to be caused by elite efficacy (Higley and Case 2002).  

The minimalist change proposed by the referendum was a detriment rather than an asset.  In undermining the intelligence of the general populace and downplaying the effects of becoming a republic, activists lost votes because Australians did not see any need to change and felt like more significant issues were being ignored (Webb 2000).  In the opinion of a similar hypothesis, this minimalist change is the result of an attempt to maintain the parochial and outdated Westminster system within the new confines of a republic.  This old system has historic value but incorporating it into a new system is ridiculously old-fashioned; hence, its rejection (Ward 2000).  

The institution of a republic is as much a national as an international affair.  The last group of hypotheses considers the institutional interests regarding a republic.  Effects consider the influence of elites and ideologies regarding citizenship, nationalism, and democracy along with the function of political parties and interest groups.  Identification with supportive elites results in supportive voters; however, what is acceptable to elites is not always acceptable to voters (Higley and Caese2000).   A slightly more personal hypothesis regarding elite influence determines that voters act directly against elites more often than in support of them (Suter 2000).  Elite distrust and a feeling of being dictated to by those elites factors in votes against the republic (Webb 2000). These hypotheses regarding elites are underwritten by the Australian perception of citizenship.  The decision to act either for or against the elite stems from a larger viewpoint of what a citizen should value, such as nationalism, democracy, and general intellectualism.  Those individuals with a strong notion of Australian citizenship tend to reject the Queen as a foreigner wanting “every aspect of our political life [to] become open and participatory” (Scates 1997).  The Queen is not and never will be Australian so she should not be regarded as a national symbol (Shaw 1999).  However, scholars caution that the general voting public does not understand higher values such as citizenship and those who do are often disillusioned with government (Davidson, Fry, and Jarvis 2001).  This makes it unrealistic to expect the majority of voters to behave along such lines (Williams and Chin 2000).  For those few who understand and embrace political participation, many see a republic as the answer to becoming a stronger democracy (Higley and Case 2000) and as a measure of reducing elite political power (Walker 1999).  These concepts of democracy, nationalism, and citizenship tend to be found in the intellectual community; hence, higher levels of education and political information are connected to republicanism (Walker 1999; Higley and Case 2000).  Political affiliation and party identification are considered significant factors in light of group dynamics (Smith et al 2005).  These institutions provide necessary partisan cues that sympathetic voters will follow, the absence of which leads to confusion (Higley and McAllister 2002; Charnock 2001).  Bipartisan support of referendum issues is considered necessary.  Though not a guarantee of success, it begs mention that no referendum in Australian history has passed without the support of the Prime Minister (Irving 2000).            

The statistical data from a decade of surveys quantitively supports many of the existing hypotheses.  A few predictive demographical characteristics found in these hypotheses –age, region, and education – are consistent with the 1999 referendum outcome.  Though many expectations were not realized in the referendum, political scientists have proposed reasonable reconciling solutions that suggest independent variables shifted expected results (Tranter 2003; Higley and McAllister 2002).  Considering the attention that this apparent hypothesis contradiction has received, reviving this discussion eight years after the fact may appear pointless.  It is not.

Hypothesis
The next legislative election is scheduled for the end of 2007.  This will be the second election since the 1999 referendum.  The 2001 election kept the Liberal party and anti-republic Prime Minister John Howard in power.  A shift of seats to the Labor party would place ALP leader Kevin Rudd in the position of Prime Minister.  In a wide-ranging interview, Rudd “revealed that he is ‘relatively relaxed’ about the idea of a directly elected president of an Australian republic if that is what the majority of voters want” along with expressing a desire to completely restructure government (Gordan and Gratten 2006).  Current opinion is that Howard faces a formidable challenger in Rudd, who might topple the Liberal monopoly of the government.  A return to the republic question may not be that far off.  

Political commentators are skeptical about the results of a second referendum.  In line with the reconciliation theory of voter confusion and elite manipulation, some contest that even this return would result in failure (Higley and McAllister 2002).  Others suggest that filling influential positions with republican politicians could result in a successful outcome (Tranter 2003).  This disagreement highlights the current limits on prediction.  Due to reliance on unique and situational variables, a significant amount of theoretical uncertainty characterizes current hypotheses, which may explain the disagreement regarding the outcome of another referendum.  As the upcoming election looms, bringing with it the very real probability of another republic referendum, more predictive hypotheses are needed.  These hypotheses should be developed past reconciliation, suggesting valid connections that can further the objective of explanation and prediction beyond the scope of the republic referendum.            

 
Leading theories assume that the Australian populace did not act in a manner consistent with their own values, arguing instead that they were confused by elites and a lack of societal cues.  This may be an improper assumption.  According to a comparative research study, Australians tend to behave rationally in referendums in line with opportunities to consider policy options.  A cross-analysis of referendums throughout the twentieth century argues that Australians have a particular type of deliberative democracy and do indeed, as a whole, pay attention to the details published about a referendum, weighing their options before heading to the polls.  Though concern has been raised regarding the democratic deficit and regulating the requirements of effective public deliberation, the significant difference in response to the two questions presented in the 1999 Referendum imply that voters did, to some degree, rationally consider the implications of each according to the information provided (Uhr 2000).  


If we agree that the Australian populace rationally deliberates their vote in referendums, we must accept that the outcome of the 1999 constitutional referendum was the result of a rational choice and therefore explainable.  Current research has suggested predictive factors of the vote, such as age, region, and level of education, that have a strong basis of data support.  The significant divide created by Head of State preferences has also been considered, though it may be that theorists have committed the fallacy of composition by expecting all republicans to share the same properties (Charnock 2001, Mathew 1997).  Rather than assuming that all individuals were either for or against a republic, I propose to divide preference into three parts: monarchists, direct election republicans, and parliament republicans.  Monarchists prefer to maintain the status quo and retain the Queen as the Head of State.  Direct election republicans prefer a republic but with a President that is directly elected by the people.  Parliamentary supporter republicans prefer a republic but with a President that is appointed by Parliament.  The 1999 referendum offered the choice of maintaining the monarchy or instituting a republic with a President appointed by Parliament.  A President by direct election was not an option.  With this preference division in mind, the question to ask becomes not one of why certain individuals favored a republic but why some Australians favored a republic with a Head of State appointed by Parliament as opposed to those who did not.  Two outcomes are expected.  These outcomes regard the preference choices explicitly addressed by the referendum.  It is reasonable to predict that monarchists would vote “No”, in order to maintain the preferred status quo, and parliamentary supporters would vote “Yes”, being directly offered their preference.  These expected outcomes are hypotheses one and two:

H1: Australians who prefer to retain the Queen will vote “No” in opposition to the republic referendum.

H2: Australians who prefer a republic with a Head of State appointed by Parliament will vote “Yes” in support of the republic referendum.

Continuing with the idea of rational choice, direct electionists should vote against the referendum because it is not the option they prefer.  However, this same argument could be used for why direct electionists should vote “Yes” in opposition to the status quo, which is also not preferred.  For the sake of the argument, let us assume that direct electionists should rationally prefer the status quo to unwanted change.  The line of reasoning provides hypothesis three.

H3: Australians who prefer a republic with a Head of State directly elected by the people will vote “No” in opposition to the republic referendum.

A quick review of the literature will show that direct electionists did not follow the expectation expressed in H3 (Tranter 2003).  This grouping was split almost 50/50 between the “No” and “Yes” vote.  Does this mean that H3 has no foundation?  Certainly not.  A simple cost-benefit analysis would argue that in keeping the status-quo, neither cost nor benefit is applicable to direct electionists because no change occurs.  Casting a “Yes” vote, on the other hand, is change causing.  As such, it creates an additional cost for direct electionists.  Though some have argued that a republic would be a benefit for direct electionists due to their republican status, as previously argued, all republics are not equal.  We cannot assume that by wanting republic A one will support republic B on the single merit that it is a republic.  A and B are entirely different entities and must be treated as such.  Logically, if direct electionists want a republic with a directly elected President (A), they should vote “No” on a republic that offers a republic with an appointed President (B) because that is not the preference desired.  Accepting this proposal would terminate any chance for a republic with a directly elected President being instituted whereas a “No” vote leaves open the possibility for another republic referendum that could incorporate that preference.  It is therefore in the best interest of direct electionists to vote “No.”  


If it is the case that, logically, direct electionists should have voted “No,” why the significant split in the vote?  It could be that direct electionists are acting irrationally against their interest.  This is not likely.  This split should immediately raise a flag in the mind of the political scientist.  Another factor is influencing the outcome.  We are witnessing a response to a variable that is not Head of State preference choice.  If we consider the ramifications of the republic question, we will see that by adjudicating the appointment of the President to the Parliament rather than dispersing this power to the people, we are, in effect, increasing the power of the government.  Thus, in supporting the republic question, a respondent is willing to support an increase in the power of the government.  This support requires a significant measure of trust in government from the respondent.  I propose that this variable of trust in government can therefore affect the vote outcome, bringing us to hypothesis four, which is a condition of H3.

H4: Australians who prefer a republic with a Head of State directly elected by the people will vote “Yes” in favor of the republic referendum if the government is highly trusted.

If H4 is correct and trust in government does indeed trump direct election preference, it follows that trust in government should also significantly affect the other Head of State preferences as the underlying characteristic of the “Yes” vote.  Trust works on a scale.  As a positive attribute of the “Yes” vote, low levels of trust in government should characterize the “No” vote regardless of Head of State preference.  This provides hypotheses five and six.

H5: Australians who have high levels of trust in government will vote “Yes” in favor of the republic referendum regardless of Head of State preference.

H6: Australians who have low levels of trust in government will vote “No” in opposition to the republic referendum regardless of Head of State preference.

Trust in government leads to increased public support for government as the primary decision-maker (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2000).  Elite control is perceived as more efficient.  Should H4 be true, it would explain why some individuals voted against their preference order, supporting the appointment of the President by Parliament when they were direct electionists.  In line with current findings, “political trust is activated when individuals are asked to sacrifice ideological principles as well [as] their own self-interest” (Rudolph and Evans 2005).   In other words, direct electionist “Yes” voters sacrificed their Head of State preference choice because government appointment was trusted as a better alternative to a “No” vote.  This is a response to the independent variable of Trust rather than an irrational response against Head of State preference (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1

I will address each of the hypotheses in order of presentation.  H1 and H2 will be simple comparisons of Head of State preference order with voting outcome.  As previously mentioned, H3 follows from logical argument and the split vote will be considered.  Direct electionists will be isolated and compared internally in order to argue the validity of H4 in considering the vote with the variables of trust in government.  Trust in government will then be applied to the entire “Yes” and “No” voting populations to determine the foundations of H5 and H6.  Due to the almost unanimous agreement on the influence of age, region, and level of education on the vote, these variables will be controlled for in all assessments.  These comparisons will explain, in part, why some Australians supported the referendum while others did not.

Some similarities in the hypotheses presented may be noted.  Division by Head of State preference is an established precedent (Higley and McAllister 2002; Tranter 2003).  Trust in government has also been addressed but not as a main contention.  Serious consideration has been given to an elite initiative measure that uses trust in government as a component in dividing the vote among republicans but little attention is given to trust as a stand alone variable (Higley and McAllister 2002).  Trust has also been applied to the entire voting population without a breakdown of its effect on Head of State preference; however, this application applied the variable on a question by question percentage basis without the traditionally more accurate regression measure or the use of a comprehensive multivariate Trust scale (Betts 1999).  As such, this limited extent of research merits a more in-depth consideration of the hypotheses presented.

Variables  


All tests used data from the Australian Constitutional Referendum Survey 1999, Public Release Version (ACRS99).  This data set was generously provided by the Australian Social Science Data Archive.  Variables were selected based on the ability to determine trust in government as established by the literature.   

This study focuses on political trust; in particular, the areas of government and institutional trust.   The empirical research using “trust in government” as an independent variable is rather extensive (Abravenal and Busch 1975).  In the past, trust has been symbiotically categorized in both the personal and political arenas (Lewis and Weignet 1985).  This practice is now largely rejected as pragmatic research supports their inherent difference (Abravenal and Busch 1975).   Questions exist regarding the definition of trust and its nature; however, “this debate often occurs among theorists who do not actually study public opinion.  Thus, distinctions about theoretically conceived notions about political support [trust] have limited relevance” (Dalton 2004).  

The first valid criticism of trust as an independent variable is a concern for accuracy.  As a rebuttal, many scholars agree that “recent research has demonstrated that trust is a coherent psychological construct that can be reliably measured and differentiated from related concepts such as satisfaction” (Hall et al 2001).  Causal influences of background and personality have been discredited as having a significant impact on trust (Citrin 1974).  

The second significant criticism of trust is the selection of variables in its definition.  Currently, there is no universally held working definition of trust (Lewis and Weignet 1985); therefore, the selection of variables that measure levels of trust varies as different papers are considered.  Two standards are used in practice: the Political Trust Index created by the Survey Research Center and Center for Political Studies of the University of Michigan (SRC-CPS) and the Political Trust Scale developed by The American National Election Survey (NES) (see Appendix A).  Both are accepted by the research community as accurate standards though concerns have been raised in regard to their limited scope (Abramson and Finifter 1981, Abravenal and Busch 1975; Citrin 1974; Dalton 2004; Lewis and Weignet 1985; Parker and Parker 1993; Rudolph 2005).  Increased voting participation, positive outlooks for the future, and satisfaction with the current democracy have been suggested as additional variables that can assist in assessing the levels of government trust (Abravenal and Busch 1975; Citrin 1974; Dalton 2004; Parker and Parker 1993).

In light of the literature and the complexity associated with measuring trust in government, this study incorporates a multivariate scaling system.  As the questions from the SRC-CPS or NES are not including in the ACRS99, these standards will be used as a guide in selecting variables of trust in order to format a scale of trust in government to be called Trust Scale.  


According to H4, H5, and H6, “Yes” voters (Y) trust government more than those individuals who voted “No”.  Government trust is a defining factor of the “Yes” population (Y).  As a clarification, this does not entail that Y wants more government control or bureaucracy; rather, Y has established that government can be trusted as a decision-maker and is therefore suited to being awarded the power of selecting the Australian Head of State.  

Four variables were chosen to measure trust in government: self, feds, govt, and distract.  These variables were combined to create a multivariate trust in government scale similar to the precedent set by the NES and SRC-CPS.  The trust scale was created using the political trust scaling technique of Hetherington.  In order to prevent the discarding of information, all trusting response were assigned a 1, middle responses a 0, and low trust response a -1.  All missing variables were filtered out.  The recoded variables were computed into Trust Scale by combining the four variables additively and then taking the mean (see Appendix B for Trust Scale recode data and other independent variables) (Hetherington 1998).  Trust Scale ranges in value from -1, low trust, to 1, high trust.     

Variable self asked if the respondent believed that government generally acts in its own interest or in the interest of the citizens.  This fits the NES standard and incorporates the fifth point of SRC-CPS. 
   A positive evaluation of government is characteristic of government trust (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2000).  Trusting individuals should be more likely to think that government can hold itself accountable and will therefore generally act in the best interest of its citizens.

Variable feds evaluates opinion on Federal politicians.  This variable exhibits characteristics of both SRC-CPS and NES. 
  An evaluation of opinion on Federal politicians is one of the most valid measures of trust in government.  As all government representatives cannot be directly monitored by constituents without significant difficulty, politicians are given considerable latitude to act according to personal interests (Abramson and Finifter 1981).  Supporting the belief that politicians are in touch with the needs of the populace would imply that the respondent trusts politicians, as representatives of the government, to act as accountable decision-makers (Parker and Parker 1993).  High trust respondents should think that Federal politicians are in touch with the needs of the populace because they can be expected to act appropriately.

Variable govt directly asks respondents about trust in government.  In particular, it considers if government promotes the general interests of society or is an institution not to be trusted because it threatens rights.  This fits both standards and is similar to point three of SRC-CPS.
        

Variable distract considers how the respondent perceives the actions of government.  Namely, the question asks if the respondent thinks that the republic debate is being used to distract from the actual problems that Australia is facing; in other words, is the government being honest with the population about the status of the state or attempting a bait-and-switch.  This is similar to the more direct question of the NES scale that asks if government officials are honest and conforms to the spirit of the SRC-CPS in measuring the perceived transparency of the government. 
    

Scholars place trust and distrust on a scale.  It is contradictory to claim that one is entirely trustful and distrustful: as trust recedes, distrust must advance (Hall et al 2001).  Therefore, low scores of trust will be interpreted as high measures of distrust and vice versa.      


Correlations were run on all independent variables.  None were found to exceed the Pearson Correlation of 0.7 and so were accepted as sufficiently not collinear (see Appendix C).

[image: image4.emf]Table 4: Populations and Dependent Variables

Population Description Compared to:

Monarachists 1st Choice: Retain the Queen* Entire Voting Population

Parliamentary Supporters 1st Choice: Parliament appoint the President* Entire Voting Population

Direct Electionists 1st Choice: Directly elect the President* Direct Electionists

Entire Voting Population

Republicans 1st Choice: Directly elect the President Republicans

  OR 1st Choice: Parliament elect the President Entire Voting Population   

    

Dependent Variable Description   

Y Voted "Yes" on referendum†   

N Voted "No" on referendum†   

          

QUESTIONS:

*a14p1: 1st Choice: Direct or 2/3 Pres or Queen: If you had to choose among the following possibilities for

Australia, which one would be your first choice? 1. A President directly elected by the people; 2. A President

appointed by Parliament; 3. Retaining the Queen and the Governor-General; 4. Don't Know

†yesnoref: recode of a12: Republic: In referendum vote Yes/No: In the Constitutional Referendum held on  

Saturday 6 November, did you vote YES or NO for Australia: 0-No 1-Yes

 

Source: ACRS99



Four populations were considered (Table 4).  The two Head of State rational choice hypotheses, H1 and H2, were addressed first, running monarchists and parliamentary supporters in two separate binomial logit regressions as independent dummy variables with 1 being the respective Head of State preference.  The dependent variable for each was a recode of A12: Republic: In referendum vote Yes/No, which created a dummy variable termed yesnoref.  1 was coded as “Yes” and 0 as “No”.  Age, region, and level of education were controlled for.  


H3 was addressed in a similar manner as H1 and H2 in order to show the isolated effect of a direct electionist preference on the “Yes” and “No” vote or Y and N.  Direct electionists were then isolated as a population to internally compare the independent variables of trust in government and the resulting effect on Y and N.  This tested H4.  Y and N were defined with the dummy variable yesnoref.  Age, region, and level of education were controlled for.


Republicans were then isolated as a population.  A binomial logit regression was run that incorporated the Trust Scale, controls, and a dummy Head of State variable.  This dummy variable coded 1 as parliamentary supporters and 0 as direct electionists.


A binomial logit regression was run on the entire voting population in order to consider H5 and H6.  Y and N were defined with yesnoref.  The Trust Scale was applied while controlling for age, region, and level of education.  First Choice Head of State preference was included as an independent variable using the three previous dummy variables of retaining the Queen, President by direct election, and President by parliamentary appointment.


Frequencies and crosstabs were run on Trust Scale and its effect on the vote outcome (see Appendix D).

Results 
[image: image5.emf] Table 5: Effect of Trust in Government and Head of State Preference on Vote

Variable Total Test

Parliament --- --- 3.396** 3.347** --- --- 4.304**

--- --- (.213) (.223) --- --- (.417)

Direct Election --- --- --- --- .241** .274** 1.582**

--- --- --- --- (.089) (.094) (.360)

Monarchist -4.362** -4.305** --- --- --- --- -2.242**

(.325) (.326) --- --- --- --- (.479)

Trust Scale --- .907** --- .526** --- .927** .559**

--- (.115) --- (.113) --- (.101) (.126)

Education .108** .113** .049* .052* .130** .127** .049

  (.023) (.024) (.023) (.023) (.020) (.021) (.026)

Region .142** .130** .105** .110** .148** .138** .105**

  (.034) (.036) (.034) (.035) (.030) (.032) (.039)

Age .006 .010** .017** .019** .014** .017** .013**

  (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.004)

Constant -.517* -.552* -1.915** -1.946** -1.654** -1.672** -2.570**

(.221) (.233) (.217) (.227) (.195) (.206) (.445)

Nagelkerke R Square .390 .415 .346 .365 .070 0.123 .540

-2 Log likelihood 2258.559 2088.744 2356.116 2198.452 2892.025 2660.001 1787.998

Chi-square 750.216** 770.327** 652.658** 660.619** 116.750** 199.069** 1071.073**

N

2172 2064 2172 2064 2172 2064 2064

Percent

63.30% 60.20% 63.30% 60.20% 63.30% 60.20% 60.20%

**p≤.01; *p≤.05

Note: 

Cell entries are logistic regression estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.

 

Source: ACRS99

Monarchists Test Parli. Supporters Test Direct Electionists Test



Analyzing the monarchists dummy variable and controls variables, all variables except Age were significant and related to the voting outcome according to the beta values presented in Table 5.  The percent of explanation accounted for was 39%.  

Vote outcome was then analyzed using the parliamentary supporter dummy variable and controls.  All variables were significant and the percent of explanation was 34.6% (Table 5). 


As a last Head of State test on vote outcome, the dummy direct electionist variable and controls were used.  All variables were significant but represented only a 7% explanation of the vote.  Including the additional Trust Scale variable increased the explanatory power to 12.3% when all respondents were considered.  Trust Scale, with a beta value of .927 compared to .274, has a greater impact on the vote outcome than a direct electionist preference (Table 5).


Voting outcome was addressed with both Head of State preference and trust in government among the entire respondent population.  The three previous dummy Head of State variables were incorporated along with Trust Scale and the controls.  Head of State dummy variables were used to prevent loss of information.  All variables were significant with the exception of education.  The percentage of explanation was 54% (Table 5). 


As a consideration of the effect of trust in determining republican vote outcome, Trust Scale, controls, and a dummy Head of State variable were applied to the isolated republican population.  The dummy variable differentiated between parliamentary supporters and direct electionists.  All variables were found to be significant with the dummy Head of State variable having more impact on the dependent variable than Trust Scale.  The percentage of explanation is 29.3% (Table 6).  

[image: image6.emf] Table 6: Effect of Trust in Government and Head of State Preference on Republican Vote

Variable Direct Electionist All Republicans

Dummy Head of State --- 2.711**

--- (.225)

Trust Scale .506** .562**

(.136) (.130)

Education .054 .058*

  (.028) (.027)

Region .122** .107**

  (.042) (.041)

Age .009* .012**

  (.004) (.004)

Constant -.868** -.976**

(.278) (.267)

Nagelkerke R Square .040 .293

-2 Log likelihood 1465.567 1642.938

Chi-square 33.155** 374.116**

N

1084 1578

Percent

63.10% 67.00%

**p≤.01; *p≤.05

Note: 

Cell entries are logistic regression estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.

 

Source: ACRS99



Direct electionists were then isolated as population in order to compare the effects of Trust Scale on the vote outcome within this population.  All variables with the exception of Education were found to be significant.  Trust Scale had the most impact on the dependent variable but represented only 4% of the explanation (Table 6).

Discussion of Results
From these results, the null hypothesis regarding the characterization of the voting outcome by a first choice of monarchist preference can be rejected.  H1 is supported by these results.  Likewise, the null hypothesis regarding the effect of a parliamentary supporter preference on voting outcome can be rejected.  H2 is supported by the results. 

H4 is directly supported by the data as trust in government had a more significant impact on all respondents than a direct electionist preference.  Trust remained significant in determining the difference between “Yes” and “No” voters in the isolated direct electionist population.  The null can be rejected.

H3 is neither supported nor rejected by these findings but remains an arguable conclusion.  

The null hypothesis for both H5 and H6 can be rejected.  “Yes” voters were found to have higher levels of trust and “No” voters lower levels of trust (Figure 2, Figure 3).  Trust in government was significant in all populations regardless of Head of State preference and increased the percent of explanation in all cases.
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Figure 2




      Figure 3


Note the uncanny resemblance between Figures 2 and 3.  Figure 2 considers the effect of trust on vote outcome among republican respondents.  Figure 3 includes all respondents and also addresses the effect of trust on the vote outcome.  Both figures consider percentages of respondents and can therefore be compared.  The strong similarities imply that trust in government is independent of Head of State preference.  The skew of the “Yes” and “No” vote according to high trust and low trust, respectively, argues for the significant impact of trust in government on the vote.  Though the “Yes” vote is skewed towards high trust, the “No” vote has a more drastic low trust shift.  From these results, low trust is arguably more predictive of voting outcome than high trust. 
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Figure 4


A frequency analysis of trust in government on all respondents reveals a negative skew towards low trust (Figure 4).
  Considering the significant effect of low trust on the “No” vote, this explains in part why the republic question was so soundly defeated.  


The causality of the response to trust within the direct electionists is arguable only if the Trust Scale significantly differentiates between the “Yes” and “No” voters of that population, which it does.
  Many authors have argued that direct electionists should have voted for the republic because they are, by definition, republican.  This errs according the fallacy of composition because it assumes the difference in preferred Head of State options is insignificant.  My results contradict this assumption.
  The two prominent exceptions, protest vote and republican compromise hypotheses, have been previously addressed (Tranter 2003; Higley and McAllister 2002).  These hypotheses do not conflict with my results but I question the protest vote conclusion of direct election support of the republic question on the merit that it offered a republic.  My results better agree with the republican compromise hypothesis that direct electionists are split into those willing to compromise their Head of Choice, termed pragmatic republicans by the hypothesis, and those who refuse to compromise, termed populist republicans (Higley and McAllister 2002).  I have disagreed with this hypothesis to the extent of the cause of this republican split, considering trust in government as a significant measure in itself rather than a means to the end of political efficacy.  My results support that two different types of republic exist in the minds of republican voters; hence, the significant split in the voting outcome.  Beyond that initial split, the respondent’s trust in government provides an additional and independent aid in determining the vote.  Particularly in the case of direct electionists, when the preferred Head of State option is not available as a voting cue, trust provides an important predictor of vote outcome, especially the negative vote.  Australians that distrusted government were more likely to vote “No” in the referendum than those who trust government.  The breakdown of vote outcome into prominent trends significantly affected by trust in government and Head of State preference argues against the irrationality of the republican vote.    


My results force a rejection of the null that voting outcome was not affected by the consideration of the trust in government and first choice Head of State preference.  

Conclusion
Trust in government is significant in all populations but has the greatest effect among the direct electionists when contrasted to Head of State preference.  When considering parliamentary supporters and monarchists, Head of State preference is crucial to vote outcome.  The fallacy of composition that occurred due to a lack of distinction between republics is important.  Australian voters were not asked to accept or reject a quintessential republic in the 1999 referendum; rather, they were asked to vote on the institution of a republic with a Head of State appointed by Parliament.  This option is a separate and distinct entity in comparison to a republic with a directly elected Head of State.  Many surveys did not distinguish between these two options when asking republican questions.  This could bring clarity to the referendum phenomenon by explaining why some republicans did not support the republic.  The lack of differentiation puts supporters of these separate entities in the same category, confusing the statistics.  Once separated according to republic preference, a strong argument exists that voters did indeed act rationally.  Over 90% of individuals that supported a republic with an appointed Head of State voted “Yes” in the republic referendum.  However, individuals favoring a directly elected Head of State republic appear, at first glance, to contradict their expressed preference.  Upon closer inspection, the vote division can be explained with the additional variable of trust in government.  Though elite cues and voter confusion may have affected the vote outcome to some extent, Australians rationally voted in the referendum according to their Head of State preference and trust.  As the offered republic proposed to give more power to the Parliament by providing jurisdiction over the selection of the President, a “Yes” vote agreed to this increase in governmental power.  If a respondent did not trust the government and its current ability to honestly manage itself, it makes no sense for that individual to reward the government with additional power.  Distrustful respondents therefore tended to vote “No” in order to prevent the increase of government.  In comparison, those who considered the government a trustworthy decision-maker were more likely to vote “Yes” in the referendum though the effect of trust was not nearly as dramatic as that of distrust.  A consideration of all respondents shows that distrust is more prevalent among the entire population than trust; as such, it is unsurprising that the republic referendum failed.  

The effect of trust in government may have other applications.  Further study may find that the trust scale can be predictive of other outcomes in legislation, especially any measures that propose to impart more power to government.  Individuals may not support an increase in the power of any entity that they do not trust.  Further research should also address predictive probabilities and changes in order to better understand the vote outcome of this referendum and address practical future applications.

It is rather difficult to use another source to test this hypothesis.  Unfortunately, as only one representative survey directly addresses the referendum, statistical results are limited.  Outside of applying this hypothesis to countries and populations outside of Australia, the best method of testing this hypothesis would be to have another referendum.  Surprisingly, this is a very real possibility.  Should Rudd and the Labor party manage to gain control of Parliament in the next election, I predict a return to the republic question within the next four years.  Though Rudd has made it clear that he would entertain a republic with a directly elected President, I agree with Charnock and Tranter that elite acceptance of this form of republic is rather unlikely.  I would argue that it is possible to readdress the same republic question with a positive outcome.  This would demand a complete restructuring of the pro-republic campaign.  Instead of preaching the ideologies of the republic and assuming that Australians naturally accept the merits of elite control, the campaign would need to focus on convincing the populace that the government is the better decision-maker.  It is a more trustworthy and stable entity that can adequately handle the serious responsibility and tremendous power of selecting the Head of State.  Until then, we will just have to wait and see what the next federal election holds.             

[image: image10.emf]Appendix A: "Trust in Government" Indexes SRC-CPS and NES

SRC-CPS

Do you think that people in government waste a lot of the money we pay in taxes (0), waste some of it (1), 

or don’t waste very much of it (2)?

How much of the time do you think you can trust government in Washington to do what is right? 

just about always (2), most of the time (1), or only some of the time (0)

Would you say that the government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for themselves (0) 

 or that it is run for the benefit of all the people (2)?

Do you think that almost all of the people running the government are smart people (2) 

or do you think that quite a few of them don't seem to know what they are doing (0)?

Do you think that quite a few people running the government are crooked (0), not very many are (1), or do you

think hardly any of them are crooked (2)?

NES

Do you think that government officials generally keep their promises to their constituents all of the time (0), some of

the time(1), or hardly at all (2)?

Generally, do you think government officials act according to their own personal benefit (2) or for the benefit of 

their constituents (0)?

Are government officials honest most of the time (0), some of the time (1), or hardly at all (2)?

Do government officials care about the opinions of their constituents most of the time (0), some of the time (1),

or hardly at all (2)?


[image: image11.emf]Appendix B: Independent Variable Question Coding

Recode into Hetherington Scale in parenthesis (-1)=Distrustful (0)=Middle (1)=Trustful

  Trust Scale Variables             

self

In general, do you feel that the people in government are too often interested in looking after themselves,

or do you feel that they can be trusted to do the right thing nearly all the time?

CODING: 1(-1)-Usually look after selves 2(-1)-Sometimes look after self 3(1)-Sometimes trusted 4(1)-Usually trusted -1-Missing

feds

Some people say that Federal politicians know what ordinary people think.  Others say that Federal

politicians don't know much about what ordinary people think.  Where would you place your view on this

scale from 1 to 5?

CODING: Know what people think 1(1)-2(1)-3(0)-4(-1)-5(-1) Don't know what people think -1-Missing

govt

Government by its nature: Is the best instrument for promoting the general interests of society - 1(1); Threatens the

rights of the people and must not be trusted - 2(-1); Neither, undecided - 3(0)

distract

How strongly do you agree or disagree with these statements?  The whole debate over becoming a Republic is a

distraction from Australia's real problems.

CODING: 1(-1)-Strongly agree 2(-1)-Agree 3(0)-Neither agree nor disagree 4(1)-Disagree 5(1)-Strongly disagree -1-Missing

  Dummy Head of State Variables

 

a14p1: 1st Choice: Direct or 2/3 Pres or Queen: If you had to choose among the following possibilities for

Australia, which one would be your first choice? 1. A President directly elected by the people; 2. A President

appointed by Parliament; 3. Retaining the Queen and the Governor-General; 4. Don't Know

Monarch

Recode of a14p1.  

1 = Retaining the Queen and the Governor-General  

0 = All else

Parliament

Recode of a14p1.  

1 = A President appointed by Parliament

0 = All else

Direct Elect

Recode of a14p1.  

1 = A President directly elected by the people

0 = All else

Dummy Head 

Recode of a14p1.  

of State

1 = A President appointed by Parliament

0 = A President directly elected by the people

Control Variables

Age This final section includes questions about yourself and your family background. 

These characteristics are very important to our research on how people in different circumstances 

feel about the issues covered earlier. The information you provide is totally confidential and will be 

used only for this research.   F2. When were you born? Just the year will do.

Region This final section includes questions about yourself and your family background. 

These characteristics are very important to our research on how people in different circumstances 

feel about the issues covered earlier. The information you provide is totally confidential and will be 

used only for this research.   F13. Would you say you now live in: A rural area or village (1); 

A small country town (under 10,000 people) (2); A larger country town (over 10,000 people) (3); 

A large town (over 25,000 people) (4); A major city (over 100,000 people) (5).

Education In all, how many years of tertiary study have you completed since you left secondary school? 

 If your tertiary study was part-time, give the number of years of equivalent full-time study  

Source: ACRS99


[image: image12.emf]Appendix C: Correlations of Independent Variables

education age region Trustscale 1st Choice HofS

education 1 .063** .153** .065** .015

age .063** 1 .098** -.096** -.109**

region .153** .098** 1 .062** -.035*

Trustscale .065** -.096** .062** 1 .020

1st Choice HofS .015 -.109** -.035* .020 1

** 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Source: ACRS99


[image: image13.emf]Appendix D: Frequencies of Trust Scale Measure

Variable

Republican 

"Yes" Vote

Republican 

"No" Vote

All Respondents 

"Yes" Vote

All Respondents 

"No" Vote

All Respondents 

Total

Low Trust 68 62 72 131 209

-0.75 61 33 66 54 130

-0.5 267 280 280 550 869

-0.25 190 119 197 220 440

Middle 291 122 311 265 608

0.25 179 96 185 192 392

0.5 159 45 163 100 269

0.75 106 20 110 45 161

High Trust 40 5 40 7 50

N

1361 782 1424 1564 3128

Source: ACRS99


[image: image14.emf]Variable  Direct Electionists All Republicans All Voters

Trustscale .506** .909** .892**

  (.136) (.120) (.098)

Education .054 .123** .119**

  (.028) (.026) (.021)

Region .122** .128** .138**

  (.042) (.037) (.031)

Age .009* .010** .017**

  (.004) (.004) (.003)

Constant -.868** -.530* -1.530**

(.278) (.242) (.197)

Nagelkerke R Square .040 .100 .117

-2 Log likelihood 1465.567 1898.824 2742.556

Chi-square 33.155** 118.230** 194.208**

N

1084 1578 2119

Percent

63.10% 67% 61.80%

**p≤.01; *p≤.05

Note: 

Cell entries are logistic regression estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.

 

Source: ACRS99

Appendix E: Logit Regression of the Vote and Trust Scale in Three Separate Populations
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[image: image1.emf]First Choice Preferences for Head of State Yes (%) No (%) N (weighted)

Directly elected President 53 47 1663

President appointed by Parliament 93 7 626

Retain Queen as Head of State 2 98 730

Total 3019

Source: 1999 Australian Constitutional Referendum Survey (ACRS99)

Table 1. Referendum Vote for First Choice Head of State Preferences

  Referendum Vote

