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Institutional Trust and Congressional
Autonomy in Latin America: Expectations, 
Performance, and Confidence in Peru’s 
Legislature
Barry S. Levitt 

Abstract: What role do Latin Americans expect legislatures to play vis-à-vis 
the executive? How do expectations shape political trust in a developing 
democracy like Peru? This article introduces new indicators gauging citizens’ 
current perceptions of, and idealized expectations for, the institutional inde-
pendence of their elected assemblies. It uses 2007 data to test the hypothesis 
that the gap between the two indicators – the “legislative autonomy gap” – 
predicts trust in Congress. Most Peruvians claimed to prefer a more auton-
omous legislature. And citizens whose high expectations for institutional 
independence were adequately met were more likely to express confidence 
in Congress. However, having low expectations of congressional autonomy 
met also enhanced confidence in that institution. Trust in Congress proved 
to be pragmatic too, tied to perceptions of strong national economic per-
formance, confidence in political parties, approval of congressional leader-
ship, and approval of the same president from whom most Peruvians 
wished Congress would become more independent.  
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Introduction 
Citizen distrust of political institutions, and of legislatures in particular, is 
prevalent in democracies rich and poor, old and new, presidential, semi-
presidential and parliamentary (Catterberg and Moreno 2005).1 But Latin 
Americans have generally polled at the very low end of political trust scales 
in cross-regional comparisons (Bratton et al. 2005; Boidi 2009). And within 
that region Peruvians have, in recent years, consistently expressed some of 
the lowest levels of confidence in democratic institutions (Carrión and Zá-
rate 2007, 2009; Boidi 2009; CL 2009).  

In previous eras, a “folk hypothesis” for explaining low levels of trust 
in Latin American legislatures might have been that the public disdained 
them because these assemblies were weak or feckless. Now, however, we 
can observe some increasingly active legislatures with expanded institutional 
autonomy and capacity. Yet trust in legislatures across Latin America has 
remained flat or even declined.  

What do Latin Americans want from their legislatures, and from legisla-
tive-executive relations in particular? In this article, I briefly survey the theo-
retical and empirical literatures on political trust. Next I compare aggregate-
level data on trust in legislatures across the presidential systems of the 
Americas, and identify Peru as a case in which trust in Congress sharply 
declined even as that body markedly gained institutional autonomy in 2001–
2007. I go on to introduce and operationalize a new way of thinking about 
how citizens view their elected assemblies, using individual-level data from a 
December 2007 national opinion survey in Peru. I examine expectations about 
the role of Peru’s legislature and, more crucially, the gap between those 
expectations and perceptions of the legislature’s actual role. I then analyze 
models for predicting Peruvians’ trust in Congress – gauging, in particular, 
the impact of the “legislative autonomy gap” – and discuss the results.  

Democratization, Legislatures, and Political Trust: 
Theoretical and Empirical Works 
Well after the “Third Wave” of democratization, some scholars continued to 
identify the weak institutional autonomies and capacities of legislatures as 
shortcomings of many Latin American systems (Linz 1990; O’Donnell 

1  The author sincerely thanks: Rich Olson of FIU and Fernando Tuesta of IOP-
PUCP for making this particular data a reality; Joseph Klesner, María Fernanda 
Boidi, Tatiana Kostadinova and Adrian Ang for their helpful feedback on earlier 
versions of this analysis; and Charles Kenney for sharing the data used in Figure 4. 
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1994a; 1994b; 1996). Executive office-holders are relatively unconstrained 
by other branches of government, they argued, and horizontal accountability 
mechanisms – including the checks and balances essential to separation-of-
powers systems – are ineffective.2 In recent years, though, other scholars 
have instead pointed to shifts, however tentative, in the institutional balance 
of power. Though most Latin American legislatures continue to operate 
largely in a “reactive” mode, some have indeed improved their capabilities to 
effectively make laws, represent constituents and oversee government (Mor-
genstern and Nacif 2002; Crisp and Botero 2004; Crisp et al. 2004; Morgen-
stern 2004; Alcántara, García Montero, and Sánchez López 2005). Occa-
sionally, an assembly will even exercise a power more closely associated with 
parliamentary rather than presidential systems: turfing out a president who 
becomes unpopular or runs afoul of Congress (Pérez-Liñán 2005, 2007; 
Hochstetler 2006).  

These power shifts have not done much to improve overall levels of 
confidence in Latin America’s national assemblies. One explanation is that 
people do not, in fact, want to see a more powerful legislature in their re-
spective political systems, and do not feel confident about legislatures per-
ceived as assertively checking the power of the executive. Another explana-
tion, however, is that people would like legislatures to become even stronger 
and more autonomous from the executive branch than they currently are.  

What shapes attitudes towards institutions in general, and towards legis-
latures in particular? Survey data research on political culture in Latin Amer-
ica and other new democracies builds on decades of scholarship on older 
democracies. Almond and Verba (1965, 1989), followed by Inglehart (1988; 
Inglehart et al. 2004), asserted that “civic culture” – attitudes of political 
efficacy, belief in the political system, and a tendency to trust other people – 
affects the viability of democratic political institutions. However, Jackman 
and Miller (1996, 2005) refute this claim, and for Latin America, Muller and 
Seligson (1994) likewise found evidence contrary to the civic culture thesis 
(see also Seligson 2001). Research on trust in specific institutions like legisla-
tive assemblies has similarly produced a raft of sometimes contradictory 
findings. What is more, trust in Congress, support for the institution of Con-
gress, and approval of Congress’s performance are sometimes blurred in the 
English language literature. And to complicate matters further, Spanish-
language public opinion surveys use the term “confianza,” potentially under-
stood as both “trust” and “confidence,” to probe this issue. (Here I use 

2  On conceptualizing horizontal accountability see O’Donnell (1999), Kenney (2003) 
and Moreno, Crisp, and Shugart (2003).  
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“trust,” “confidence,” and “diffuse support” (Easton 1975) interchangeably, 
though I reserve “job approval” for assessments of specific political figures.) 

Scholarship on the US has unearthed numerous individual- and aggre-
gate-level factors that affect feelings towards institutions such as Congress 
and state legislatures. For example, Patterson, Hedlund, and Boynton (1975) 
found that higher socioeconomic status (SES), educational attainment, and 
levels of political knowledge and participation all increase confidence in US 
legislatures, though other scholars disagreed (see Hibbing and Larimer 
2005). For Latin America, Moreno (2001), Catterberg and Moreno (2005), 
and others suggested that democratic vs. authoritarian political attitudes 
shape confidence in legislatures and other institutions of government. On 
the other hand, Espinal, Hartlyn, and Kelley (2006) saw little evidence for 
the impact of democratic attitudes (or civic participation), though, echoing 
Catterberg and Moreno (2005), they did find that a higher level of interest in 
politics raises political trust.3  

Scholars of US politics have also found that partisanship and ideology 
influence institutional trust and approval (on Latin America, see Mainwaring 
2006; Boidi 2009). Cook and Gronke (2005) noted that conservatives have 
confidence in major national institutions but may distrust government in 
general. Kimball and Patterson (1997) found indirect evidence that con-
servatives disapprove of Congress in particular. Citizens who identify with a 
party – any party – may trust institutions such as Congress more than non-
partisans (Cook and Gronke 2005), though other scholars disagree (Kimball 
and Patterson 1997; Patterson, Ripley, and Quinlan 1992). And not surpris-
ingly, party supporters of all stripes tend to withdraw their trust in, and ap-
proval of, Congress when their party is not in control of that branch (Hib-
bing and Theiss-Morse 1995; Keele 2005; Kimball and Patterson 1997; Pat-
terson, Boynton, and Hedlund 1969).  

The perceived performance of government institutions may affect pub-
lic opinion too (Rothstein and Stolle 2008; Morris and Klesner 2010). Ap-
proval of the executive branch has been demonstrated to boost confidence 
in the legislative branch (Citrin 1974; Citrin and Green 1986). And how 
citizens perceive key organizational actors within legislatures – political par-
ties and congressional leaders – is also thought to affect their perceptions of 
those legislatures. For Latin America, Boidi (2009) demonstrated that citi-
zens’ assessments of political parties positively predict their confidence in 
Congress. 

3  Espinal, Hartlyn, and Kelley (2006) also found a curvilinear relationship between 
trust in institutions and variables like age and SES. 
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Finally, in addition to the political performance of presidents, parties 
and legislative leaders, the economic performance of the nation may also 
shape confidence in government and, by extension, in legislatures. Research 
by comparativists and Americanists alike has found that economic perfor-
mance – and individuals’ perceptions thereof – positively affects democratic 
values, support for leaders, and, indeed, trust in institutions (Patterson and 
Caldeira 1990; MacKuen, Erickson, and Stimson 1992; Remmer 1993; 
Przeworski et al. 1996; Corral 2009). 

So based on the extant literature we might expect the following varia-
bles to have an impact on how citizens feel about their legislatures:  

" demographic traits such as age, gender, SES, and education, as well as 
region;  

" attitudinal traits such as level of interest in politics, ideology, partisan 
leanings, and democratic/ authoritarian values;  

" performance assessments of the president, political parties and con-
gressional leadership, as well as perceptions about the health of the na-
tional economy.  

However, the main contribution of this article is to introduce and assess the 
impact of an additional cluster of variables, one that stems from questions 
about the political process itself. How are citizens’ opinions about legislative 
institutions shaped by ideas about the proper roles of those institutions?  

In trying to answer that question, one group of US-based political sci-
entists moved the political culture debate in a novel direction. Hibbing and 
Theiss-Morse (1995, 2001, 2002) suggested that while most Americans 
strongly support the democratic political system, they dislike the untidy 
processes of democratic politics. Instead, they prefer “stealth democracy”: 
they want the mechanisms of democratic accountability to remain out of 
sight most of the time. Citizen confidence is thus lower for institutions – 
like legislatures – where conflict is more visible, and higher for more closed 
institutions such as courts or the executive branch (Durr, Gilmour, and 
Wolbrecht 1997). And if citizens have little tolerance for divisiveness and 
conflict in politics, then the legislative-executive balance of power can affect 
confidence in Congress too. Patterson and Caldeira (1990) indeed found 
that a legislative majority for the executive enhances US citizens’ trust in that 
legislature, while divided government breeds distrust. Overall,  

Congress may be viewed unfavorably in part for performing the job 
assigned to it by the constitution […] People do not like disputes over 
policy issues, they do not like deliberative procedures, they do not like 
“special” interests, and they do not like ambitious decision-makers. 
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All of these elements are at the core of Congress (Hibbing and Lar-
imer 2008: 11). 

What did citizens disappointed by Congress expect it to be like? A few schol-
ars of US politics have ventured to ask that question and to assess whether 
gaps between expectations and perceptions of legislatures affect political 
trust. Patterson, Boynton, and Hedlund (1969) found that higher levels of 
generalized support for the Iowa State Assembly resulted from a congruence 
between perceptions and expectations about that assembly and its members. 
Kimball and Patterson (1997) extended this research to national institutions, 
and similarly found that larger discrepancies between an individual’s expec-
tations and perceptions of members of the US Congress reduced that per-
son’s favorable feelings towards the legislature. They further suggest that 
Americans have actually been educated and socialized to expect quite a lot 
from Congress – so they disdain assemblies at least in part because of the 
high standards against which those assemblies are judged. 

In operationalizing the concept of an “expectation-perception gap,” 
Kimball and Patterson (1997) borrowed from theories of social psychology 
that examine people’s tendencies to harbor prototypical or idealized images 
of individuals and groups. When there are discrepancies between these im-
ages and perceived realities, they argue, the person or people in question are 
held in lower esteem – independently of how high or low the expectations 
and perceptions themselves might be. Appraisals are not based on absolute 
criteria; valuations of a person or group are made relative to existing expec-
tations about that person or group. Prior expectations about “what should 
be” thus logically precede present judgments about “what is” (though they 
may evolve over time in an iterative process).  

In politics too, expectations are the yardsticks by which individuals, 
groups and institutions are judged by citizens, not only in assessing specific 
policies or approving the job performance of a particular politician but also 
in proffering (or withholding) more affective feelings of trust and diffuse 
support.4 As Miller (1974: 989) poignantly put it: “Political trust is the belief 
that the government is operating according to one’s normative expectations 
of how government should function.”  

In a separation-of-powers system, one of the most basic elements of 
“how government should function” would be relations between branches of 
government. And different people expect different things from these rela-
tions. The spectrum of public opinion vis-à-vis the proper role of national 
legislatures is very broad, especially among newer democracies. For example, 

4  On whether trust shapes performance evaluations or performance fosters trust, see 
Hetherington (1998).  



!!! Institutional Trust and Congressional Autonomy in Latin America 79 !!!

while some Latin Americans wouldn’t mind if their legislative branches 
more actively checked the power of executives, the percentage of citizens in 
2008 who agreed with the notion that if the legislature “hinders the work of 
our government, our president […] should govern without the legislature” 
ranged from 21.8 percent in Argentina to 54.2 percent in Ecuador (Ameri-
casBarometer). Disparate expectations about political processes and institu-
tions might in turn lead to different levels of trust in, and diffuse support 
for, those processes and institutions.  

Theories of expectations, perceptions and trust in Congress are nascent 
at best, even in the US politics literature from which they emerged.5 The 
study of this question in newer democracies has been even more scant.6 
However, work on Latin America by Boidi (2009) stands out as a notable 
exception. Analyzing AmericasBarometer data from 2008, she concluded 
that citizen trust in legislatures is a linear function of the extent to which 
citizens feel that those assemblies “fulfill expectations.” Though the Ameri-
casBarometer survey did not explicitly ask what those expectations might be, 
responses to other questions suggest that “making important laws” is one 
element.7 Horizontal accountability may be another: trust in congresses is 
related to the degree to which they are viewed as “hindering” (estorba) the 
work of presidents. Higher perceptions of congressional checks on the ex-
ecutive led to higher levels of trust in Congress, though the relationship is 
slightly curvilinear: the 10 percent of respondents who felt that legislatures 
hinder executives “a lot” reported significantly lower levels of trust than 
those who perceived a moderate or low counterbalance.  

Here I propose a linear hypothesis (though I will also check for nonlin-
ear effects): 

" The larger the gap between a person’s expectations about the legisla-
ture’s independence from the executive branch and his/ her percep-
tions of actual congressional independence, the lower that person’s 
trust in the legislature. 

5  More recent work on the “expectations-perceptions gap” in the US has tended to 
focus on the executive rather than on legislatures (Waterman, Jenkins-Smith, and 
Silva 1999; Jenkins-Smith, Silva, and Waterman 2005). 

6  On Central and Eastern Europe see Hibbing and Patterson (1994) and Olson 
(1997). On broader expectations for democracy in Latin America, see Camp (2001) 
and Seligson (2001). On expectations about legislatures cross-nationally, see Mezey 
(1979). 

7  Correlation between perceptions of fulfilling expectations and making important 
laws is 0.274 (Boidi 2009: 238). 
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Confidence in Legislatures: Exploring Aggregate 
Cross-National Data 
Why do some countries’ citizens trust their legislature more than others? 
Eyeballing aggregate-level cross-national data from the Latinobarometer and 
AmericasBarometer offers few easy answers. Confidence in legislatures in 
2008 does not seem directly related to factors like national wealth or the 
quality or stability of democracy, for example.  

Figure 1:  Citizen Confidence in Legislature, 2008 

 
Source:  AmericasBarometer. 

In Figure 1, relatively wealthy Latin American countries can be found at 
both the upper (Mexico, Chile) and lower (Argentina, Brazil) ends of the 
legislative trust scale. Some relatively poor countries (Dominican Republic, 
Bolivia) score high, others (Nicaragua, Haiti) score low. The correlation 
between 2008 GDP per capita and mean level of confidence in legislatures is 
insignificant (.04, P=.852).8 Likewise, a long-standing, high-quality democra-
cy like Costa Rica boasts high levels of confidence in parliament, but so does 
politically-troubled Venezuela; the US Congress is trusted less than legisla-
tures in Honduras and Guatemala. Mean level of confidence in a country’s 
legislature is not significantly correlated with its democratic quality or with 

8  GDP per capita in 2000 constant USD (World Bank 2010).  
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the durability of its current democratic regime (.31, P=.177 and .06, P=.816, 
respectively).9 So confidence in legislatures is not just epiphenomenal to 
macroeconomic indicators or political regime types. 

Nor, I would argue, does confidence in the legislature merely indicate 
overall levels of political trust. It is true that confidence in different national 
institutions often do track closely together (Hibbing and Patterson 1994; 
Hetherington 1998; Cook and Gronke 2005). And if we compare trust in 
Congress to trust in “national government” – implying the executive branch 
and its bureaucracy10 – we do see a strong correlation in the 2008 data 
(0.745, P<.01). However, within-country differences between trust in legisla-
tures and trust in government give us some valuable insights into how socie-
ties feel about the former. In all but two presidential systems in the hemi-
sphere (the US and Paraguay), legislatures enjoyed markedly less confidence 
than “the government” in 2008.11 (In Ecuador, the country with the least 
trusted legislature, the mean difference was a staggering 31.4 percentage 
points.) This disparity in institutional confidence is a persistent one: at the 
regional level, every year from 1996 to 2009 that the Latinobarometer asked 
about confidence in legislatures and also in government and/or the execu-
tive, legislatures lagged behind (CL 2009). In most separation-of-powers 
systems most of the time, legislatures inspire less confidence than the execu-
tive branch. 

We might then ask whether and how this disparity is related to the per-
ceptions and realities of the legislative-executive relationship itself. On per-
ceptions, the 2008 AmericasBarometer (as noted above) asked respondents 
whether parliament “obstructs the power of the president” – and then asked 
whether, in such cases, “our president […] should govern without the legis-
lature.” Aggregate-level correlations between each of these variables and 
legislative trust are not significant, and the correlation between the two vari-
ables themselves is negative (-.672, P<.01). Societies in which many people 
believe that legislatures obstruct presidents have fewer people who believe 
that, under such circumstances, the president should govern alone. Analyz-
ing individual-level data, Orces (2009) found that the belief that parliament 
blocks the power of the president predicts greater support for presidents 
governing without legislatures. Yet as mentioned above, Boidi (2009) clari-

9   Polity IV “POLITY” and “DURABLE” variables; Marshall and Jaggers 2006. 
10  Most years from 1996-2008, Latinobarometer asked about confidence in national 

government, not the national president; AmericasBarometer only began systemati-
cally including confidence in the executive in 2008. 

11  US data was compiled solely from an internet-based survey; more reliable Gallup 
polls done in the same period put approval of Congress much lower (Hibbing and 
Larimer 2008). 
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fied that perceptions of legislatures counter-balancing presidents positively 
predicted trust in those legislatures – except at the very highest levels of 
perceived parliamentary obstructionism. So citizens might bestow their trust 
on parliaments that they perceive as providing a moderate (not extreme) 
check on executive power. 

But perceptions and realities can diverge. On the realities of inter-
branch conflict, we can see whether legislatures with greater opposition 
party representation inspire more confidence than those with greater repre-
sentation for the president’s party in Congress. Looking at the relationship 
between trust and partisan composition (Figure 2), it appears that the oppo-
site is true: there is a positive correlation between the percentage of seats 
held by the president’s party and the level of citizen confidence in the legisla-
ture (.445, P<.05). If we remove the outlier case of Venezuela, in which fully 
100 percent of legislative seats were won in 2005 by parties affiliated with 
President Chávez, the correlation becomes even stronger (0.559, P<.05). So 
inter-branch harmony, not horizontal accountability, might be what earns 
citizens’ trust. 

Figure 2: Citizen Confidence in Legislature, Legislative Seats Won by Presi-
dent's Party, and Effective Constraints on the Executive, 2008, in 
percent 

 
Sources:  AmericasBarometer; Database of Political Institutions; Marshall and Jaggers 2006. 
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Another way to analyze the role of the legislature vis-à-vis the executive 
would be to employ expert assessments of effective institutional counter-
weights, or “executive constraints.”12 Here the relationship is less clear. 
Some systems with highly constrained executives, like Chile and Uruguay, 
also have legislatures that attract the trust of their citizens. On the other 
hand, Peru and Paraguay get high executive constraint scores yet their legis-
latures received very low levels of citizen confidence. Correlation between 
the two indicators is insignificant (.20, P=.40).  

Looking at change over time within systems is similarly puzzling. The 
most dynamic cases of change in inter-branch power relations (Figure 3) – 
those with the largest net differences in executive constraints from 1996 to 
2008 – are Mexico, Ecuador, Venezuela and Peru.  

Figure 3:  Net Change in Legislative-Executive Relations and Confidence in 
Legislatures, 1996 to 2008  

 
Sources:  CL 2009; AmericasBarometer; Marshall and Jaggers 2006. 
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12  Polity IV’s “EXECUTIVE CONSTRAINTS” variable gauges “institutionalized 
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23). 
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fairly autonomous body controlled by an opposition majority during the 
second Rafael Caldera presidency (1994–99) to an increasingly compliant 
chamber controlled, since 2000, by the parties of President Hugo Chávez. 
And perhaps most strikingly, confidence in Peru’s legislature fell even as 
constraints on the executive dramatically increased in the 2000s and Con-
gress asserted its autonomy in ways not seen since the early 1990s. 

Confidence in Legislatures: Citizen Perceptions of 
Congressional Autonomy in Peru
Indeed, Peru provides a fascinating case study of the relationship between 
institutional autonomy and citizen trust. From 1990 to 1992, the opposition-
controlled legislative branch was, at times, in open conflict with newly-
elected President Alberto Fujimori. In this period of severe economic crisis 
and mounting threats from armed insurgents, the public grew increasingly 
distrustful of the legislature. In April 1992, Fujimori launched a self-coup 
that shut down Congress, the courts, and other national and regional institu-
tions – a move that was wildly popular at the time and stayed popular for 
several years thereafter.13 Once reopened, Peru’s legislature was hobbled; it 
enjoyed little institutional autonomy and was tightly controlled by Fujimori 
(and his advisor Vladimiro Montesinos). And yet the peak years for trust in 
Congress in Peru were 1993–1996. During that time, a Fujimori-dominated 
Constituent Assembly served as the national legislature from 1993 to 1995, 
and then the president was re-elected in 1995 along with a legislative majority.  

The Fujimori presidency ended when he fled the country and resigned 
from office in late 2000, in the wake of a tainted re-election process and 
massive corruption scandals. Almost immediately, the role of the legislature 
in Peru underwent a dramatic transformation. From 2001 to 2006, law-
making was increasingly done by congressional vote; presidential decrees 
decreased. Successful bills were more likely to originate in Congress than 
they had been in 1992–2000. Standing committees played more active roles 
in crafting legislation. Vetoes and veto overrides increased. Day to day over-
sight of government by Congress was enhanced. On virtually any measure, 
the legislature became more active in its own right and more independent 
from the executive (Levitt 2011).  

13  On political trust and support for the coup, see Seligson and Carrión (2002). 
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Figure 4:  Peruvians' Confidence in Congress, 1989–2008 

 
Source:  APOYO S.A. 
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scandal broke. Confidence in Congress had simply reverted to its lackluster 
mean for the post-Fujimori period.  

Why might a more active Congress in a more robustly democratic Peru 
earn such paltry public confidence? As noted above, all matters of political 
trust necessarily involve people’s normative expectations and whether or not 
those normative expectations are being met. So if we suspect that the public 
was disgruntled or disappointed with a more independent elected assembly, 
we should find out what Peruvians see – and would like to see – in the rela-
tionship between their Congress and their president.  

Most national and cross-national surveys do not ask such a question 
explicitly. To help fill this gap, I was fortunate to be able to place two simple 
questions addressing this issue on a national survey conducted in Peru in 
December 2007 by the Institute for Public Opinion at the Pontifical Catho-
lic University of Peru (IOP-PUCP 2007). The first asked how much inde-
pendence or autonomy respondents believe Congress currently has vis-à-vis 
the executive branch or the president. The second asked how much inde-
pendence or autonomy respondents believe Congress ideally should have 
(“idealmente … debería tener”) in this inter-branch relationship.14  

In their responses, most Peruvians expressed a clear preference for a 
more independent, autonomous legislature than they felt they had in late 
2007.15 On the question about perceived autonomy (a 1–5 scale), the mean 
response was 2.84, just below the mid-point. But on the question about ideal 
levels of legislative autonomy, the mean response was 3.96, well above the 
mid-point.16 And nearly half (49 percent) of those polled wanted the legisla-
ture to have “a lot” of independence from the executive, the highest level of 
autonomy on the scale. 

14  Legislature was elected by PR in multimember districts, and linkages between 
individual members and their constituents were weak (Levitt 2011). Thus, survey 
respondents were unlikely to be thinking of “their” congresista rather than Congress 
as a whole.  

15  All analyses of this data employ survey weights. 
16  Perceived and preferred levels of autonomy were not correlated; Kendall’s tau b  

=-.01, P =.74. 
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Figure 5:  Relative “Legislative Autonomy Gap” in Peru, December 2007 

Source:  IOP-PUCP 2007. 

If we put these observations together, we can measure the divergence of 
perceptions from expectations: a person’s “legislative autonomy gap.” Sub-
tracting perceived from preferred levels for each respondent yielded a rela-
tive indicator which ranged from -4 to 4 with a mean of 1.12. And removing 
the signs would measure the gap in absolute terms, though since 88 percent 
of relative gap observations were 0 or positive, this shifts the mean only 
modestly, to 1.56 out of 4. 

Armed with this novel data, we can assess the impact that Peruvians’ 
perceptions and expectations about their legislature’s independence might 
have on confidence in that legislature, controlling for other factors that have 
been hypothesized to affect it. Here I test a series of ordinal logit (“hetero-
geneous choice”) models predicting trust in Congress. All data was drawn 
from the December 2007 IOP survey (n=1700). The dependent variable is a 
three-category ordinal variable representing the degree of confidence re-
spondents have in Peru’s national legislature.17 Other independent variables, 

17  Survey responses were “none,” “little,” “some,” or “a lot.” However, few respond-
ents had “a lot” of confidence in Congress, so I collapsed the variable from four 
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derived from the literature on political trust, include demographic traits (age, 
gender, SES,18 education,19 and region20); values and attitudes (interest in 
politics,21 ideology,22 partisanship,23 and authoritarian values24); and percep-
tions of performance (attitude towards parties,25 job approval for the Presi-
dent and the congressional leader,26 and perception of national economic 
performance27).  

Purely descriptive statistics might insinuate that confidence in Congress 
is a function of demographic traits (see Appendix A). Trust in the legislature 
was, at a glance, lowest among women, older Peruvians, those of lower SES 
and with less education, and those who live in the Southern and Central 
highlands of Peru.  

Multivariate analysis tells a different story.28 In Table 1, we begin with a 
simple model including only those demographic traits. Age and SES appear 
                                                                                                         

categories to three, reducing the number of empty cells and permitting use of the 
logit link. 

18  Peruvian pollsters commonly use five composite SES categories represented by 
letters A through E; this survey collapsed SES into three categories: High (A/B), 
Middle (C); and Low (D/E).  

19  Highest level of educational attainment; ten categories, from “none” to “Postgrad-
uate.”  

20  Categories are East, North, South, Center and Lima. 
21  Self-described level of interest in politics; four response categories.  
22  Self-placement on a left-to-right ideological scale; ten response categories, 0 = left, 

10 = right.  
23  First-round presidential vote in the last (2006) election, operationalized as dummy 

variables for each of three leading candidates: Ollanta Humala, Alan García and 
Lourdes Flores. These three account for 89 percent of valid survey responses. 

24  Three-category ordinal variable gauging authoritarian values, ranging from “democ-
racy is always preferable” to “systems of government are all the same to me” to 
“authoritarianism or dictatorship can sometimes be preferable.” 

25  Confidence in political parties; four response categories. As the focus is on actors 
rather than institutions, this item assesses performance more than diffuse support. 

26  Binary variables for approval/ disapproval of the performances of President Alan 
García and of the President of Congress, Luis Gonzales Posada. 

27  Following recent studies (Morris and Klesner 2010), economic performance was 
conceptualized as perceptions of sociotropic rather than “pocketbook” well-being, 
though the two were significantly correlated (Kendall’s tau b =0.509, P<.01 for 
prospective, and 0.395, P<.01 for retrospective assessments). Since scholars disa-
gree on the relative merits of each (Michelitch et al. 2010), I combined scores from 
prospective and retrospective sociotropic variables, each a five-point scale of per-
ceived national economic decline/improvement during the past/next twelve 
months. (Modeled separately, prospective and retrospective variables had similar 
impacts on the dependent variable.) 

28  There is no threat from multi-collinearity in any model in Table 1, as VIFS for all 
variables are <3, and all but the partisanship dummy variables – correlated by defi-
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significant; gender and education, weakly so (Model 1). If we add attitudinal 
variables, only age and SES remain significant in the model; among the atti-
tudinal variables, interest in politics is significant, as is partisanship (Mod-
el 2).  

Table 1: Trust in Peru’s Congress: Demographics, Attitudes, Performance, 
and the “Gap” 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Age -.016*** 

(.004) 
-.016*** 

(.005) 
-.007 
(.007) 

Gender  
(female) 

-.196* 
(.110) 

.018 
(.148) 

.167 
(.192) 

Socioecon. Status .409*** 
(.091) 

.246** 
(.121) 

.060 
(.154) 

Education -.061* 
(.034) 

-.021 
(.047) 

-.078 
(.062) 

Region -.009 
(.042) 

-.056 
(.054) 

-.083 
(.068) 

Political Interest  .157* 
(.080) 

.101 
( .103) 

Ideology (right)  .013 
(.036) 

.009 
(.049) 

Partisanship  
(Humala voter)  -.014 

(.267) 
-.353 
(.344) 

Partisanship 
(García voter)  .876*** 

(.261) 
.075 

(.334) 
Partisanship 
(Flores voter)  .443* 

(.259) 
.286 

(.325) 
Authoritarian Values  -.145 

(.094) 
.066 

(.122) 
Confidence in Parties   .539*** 

(.123) 
Approve of Congr. Leader   .648*** 

(.206) 
Approve of President   .858*** 

(.250) 
National Econ. Performance   .163** 

(.069) 
Legislative Autonomy    
# # # # 
Pseudo-R2  .035 .074 .236 

                                                                                                         
nition – are <2. As “heterogeneous choice” models, all are corrected for possible 
heteroskedasticity. Finally, all models pass parallel lines tests at the .01 level. 
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 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Age -.008 

(.007) 
-.007 
(.007) 

-.007 
(.007) 

-.008 
(.007) 

Gender  
(female) 

.236 
(.195) 

.179 
(.194) 

.218 
(.196) 

.179 
(.197) 

Socioecon. Status .032 
(.156) 

.073 
(.155) 

.056 
(.156) 

.048 
(.157) 

Education -.059 
(.063) 

-.085 
(.062) 

-.066 
(.063) 

-.068 
(.063) 

Region -.084 
(.069) 

-.076 
(.069) 

-.089 
(.069) 

-.093 
(.070) 

Political Interest .075 
(.105) 

.107 
(.104) 

.088 
(.106) 

.093 
(.106) 

Ideology (right) .005 
(.050) 

.007 
(.049) 

.003 
(.050) 

.008 
(.050) 

Partisanship  
(Humala voter) 

-.322 
(.349) 

-.268 
(.347) 

-.292 
(.351) 

-.294 
(.353) 

Partisanship 
(García voter) 

.139 
(.336) 

.128 
(.335) 

.164 
(.337) 

.081 
(.339) 

Partisanship 
(Flores voter) 

.372 
(.328) 

.354 
(.328) 

.429 
(.330) 

.343 
(.330) 

Authoritarian Values .076 
(.124) 

.027 
(.123) 

.044 
(.124) 

.012 
(.125) 

Confidence in Parties .466*** 
(.125) 

.520*** 
(.123) 

.473*** 
(.125) 

.450*** 
(.125) 

Approve of Congr. 
Leader 

.507** 
(.210) 

.628*** 
(.207) 

.517** 
(.210) 

.500** 
(.211) 

Approve of President .905*** 
(.253) 

.887*** 
(.255) 

.958*** 
(.256) 

.944*** 
(.255) 

National Econ. Per-
formance 

.148** 
(.071) 

.164** 
(.070) 

.153** 
(.071) 

.158** 
(.071) 

Legislative Autonomy .215** 
(.087) 

-.150* 
(.080) 

-.162*** 
(.057) 

-.318*** 
(.079) 

# Perceived  
Autonomy 

Expected  
Autonomy 

Relative  
Gap 

Absolute  
Gap 

Pseudo-R2  .243 .232 .244 .259 
Note:  *p<.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. 

Source:  Author’s own analysis based on IOP-PUCP 2007. 

Being an electoral supporter of Alan García or of the other moderate run-
ner-up in 2006, Lourdes Flores, increased the odds of a citizen having con-
fidence in the legislature. Introducing performance variables (Model 3) 
washed out the impact of all of these demographic and attitudinal variables. 
Confidence in parties, approval of the president’s and congressional leader’s 
performances, and a positive assessment of the national economy all in-
creased the odds of trusting Congress. But even when we control for all of 
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these variables, citizens’ perceptions and expectations of legislative autono-
my – and the gap between them – significantly predict trust in Congress.  

In Model 4 we see that perceiving a higher degree of actual institutional 
independence in Peru’s legislature increased citizens’ confidence in that 
body. By contrast, expecting a higher degree of congressional autonomy as 
an ideal (Model 5) corresponded with lower levels of trust in Congress. Most 
importantly, we can see that large discrepancies between the two indeed 
seem to dampen political trust: the gap between current perceptions and 
normative expectations is a significant predictor of lower confidence in 
Congress whether we operationalize the gap in relative terms (Model 6) or 
absolute terms (Model 7). Though we should be cautious about interpreting 
pseudo R-squares, the values generated when we include the relative gap 
(Model 6) and, especially, the absolute gap (Model 7) are markedly higher 
than when we exclude this information (Model 3). And bivariate test statis-
tics indicate that the effect of the gap on political trust is probably linear, as 
differences between R-squared and Eta-squared values were small (=.025 
for the relative gap and .011 for the absolute gap).  

Thus it appears that an “expectations-perceptions gap” in citizen views 
on legislative autonomy has a discernible impact on trust in Congress in 
Peru. How much of an impact? Using the estimated probabilities generated 
by Model 7, we can assess the effects of the relevant control variables and of 
the “gap” variable on trust in Congress.  

Table 2: Impact of Performance on Trust in Congress: Estimated Cell Proba-
bilities 

Independent 
Variables 
(IVs) 

Mean Probability of 
High Trust in Con-
gress when IV Is at 

Minimum Value 

Mean Probability of 
High Trust in Con-
gress when IV Is at 

Maximum Value 

Net Change in 
Probability of 
High Trust in 

Congress 
Confidence in 
Parties 0.137 0.484 0.347 
Approve of 
Congress 
Leader 

0.148 0.347 0.199 

Approve of 
President 0.123 0.394 0.271 
National 
Economic 
Performance 

0.050 0.407 0.357 

Legislative 
Autonomy 
Gap (absolute) 

0.316 0.074 -0.242 

Source: Author’s own analysis based on IOP-PUCP 2007. 
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We can compare changes in the estimated probability of a respondent re-
porting a high level of trust in Congress as each independent variable moves 
from its minimum to its maximum value.  

Table 2 shows that each variable that proved significant in Model 7 can, 
on its own, change the probability of having high confidence in the legisla-
ture by 20 to 35 percentage points. A shift from the lowest to the highest 
absolute value of the gap variable would lower the probability of having 
high trust in Congress by 24 points. While this does not negate the role of 
other performance variables in shaping political trust, the “legislative auton-
omy gap” has an impact that is larger than approval of congressional leader-
ship and nearly as large as approval of the president.  

Overall, the results presented in Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate that the 
extent to which a legislature fulfils citizens’ idealized expectations about its 
proper role vis-à-vis the executive markedly improves public confidence in 
that legislature. This relationship is robust even as we control for demo-
graphic traits, political attitudes, and a host of performance variables.  

I end this section with three brief caveats about generalizability, en-
dogeneity and reciprocal causation. First, it is true our analytical leverage 
would be vastly increased were cross-national and/or time-series data to 
become available. But as suggested above, data on feelings about legislative 
autonomy are only infrequently generated by cross-national or even national 
surveys. This was, to my knowledge, the first time that such a question had 
been asked in a national survey in Peru – and cross-national data-gathering 
on this issue within Latin America, while improving, has not been con-
sistent.29 Second, though demographic and attitudinal variables dropped out 
of more fully specified models, it is possible that these continue to indirectly 
affect trust in Congress through their effects on performance variables. 
Future analysis using structural equations models might be fruitful. Finally, 
the analysis presented here raises an additional question: if an expectations-
perceptions gap affects political trust, might not political trust also affect 
expectations and/or perceptions? To assess this particular threat, I modeled 
trust in the legislature as a predictor of the two component parts of the 
“legislative autonomy gap”. The results (see Appendix B) indicated that trust 
may have an impact on perceived levels of autonomy but not on ideal levels of 
autonomy. (And it was the “ideal autonomy” side of the gap that contribut-
ed more variance.) Future analysis using reciprocal or recursive models 

29  The 2008 AmericasBarometer included more detailed questions about the role of 
Congress than previous waves of that survey or of the Latinobarometer, though it 
did not include explicit questions about preferences for, and perceptions of, legisla-
tive autonomy (and the 2010 wave dropped even those questions that were included 
in 2008). 
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could shed additional light on this dynamic, but in the meantime we might 
cautiously accept the findings presented here. 

Discussion 
Most Peruvians in late 2007 wanted their national assembly to stake out a 
more autonomous institutional role vis-à-vis the executive. If genuine, this 
sentiment could bode well for the country’s democratic institutional devel-
opment, especially after the low levels of public trust extended in 2001–2006 
to a legislature that was, by the standards of previous years, remarkably ac-
tive and independent.  

Understanding the “legislative autonomy gap” gives us some additional 
analytical leverage over questions of diffuse support for the legislature. As 
hypothesized, the larger the gap between perceived and expected levels of 
congressional independence, the lower a citizen’s confidence in Congress. If 
we take Peruvians at their word, then their distrust of Congress is due in 
part to Congress’s doing too little rather than too much, falling short of the 
more independent role they would like it to have. But the absolute value of 
the gap was an even better predictor of trust in Congress than the relative 
gap: Peruvians who would have preferred their national assembly to be less 
autonomous than it was in 2007 were also more likely to distrust that as-
sembly than those whose expectations, however high or low, were being 
met. Expectations matter.  

How do other results presented above square with prior scholarship? 
Consistent with the more recent literature on US politics (Hibbing and Lar-
imer 2005; Kimball and Patterson 1997), demographic traits were, overall, 
not very germane to the level of trust Peruvians showed for their legislature 
– at least not once we control for political and economic performance as-
sessments. Unlike Carrión and Zárate (2009), Espinal, Hartlyn, and Kelley 
(2006), and several other recent works, I found only a weak or indirect linear 
relationship (and no curvilinear relationship30) between age and trust in 
Congress. Likewise, the impact of SES on institutional trust was indirect at 
best. 

Nor were the effects of political attitudes and values very robust. In 
contrast with Boidi (2009), I did not find much evidence in support of the 
“civic culture” approach – though I was limited by the range of variables 
generated by this particular instrument. The IOP survey did not include 
questions about interpersonal trust, associational life, or political efficacy. 
However, democratic values, which I was able to test, made no difference to 

30  Models testing age-squared not reported here; available upon request. 
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citizens’ political trust here, unlike in Moreno (2001) and Catterberg and 
Moreno (2005), among others. (Though it dropped out of the model, a 
greater interest in politics may increase trust in congress, consistent with 
Espinal, Hartlyn and Kelley 2006 and Carrión and Zárate 2009 but not Boidi 
2009.) 

Partisanship, too, played only a modest role in shaping trust in Peru’s 
Congress. Voters who supported presidential candidate Alan García in 2006 
were, by late 2007, more likely than other voters to express confidence in 
the legislature, but the effects of aprista partisanship disappear once we also 
factor in presidential job approval. Lourdes Flores’ voters were also some-
what more likely to trust Congress in late 2007, though by then some rem-
nants of her UN Alliance had entered into an informal legislative coalition 
with President García’s APRA Party while others had not, so it is difficult to 
assess whether Flores’ voters identified with the government or with the 
congressional opposition. In any case, this variable, too, drops out of more 
fully specified models. Finally, being a Humala supporter had no significant 
effect on trust in Congress. This was perhaps a product of the contradic-
tions inherent in the roles that his electoral movement was playing in 2007. 
On the one hand, humalista legislators comprised the single largest opposi-
tion bloc in Congress; on the other hand, the ideology of their movement 
had, at the time, a rather anti-institutional bent.  

The impact of government performance, broadly conceived, overshad-
owed most other influences on trust in the legislature. Echoing Espinal, 
Hartlyn, and Kelley (2006) and others, I found that positive assessments of 
government performance mattered more than demographic traits or demo-
cratic values. Sociotropic assessments of economic performance – percep-
tions of national economic well-being – had the hypothesized positive effect 
on trust in legislatures and, in fact, had the strongest impact of any variable 
included in the model.31 Confidence in parties and approval of congressional 
leadership increased trust in the legislature too, consistent with Boidi’s 
(2009) findings. Finally, a more positive assessment of the executive’s per-
formance increased trust in Congress, consistent with Citrin’s analysis of US 
public opinion (1974; Citrin and Green 1986) but in contrast with Carrión 
and Zárate’s results for Peru (2009).32 

31  Carrión and Zárate (2009) found that “pocketbook” perceptions shaped confidence 
in institutions but sociotropic perceptions shaped support for limiting the roles of 
parties or legislatures in Peru. 

32  Note that results indicate more than a “government vs. opposition” effect. Bivari-
ate correlation between presidential approval and trust in Congress are significant 
but modest (Kendall’s tau b =.294, P<.01). And controlling for presidential and 
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My findings provide some indirect support for the theory of “stealth 
democracy” (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002). Peruvians who approved of 
the president or voted for the candidate of some of his legislative partners 
may trust Congress more because they value inter-branch harmony. (Citi-
zens were also apt to expect more independence for the legislature if they 
approved of the president and/or voted for the moderate opposition; see 
Appendix B.)  

But the most original new finding presented here is this: Peruvians trust 
legislatures that live up to their expectations for institutional autonomy and 
distrust those that do not.33 Most Peruvians hoped for an elected assembly 
more independent than what they saw in 2007. Those who held the most 
idealized images of congressional autonomy and/or made the lowest as-
sessments of existing autonomy were indeed those who trusted Congress 
the least. Yet the absolute size of the gap between expectations and percep-
tions was a slightly better predictor of congressional distrust than the more 
information-rich relative gap variable. Citizens who rejected the idea of an 
autonomous legislature were still apt to trust Congress as long as they per-
ceived a reassuringly low level of independence in its current incarnation. 
While these results do suggest some strong aspirations for greater horizontal 
accountability, they also tell a simpler but equally compelling story of met vs. 
unmet expectations. In doing so, my findings bolster the fledgling theory of 
an “expectations-perceptions gap” put forth by Patterson, Boynton, and 
Hedlund (1969), Kimball and Patterson (1997) and a few others. 

Conclusions 
Most Peruvians would apparently like to see a legislature with greater capaci-
ty to act on its own, independent from an executive branch that has, in the 
current wave of democratization, tended to overshadow it. However, there 
was a range of disparate empirical perceptions about what the legislature was 
doing in 2007, and an even wider range of normative expectations about 
what the legislature ought to have been doing. These normative and empirical 
considerations are mutually constitutive: dissatisfaction with the current role 
of the legislature cannot be understood without asking what sort of role 
would be considered more satisfactory.  

                                                                                                         
congressional leadership approval, expectations and perceptions of autonomy still 
have strong, significant effects. 

33  The autonomy gap is not merely a proxy for trust in Congress; they are significantly 
but only modestly correlated (Kendall’s tau b =.219, P<.01 between trust and per-
ceived autonomy; =.055, P<.05 between trust and ideal autonomy). 
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In this article I tested a hypothesis that had previously gone largely un-
explored in Latin America. I affirmed that, in Peru at least, the gap between 
a citizen’s normative preferences and empirical assessments of the legisla-
ture’s independence from the executive crucially shapes diffuse institutional 
support for that legislature. The larger the gap, the less likely one is to ex-
press confidence in Congress.  

I also demonstrated that demographic traits and political attitudes had 
little impact on political trust. Instead, it was citizens’ assessments of gov-
ernment performance that were the key to understanding their confidence in 
Congress. How highly Peruvians thought of their national economy, their 
president, their parties, and their parliamentary leader were all crucial to 
predicting how much overall confidence they felt towards that parliament. 
But even once we controlled for the impact of all of these performance 
variables, the “expectations-perceptions gap” continued to affect trust in 
Congress. 

Why does any of this matter? Because having a legislature worth its salt 
– able to make laws, represent citizens, oversee government and check the 
executive’s power – is crucial to the quality of a democracy (Fish 2006). For 
Peru, where representative institutions have been disdained and even dis-
carded in the recent past, it is heartening to hear that most citizens would 
prefer a more autonomous role for their elected assembly. And the fulfill-
ment of citizens’ surprisingly high expectations for legislative autonomy was 
a very robust predictor of their confidence in that institution in late 2007.  

This finding seems difficult to reconcile with the aggregate-level time-
series data indicating Peruvians’ declining trust in Congress after the post-
Fujimori democratic transition of 2000–2001. Trust in Congress was higher 
in the executive-dominated, post-coup Fujimori era (1992–2000) than dur-
ing the muscular exercise of checks and balances that constrained the Tole-
do presidency (2001–2006). Even in 2007, Peruvians who approved of Pres-
ident García trusted the legislature (which he controlled through informal 
coalitions) more than those who disapproved of the president, perhaps indi-
cating a proclivity for inter-branch harmony rather than the vigorous hori-
zontal accountability that most Peruvians – like most Americans – claim to 
prefer. As Hibbing and Larimer (2008) note, Americans frequently hold self-
contradictory attitudes about what they want from legislatures. Peruvians, 
too, may be unwittingly averse to the sorts of visible politicking that go on 
in an elected assembly that is actually doing its job well and living up to their 
stated expectations.34  

34  If so, then increased government transparency, roll-call voting in Congress, bur-
geoning press freedoms, and other democratic reforms in Peru may be a double-
edged sword for earning citizens’ trust. 
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Performance factors other than legislative autonomy also powerfully 
shaped political trust. Peru’s citizens seemed pragmatic in their trust in Con-
gress; they especially rewarded performance on economic matters. If Peruvi-
ans think that their national economy is doing well, they will trust their rep-
resentative institutions more. Of course, if the economy declines, or is even 
perceived to decline, then diffuse support for representative institutions 
could also decline.35 And we know that in a moment of severe economic 
and social crisis in 1992, a president could destroy an opposition-controlled 
legislature and replace it with a more compliant chamber – all with the 
overwhelming assent of public opinion.  

A modicum of distrust of government is healthy – some would say 
fundamental (Hardin 2004) – for liberal democracy. But this crucially as-
sumes that the persistence and functionality of key democratic institutions 
are not themselves in peril. If we could take that for granted, then condition-
ing trust on government performance might indeed enhance the quality of 
“new democracies” (see Cleary and Stokes 2006). Conditioning trust on 
government performance would be especially beneficial to new democracies 
if performance criteria included institutions fulfilling their constitutionally-
delineated roles. In a presidential democracy, this requires an assembly 
meaningfully engaged in lawmaking, representation and oversight, notwith-
standing the untidy legislative-executive conflicts that could ensue (Mon-
tinola 2004).  

Increased congressional autonomy is what most Peruvians said they 
were looking for in late 2007. If this is so, then institutional practices that 
fulfill those high expectations of legislative autonomy will indeed improve 
political trust. Yet fulfilling low expectations of congressional autonomy 
improved political trust too. What is more, Peruvians’ attitudes towards their 
Congress are pragmatic: sensitive to perceived changes in national economic 
performance and, perhaps, tinged with “stealth democratic” values.  

A cynic might conclude that citizens who claim to prefer higher levels 
of independence for their legislature are in fact unclear about what they 
really want, while citizens who claim to want less congressional autonomy 
are in danger of getting what they ask for. But perhaps such pessimism is 
unwarranted. The most straightforward interpretation of my findings would 
suggest better tidings for a fragile presidential democracy like Peru: virtuous 
cycles of increased horizontal accountability and growing public trust in 
Congress may be both possible and practicable.  

35  The data analyzed here also indicate a serious disjuncture between macroeconomic 
perceptions and realities. Just 28.5 percent of respondents felt that Peru’s economy 
had improved at all over the previous 12 months, even though GDP growth in 
2007 was a brisk 8.3 percent; see World Bank 2010. 



!!! 98 Barry S. Levitt !!!

References 
Alcántara, Manuel, Mercedes García Montero, and Francisco Sánchez López 

(2005), Funciones, procedimientos y escenarios: un análisis del Poder Legislativo en 
América Latina, Salamanca: Universidad de Salamanca. 

Almond, Gabriel and Sidney Verba (eds.) (1989), The Civic Culture Revisited, 
Newbury Park: Sage. 

Almond, Gabriel and Sidney Verba (1965), The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes 
and Democracy in Five Nations, Boston: Little Brown. 

AmericasBarometer, The Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP), 
online: <www.LapopSurveys.org>. 

APOYO S.A. (no year), Ipsos-APOYO Opinión y Mercado, in: Boletín Ipsos-
APOYO (various dates). 

Boidi, María Fernanda (2009), Trust in Legislatures in Latin America, Ph.D. 
Dissertation, Department of Political Science, Vanderbilt University.  

Bratton, Michael, Yun-han Chu, Marta Lagos, and Richard Rose (2005), The 
People’s Voice: Trust in Political Institutions, in: Julie Ballington et al., 
Ten Years of Supporting Democracy Worldwide, Stockholm: International 
IDEA, 61-72. 

Camp, Roderic (2001), Democracy through Latin American Lenses: An 
Appraisal, in: Roderic Camp (ed.), Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin 
America, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 3-23.  

Carrión, Julio and Patricia Zárate (2009), Cultura política de la democracia en el 
Perú, 2008: El impacto de la gobernabilidad, Lima: Vanderbilt University, 
Instituto de Estudios Peruanos. 

Carrión, Julio and Patricia Zárate (2007), Cultura política de la democracia en el 
Perú, 2006, Lima: Vanderbilt University, Instituto de Estudios Perua-
nos. 

Catterberg, Gabriela and Alejandro Moreno (2005), The Individual Bases of 
Political Trust: Trends in New and Established Democracies, in: Inter-
national Journal of Public Opinion Research, 18, 1, 31-48. 

Citrin, Jack (1974), Comment: The Political Relevance of Trust in Govern-
ment, in: American Political Science Review, 68, 3, 973-988. 

Citrin, Jack and Donald Philip Green (1986), Presidential Leadership and 
the Resurgence of Trust in Government, in: British Journal of Political Sci-
ence, 16, 4, 431-453. 

CL see Corporación Latinobarómetro 
Cleary, Matthew and Susan Stokes (2006), Democracy and the Culture of Skepti-

cism: Political Trust in Argentina and Mexico, New York: Russell Sage. 
Cook, Timothy and Paul Gronke (2005), The Skeptical American: Revisiting 

the Meanings of Trust in Government and Confidence in Institutions, 
in: Journal of Politics, 67, 3, 784-803. 



!!! Institutional Trust and Congressional Autonomy in Latin America 99 !!!

Corporación Latinobarómetro (2009), Informe 2009, online: <www.latino 
barometro.org> (20 July 2011). 

Corral, Margarita (2009), Not Happy? Blame Your Legislature, in: Americas-
Barometer Insights, No. 26. 

Crisp, Brian and Felipe Botero (2004), Multicountry Studies of Latin Ameri-
can Legislatures: A Review Article, in: Legislative Studies Quarterly, 29, 3, 
329-356. 

Crisp, Brian, Maria Escobar-Lemmon, Bradford Jones, Mark Jones, and 
Michelle Taylor-Robinson (2004), Vote-Seeking Incentives and Legisla-
tive Representation in Six Presidential Democracies, in: Journal of Politics, 
66, 3, 823-846.  

Durr, Robert, John Gilmour, and Christina Wolbrecht (1997), Explaining 
Congressional Approval, in: American Journal of Political Science, 41, 1, 
175-207. 

Easton, David (1975), A Reassessment of the Concept of Political Support, 
in: British Journal of Political Science, 5, 4, 435-457. 

Espinal, Rosario, Jonathan Hartlyn, and Jana Morgan Kelley (2006), Per-
formance Still Matters: Explaining Trust in Government in the Domin-
ican Republic, in: Comparative Political Studies, 39, 2, 200-223. 

Fish, M. Stephen (2006), Stronger Legislatures, Stronger Democracies, in: 
Journal of Democracy, 17, 1, 5-19. 

Hardin, Russell (2004), Distrust: Manifestations and Management, in: Rus-
sell Hardin (ed.), Distrust, New York: Russell Sage, 3-33. 

Hetherington, Marc (1998), The Political Relevance of Political Trust, in: 
American Political Science Review, 92, 4, 791-808. 

Hibbing, John R. and Christopher W. Larimer (2008), The American Pub-
lic’s View of Congress, in: The Forum, 6, 3, Art. 6. 

Hibbing, John R. and Christopher W. Larimer (2005), What the American 
Public Wants Congress to Be, in: Lawrence Dodd and Bruce Oppen-
heimer (eds.), Congress Reconsidered, Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 55-75. 

Hibbing, John and Samuel Patterson (1994), Public Trust in the New Par-
liaments of Central and Eastern Europe, in: Political Studies, 42, 4, 570-
592. 

Hibbing, John and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse (2002), Stealth Democracy, New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 

Hibbing, John and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse (eds.) (2001), What is it About 
Government that Americans Dislike?, New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Hibbing, John and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse (1995), Congress as Public Enemy, 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 



!!! 100 Barry S. Levitt !!!

Hochstetler, Kathryn (2006), Rethinking Presidentialism: Challenges and 
Presidential Falls in South America, in: Comparative Politics, 38, 4, 401-
418. 

Inglehart, Ronald (1988), The Renaissance of Political Culture, in: American 
Political Science Review, 82, 4, 1203-1230. 

Inglehart, Ronald, Miguel Basáñez, Jaime Díez-Medrano, Loek Halman, and 
Ruud Luijkx (2004), Human Beliefs and Values, Mexico, D.F.: Siglo Vein-
tiuno. 

IOP-PUCP (Instituto de Opinión Pública – Pontificia Universidad Católica 
del Perú) (2007), Encuesta de Opinión Diciembre 2007, Np. 

Jackman, Robert and Ross Miller (2005), Before Norms: Institutions & Civic 
Culture, Ann Arbor: U. Michigan Press.  

Jackman, Robert and Ross Miller (1996), A Renaissance of Political Cul-
ture?, in: American Journal of Political Science, 40, 3, 632-659. 

Jenkins-Smith, Hank, Carol Silva, and Richard Waterman (2005), Micro- and 
Macrolevel Models of the Presidential Expectations Gap, in: The Journal 
of Politics, 67, 3, 690-715. 

Keele, Luke (2005), The Authorities Really Do Matter: Party Control and 
Trust in Government, in: The Journal of Politics, 67, 3, 873-886. 

Kenney, Charles (2003), Horizontal Accountability: Concepts and Conflicts, 
in: Scott Mainwaring and Christopher Welna (eds.), Democratic Accounta-
bility in Latin America, New York: Oxford University Press, 55-76. 

Kimball, David and Samuel Patterson (1997), Living Up to Expectations: 
Public Attitudes Toward Congress, in: Journal of Politics, 59, 3, 701-728. 

Levitt, Barry (forthcoming 2011), Power in the Balance: Presidents, Parties, and 
Legislatures in Peru and Beyond, Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame 
Press. 

Linz, Juan (1990), The Perils of Presidentialism, in: Journal of Democracy, 1, 1, 
51-69. 

MacKuen, Michael, Robert Erikson, and James Stimson (1992), Peasants or 
Bankers: The American Electorate and the U.S. Economy, in: American 
Political Science Review, 86, 3, 597-611.  

Mainwaring, Scott (2006), State Deficiencies, Party Competition, and Confi-
dence in Democratic Representation in the Andes, in: Scott Mainwar-
ing, Ana Bejarano, and Eduardo Pizarro (eds.), The Crisis of Democratic 
Representation in the Andes, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 295-345.  

Marshall, Monty and Keith Jaggers (2006), Polity IV Project: Dataset Users’ 
Manual, Arlington: Polity IV. 

Mezey, Michael (1979), Comparative Legislatures, Durham: Duke University 
Press. 



!!! Institutional Trust and Congressional Autonomy in Latin America 101 !!!

Michelitch, Kristin, Marco Morales-Barba, Andrew Owen, and Joshua 
Tucker (2010), Looking to the Future: Prospective Economic Voting in 2008 
Presidential Elections, online: <http://homepages.nyu.edu/~jat7/WP_ 
Michelitch_Morales_Owen_Tucker_2010.pdf> (14 July 2011).  

Miller, Arthur H. (1974), Rejoinder to “Comment” by Jack Citrin: Political 
Discontent or Ritualism?, in: American Political Science Review, 68, 3, 989-
1001. 

Montinola, Gabriella (2004), Corruption, Distrust, and the Deterioration of 
the Rule of Law, in: Russell Hardin (ed.), Distrust, New York: Russell 
Sage, 298-324. 

Moreno, Alejandro (2001), Democracy and Mass Belief Systems in Latin 
America, in: Roderic Camp (ed.), Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin 
America, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 27-50.  

Moreno, Erika, Brian Crisp, and Matthew Shugart (2003), The Accountabil-
ity Deficit in Latin America, in: Scott Mainwaring and Christopher 
Welna (eds.), Democratic Accountability in Latin America, New York: Ox-
ford University Press, 79-132. 

Morgenstern, Scott (2004), Patterns of Legislative Politics: Roll Call Voting in the 
Latin America and the United States, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Morgenstern, Scott, and Benito Nacif (eds.) (2002), Legislative Politics in Latin 
America, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Morris, Stephen and Joseph Klesner (2010), Corruption and Trust: Theoret-
ical Considerations and Evidence from Mexico, in: Comparative Political 
Studies, 43, 10, 1258-1285. 

Muller, Edward and Mitchell Seligson (1994), Civic Culture and Democracy: 
The Question of the Causal Relationships, in: American Political Science 
Review, 88, 3, 635-654. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1999), Horizontal Accountability in New Democra-
cies, in: Andreas Schedler, Larry Diamond, and Marc Plattner (eds.), 
The Self-Restraining State, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 29-52. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1996), Illusions About Consolidation, in: Journal of 
Democracy, 7, 2, 34-51. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1994a), Delegative Democracy, in: Journal of Democra-
cy, 5, 1, 55-69. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1994b), The State, Democratization, and Some Con-
ceptual Problems, in: William Smith, Carlos Acuña, and Eduardo Ga-
marra (eds.), Latin American Political Economy in the Age of Neoliberal Re-
form, New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 157-180. 



!!! 102 Barry S. Levitt !!!

Olson, David (1997), Paradoxes of Institutional Development: The New 
Democratic Parliaments of Central Europe, in: International Political Sci-
ence Review, 18, 4, 401-416. 

Orces, Diana (2009), Popular Support for a Government without Legisla-
tors, in: AmericasBarometer Insights, No. 25. 

Patterson, Samuel and Gregory Caldeira (1990), Standing Up for Congress: 
Variations in Public Esteem since the 1960s, in: Legislative Studies Quar-
terly, 15, 1, 25-47. 

Patterson, Samuel, G. R. Boynton, and Ronald Hedlund (1969), Perceptions 
and Expectations of the Legislature and Support for It, in: American 
Journal of Sociology, 75, 1, 62-76.  

Patterson, Samuel, Ronald Hedlund, and G. R. Boynton (1975), Representa-
tives and Represented: Bases of Public Support for the American Legislatures, 
New York: Wiley. 

Patterson, Samuel, Randall Ripley, and Stephen Quinlan (1992), Citizens’ 
Orientations Toward Legislatures: Congress and the State Legislature, 
in: Western Political Quarterly, 45, 2, 315-338. 

Perez-Liñan, Aníbal (2007), Presidential Impeachment and the New Political Insta-
bility in Latin America, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Pérez-Liñán, Aníbal (2005), Democratization and Constitutional Crises in 
Presidential Regimes: Towards Congressional Supremacy?, in: Compara-
tive Political Studies, 38, 1, 51-74. 

Przeworski, Adam, Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando 
Limongi (1996), What Makes Democracies Endure?, in: Journal of De-
mocracy, 7, 1, 39-55.  

Remmer, Karen (1993), The Political Economy of Elections in Latin Ameri-
ca, 1980-1991, in: American Political Science Review, 87, 2, 393-407.  

Rothstein, Bo and Dietlind Stolle (2008), The State and Social Capital: An 
Institutional Theory of Generalized Trust, in: Comparative Politics, 40, 4, 
441-459. 

Seligson, Mitchell (2001), Costa Rican Exceptionalism: Why the Ticos Are 
Different, in: Roderic Camp (ed.), Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin 
America, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 90-106. 

Seligson, Mitchell and Julio Carrión (2002), Political Support, Political Skep-
ticism, and Political Stability in New Democracies: An Empirical Ex-
amination of Mass Support for Coups d’Etat in Peru, in: Comparative Po-
litical Studies, 35, 1, 58-82. 

Waterman, Richard W., Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, and Carol L. Silva (1999), 
The Expectations Gap Thesis: Public Attitudes toward an Incumbent 
President, in: The Journal of Politics, 61, 4, 944-966. 



!!! Institutional Trust and Congressional Autonomy in Latin America 103 !!!

World Bank (2010), World Development Indicators, online: <http://data.world 
bank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators> (20 July 2011).  

 

Confianza Pública y Autonomía Legislativa en América Latina:  
Expectativas, Desempeño, y Confianza en el Congreso del Perú  
¿Qué quiere el ciudadano latinoamericano de su asamblea legislativa, respec-
to del ejecutivo? ¿Cómo se constituye la confianza ciudadana en una demo-
cracia en desarrollo como la del Perú? Este artículo introduce nuevos indi-
cadores de percepciones actuales y expectativas idealizadas de la autonomía 
institucional del congreso. Con datos de opinión pública del 2007, pone a 
prueba la hipótesis de que la brecha entre estos dos indicadores predice la 
confianza en el congreso. Una mayoría de peruanos dice que prefiere una 
legislatura más autónoma. La confianza ciudadana en el congreso se vincula 
son la satisfacción de sus anhelos de independencia institucional. Pero el 
satisfacer una expectativa de baja autonomía legislativa también aumentaría 
confianza en dicha asamblea. Además, la confianza política resulta ser prag-
mática, producto de percepciones ciudadanas del desempeño económico, de 
los partidos políticos y el liderazgo legislativo, y del mismo presidente de que 
el congreso supuestamente debería independizarse. 

Palabras clave: Perú, América Latina, confianza, instituciones políticas, 
congreso, asambleas legislativas, separación de poderes 
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Appendix A 
Table A1: Confidence in Peru’s Legislature by Age, Gender, SES, Education 

and Region, December 2007 

 Age Gender Socioeconomic Status 
 18-29 30-44 45+ M F Low Med. High 
None 30.6 43.4 47.5 37.8 42.1 45.5 38.6 29.6 
Little 46.7 41.3 35.9 42.4 40.9 41.7 38.4 48.5 
Some 21.1 13.8 14.5 18.1 15.2 11.6 21.1 18.9 
Lots 1.7 1.6 2.1 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.9 2.9 
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
 Education
 Prim. Second. Tech. Univ.
None 40.7 43.3 40.4 34.3 
Little 43.0 39.2 41.6 44.5 
Some 14.1 15.9 16.1 19.4 
Lots 2.2 1.6 1.8 1.8 
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
 Region
 East North South Center Lima 
None 37.8 35.6 51.5 61.1 37.7 
Little 42.2 45.8 35.9 30.6 42.2 
Some 17.8 16.7 10.8 8.3 18.3 
Lots 2.2 1.9 1.8 0.0 1.8 
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source:  Author’s own analysis based on IOP-PUCP 2007.
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Appendix B 
Table B1: Predicting Perceived and Idealized Levels of Legislative Autonomy 

in Peru 

 Perceived Legislative 
Autonomy 

Ideal Legislative  
Autonomy 

 Est. 
(SE) 

Est. 
(SE) 

Age -.004 
(.006) 

.019*** 
(.007) 

Gender  
(female) 

-.069 
(.181) 

-.091 
(.191) 

Socioeconomic Status -.124 
(.144) 

.207 
(.152) 

Education -.028 
(.058) 

.018 
(.061) 

Region -.063 
(.064) 

-.056 
(.067) 

Political Interest .108 
(.098) 

.199* 
(.103) 

Ideology (right) .071 
(.046) 

-.005 
(.049) 

Partisanship 
(Humala voter) 

-.445 
(.320) 

.464 
(.324) 

Partisanship 
(García voter) 

-.017 
(.312) 

.075 
(.319) 

Partisanship 
(Flores voter) 

-.272 
(.305) 

.725** 
(.315) 

Authoritarian Values -.107 
(.115) 

-.141 
(.118) 

Confidence in Parties .340*** 
(.117) 

-.103 
(.123) 

Approve of Congres-
sional Leader 

.464** 
(.198) 

.024 
(.209) 

Approve of President -.146 
(.240) 

.898*** 
(.256) 

National Economic 
Performance 

.122* 
(.065) 

-.024 
(.068) 

Trust in Congress .338** 
(.131) 

-.217 
(.136) 

Pseudo-R2  .138 .100 
Note: *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. 

Source:  Author’s own analysis based on IOP-PUCP 2007. 


