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Measuring and Modelling

Interpersonal Trust

Stuart N. Soroka, John E Helliwell, and Richard Johnston

The growing literature on trust, social capital, and well-being relies almost
exclusively on a single survey measure of interpersonal trust: “Generally speak-
ing, do you think that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too
careful in dealing with people?” Efforts at modelling responses to this bal-
anced question are becoming increasingly sophisticated. Notable recent ex-
amples include Alesina and La Ferrara (2000) on the individual and contextual
determinants of trust and Glaeser et al. (1999) on the link between responses
to the question and actual behaviour in laboratory trust games. The measure
underpins a cross-national growth industry, mainly through the World Val-
ues Survey (WVS). And international evidence from the WVS has been brought
back home, as it were, to explain ethnic and regional differences in trust in
the United States (Rice and Feldman 1997). Only rarely, however, is any
attention paid to what a response to the question actually means. Most criti-
cally, does the question elicit a response — based perhaps on past experience
- that indicates a person'’s real expectations of others’ trustworthiness? Or
does it regiéter a moral predisposition, a statement about how one should
react to others?

This chapter holds up a mirror to the standard question by comparing it

 with other renderings. Some of the alternatives are, like the original wording,

about trust as a general proposition, Our most pointed demonstration, how-
ever, involves comparison with questions about a specific trust situation, a
lost wallet. These questions mimic a widely publicized field experiment (Knack
2001). Part of the comparison involves simple response distributions, joined
to observations on items' face validity. The most telling comparisons deploy
multivariate techniques to plumb the sources of response. Where response
to the traditional, highly general indicator is poweifully shaped by cultural
norms, response to the specific, wallet question is sensitive to context and
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life experience. That said, the traditional indicator still gauges how much
respondents believe others to be trustworthy.

In getting to this point, we also draw a lesson about Canada. Our sample
and our questionnaire are rich in representation of Canada'’s ethno-religious
diversity, of its high rate of immigration, and of its group life. In line with
hypotheses that seemed plausible but were hitherto unsupported empiri-
cally, “bridging” groups appear to be more highly correlated than "bonding”

“groups with generalized trust. We also reproduce Rice and Feldman’s (1997)
finding that civic attitudes of immigrants are highly correlated with attitudes
in their countries of origin. But the integrative power of Canadian society is
also very much in evidence.

Concepts and Measures

Our opening generalization about lack of attention to the meaning and meas-
urement of trust admits notable exceptions. Smith (1997) examines the trust
question as part of a misanthropy scale, for instance, and finds that trusting
responses decline when the question is preceded by questions on crime and
victimization. “These items are especially prone to context effects,” Smith sug-
gests, “because they call for global assessments of people in general based
presumably on one’s entire life experience. Making judgements based on
such massive, cognitive retrievals are difficult and open to variability” (ibid.,
174). Controlling for these survey-based differences, however, Smith finds
the misanthropy scale to be systematically and logically related to several
other variables. Responses to the generalized trust question are valuable, but
the placement of the question deserves attention.

Uslaner (2002) offers the most comprehensive consideration of responses
to the generalized trust question to date, and the only one to explicitly link
theories of trust with analyses of public opinion surveys. Uslaner distinguishes
between moralistic and strategic trust, where the latter is based on individuals’
experiences, and the former is something closer to a predisposition. When
analysts in the rational choice tradition, economists especially, talk about
trust, they tend to mean strategic trust, as in repeated games in which deci-
sions to trust or not to trust are based on experiences in previous games.
Moralistic trust, on the other hand, is rooted in our beliefs about others,
which can be almost totally divorced from personal experience. Strategic trust
is about how one thinks others will behave; moralistic trust is about whether
one should trust others regardless of their behaviour (Uslaner 2002, 18-19).
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Moralistic trust seems closer to Avigail Eisenberg's (see Chapter 4, this vol-
ume) emphasis on trust in strangers. '

Uslaner’s tests suggest that the generalized trust question is primarily
about moralistic trust. Responses to the question are remarkably stable; they
tend not to change based on experience; they are closely correlated with endur-
ing feelings such as optimism, a feeling that one controls one’s own fate, and
with a willingness to participate in civic life. Although Uslaner makes a
strong case that the question is primarily about moralistic trust, he does
not go far in considering ways of measuring strategic trust or of measuring
the role, however small, that strategic trust may play in responses to a mor-
alistic trust question. Moreover, a lack of comparable alternative measures
prevents Uslaner from performing a more detailed analysis of trust responses.
He does a good job with what is available, but, as he notes, not much is
available.

Measuring Trust

Wordings and frequencies for various trust questions in the Equality, Secu-
rity, and Community (ESC) survey appear in Table 5.1.! The fizst four indica-
tors gauge trust independently of context. Some of the aggregate differences
among Questions 1 to 4 can be explained by the literature on survey ques-
tion wording. In particular, Schuman and Presser’s {1996) experiments on
question wording suggest consideration of two related effects: (1) balance
effects, where changing a question’s wording to reflect a formal balance of
alternatives (i.e., changing “do you favour” to “do you favour or oppose”)
has a significant effect on the distribution of responses, and (2) acquiescence
effects, where respondents have a tendency to agree with attitude statements
in survey items (see also Campbell et al., 1960; Peabody, 1961). Frequencies
in Table 5.1 show evidence of both effects. While Q1 leads to a relatively
even split between trusting and non-trusting respondents, unbalanced ques-
tions show evidence of considerable acquiescence effects. Q3 suggests that
74 percent of respondents are trusting; its opposite, Q4, suggests that 68
percent of respondents are not. ‘

Differences in answers rest on more than acquiescence, however. Rather,
dissimilar responses to different trust questions appear to be in large part a
product of genuine differences in reasoning. Different trust questions, while
addressing a similar subject, ask respondents to think about trust in different
ways. The end result is a change in the distribution of responses representing a
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Trust questions in the ESC survey
Not  Neutral/
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trusting DK  Trusting Total

Question % % % (N)
TRUST QUESTIONS ...
Q1 Generally speaking, would you say that

most people can be trusted or that you

can't be too careful in dealing with

people? 428 4.4 527 {4,485)
Q2 People can be trusted until they prove

otherwise. (Agree or Disagree) 14.2 2.9 828  (6,557)
Q3 Generally speaking, most people can

be trusted. Do you agree or disagree? 22.7 3.5 73.8  (3.540)
Q4 Generally speaking, you can't be too

careful in dealing with people. Do you

agree or disagree? 68.0 4.4 27.6 (3,465)

WALLET QUESTIONS ...

Qs If you lost a wallet or purse that
contained two hundred dollars, how
likely is it to be returned with the money
in it if it was found ... by someone who
lives close by? 13.3 38.6 481 (6,408)

Q6 If you lost a wallet or purse that
contained two hundred dollars, how
likely is it to be returned with the money
in it if it was found ... by a clerk at the
grocery store where you do most of your )
shopping? 9.5 333 573 (6,413)

Q7 If you lost a wallet or purse that
contained two hundred dollars, how
likely is it to be returned with the money
in it if it was found .. by a police officer? 5.5 231 7.3 (6,412)

Q8 If you lost a wallet or purse that
contained two hundred dollars, how
likely is it to be returned with the money
in it if it was found ... by a complete :
stranger? 39.3 49.8 107 (6,380)

NoTE: Cells contain frequencies based on combined first wave, metro oversample,
and resource community sample, unweighted. *
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more substantive difference, one that is particularly interesting for those study-
ing interpersonal trust and the relationship between this and other variables.

For instance, the difference between responses to Q2 and Q3 is likely
due to a subtle but important difference in wording. Agreeing with Q3 (“gen-
erally speaking, most people can be trusted”} suggests that one has a posi-
tive, universal appraisal of whether people are trustworthy. Agreeing with Q2
(“people can be trusted until they prove otherwise”) may suggest only that
one approves of a particular trusting strategy. The strategy may be a relatively
optimistic one, but it is also fairly safe. Agreeing with Q2 is easier than agree-
ing with 3, then, and this is reflected in a 10-point increase in the percent-
age of trusting respondents. Another way of comparing Q2 and Q3 is to treat
Q3 as having an implicit alternative category, since people who have not
proven themselves trustworthy in the past are excluded from the group whose
future trustworthiness is being assessed. This alone should guarantee that
more people would agree with Q2 than Q3, as indeed they do. Differences
between answers to Q3 (the blanket trust item} and Q4 (“you can’t be too
careful”} are also likely to represent more than simply acquiescence effects.
In particular, saying that you cannot be too careful in dealing with people is
not the same as saying that people in general cannot be trusted. The former
would reflect a cautious disposition, while the latter would simply be the
reverse of Q1, the canonical measure.?

Questions 5 to 8 solicit a trusting response in alternative contexts, each
time with a question about a lost wallet. These new questions are original to
the ESC survey and are modelled after an experiment in which wallets con-
taining fifty US dollars each were dropped in fourteen Western European
and twelve US cities, and the number of returned wallets was used as a meas-
ure of how trustworthy residents are [as reported in The Economist, 22 June
1996]. Knack (2001, 184-85) has shown that more than one-third of the
cross-regional and cross-national variation in answers to the balanced trust
question can be explained by the frequency of return of experimentally
dropped cash-bearing wallets. Our questions about the return of a wallet
focus on a paradigmatic circumstance of trust. The situation provides no
natural enforcement mechanisms, and nothing is said about a reward for
trustworthy behaviour. Additionally, the questions specify alternative types
of finder, making it possible for us to investigate in more detail the nature
and radius of trust (Fukuyama 1995b). Police officers are considered the
most likely to return lost wallets (Q7), followed by grocery cletks (Q6), neigh-
bours (Q5), and finally strangers (Q8). )
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On the one hand, response to the wallet questions resembles that to the TaBLE 5.2
: ger.lérallzed q}lestlons, .exactly as 'Knack (2001)'1mp11es. For exarlnple, a reli- Relationships between generalized trust and wallet questions
ability analysis of all eight items in Table 5.1 yields a Cronbach’s o of 0.68, c ed
and no subsetting of items yields a higher a.®> Although the average inter- eneralized trust
item correlation is about 0.4 among the generalized items, 0.3 among the Wallet Can'tbe  Most people
wallet items, and only 0.1 to 0.15 between subdomains, factor analysis of Questions too careful can be trusted
the eight-item pool yields only one eigenvalue larger than one, and all items Neighbour  Not at all likely 65.5% 34.5%
load similarly on this first factor. The simplest representation of the overlap , (359) (189)
. . . . Likely 34.5% 65.5%
appears in Table 5.2, which cross-tabulates the canonical generalized ques- (688) (1307)  chit=170.8, p < 001
tion, Q1, with each wallet item. In general, someone who says that a wallet is Clerk Not at all likely 66.8% 3;_2% o
“very likely” to be returned is 30 points more likely to say “people can be _ (268) (133)
trusted” and 30 points less likely to say that “you can't be too careful.” The Likely 3&5%)7 63.4% )

. . L . 79 (1.522)  chi*=129.8, p < .c01
wallet‘ltem with th(? IEfiST. discriminatory powe.r refers t9 a pthe officer, a Police Not at all likely 65.5% 34.5% _
reflection of how ubiquitous - and thus, how uninformative, relatively speak- (146) 77)
ing - trust in the police is. The wallet item that evokes the least trusting Likely 39.7% 60.3%
response distribution, about strangers, produces the same discriminatory (1192) (1.811)  chiz= 56.8, p < .001

. i O,
power as do the references to a neighbour and to a shop clerk. Stranger  Not at all likely 6((;.36/‘)’ 3(96.2%))
. . 43
On the other hand, Table 5.2 reveals plenty of slippage, more than we Likely 27.6% 72.4%
might expect from simple random measurement error. It is tempting to re- (124) (325)  chi*= 15538, p<.001

gard the general questions as relating to Uslaner’s “moralistic trust,” while
the wallet questions refer to “strategic trust.” Uslaner’s language may be
strained in relation to the general questions, as none asks about morality as
the basis for motivation or behaviour. Still, the general question accepts
ambiguity about the reference group the respondent might have in mind.
This might invite responses that describe what persons think they should think
rather than what they actually do think. The wallet questions are more pre-
cise, specifying both the nature of the event and the nature of the person
whose trustworthiness is being evaluated. Intuitively, these questions seem
to invite a probabilistic response. Indeed the response categories themselves
are construed as probabilities.

Modelling Trust

To flesh out these intuitions, we need to model response at the source, so to

speak. On one hand, we examine factors that index experience: immigrant
_status, indicators of social interaction, including aspects of neighbourhood

context, marital history, spatial and non-spatial distributions of affiliation,

and membership in formal organizations. On the other hand, we look at indi-

cators of cultural orientation: respondents’ own ethnicity (not to be confused

~ote; Cells contain row percentages with counts in parentheses, based on combined first
wave, metro oversample, and resource community sample, unweighted. Respondents in the
middle category for either the generalized trust or wallet questions are omitted.

with immigration), aspects of their country or countries of ethnic origin,

religion, and educational attainment. We also include controls to improve

specification and to stabilize the estimation. When reporting differences, we

generally emphasize differences (in boldface type) estimated to be signifi-

cantly different from zero. To keep the number of observations as large as

possible, we generally make use of the combined national, urban-oversample,

and resource-community samples, although we also include variables de-
signed to search for features of the results that may be specific to particular

sample groups.

GENERALIZED TRUST

Table 5.3 presents logistic regressions for the traditional generalized trust
question treated as a binary variable, where 1 is “most people can be trusted.”
Estimates are presented stagewise. In Model 1 appear demographic, ethnic,
ethnic context, economic, and other contextual variables. Variables included
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here give the basic structure of “domestic” factors in trust and are drawn, in
large part, from the recent empirical literature on trust (e.g., Alesina and La
Ferrara 2000; Glaeser et al. 2000; Helliwell and Putnam 1999; Uslaner 2002).
Model 2 adds two representations of “national” trust, indicators of trust lev-
els in immigrants’ and immigrants’ parents’ countries of origin. This cap-
tures and extends the logic of Rice and Feldman’s (1997) work exploring
links between US immigrants’ generalized trust scores and average scores in
their countries of origin (discussed in more detail below). We look both at
these variables themselves and at their impact on factors considered in Model
1. Does referring to national origin help interpret an earlier finding about
ethnicity or immigrant status, for example? A similar logic applies to Model
3, where network varidbles are added.

Respondents with higher levels of education give more positive assess-
ments to the general trust question, by an amount that increases with each
level of educational attainment. This educational effect has been found in all
previous analyses of answers to the balanced trust question and has been
treated as support for the idea that education inculcates civic values (e.g.,
Helliwell and Putnam 1999). Some support for this interpretation comes
from the fact that higher levels of education are positively correlated with
survey answers whose relation to civic values is less ambiguous than in the
case of the general trust question (e.g., Rice and Feldman, 1997). But if we
are right to think of differences in response to the balanced trust question as
being assessments of how well others can be trusted, then it is less clear why
those with higher levels of education should give more positive assessments.
Three hypotheses possibly explain the finding: (1) those with higher levels
of education are more likely to encounter trustworthy behaviour; (2) igno-
rance breeds fear, which can then be dispelled by education; and (3) educa-
tion raises other civic attitudes, increases awareness of the value of a trusting
society, and incites respondents to put an optimistic twist to their assess-
ments, thus making them embody some element of what should happen in
a better world, reflecting the “moralistic” interpretation discussed earlier. 1f
this more optimistic assessment is also reflected in personal behaviour —
actions embodying trust ~ then higher levels of education should lead to
higher levels of trust and trustworthiness within the community.

The “ignorance breeds fear” hypothesis is one way of explaining why
those with higher levels of education provide more optimistic assessments
of the trustworthiness of others. But the differential evaluations, to the extent
that they refer to the same populations, might equally well represent excess
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optimism by those with more education. Are the less-educated excessively
pessimistic, or are the more-educated too optimistic? If we had experimental
dropped-wallet evidence, we might be able to address this puzzle by seeing
whether the cross-community differences in answers to the dropped-wallet
question were more accurately explained by the more-educated than by the
less-educated respondents.

The third possibility, that the generally greater civic involvement of those
with more education leads them to presume higher levels of trust, perhaps
because this is more likely to support a high-trust society (the “moralistic”
interpretation), is hard to distinguish from the “differential experience” hy-
pothesis. The ambiguity may not matter overmuch, as there are likely to be
positive spillovers from education in either event, although they might be
presumed to be larger under the “civic culture” case than under the “differen-
tial experience” hypothesis. Research comparing the answers to the general-
ized trust assessment question with answers to more value-based questions
might help to shed more light on the sources and consequences of the strong
positive effect that education has on trust assessments.

Education effects persist when network connections are controlled. Edu-
cation does lead to more participation in voluntary community organiza-
tions, which itself is often used as a measure of the strength of civic culture.
This would tend to cause those with higher levels of education to spend
more time with other civic-minded people and, hence, to give more positive
answers to the general trust question. Be that as it may, Model 3 indicates
that the education effect persists even when network ties are controlled.

Healthy people are more trusting. The coefficient on self-assessed health
may reflect, in part, individual personality differences, with optimists assess-
ing both their health and their communities in a more optimistic way. But
epidemiological research also shows that those who are well-supported by
family, friends, and community networks live longer and in better health
than others - certain groups are more vulnerable to ill health due to their
isolation or lack of social ties (Veenstra 2001; Curtis and Perks, Chapter 6,
this volume; Berkman and Syme 1979). But our health effect captures more
than this, since the coefficient shrinks only slightly when the same network
variables are controlled. Then, too, the health effect may indicate network
effects more subtle than those captured by our questions. It is also possible
that the same events that produce some types of ill-health also place people
in less supporting and less trustworthy environments than are those that are
fully captured by our other individual and contextual variables.
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Francophones are less trusting. Once again, we are unsure whether this
reflects differences in optimism or differences in the trust environment that
respondents are actually assessing. The finding puts us in mind of Knack
(2001) who uses cross-country differences in responses to the general trust
question to predict cross-country differences in the proportions of dropped
wallets that are actually returned. His results show that France, which has
very low trust assessments, is an outlier in his regression: the extent of trust-
worthy behaviour in France, as measured by the frequency with which dropped
wallets are returned, is significantly higher than is forecast by answers to the
generalized trust question. The frequency of wallet return is about at the
European average, while the trust assessments are very low in France. If French
origins are the key to the Canadian pattern, the footprint from earlier migra-
tion must be incredibly long. '

Immigrants are less trusting than are the Canadian-born. This is a differ-
ence that glosses over ethnic differences among both immigrants and na-
tives. If it is tempting to conclude that something in the experience of
immigration makes new Canadians generally distrustful, the findings from
the wallet questions should give us pause. And the explanation for general-
ized trust does not lie in the Canadian experience but in thé country of ori-
gin. The home country leaves a “footprint,” as just hinted for francophones.
The idea of a footprint comes out of Rice and Feldman (1997), who find
‘that trust assessments by immigrants reflect to a striking degree the (current)
average trust assessments in the countries from which they or their ancestors
“immigrated. Strikingly, differences in the United States persist fora long time.
The effect is as great for those with grandparents born in the United States as
for those with parents born abroad. The two “national trust” terms test the
“footprint” hypothesis in the Canadian context. “Imported trust” is an im-
putation to each respondent of the average trust score in his or her country of
birth minus the average trust score in Canada, calculated from national sam-
ples in the most recent WVS. For those born in Canada, the value of the
variable is naturally zero, while it is greater than zero for those who immi-
grated to Canada from higher-trust countries, and negative for those who

came from lower-trust societies. As shown in Table 5A.1 (see appendix at end
of chapter), the typical immigrant respondent came from a country with a
slightly lower trust score than is Canada’s, and the data show immigrants
from countries with widely differing trust scores. This range of experience
gives the data some variance to test the footprint hypothesis, while the nega-
tive average value offers the possibility that the footprint hypothesis explains
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the negative immigrant effect found in Model 1. The footprint of the origin
county is indeed very deep. This is indicated by the coefficient on the “im-
ported trust” term in Model 2. Furthermore, controlling imported trust turns
the immigrant effect from negative to positive. The positive coefficient in this
case is insignificant, but it suggests the possibility that, after allowing for the
footprint effects of imported trust, the typical immigrant is more likely to
give a higher than a lower trust answer than is a similarly situated Canadian-
born respondent.

The footprint may be deep in the first generation, but it does not persist
into later ones. Rice and Feldman (1997) were puzzled, and slightly trou-
bled, that the footprint effect seemed as large two generations later as it was
in the first generation, particularly in light of the “melting pot” image of the
United States. To test the duration effect in our Canadian sample, we define
a new variable ( “parental trust”) equal to the averaged trust score in the coun-
tries of birth of the respondents’ parents minus the trust score in Canada,
minus imported trust. This variable thus measures the trust-score difference
between the countries of birth of the respondents and their parents. If our
results were to mimic those of Rice and Feldman, we would find a positive
coefficient on “parental trust” approximately equal to that on “imported
trust.” Instead we find that “parental trust” has only a small and insignifi-
cant effect. The Canada-United States contrast suggests, if taken literally,
that “multicultural” Canada, in some important sense, absorbs immigrants
into Canadian communities and values more quickly than does the United
States “melting pot.” This is consistent with the finding of Helliwell (2001)
that the proportion of Canadians who self-describe their ethnicity as “Can-
adian” rather than one of a range of hyphenated alternatives is twice as high
as the comresponding proportion in the United States. At the same time, it
deepens the puzzle for francophones.

Network affiliations clearly matter, although some matter more than
others, as indicated by Model 3. For Putnam {1993a, 1993b, 2000), trust is
an asset that grows with use, and associational memberships build interper-
sonal trust because they encourage interaction. The success and effective-
ness of regional governments in Italy is linked to the number of soccer clubs
in each region; interpersonal trust has declined in America along with the
popularity of bowling leagues. These are caricatures of Putnam’s work, of
course, although they do accurately illustrate his thesis. Individuals who par-
ticipate in civic associations will tend to be more trusting, in part because
these memberships provide opportunities for practising (and, perhaps, even
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learning) trusting behaviours. If the strong correlation between group mem-
berships and interpersonal trust is well documented, the direction of the
causal arrow is less clear. It may be that trusting individuals are the ones who
join groups (see Stolle 1998), a hypothesis that complements a growing body
of work suggesting that trust in government facilitates trust in individuals,
rather than the opposite dynamic (Rothstein 1998). In any case, it is clear
that trust and associational memberships are closely related.

That said, not all memberships have equivalent consequences, either for
the members or for the community as a whole. Putnam distinguishes be-
tween bonding and bridging social capital, where the former reinforces con-
nections between those who are similar in, for instance, class, ethnicity, or
religion, and the latter builds links across these groups (see also Gittell and
Vidal 1998; Tilly 1998). Groups are not easily divided into bridging and
bonding, of course. Many groups will be both (Putnam 2000, 23), bonding
in certain respects and bridging in others. Nevertheless, we should consider
the possibility that some groups are more bridging than others, and that
these groups are more effective at enhancing generalized trust.

We present network ties at successive removes from the individual, in-
side the household and outside to the extended family, to friends, to neigh-
bours, and to formal associations. Among formal associations, we distinguish
three types: religious, ethnic, and all others; for each type, the indicator is the
number of memberships. We distinguish the types partly for empirical rea-
sons and partly for conceptual ones. Table 5B.1 indicates that, in an explora-
tory factor analysis, religious and ethnic memberships load on a different
factor from all other memberships, so these two should be distinguished
from the others. And common sense dictates separating religious and ethnic
associations from each other. Conceptually, ethnic and religious member-
ships tend strongly toward “bonding.” Other groups, undoubtedly, have their
exclusionary sides, even if not by design. But all things considered, the in-
ventory of “other” groups almost certainly is more inclusive, more tilted to-
ward “bridging,” than is that of groups, such as ethnic and religious ones,
that are exclusive by design.

In general, the wider the radius of action a network demands, the more
positive impact on interpersonal trust is had by affiliation with it. The two
family variables are insignificant, for instance, but those who regularly see
friends or neighbours are relatively trusting. Among organized groups, eth-
nic group membership does not foster trust and may even inhibit it (the
coefficient is negative but insignificant), strongly hinting that such groups
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indeed do not “bridge,” however much they promote bonding. But “other”
memberships do foster trust. So do religious groups. (Subsequent research
using data from the Statistics Canada Ethnic Diversity survey suggests that
social trust is favoured by participation in religious groups but is negatively
related to the respondent’s strength of religious belief, holding constant
the level of participation. This suggests that it is the participation in these
groups that provides the bridging influence.) Networks that appear to be
more “bridging,” then, are more positively related to various measures of
interpersonal trust.

Most other variables have relatlvely weak effects. The age effect is curvi-
linear, with trust assessments most positive among those aged fifty to sixty-
five and lowest among the youngest age group. In contrast to the initial finding
for immigration, nothing in the realm of “visible minorities” matters for
generalized trust (see Table 5.3). Individuals who belong to a visible minor-
ity do not differ from similarly situated members of the majority. Members
of the majority are not affected by the visible minority percentage in their
neighbourhoods, and the same is true of minority individuals themselves.
No systematic effect appears from the respondent’s own income, from the
median income in the respondent’s census district, or from income inequal-
ity in the district. The individual’s assessment of whether his or her personal
economic situation was likely to improve or worsen over the next twelve
months does have an effect. This may reflect interpersonal differences in
optimism, as discussed earlier for health effects, since the relationship also
appears for each specific wallet question. Contextual effects were weak to
null: average education levels and average mobility within the census area
had no effect. Population density does seem to matter, but controls for “im-
ported trust” suggest that the effect is spurious.

Some of these variables do matter for responses to the wallet question.
The contrast between their lack of impact here and their importance below
helps us interpret the meaning of each trust indicator. Also yielding a contrast
is gender. In response to the general question, females appear to be less trust-
ing than males. But this finding is not a universal. In a model of response to
Q3, the one-sided trust question, the gender relationship is reversed. The
reversal also appears in responses to the wallet question, reported below.

SpecifFic TRUsT
Responses to the more specific wallet questions, as shown in Table 5.4, di-
verge interestingly from an individual’s response to the general question.

s



Stuart Soroka, John Helliwell and Richard Johnston. 2007. “Measuring and Modelling Trust.”

In Fiona Kay and Richard Johnston, eds., Diversity, Social Capital and the Welfare State, Vancouver, BC: University of British Columbia Press.

180] pasapio si uonewnsg €S 3(qe] 01 3)0U 935 :31ON

(3191'1) SzSL (Fzgu' .
. gLLEg) E-g1 Z9LLE . - -
@%iome $$9'L / Sol mmwwwz ‘8 Lm&mf i LEC (3p) 4
oziL (zzoo) _ furro o't ({zo . . ; . S
8 (lzo0o)  gio0 6ot (Szo 0) ..6800  S§lor (1zoo) =200 sdiysiaquiaw nsd /N
1860 (£010) 6100~ L0600 (111'0) 600~ gge- : . Y10
(o) 00~ 8880 (foro)  6io- h6o (600) oboo- sdiysiaquiawu
#66'0 (r300). 9000~ 0660 (iLi'0 ‘o . . Ay3
(Lro)  owo- for (E600) gboo  ghiy (8300)  (fro  sdiysiaquiow
oLt (LLo0) 8o hou (0600)  t¥o . : snoidijay
) 0 fout (0goo) ooro  $E6u (LLo'o) _ oggo sinoqu3iau .
€60 (Liro) 6500~ 9661 (thio) _gee- $935
LEEC0 . ) . )
Lfo (Loo) (00 g9zor (fg00)  Szoo hmm.h Aoﬁ.ov 910 - Bow - {livo) <500 spualy saag
e ] ] t6g0 (6£{00) 9lLo-  olot (£Lo'o) . A
g0 (c£0'0) , 9910~ zg6'0 (ggo0) 6100~ 7860 (8L00)  gio0- g6/ s oy e $955
{h9t (2950)  66%0- ob60 (Pg90) - zgo0- bbe: ) . 860 (glo0) . 9zz'0- padiona SyIOMIBN
. 6o ) ) t (z09°0) Sevo 08l (309'0) _fzol
me Ar 80) (8o 63z (¢l60) (o Lozo (1600)  1z€-  getf (beLo) it IS} jejualey L3811
1960 {910'0) _o¥o'o- 6o (6i00 0 . ) . SLEL - 1snu) papodw) BUOIIEN,, °
(6100)  ofo'o- Lz60 (Li00) |, gl070- 6/g0 (910°0) _ 6z1'0— Aysuzp [FHOREN
6LL0 (9810)  6¥zo- Polo (goz0 : i . uotipindog
(8020) .0SE0- ge60 (e6r0) oo~ iy (LLro) | 068 0- (s §
PEGE (Sib0) _olg ol (Sgb . ‘9) dimgo
8v'0) Lob6o  1Shz (gzho : : . . &/ AJIG0N s3jqeuieA
. (8z40) 9680  Ligu (orr0)  ogro (SH < %) [enxa1u0)
0 (8650)  [glo- tz5o (zig0)  Shor : . uonpanp3 ]
9'0- z650 (6% O : ) : Y10
€90 (€2L%) 229t 6uo (bzh)  lzre- 000°0 MNPM.% WMM wwm.o Mvmm movv Mmo.OI i susca
gzz'L (0600) _90T'0 ' f/z1 (loro) _zhzo obe LA €00 awioous uvipayy
96zt (6600} . 65z £z {{g0°0) €610 yoojno uonenys
290 (0150} velo  lzzz ((¥50)  og . d1wouod3 S1Wouod
g0 zheE  (€z50) oz'L ViTy . . : 3
{880 (6620)  ozio- G990 (boz : . o9 g1 (ovso) 6190 uonDLIY
990 (¥9z0) fovo- Ebbo (S¥z0) . VYigo- teg0 (gzz'o) | vivo- (%)
Logo (+9z'0) 0050~ oF90 (fofo o olb : Ayusouiu zqisi
90 (€of0)  hro- glbo (65z0) . .tvio- i9r0 (lozo)  tlzo- Rouru
pziL (gL00) 9uro  1ESt (zgoo) ,.9zv'0 8991 (guo) .zi¢o 6§60 (gloo) zhoo- a|dwesiano
a2INno0say
§6t (¥60'0) . zob'o #6FL (6oOL0) zOv'Oo  6SEL (z60°0) . Loft'o gg9t (¥6o'0)  fz6o yiesH
Lgot (obLr0) €go0 gzot (Vrio) 9gzoo 6zlo (Yhiro) Lifo—  S6Lt (6210) L10 wesdiuw)
¥€€0 (ooro) .. ,960'1— ogzo (goro) . gbei— glfo (£600) . zl6o- [Lzko (or0) . 1580— {oud.4
gfoL (6Lo00) (Lfo0 b9 (V60O'O) . L6FO bz (Pgoo) {10 tbot (0go0) oboo 1UBIS3]0.d
g960 (LLto0) tfoo- #Si (1600) ¥hro  of6o (5g0°0) ¢lo'o~- 96o't (£go0) 60O dloy1ED
:uoidijay
obg't (ooro) . S6vo gl (zovro) ,Lo0zf0 obzit (16oo) Sizo  6zEr (£g0°0) "mun/adajjod
: paysiuy
zof'L (ewwro) ,bgzo  zgir (S€ro)  oSto  z6it (goLo) 9lL'0 tizt (660°0) ‘Aun
/a3a)j0> payeis,
Goz't (L600) 0610 S9zL (Lovro) Sfzo i (2600) Szio tott (6g0°0) gbo© jooyas
Y31y paysiuy
:uoneonp3
thzz (9zro) Logo 9zfr (E€io) zgTzo igrz (PEro) . Szgo o9 (gLL0) +99
lgL (€600) 090 EbEL (Souo) , . S6z0 glgt (£60'0) ,.0f90 Fgor (260°0) §9-0§
9t5t (1goo) ,.6evo  gzEr (16o'0) . bgzro  Lbu (Lloo) . 6¥E0 peb1 (WLoo) ,.19f0 6v-0
23y soiydesdowap
gzl (8500) Sozo  GifrL (9900) . Llzo bz€r (1900) ,.820 G690t (g500)  Lg9o©O 3|EWa4 Jiseg
193ueins Ee) 321104 noqu3isN S3|qelieA
FTEn 1uapuadapuj

:s9|qeuea juapuadag

m:o_ummzv 19|jem o3 sasuodsay

- ¥Saev)



Stuart Soroka, John Helliwell and Richard Johnston. 2007. “Measuring and Modelling Trust.”

In Fiona Kay and Richard Johnston, eds., Diversity, Social Capital and the Welfare State, Vancouver, BC: University of British Columbia Press.

"W30| paJaplo st uoilewns3 “€'S 3|qe| 0] AJouU 335 :ILON

(gg5L'LE) (FL9Lve) (E1l1'ze) (4p) 4
619t [ 095V Q€9'L [ Yig'y S€L'L [ ofe'S SNSd / N
660t (ozoo) sdiysiaquiaw JaYyi0
888¢ (€60°0) sdiysiaquisu Jjuylg
foit (vLoo) sdiyssaquiaw snoi3iay
Lgt1 (€Lo"0) sinoqudiau 5335
gzt (goro) Spuaiy $33§
00t (090°0) Ajiey S35
6980 (L90°0) pa210AIQ S}I0MIBN
oooz (PLY0O) 69oz (Poto) lzlLo 15nJ] |ejUaIE Lsna
zglz  (£9L0) §56z  (18L0) g¢60 1snu} papodu| |EUOIIEN,),,
zt6o  (Stoo) 160 (S10°0) £160 (Vo0) . _160'0- Ayisuap uonondod S3|qQEIEA
lolo (L¥r0) z590 (ShLo) 6090 (9¥1°0) (s14 § 'o5) Aupgoyy [ENIX23U0D
656z (1¥0) vgof (10b0) 196z (SL£0) _ . Sgo't {jooyas ydy < 94) woipInp3 SET o)
99bo  (£55°0) o6vo (¥PSo) Sl o- 8850 (915°0) 1£50- Ayisizaip awioou|
9670 (69¥°€) peSo  (95€€) Lzgo- €51 (gLLg) £Sho UI0IUI UDIPIY uonenys
L1 (€g0°0) Sz (tgoro) ..t¥zo fz€1 (LLoo)  ogeo %00[ING JILLOUO03J J1LIOU0I]
SoST (LL¥y0) gL6°0 £gSz (ELb0) Shiz (€9t0) _f9l0 UOI120491U]
ztso (bizro) ..1£9'0- So§0 (Liz0) 66vo (Lizo) | g690- (%) Anoui 2gisip
150 (9fz0) _o0950- 1550 (6€z°0) 1650 (g9gr0) . §eSo- Auouiw 3|qISIA S1 Yy Aouyg
z6z'Lt (oLoo) . .95¢0 $§z'1 (oLoo) £fz1 (ggo0) _ .oizo ajdwiesiano adinosay
4L (9go-0) 1rSo v6/1  (Sgoro) 9Llt ) yijeaH
lzot  (1zL0)  9zO©O 6960 (zzi0) 60 (9/00) S90'0- JueIBiwiw|
9tz'0 (960°0) 1zz'o (¥60°0) ghto (0600) . ¥6E1- youai4
Lozt (90°0) vz (§90°0) S¢z'1 (190°0) Lz o JUB153104d
£9o't  (9£00) 6go't (¥Loo) tzot  (S90°0) 1200 d1|o0y1ED
:uoidiey
z§6t  (1g0'0) zel1 (6L0°0) 969t (¥Lo0) ‘Alun/a3aj0> paysiuy
zlzr (£60°0) 9gf't  (160°0) SveL  (Lg0'0) ‘Alun/a3ajj0> palels
Lzt (gl0°0) 66z'1 (0go o) 6ofL (9L0°0) jooyas ydiy paysiuy
:uoljesnp3
zzgz  (6u0) . r960 2997 (L110) .186°0 SoSz (or1'0) +99
gz (6L0°0) : ggot (gLoo) . .9tlo 2861 (WLoo) . ¥g90 $9-0§
z95t (g90°0) 255"t (990°0) . 00§t (L90°0) . .9ob0 6¥-0¢
28y soydesBoLuap
[gzt (2S00) . .E5¢0 fgz'L  (z50°0) £5z1 (6¥0°0) EWER Jiseg
€ |9poN 2 |3pon L [PPOIN sajqelien juapuadapu|

2INSEdL S19[|BM
:sa|qelieA juapuadaQ

24nseaws sj9jjem Jo Aewung

$Saavy



114 STUART N. SOROKA, JOHN F. HELLIWELL, AND RICHARD JOHNSTON

Presentation of three stages for each of four questions would be tedious, so
when we compare the tables, we focus on Model 3, the most fully specified
variant. Table 5.5 presents the stagewise estimation for an index that com-
bines the four wallet items (Cronbach’s o = 0.66). That table tends to repli-
cate evidence from Table 5.3, but averaged across the four specific questions,
so readers may find the summary table more accessible. As quite a bit of the
response is specific to each wallet situation, the text tends to.refer to Table 5.4.

Tables 5.4 and 5.5 present quite a different picture from that of Table
5.3. On one hand, most individual differences in Tables 5.4 and 5.5, espe-
cially those with cultural implications, are much weaker. On the other hand,
context - the reality that persons must deal with in making empirical judg-

‘ments about trust and trustworthiness - comes through much more strongly.

Only two domains of individual difference are actually stronger for spe-
cific than for generalized trust: age and gender. The contrast between the
oldest and the youngest is greatér, and the pattern is essentially linear. Gen-
der differences are both greater and of the opposite sign, though these results
are largely in line with our observations regarding the different versions of
the generalized trust measure. While women are less trusting than are men
when the balanced trust question is used, they are more trusting than are
men when the question without the “cannot be too careful” rider is used
(Q3 in Table 5.1; see note 2). It may be cautiousness then, rather than differ-
ent estimates of trustworthiness, that drive the gender difference in the bal-
anced question. And, as the wallet questions do not include any kind of
caution rider, women demonstrate more trust in three of the four wallet ques-
tions. Finally, for immigrants, there is an interesting divergence among spe-
cific wallet situations, even with “national trust” and networks controlled,
where the distinctness is in the opposite direction between situations. Immi-
grants appear to trust neighbours more and the police less (although the first
coefficient narrowly misses statistical significance).

The major finding, however, is for the power of context, much as social
capital theory would suggest. Consider first the resource-community sam-
ple. Whereas for generalized trust these communities do not stand out, for
specific trust, they are very distinct, especially for trust in the police but even
for trust in strangers. These communities are generally small enough, and
often isolated enough, that individuals are much more likely to know their

' neighbours, police, and those who work in local stores. Even strangers are
more likely than elsewhere to have connections to the community. Thus, it is
no surprise to find that resource-community residents think that their wallet
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will be returned regardless of who finds it. Moreover, the effect operates above
and beyond that from population density. And density matters more for
specific trust than for the general mode, as is also true for population mobil-
ity. Again, this seems as it should be, as density and mobility index experien-
tial factors more than they do cultural ones. Residents of high-mobility and
high-density communities are less likely to know their neighbours and, hence,
are less likely to have forged the reciprocal trust that would assure a wallet’s
return. The owner would be more easily found, and his or her interests more
likely to be valued by the finder, in neighbourhoods with less mobility.

Residents of communities with above-average levels of education think
their wallets are more likely to be returned if found by neighbours, police, or
strangers. This is in addition to the positive effect from the individual’s own
level of education. Thus, those with more education are regarded by their
neighbours as more likely to return lost wallets. It is interesting that this
contextual effect of education is stronger in the case of the more specific
wallet question than it is in the generalized trust question. This suggests that
the ambit of the general trust question is geographically broad. In contrast,
expectations of honesty on the part of persons living and working nearby
rest, almost by definition, on a smaller spatial range. A corollary is that local
communities’ average education levels carry more explanatory value for the
wallet questions than for generalized trust.

Most striking, however, is ethnicity and ethnic context. Even with im-
ported trust and networks controlled, coefficients on visible minority status
are consistently negative, if not always significant by the conventional crite-
rion. Particularly striking is the coefficient on trust in the police. Given all
the controls, and given the weak-to-null relationships in the other situations,
it is natural to wonder whether distrust in the police is specific to the Canad-
ian experiences of members of visible minorities. Strictly speaking, the “visible
minority” coefficient in each estimation captures the impact of minority sta-
tus in neighbourhoods where no one else belongs to a visible minority. This
is so because the setup also includes an interaction term combining the re-
spondent’s own majority/minority status with the neighbourhood’s visible-
minority percentage. The presence of an interaction term also means that the
next coefficient, for the impact of the local percentage of visible minority
residents, indexes the impact of ethnic context on members of the majority.
And members of the majority are sensitive to context: the larger the local
minority percentage the more distrustful are members of the “invisible”
majority. The power of context is roughly the same for trust in neighbours,

1
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police officers, and grocery clerks. Interestingly, it is of no significance for the
perceived trustworthiness of strangers. Finélly, the interaction term estimates
the difference between minority and rﬁaiority persons in reaction to ethnic
context; the actual effect for minority persons is the sum of the two coeffi-
cients. The interaction is always positive. It is statistically significant only
once, but the patterns always converge: the positive value on the interaction
is greater than is the negative value on the main effect. The indication is that
visible minority respondents roughly mirror majority ones: as minority num-
bers grow, members of the minority feel more trusting. The strongest inter-
action is for trust in the police. So the strong negative sign on the
individual-level term, whether or not the respondent belongs to a visible
minority, indicates that minority persons are particularly distrustful of the
police where their own numbers are small. As the minority group becomes
the local majority, perceptions of the police become much more positive.
Although there are strong indications of a similar gradient for other poten-
tial objects of trust, the police finding is the outstanding one.

Figure 5.1 translates “wallet” coefficients for ethnicity, ethnic context,
and their interaction into real-world values. The figure draws upon the esti-
mation for the summary “wallets” measure from Table 5.5 and presents re-
sults based on changes in these three variables, holding all other variables at
their means. The vertical axis represents the probability that the respondent
is, on balance, trusting. Where visible-minority respondents are relatively
isolated in their neighbourhoods, they are much less trusting - much less
likely to believe that the lost wallet would be returned - than are their major-
ity neighbours. As the visible minority share in the neighbourhood grows,
the trustfulness of majority respondents shrinks. In contrast, minority re-
spondents become mildly more trusting. The majority/minority difference
reverses when 60 percent of the neighbourhood’s residents belong to a vis-
ible minority. As a practical matter, relatively few members of the majority
live in any such place. In our sample, the median member of the majority
lives in a neighbourhood with a visible-minority share of only 3 percent. In
contrast, the median visible-minority person lives in a neighbourhood where
the visible-minority share is 37 percent. In such a neighbourhood, majority/
minority trust differences are small.

While ethnic and neighbourhood effects are stronger for the wallet meas-
ure, “national trust” effects are weaker. They are not entirely absent, to be sure,
but they never do better than teeter on the brink of statistical significance.

MEASURING AND MODELLING INTERPERSONAL TRUST ny
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And the values for “imported trust,” in particular, are only about one-third
the size of the generalized-trust coefficients. The difference between the
“imported” and “parental” trust effects is smaller here than it is for general-
ized trust. So there is some suggestion that situational trust expectations
persist. This seems to fly in the face of the very logic of the concept. But too
much should not be made of the finding. For three of the four wallet items,
the “parental trust” coefficient is smaller than it is in the generalized trust
estimations. -
Interpretation of the difference in “national trust” effects between the
situational and the generalized estimation requires care. The easiest interpre-
tation is that the difference is a measurement artifact. After all, the data from
which “national trust” scores are derived are national means on precisely the
measure that serves as the dependent variable in Table 5.3. And this meas-
urement difference may indeed account for some of the difference in esti-
mated effects. We doubt that this accounts for all of it, however. The divergence
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also accords with robust common sense. The rest of the pattern in Table 5.4
suggests that respondents employ information and experience from their
Canadian milieu to derive situational expectations. This leaves less room for
importing trust. -
Finally, network effects matter less in the individual wallet estimations
than in the generalized one. Individual coefficients stand out, of course. See-
ing neighbours helps one trust neighbours - and strangers as well. Seeing
friends helps one trust police officers and store clerks, although it is hard to
think why it should help with these and not others. Membership in “other”
' groups has the most consistent effect and one whose power is roughly the
same here as in Table 5.3. But the overall impact of network connections is
not impressive. Partly, this reflects the absence in these estimations of one of
the most powerful effects in the generalized one: from religious groups. The
religious contrast goes right to the point, however. Its power in Table 5.3 and

its weakness here indicates how the generalized question is linked to moral

presuppositions.

Conclusion

Much remains to be done, obviously. We are conscious that key variables,
such as optimism, are {necessarily) missing from our data and may account
for some of the patterns we interpret substantively. However, the inclusion of
the answers to the health question, which also are likely to be affected strongly
by inherent optimism, helps to ensure that the other coefficients are less
likely to be getting their power through a common correlation with the
unmeasured optimism of the respondents. We essentially finesse questions
of causal order, such as whether memberships induce trust or trust facilitates
joining. Even so, the findings are rich and highly suggestive.

One clear indication is that where the generalized trust measure reflects
cultural learning, the wallet questions call more upon experience and seem
more plausible as indicators of the respondent’s strategic expectations and
the trustfulness he or she is likely actually to exhibit. Generalized trust is
powerfully affected by education, by the cultural pattern of new Canadians’
countries of origin, and by how involved the respondent is with religious
organizations. Various aspects of community and neighbourhood context
that seem plausible as factors in trust or distrust make little difference, in
fact, for responses to the generalized measure. Generalized trust seems to be
the sort of thing one learns in school or in church.
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In contrast, neighbourhood context is very important ~ and in subtle
ways — for the wallet measure. Residents of small, coherent resource com-
munities stand out as peculiarly trusting, even of strangers. Neighbourhood
density, mobility, and average education levels - all plausible factors in inter-
personal trust ~ matter greatly to respondents’ empirical beliefs about trust-
worthiness in specific trust situations. These factors matter hardly at all to
generalized trust. Most striking, though, is the effect of diversity. If one be-
longs to a visible minority but is surrounded by members of the majority, one
is less trusting than are neighbours in the “invisible” majority that a wallet will
be returned, even by a neighbour. After all, in such a place, the neighbour
may be ethnically very different from the visible-minority person in question.
And a visible-minority person in such a place will be espedially distrustful of
the police. As the visible-minority percentage in the neighbourhood grows, so
does the sense of trust that members of the visible minority repose in those
around them. This is especially so for trust in the police. Conversely, mem-
bers of the majority become less trustful.

These generalizations may be uncomfortable in themselves, but they are
plausible and suggestive. We would never have reached them had we not
unpacked the idea of trust. Different measures suit different purposes. Analy-
ses of individual trust items suggest that generalized trust is a useful indica-
tor. It still needs conceptual exploration, and this will require detailed
empirical investigation. The centrality of church associations to generalized
trust hints at the moralism that Uslaner (2002} believes to pervade the meas-
ure, for instance. But the continued power of “national trust,” even if it indi-
cates that generalized trust reflects experiences that are arguably no longer
relevant, hardly seems like a story about moralizing. After all, field experi-
ments with wallets, reported by Knack (2001}, were the original inspiration
for our battery of wallet questions. Response to the generalized question is
related to response to the specific wallet questions. But the relationship is
loose. Both kinds of question are necessary to triangulate the social space of
trust. .

Meanwhile, our analysis of trust has paid an unexpected dividend. The
overall pattern may be read to vindicate the Canadian story of multicultural-
ism. It is true that the experiential world of the wallet questions unpacks a

‘'structure of implicit group antagonism. The story is mitigated, however, by

the reality of residential distribution: most members of the “invisible” ma-
jority go about their business in neighbourhoods full of people like them.

’
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The same is true, although not quite as one-sidedly so, for members of vis-
ible minorities. More important is what Canada seems to do in the realm of
generalized interpersonal trust. Although new Canadians’ trust levels reflect
their countries of origin, such origin differences do not last past the first
generatibn. It is tempting to infer that, by recognizing the multiplicity of
Canadians’ origins, we facilitate their acceptance of Canadian norms. Ironi-
cally, the Canadian mosaic seems to be a more powerful force for integration
than is the US melting pot. And country-of-origin differences account for all
differences between immigrants and natives. Indeed, when origins are ac-
counted for, new Canadians are more trusting in the general sense than are
their Canadian-born counterparts.

APPENDIX A: VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS

The Equality, Security, and Community survey includes questions on demographics,
economic situation, civic associations, political opinions, social policy preferences,
and, of course, interpersonal trust. The sample has three basic components: a national
probability sample, a met:opolit\an oversample weighted toward neighbourhoods
with a high percentage of visible minority residents, and a BC resource community
oversample. Merged with these data are a variety of contextual variables at the census
tract or subdivision level from the 1996 Canadian Census, and aggregate results from
the trust question asked in the World Values and European Values Surveys.

This appendix lists the details for each variable used in preceding analyses. Where
necessary, question wording is included. The table that follows includes basic de-
scriptives for these variables.

Basic DEMOGRAPHICS

Female: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is female.

Age: dummy variables for 30 to 49, 50 to 65, 66 and over; residual category is
< 30 yts.

Education: dummy variables for “finished high school,
and “finished college or university”; residual category is “did not finish high
school.” '

Religion: dummy variables for Catholic and Protestant; residual category is “other.”

" on

started college or university,”

French: dummy variable = 1 if respondent speaks French at home.

Immigrant: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is an immigrant.

Health: self-reported health, based on the following question: “Compared to others
your age, would you describe your health as excellent, very good, good, fair, or
poor?” rescaled from O to 1 where 1 is excellent and 0 is poor.
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Resource oversample: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is part of the resource
oversample.

ETHNICITY

Visible minority: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is a visible minority, based on the
Census definition (includes all individuals except aboriginals who are non-
Caucasian in race or colour). )

Visible minority percent: percentage of respondents’ CT/CSD who are visible minori-
ties, based on the Census definition (as above).

Economic SiTuaTiON

Economic outlook: based on the following question: “What about the next twelve
months? Do you feel your household’s economic situation will improve, stay
about the same, or get worse? = 1 if respondent feels that their household's
economic situation will improve over the next twelve months, = .5 if they feel it
will stay about the same, and = 0 if they feel it will get worse.

Median household income ($100,000s): median household income in respondents’
CT/CSD, converted to $100,000s.

Income diversity: proportion of households in respondents’ CT/CSD earning less than
$10,000 and more than $90,000 (about the tenth and ninetieth percentiles for
the majority of census subdivisions).

OTHER CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

Education: proportion of individuals in respondent’s CT/CSD with more than a high
school diploma (started, but not necessarily finished, college or university).

Mobility: proportion of individuals in respondent’s CT/CSD who moved in the five
years previous to the 1996 Census. ‘

Population density: number of individuals divided by the number of square kilometres
for the individual’s CT/CSD. This variable is heavily skewed to the right, so the
log values are used.

NETWORKS

Divorced: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is divorced or separated.

Sees family: dummy variable = 1 if respondent sees family members (living elsewhere)
once a month or more. .

Sees friends: dummy variable = 1 if respondent sees close friends once a month or
more.

Sees neighbours: dummy variable = 1 if respondent talks with neighbours once a
month or more.

Religious memberships: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is a member of any groups
related to their religion. )
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Ethnic memberships: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is a member of any groups
related to their ethnicity.

Other memberships: dummy variable = 1 if respondent is a member of any other
groups (service clubs, rec groups, political, youth, cultural, help).

“NATIONAL TRUST”

Imported trust: the.national average of responses to the generalized trust question in
respondents’ country of origin, minus the Canadian national average. National
averages were drawn first from the Third Wave of the World Values Survey;
missing values were filled in using (in this order) the 2000 European Values
Survey and the Second Wave of the World Values Survey.

Parental trust: the average of the two national averages of responses to the generalized
trust question in respondents’ parents’ countries of origin, minus the Canadian
national average, and minus Imported Trust. National averages are drawn from

the same sources as above.

TRUST AND MEMBERSHIPS
See text.
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Descriptives

~Standard

Variable N Mean deviation Minimum Maximum
Female 6,579 0.543 0.498 0.000 1.000
Age 6,579 1.241 0.974  0.000 3.000
Education 6,448 2.781 1.158 1.000 4.000
Religion 6,014 1.006 0.793 0.000 2.000
French 6,579 0.138 0.345 0.000 1.000
Immigrant 6,520 0.214 0.410 0.000 1.000
Health 6,514 0.549 0.331 0.000 1.000
Resource 6,579 0.217 0.412 0.000 1.000
Visible minority 6,579 0.092 0.289 0.000 1.000
Prop. visible minority 6,569 0.121 0.149 0.000 0.519
Economic outlook 6,351 0.590 0.321 0.000 1.000
Median household income

($100,0005) 6,569 0.045 0.010 0.000 0.102
Income diversity 6,431 0.179 0.060 0.000 0.618
Education (prop > HS) 6,569 0.510 0.088 0.000 0.910
Mobility 6,569 0.444 0.121 0.000 0.831
Population density (log) 6,570 5.517 2.804 —5.186 9.642
Divorced 6,579 0.207 0.405% 0.000 1.000
Sees family 6,543 0.765 0.424 0.000 1.000
Sees friends 6,541 0.915 0.279 0.000 1.000
Sees neighbours 6,512 0.804 0397 0.000 1.000
Religious memberships 6,579 0.149 0.356 0.000 1.000
Ethnic memberships 6,579 6.122 0.327 0.000 1.000
Other memberships 6,579 1.473 1.401 ©0.000 6.000
Imported trust 5996  —0.015 0.057 -0.381 0.176
Parental trust 5658 —0.016 0.053 —0.347 0.333

NOTE: Results based on combined first wave, metro oversample, and resource community

oversample, unweighted.
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APPENDIX B: MEMBERSHIPS
The ESC survey asks about membership in eight distinct types of groups:

1 How many service clubs, such as Lions or Meals on Wheels, do you belong to?

2 How many recreational groups, such as sports leagues or clubs, music or hobby
clubs, or exercise classes are you involved in?

3  How many organizations active on political issues, such as the environment or
taxpayers’ rights, do you belong to?

4 Sometimes people give time to various types of organizations. For instance, how
many youth-oriented groups, such as Girl Guides or minor hockey, have you
given time to in the last twelve months?

5 How about organizations providing cultural services to the public, such as a
museum or music festival. How many of these have you given time to in the last
twelve months?

6 How about organizations that help people, such as the Cancer Society or a food
bank? How many of these have you volunteered time to in the last twelve
months?

7  How many groups directly attached to your place of worship, such as a charita-
ble group, are you a member of?

8 How many organizations connected with your own nationality or ethnic or
racial group are you a member of?

The bridging-bonding dichotomy suggests that religious and ethnic groups might
be distinguished from the other six types of groups. Religious and ethnic groups will
certainly draw together people of the same religion or ethnicity, after all. Other groups
might have a narrow social or economic focus (take, for instance, a country club), but
not necessarily. By the same token, religious and ethnic groups may bring together
people who share a religion or ethnic origin but have little else in common. Such
groups may be bridging social and income gaps even as they are also bonding those
in the same religious or ethnic group.

Unfortunately, we do not have detailed information about each of the groups in
which respondents are members. We can nevertheless look at the relationships between
group memberships, and predictors of group membership as indicators of the general
membership of the eight different groups.

Table 5B.1 presents an unrotated principal components analysis of the eight
different memberships variables. It is striking that the first six groups load on the first
factor, while ethnic and religious groups load on the second. Results suggest a division
between religious and ethnic (bonding?) groups, on one hand, and all other (bridg-
ing?) groups, on the other hand.
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In Table 5B.2, we report equations estimating the number of organizations each
person belongs to, with the types of organization divided different ways. The first
column relates to ethnic organizations, the second to religious organizations, the
third to all other organizations, and the fourth to total memberships, being the sum
of ethnic, religious, and all other.

The first demographic variable considered is gender. Males are more likely than
females to belong to ethnic groups, and females more likely to belong to religious
groups. Among the types of other groups, Table 5B.3 shows females being less likely
than males to be involved in service clubs, recreational groups, and political groups
and more likely to be involved in cultural and help groups.

Memberships in ethnic and religious groups rise with age, while those in other
groups follow more varied patterns. Memberships in service clubs and political
groups rise with age, while memberships in recreational and youth groups fall with
age. Help group memberships are highest among those aged fifty to sixty-five. Since
we have survey results only from one year, we are unable to tell what patterns of
cohort and life-cycle effects are being captured by these age variables, so we will not
risk overinterpretation of the observed patterns.

Memberships in almost all types of organizations are more numerous among
those with more education.. For all eight types of organization, the positive effect of
education on memberships is significant, and, in each case, it grows with the level of
education. Going on to complete a higher level of education is associated with greater
involvement across the whole spectrum of organization types.

TaBLE §B.1

Factor analysis of associational memberships

Factor
Membership type 1 2
Service : 0.481 © 0.037
Recreation 0.585 © -0307
Political 0.448 —0.094
Youth 0.593 -0.301
Cultural 0.540 -0.081
Help 0.603 —0.113
Ethnic 0.327 0.696
Religious 0.422 0.633

NoTe: N = 6,579. Cells contain factor loading from a principal components
analysis, unrotated, using membership dummy: variables in the combined
first wave, metro oversample, and resource community sample, unweighted.
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As for religion, respondents who describe themselves as either Protestant or
Catholic are more likely to be involved in religious and youth groups (plus ethnic
organizations in the case of Catholics) than are other respondents, while being less
likely to be involved in political or cultural organizations. As for language, those
whose first language is French are less likely to be involved in ethnic, religious,
recreational, youth, and help groups. Immigrants are more likely to be involved in

ethnic groups, and less likely to be involved in recreational, political, youth, and help
groups. Visible minority respondents are more likely to be involved in ethnic and
religious groups and less likely to be involved in political groups. All of these are, of
course, partial effects holding constant all the other variables that enter the equations.

The variables with italicized titles refer to characteristics of the census tracts or
subdivisions in which individuals live rather than to their own circumstances.
Including both individual and community-level effects allows us to measure possible
interaction effects. For example, we include whether the individual is visible minority
and a contextual variable reporting the percentage of visible minority residents in the
respondent’s census division. We find that visible minority respondents are signifi-
cantly more likely to be involved in ethnic and religious associations. Holding
individual characteristics constant, those living in communities with high visible
minority proportions are {insignificantly) more likely to be members of ethnic and
religious organizations. When we add an interaction variable, it attracts a negative
coefficient of about the same size as the individual effect. Thus, visible minority
respondents are more likely to be members of ethnic and religious associations,
especially if they live in census districts with low visible-minority proportions. One
line of logic supporting these results is fairly straightforward: an ethnic organization
is likely to have less to offer where ethnic diversity is higher, if this implies that the
contacts and bonding opportunities are equally likely to be provided in offices,
factories, and shops as in the association meetings. This logic would be stronger if
there were more specificity in the ethnic mix data, since an increase in the simple
measure of visible minority proportions does not imply greater proportions of those
from the ethnic groups that are described in our membership questions.

Income is another variable through which we look for individual and contextual
effects. We found little evidence of individual income effects, while our contextual
effects include both the median income and the income diversity (as measured by
the prevalence in the census district of those in either the first or the tenth decile of
the overall population). In general, neither median income nor income diversity has
any systematic relation with memberships. The only exception is that memberships
in cultural organizations are lower, other things equal, in census districts with lower
average incomes.

The final contextual variables include average education levels, population

. mobility, and population density. Education levels are included to provide a test of
the Nie, Junn, and Stehlik-Barry (1996) hypothesis that membership activity rises
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with relative rather than absolute education levels. They argue that the oft-found.
positive linkage between individual-level education and participation is actually
based on relative education, which implies that, if both individual-level and
aggregate education levels are used in the same equation, they will have opposite
signs and roughly equivalent magnitudes. This is, indeed, what they reported to find
in their research. However, when Helliwell and Putnam (1999) repeated their
analysis with more regionally specific and time-specific peer groups, the presumed
negative effect of average education levels disappears for almost all types of organiza-
tions and becomes positive for some. That research was all based on US data. The
ESC survey allows us to test the same hypothesis with Canadian data and to use a
finer grid for comparative education than was possible with the US data. Qur results
show no significant effects of average education levels on membership levels (once
each individual’s own level of education has been taken into account), thus support-
ing the Helliwell and Putnam rather than the Nie et al. results for the United States.
In the Canadian data, it would appear that the positive individual-level effects found
to link education to social participation are not due to relative education and, hence,
do flow through to the aggregate level (since they are neither offset nor augmented
by significant community-level effects).

Population mobility, which we measure as the proportion of the population in
the respondent’s census district who have moved in the preceding five years, has a
significant effect only in the case of religious organizations, where the effect is
negative. The effects of mobility on membershi.ps are less clear. Joining may help to
build social structures for the newly arrived, and among those living temporarily in a
community. On the other hand, more stable communities tend to foster increased
interactions of many sorts, including, for examplé, the formation of new additional
community-level organizations to meet individual and community needs. Qur
results reflect this ambiguity. )

Population density may also have contrasting effects. In high density communi-
ties, typified by large urban areas, there are many more specialized organizations
available to meet all interests, thus increasing the likely number of memberships. On
the other hand, those living and working in.large urban areas are less likely to know
their neighbours and may live far from their places of work, thus spending more of -
their time commuting. In our Canadian sample, we find the partial effect of popula-
tion density on membership activities to be generally insignificant. Memberships in
political groups are less frequent in urban areas, but, in other cases, there are no
significant effects.
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NOTES

1 All analyses in this chapter use respondents from all three components of the
ESC survey, described in detail in Appendix A. The variation across questions in
number of cases was a result of CATI error. By the time this was discovered, it was
too late to change the programming for the main sample. All respondents in the
Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal metropolitan oversamples and in the BC re-
source community sample, which went to field after the main sample, received all
four questions.

2 Q3 and Q4 split Q1 into its components. In effecting this split, we hoped to shed
light on an interesting feature of the split results that first appeared when Q1 and
Q3 were asked of different halves of the 1983 US General Social Survey sample.
As reported in Helliwell and Putnam (1999), men are significantly more trusting
than women when asked Q1, while women are more trusting than men when
asked Q3. Our supposition is that women were more inclined to be cautious, for
a variety of possibie reasons. We too find females to be less trusting when asked
the balanced trust question (Q1), but more trusting than males when faced with
the simpler question (Q3). Our survey also supports the US result that affirma-
tive responses were much more likely to Q1 than to Q3 regardless of gender.

3 The indicators with the weakest link to an overall trust scale are Q2 and Q4, two
of the unipolar agree-disagree items.

4 When the axes are rotated, the generalized and the wallet items load weakly on
separate factors. The rotated solution does not obviously dominate the unrotated
one, and it is natural to wonder how much of the separation is an artifact of
response coding.





