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JAN DELHEY, KENNETH NEWTON

Abstract

Thispaper identifiessix maintheoriesof the determinantsof social trust, and teststhem
against survey datafromseven nations, 1999-2001. Threeof thesix theoriesof trust fare
rather poorly and three do better. First and foremost, social trust tendsto be highamong
citizenswho believe that there are few severe social conflicts and where the sense of
public safety ishigh. Second, informal social networksareassociated withtrust. And
third, thosewho aresuccessful inlifetrust more, or aremoreinclined by their personal
experiencetodo so. Individual theoriesseemtowork best in societieswith higher levels
of trust, and societal onesinsocietieswithlower level sof trust. Thismay have something
to do with the fact that our two low trust societies happen to have experienced
revolutionary changeinthevery recent past, so that societal eventshave overwhelmed
individual circumstances.

Woher kommt Vertrauenindie Mitmenschen?In diesem Arbeitspapier werden Umfra-
gedaten aussieben L andernverwendet, umdie Stichhaltigkeit verschiedener Theorien
Uber dieBedingungenfir sozialesV ertrauen auf der | ndividual ebenezu Gberprifen. Nur
drei der sechsTheorienerweisen sichalserklarungskréaftig. ErstenszeigenjeneBurger
groRResV ertrauen, diedie Gesell schaft al swenig konfliktbel astet und al ssicher wahrneh-
men. Zweitensgehen guteinformelle Sozialkontaktemit VertrauenHand inHand. Und
drittenssind dieim Leben Erfolgreichenvertrauensvoller alsdieVerlierer. DieErgeb-
nissezeigen dartiber hinaus, daf3individuenbezogene Theorien offenbar in,, high-trust” -
Gesell schaften besser funktionieren, wahrend gesel | schaftsbezogene Theorienin,, low-
trust”-Gesellschaften erklarungskraftiger sind. Ein Grund daf ir kdnnte sein, dal3 die
beidenim Samplevertretenen Gesell schaften mit niedrigen V ertrauenswerten postsozia-
listischeL &nder sind, so daf3diemit dem Zusammenbruch des Staatssozialismusund der
Transformation zu Demokratieund M arktwirtschaft verbundenen sozialen Umbriiche
individuelle EinflUssein den Schatten stellen.
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JAN DELHEY, KENNETH NEWTON

1 Introduction

‘Trust is one of the most important synthetic forces within society.’
(Simmel 1950: 326)

Thereisageneral consensusamong contemporary social scientiststhat social trustis
important, asthe small flood of recent publicationsonthetopic shows.! Theinterest in
trust covers, unusually intheincreasingly fragmented and specialised academicworld,
sociology, political science, economics, psychology, history, political theory and philos-
ophy, management and organi sation studies, and anthropology. Trust, itissaid, contrib-
utesto economic growth and efficiency in market economics, tothe provision of public
goods, to social integration, co-operationand harmony, to personal lifesatisfaction, and
to democratic stability and development, and evento good health and longevity. Trust
isalso at the centre of acluster of other conceptsthat are no lessimportant for social
sciencetheory than for practical daily life, including life satisfaction and happiness,
optimism, well-being, health, economic prosperity, education, welfare, participation,
community, civil society, and democracy. And, of course, social trustisacorecompo-
nent of social capital, andisnormally used asakey indicator of it, sometimesasthe best
or only singleindicator.

If trust isindeed asimportant asthis, thentwo questionsfollow. First, what, exactly,
doestrust dofor society and itsindividual members? And second, wheredoesit come
from?Wewill not tacklethefirst question here, concentrating, instead, ontheoriginsof
social trust. Our main concernisto provideevidenceabout what sortsof peopleexpress
social trust and distrust, and under what sorts of social, economic, and political
circumstancesdo they do so?If wecan answer thesegeneral questions, thenwemay have
gone someway to solving the problem of the originsof social trust, and, inturn, make
some practical suggestionsabout how thispowerful social good might beincreased. For
this purposeweidentify six theories of the originsof trust in this paper, and test their
explanatory power in six European and one non-European country. The empirical
material isdrawn fromthe Euromodul e surveysconducted between 1999 and 2001.
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THE ORIGINS OF SociaL TRUST IN SEVEN NATIONS

2 Theories of the Origins of Social Trust

Therearetwo broad school s of thought about trust. Thefirst takestheview that trustis
anindividual property andthat itisassociated withindividual characteristics, either as
acorepersonality trait, or withindividual social and demographicfeaturessuch asclass,
education, income, age, and gender. Thesecond arguesthat social trustisaproperty not
of individual sbut of social systems. Accordingtothisview thestudy of trust requiresa
top-down approach that focuses on the systemic or emergent propertiesof societiesand
their central institutions.

2.1 Individual Theories

According to awell-devel oped social-psychol ogical school of thought inthe United
Statesinthe 1950sand 1960s, social trust isacore personality trait of individuals(see
Erikson 1950; Allport 1961; Cattell 1965; Rosenberg 1956, 1957). Itislearnedinearly
childhood, andtendsto persistinlater life, changing only slowly asaresult of experience
thereafter, especially traumatic experience. Accordingtothesocial -psychologists, social
trustispart of abroader syndrome of personality characteristicsthat include optimism,
abelief in co-operation, and confidencethat individual scanresolvetheir differencesand
liveasatisfactory social lifetogether. Trust and optimism are part and parcel of thesame
general dispositiontotheworld. Conversely, distrustersaremisanthropic personalities
who areal so pessimistic and cynical about thepossibilitiesfor social and political co-
operation.

Thisapproach to social trust has been developed recently by Eric Uslaner (1999,
2000), who arguesthat welearntrust early inlifefrom our parents. Hisevidencefrom
two American panel studiesshowsthat individual levelsof interpersonal trust areamong
themost stablesurvey itemsover time. Heal so concludesthat social trustisnot dependent
upontheexperienceof reciprocity. Trustersarenot simply paying back good deeds by
others, for thosewho were hel ped by otherswhen they wereyoung areno moretrusting
than those who were not helped in thisway. To reinforce the point about the social -
psychological originsof trust hearguesthat it is based on two other core personality
characteristics, optimismand the capacity to control theworld, or at |east one’ sownlife.
Optimism, hewrites, leadsto generalizedtrust (Uslaner 1999: 138). Finally, heargues
that subjective measures of well-being are more closely associated with trust than
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JAN DELHEY, KENNETH NEWTON

objectiveonesrelated to economic circumstances. | n other words, trustismoreclosely
associated withtheindividual features of personality typesand subjectivefeelings, than
with theexternal circumstancesof economiclife.

Wewill refer to the Erikson-Allport-Cattell-Uslaner approach to the explanation of
trust asPersonality Theory. Oneclear implication of thetheory isthat social trust will be
most strongly associated with other personality variables, especially with measures of
personal optimism, and asense of control over one’ sown life.

Personality theory isto bedistinguished from asecond and rather different approach
that concentratesonindividual variables, but not social-psychological ones. Thebasic
theory hereisthat whileall trust carriesrisks, itismorerisky for the poor thantherich.
Thepoor cannot affordtoloseevenalittleof what they haveif their trustisbetrayed; the
richstandtolosecomparatively less, and they may gain comparatively morefromtrusting
behaviour (Banfield 1958: 110). The general theory is supported to some degree by
survey data provided by the World Values Studies and the American General Social
Survey which suggeststhat social trust tendsto be expressed by the‘winners’ insociety,
asmeasured intermsof money, status, and high levelsof job andlife satisfaction, and
subjective happiness (Orren 1997; Newton 1999a: 173; Whiteley 1999: 40-41). ‘In
virtually all societies’, writes Putnam (2000: 138) ‘" have-nots” arelesstrusting than
“haves”, probably because havesaretreated by otherswith more honesty and respect.’
In contrast distrust ismorecommon among thelosers—thosewithapoor education, low
income, andlow status, and who expressdissatisfactionwiththeir life. Distrust al sotends
to beexpressed by victimsof crimeand violence, aswell asthedivorced. Accordingto
thisview, social trustisthe product of adult lifeexperiences; thosewho have beentreated
kindly and generously by lifearemorelikely totrust thanthosewho suffer frompoverty,
unemployment, discrimination, exploitation, and social exclusion. Inglehart (1999)
emphasi sesthe close connection between social trust, happiness, andwell-being, and so
doesPutnam (2000: 332-5).

This sort of interpretation of trust is consistent with Patterson’s (1999: 187-91)
analysisof therelationship between trust, classand raceinthe USA. Hefindsthat the
poorestin Americaarefar lesstrusting thantherichest, andthat i rrespective of income,
Afro-Americansaretheleast trusting ethnic group (seeal so Putnam 2000:138). Patterson
concludes(1999: 190) that ‘ anxiety andinsecurity areclearly the most powerful forces
drivingdistrust.’

Inthispaper, therefore, we distinguish between social -psychol ogical theory, which
emphasi seschildhood socialisationand core personality characterstics, and what wewill
term Successand Well-Being Theory, which stressesadult lifeexperiences. Thelatter can
be tested by analysing the relationship between social trust and a set of individual
variablesincludingincome, social status, education, satisfactionwithlife, job satisfac-
tion, happiness, and anxiety.
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THE ORIGINS OF SociaL TRUST IN SEVEN NATIONS

2.2 Societal Theories

The second major approach towardstrust isto seeit asaproperty of society rather than
individuals. Trust isnot so much acore personality trait of individuals, but individuals
participatein, contributeto, or benefit fromatrusting culture, or fromsocial and political
institutionsthat encouragesthe devel opment of trusting attitudesand behaviour.

Accordingtothisapproachresponsestothestandard questionontrust (‘ Generally
speaking, would you say that most peopl e can betrusted or that you can’ t betoo careful
indealingwith people?’) can beinterpreted asthecitizen’ sestimation of thetrustwor-
thinessof the soci ety around them (Putnam 2000: 138; Newton 2001: 203-4). Trust, the
theory goes, isthe product of experience (Hardin 1993) and we constantly modify and
updateour trustful and distrustful feelinginresponseto changing circumstances. Asa
result, levelsof trust reportedinsocial surveysareagood indicator of thetrustworthiness
of the societiesinwhichrespondentslive; thetrust scorestel | usmoreabout soci etiesand
social systems, than about the personality typeslivinginthem (Putnam 2000: 138). There
issomeexperimental evidence showingthat countrieswith hightrust scoresintheWorld
Valuessurveysactually have moretrustworthy and honest citizens (K nack and K eefer
1997: 1257).

Thissort of interpretation of trust gainsadegree of primafacaeplausibility whenwe
seethat countrieslike Brazil, Peru, the Philippines, Turkey, and Venezuelaare at the
lowest end of the international trust scale, while Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands,
Canada, Finland, Ireland, and Iceland are at the other end (Inglehart 1999: 102).
Whatever the distribution of trust scores of individual swithin societies, richer and/or
more democratic nations are moretrusting than poorer and lessdemocratic ones. The
pointisreinforced, if anything, by thefact that |levelsof social trustinWest Germany rose
steadily from 9%in 1948 t0 45%in 1993 (Cusack 1997).

If social trust isbased uponthesocial circumstancesinwhich peoplefindthemselves,
it should be statistically associated with societal variables. However, there is little
agreement about what variablesareimportant. Theclassicview isthat asociety thatis
well founded upon alargeand varied range of voluntary associationsand organisations
islikely togeneratehighlevelsof social trust. Thetheory, dating back to de Tocqueville
and John Stuart Mill, iscentral to most recent discussion of social capital (Putnam 2000).
Welearnto participateby participating, and by participatinginregular and close contact
with othersonavoluntary basiswelearn‘the habitsof theheart’ (Bellah et al. 1985) of
trust, reciprocity, co-operation, empathy for others, and an understanding of thecommon
interest and common good. Themaost important form of participation, fromthispoint of
view, isdirect, face-to-face, and sustainedinvolvementinvoluntary organisationsinthe
local community. Thistheory isreferredtoastheVVoluntary OrganisationsTheory. It can
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betested by using survey datato analyse the statistical association between levels of
social trust onthe one hand, and membership of and activity involuntary associations,
on theother.

Voluntary organisations theory has been criticised on both theoretical (see, for
example, Cohen 1999: 219-23; Newton 2001) and empirical grounds. Empirically there
isacertain amount of evidenceto support thetheory (seefor example, Brehm and Rahn
1997; Stolleand Rochon 1999: 202-3, 2001) but oftenitisweak and patchy andfail stests
of statistical significance(Torcal and Montero 1996; van Deth 1996; Dekker and van den
Broak 1995; Knack and Keefer 1997: 1281-3; Torcal and Montero1999: 177; Billietand
Cambre 1999: 255; Newton 1999a, 1999b; Whiteley 1999: 40-41; Booth and Richard
2001: 50). Uslaner (1999: 145-6) statesbluntly that wedo not learntrust from peoplein
civicassociations. Hooghe (2000: 5) isalso clear onthepoint: ‘ Thereisnoindication
whatsoever that i nteraction with other group memberswould automatically lead to the
development of amore socially oriented value pattern, to arisein trust levels, or to
abandoning prejudices.’ In spite of its long and distinguished intellectual lineage,
therefore, thetheory that membership of voluntary associationsgeneratessocial trust
findsrather little supporting evidencein modern survey research.?

Some have argued that no matter how important formally organised voluntary
associationsmay bein somerespects, what mattersfrom the point of view of social trust
isdirect participationinthesocial networksof everyday life (Y amagishi and Y amagishi
1993). For most peopl e thismeanstheinformal relations of friendsand family inthe
community and theneighbourhood, and participationinsocial relationsat the place of
work. It also means ad hoc and sporadic participationintheloose networksof people
who gather inlocal barsand pubs, at work, in book-reading groups, and support groups,
and among thosewho form car pools, baby sitting circles, andlocal action groupsthat
tendto cluster around school s, community centres, and residential areas(Gundelachand
Torpe 1996: 31; Parry et al. 1992: 86-87; Foley and Edwards 1997). It has been
suggested that such formsof civic engagement and social participationareincreasingin
modern society (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995: 68-91; Schudson 1996: 17-18).
This approach, known here as Networks Theory, can be tested by analysing the
associ ation between trust and involvement ininformal social networks.

Personal social networkswere particularly important in the Communist systems of
east and central Europe (Kolankiewicz 1994: 149-51; Sztompka 1996; Rose 2001).
Peoplein these countries developed circles of private and unofficial contactsamong
peoplewho could help each solvethedaily problemsof scarceresourcesand services,
but within awider society that was pervaded by general suspicion and mistrust created
by thestate. Asaresult theform of social trust developed in Communist societieswas
particularistic and limited, compared with themoregeneralised trust typically foundin
thewest. AsRose (1994: 29) succinctly putsit, ‘ East Europeansknow thosewhom they
trust, and trust thosewhomthey know.’ Inthiscase, network theory may berather better
at explainingsocial trustin ex-Communist systemsthan western ones, or at | east among
the older generation in ex-Communist countries.
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A different form of societal theory of trust concentrate onthecharacteristicsof local
communities, rather than theinformal social networks of people within them. Some
researchfindsthat the smaller theurbanunit, thehigher trustislikely to be (House and
Wolf 1978). Putnam (2000: 205) concludesthat “ ... residents of small townsandrural
areasaremorealtruistic, honest, and trusting than other Americans. Infact, evenamong
suburbs, smaller isbetter fromthesocial capital point of view.” Knack and Keefer (1997:
1283), however, find no cross-national evidenceto suggest any connection between
social trust and either urbanization, or populationdensity. |f thecommunity characteris-
tics emphasised by Community Theory are important one might expect trust levelsto
correspond with such measuresascity size, satisfactionwiththecommunity, and asense
that the community isasafe placeto be at night.

Community theory isdifferent from explanationsof trust that focuson thecharacter-
isticsof wholecountriesand nation state (see, for example, Pharr, Puthamand Dalton
2000: 26-7). Many have argued for this sort of ‘top-down’ approach, often as a
compliment rather than an alternativeto ‘ bottom’ up’ approaches (L evi 1996; Tarrow
1996; Foley, Edwards and Diani 2001; Maloney, Smith, and Stoker 2001: 96). For
example, wealthier nations, and those with greater income equality, have higher levels
of trust than poorer and more inegalitarian ones (Ingelhart 1999; Knack and K eefer
1997:1279). Democraciesare moretrusting than non-democracies (Booth and Richard
2001: 55; Newton 2001), countrieswith universal welfarebenefitsaremoretrusting than
those with selective welfare systems (Rothstein and Stolle 2001), and countrieswith
independent courtsand institutional controlsover the power of political executivesare
moretrusting than others. Thereisal so evidencethat social trustishigher in societieswith
lower level sof social polarization, asmeasured by incomeequality and ethnic homoge-
neity (Knack and Keefer 1997: 1282-3). This suggests that societies with cleavages
between class, income, or ethnic groupsarelikely to havelower levelsof social trust.

Thistop-down, total society approachtotrustisnamed Societal Theory here. It will
be tested by relating variationsin trust with reported feelings about the intensity of
conflictinsociety (conflictin general and more specifically betweenincome groups,
class, and national sand immigrants), and about political freedom, public safety, and
satisfaction with democraticinstitutions. These are not objective measures of conflict or
freedom, such asKnack and Keefer (1997) use astheir measures of polarization, but
rather respondentsreported feelingsabout themintheir country, whichisanother way
of measuring thedegreeof polarisationin society. Usually objective, aggregatevariables
areused asindicatorsof social conflict and freedom, but we al so know that popul ations
assesssuch circumstancesinvery different ways. Someperceivestrong conflict within
their society, othersdo not. Inthisresearchweusecitizen’ ssubj ective assessmentsasour
indicator of social conflict and other societal conditions.

Intheempirical work that followswewill usethree demographic variablesascontrols
—age, education, and gender —becauseall three seemto haveabearing ontrust. Various
studieshavefound evidence of life-cycleor cohort effects, or both (Patterson 1999: 182;
Torcal and Montero 1999: 174-81; Whiteley 1999: 40-41; Putnam 2000: 140-1; Newton
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2001), althoughthe patternsarenot alwaysconsistent or strong. Itispossiblethat social
trustfollowsaU-curve, withtheyoung (“ never trust anyoneover 30" ) andtheold and
vulnerablehaving higher levelsof distrust.

Patterson (1999: 173) findsthat women are sometimessignificantly lesstrusting than
men in the USA, although gender makes little difference in other western countries
(Whiteley 1999: 41; Newton 2001). It is not clear why gender should make any
difference to trust, but perhaps gender discrimination makes women less socially
successful and satisfied with their life than men, or perhaps women with dependent
childrenareinclined to be cautiousand distrustful asaresult of their responsibility for
protecting their off-spring. Education has a great effect on social trust in the USA
(Putnam 2000), and insome other, but by nomeansall, western countries.

Table 1 summarisesthetheoretical argument sofar. It liststhesix major theoretical
approaches, and thevariablesthat may be used asmeasures, indicators, or correlatesto
test them. Wewill discussthevariablesin the section that followson methodol ogy, but
meanwhilewe should make somefurther important comments about the theories.

Noneof thesedifferent theoriesaremutually exclusive orincompatible. Inthefirst
place, some of them are concerned with different typesand level sof explanation: some
try toexplainvariationsbetweenindividual s, othersvariationsbetween countries; some
may bebetter suitedto explaining variation at agiven pointintime, someto explaining

Table 1: Six theories of trust and related variables

Theories Variables

Individual

Personality theory Optimism, life control

Success and well-being theory Income, social status, life satisfaction, job satisfaction,
happiness, anxiety

Social

Voluntary organization theory Membership of voluntary associations

Sacial network theory Networks of friends

Community theory City size, satisfaction with the community,
community safety

Societal theory Sacial conflicts, satisfaction with democratic

institutions, political freedom, public safety
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changes over time.2In the second place, while different theories may contribute to
explainingtheoriginsof social trust, either separately or in combination, they may al so
havedifferent effectsindifferent circumstances. Andinthethird placeboth thetheories
andtheir indicatorsoverlap to someextent. For exampl e, optimism, anxiety and trust may
betreated asaspectsof the samepersonality syndrome. However, whilesocial-psychol -
ogy theory treatsthem asthelong-lasting productsof early socialisation, other theories
see them as the product of adult experience. Our intention in identifying six rather
different theoriesisnot to pit oneagainst the other, but to seewhich, if any, seemstofit
thefactsbetter than others.

Anexampleof how different theoriesmight fit different circumstancesisprovided by
Uslaner (1999: 132-3), who observesthat individual trust correlated morestrongly with
votingturnoutinthe USA inthe 1992 thaninthe 1964 el ection. Intheearlier year, about
half thepopulation expressedtrustintheir fellow citizens, andit could bethat trust at this
highlevel pervadesthewhol e of society to such anextent that it hasacontextual effect
onall citizens, whether they had apersonal propensity totrust or not. Henceall sortsof
peopleturned out tovotein 1964, withrather little difference accordingto social trust.
By 1992 trust had fallentolessthan 40% inthe USA, and was continuing to decline. At
this point, Uslaner suggests, individual trust mattered in the sense that trusters were
significantly morelikely tovote. Heconcludes(Uslaner 1999: 133) that ‘individual trust
mattersmorewhenthereislesssocial capital, while contextual trust countsmorewhen
peoplehavegreater faithineachother.’

Thisraisesthe possibility that inlow trust societiesindividual level variableswill be
more closely associated with social trust, than in high trust societies, where societal
variables of a contextual nature are likely to be more important.We cannot test this
proposition rigorously with only seven countries, but nonethel ess, we can rank our
nationsaccordingtotheir level of trust, to seeif thereisashiftintherelativestrength of
individual and societal variablesasthelevel of social trust changes.
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2.3 Problems of Cause and Effect

Thestudy of trust isbenighted by the problem of cause and effect. Do people become
more trusting as aresult of close and sustained interaction with others in voluntary
organisations?Or isit, onthecontrary, that trusting peoplejoinvoluntary associations
and get involved with their community, leaving distrusting onesat hometo watch the
television? Do peopledevel op higher levelsof trust becauselife hasbeen kind to them,
or islife kind to them because they are trusting? Many have pointed out the severe
chicken-and-egg problem with most theoriesand empirical findingsabout of trust, and
weareunableto makemuch progresswiththe problem here. But itisworth making two
important, if preliminary, observationsabout cause and effect.

First, inthispaper welook for close associationsbetween avaried set of independent
variablesand our measureof social trust. If wefind such associations, thenwecan begin
toworry about whichiscauseand which effect. If wedo not find close associ ations, then
thereareno problems of cause and effect to ponder oninthefirst place. Second, there
isnogeneral ruleabout how to determinethedirection of causal relations, at |east when
one is dependent upon cross-sectional survey data. Each particular combination of
figureshasto be examined independently to seewhat causal relationsare plausibleand
implausible. Suppose, for exampl e, that wewereto find no rel ationship between city size
and distrust, then we would not bother about cause and effect. But if weweretofinda
strong associationthenit would berather lessplausibleto arguethat largecitiesattract
distrustful people (although thismay happen), than that | arge cities generate a sense of
distrust because of their crime, impersonal relations, market rel ations, competition for
economic success, and pocketsof extreme poverty side-by-sidewith extremeaffluence.
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3 Empirical Test of Trust Theories

3.1 Methods

The empirical analysisin this paper isbased upon data collected in the Euromodule
surveysconductedin Germany, Hungary, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, and Switzer-
land between 1999 and 2001.4 East and West Germany are kept separate because of
different socialisation experiencesandliving conditions. Thisgivesusseven cases, and
for thesakeof simplicity and brevity werefer totheseas' countries’ or nations, although
actually, of course East and West Germany are onenation.

The selection of the countries for the Euromodul e survey was not atheoretically
guided one. They happen to bethe countriesthat have participated inthe Euromodule
project so far, this being an international survey dedicated to comparative welfare
research and coordinated at the Social ScienceResearch CentreBerlin(WZB). Basically
itisasurvey concernedwithindividual living conditions, subjectivewell-being, andthe
guality of society. The surveysare representative of citizens aged 18 and over, with
sampl esizesbetween 1,000 and 2,500, except in East Germany, which had asamplesize
of 473. Interviewing wasfacetoface, exceptin Switzerland wheretel ephoneinterviews
wereused. Full detail sof the Euromodul e, including the master questionnaire and study
descriptionsareinDelhey et al. (2001).

Thestrengths of the survey for research on trust are considerable. First, it coversa
rangeof countriesin bothwest and central Europe, and South K oreaasanon-European
case, and presentsuswith aspread of trust scoresfrom South K oreaand Switzerlandwith
60% and 43%, to Hungary and Sloveniawith 18% and 14% (see Table 2). The South
Koreanfiguremay bealittle high becausethe samplewaslimitedto under 65 year olds
(in contrast to the other countries where all ages were sampled). But since we are
primarily interested inwithin country variations, thisonedifferencein samplingwill not
effect theresultsunduly, especially sincewedid not find variationsin social trust were
relatedto age.

TheSwissfigureisfairly typical of agroup of relatively hightrust nationsinthe 1990s,
includingthe USA, Australia, Austria, Spain, Britain, |celand, West Germany, Japan,
Ireland, and Finland. The Slovenianfigurefallsat thel ower end of theinternational trust
scores, alongside South Africa, Nigeria, Romania, Poland, Argentina, Estonia, Lithua-
nia, andVenezuel a(for comparativetrust figuresseelnglehart 1999: 102).
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Table 2: Trust in 7 countries
Most people can be trusted Valid N
(%)

South Korea 60 1,000
Switzerland 43 984
East Germany 35 473
West Germany 32 1,888
Spain 28 2,381
Hungary 18 1,422
Slovenia 14 972

Data: Euromodule 1999, 2000, 2001.

Therearebigdifferencesbetween the countriesintermsof modernisation, wealth, and
political history. South Koreaal so bringscultural andreligiousdifferencesintothestudy.
Inshort, largenational differencesbetween our seven casesmeansthat wehavethesort
of most-dissimilar systemsresearch designthat isideal for theory testing.

Second, the Euromodul e survey bringstogether abroad range of questionsnot usually
combinedinresearchontrust, and which enableustotest thetheoriesoutlined above.
The questionnaire covers a variety of subjective and objective measures, as well as
individual, communal and societal ones. It asks questions about social networks and
membership of voluntary organisations, aswell as about social conflict and national
social and political conditions. In particular, it contains along and varied battery of
guestionsabout life satisfaction, job satisfaction, happiness, optimism, and anxiety that
arenot oftenfound al ongsidetrust questionsin other surveys. Thisenablesusto examine
theassoci ation between trust and subj ectivewell-being more systematically than before.
If social trust isassociated with satisfaction and well-being then it hasabetter chance of
showingitself inthisstudy than almost any other.

Atthesametime, the Euromodul edataavail ableto date coversonly seven countries,
whichisfar toofew for cross-national comparison. Consequently, wewill stick mainly
tothesort of individual level analysis(withincountry variationsbetweenindividual s) for
whichthesurvey isideally suited. In addition, the questionnaireincludesonly oneitem
onsocial trust, rather than thethree-item Rosenberg scal e. Onthe other hand, agreat deal
of social trust researchisbased on World Values Survey, which alsorely onthe same,
singlequestion, so at | east the Euromodul eisnot di sadvantaged to any great extentinthis

respect.
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Inthisstudy social trustismeasured with the standard survey research question:

‘Generally speaking, would you say that most people can betrusted or that you
can’'t betoo careful in dealing with people?’

Thosewho say that most peopl e can betrusted aregivenascoreof 1, and thosewho say
you can'’tbetoo careful arescored 0. Sincethismeasureisadiscreteor binary one, and
since the assumptions of ordinary least square regression do not apply (Whitehead
undated), logi stic regression methodsare used instead.

Asmany haveobserved beforeus, trustisatricky concept. (Barber 1983; Baier 1986;
Gambetta, ed., 1988; Hardin 1991, 1993, 1996; Misztal 1996; Seligman 1997; Braithwaite
and Levi, eds., 1998; Warren 1999), but we do not need to go into detail about its
subtletiesand complicationshere. Itissufficient to offer aworking definition of trust as
thebelief that otherswill not, at worst, knowingly or willingly doyou harm, and will, at
best, act in your interests. Thisis a close approximation to Hardin’s (1998: 12-15)
succinct definitionof trust as‘ encapsulated interest’, to Warren’ s(1999: 311) observa-
tionthat trust invol ves shared interestsor lack of malice, and to Gambetta' s(1988: 217)
that trust involvesthebelief that otherswill performinaway that isbeneficial tous, or
at least not detrimental. Itis, however, important to emphasi sethat this paper isconcerned
with social trust—that isinter-personal or horizontal trust between citizens, rather than
thepolitical trust between citizensand political elites, or citizen confidencein political
institutions. Many havewritten about therel ationship between social and political trust,
and between social trust and democracy, and some have argued that the relationship
between them is a complex and indirect one. In this paper, however, we make no
assumptionsabout political trust, or about therel ationship between social and political
trust.®

The analysis of the data proceeds through three main steps. In each case the
Euromodul e survey datawasnot pool ed, but examined country by country. Inthefirst
step we sorted aset of thirty-four independent variables (see Appendix 1) according to
their relevanceto thesix maintheoriesof theoriginsof social trust discussed above. Some
of these variables were themselves composites of a bank of as many as fourteen
questionnaireitems. Evenso, withthirty-four variablesit wasnecessary toreducethe
number. Thiswasdoneby selecting afew of thestrongest or ‘winning’ variablesfrom
thelonger lists. Sincetheinterestis, inthefirstinstance, tocomparethepower of different
theoriesof trust, thefinal list waslimited to no morethan threevariablesfor each of the
theories, plusthe socio-demographic controls. Thecriteriafor the selectionwas(a) the
strength and significance of bivariate correlations between trust and the independent
variables, and (b) the combination of variablesin the final regressions that have the
strongest associationwithtrust. Thosesel ected for thefinal regressionsappear in Tables
4bto 10b (see Appendix 2).°
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Thesecond step of theanal ysis consi sted of running aseriesof country-by-country
multiple-logisticregressions, inorder to get afirstimpression of the statistical power of
blocsof variables. For thispurpose the maximum and minimum influence of each bloc
of variableswascomputed. Thisisbecausethe‘real’ impact of each blocisnot easy to
ascertain. Not only are someof thetheoriesmutual ly reinforcing, rather than competing
or mutually exclusive, but the operationalisation and measurement of them tendsto be
overlapping andreinforcingto someextent, aswell. For exampl e, thosewith highsocial
statustendto report higher level s of optimism, and higher level s of optimism arealso
associated with morefavourableviewsof social conditions. Therefore, the maximum
influence of any given variableonitsownislikely to be an over-estimation of itsreal
effect, totheextent that it sharesitsinfluencewith other closely associated variabl es.
Correspondingly, theminimuminfluenceof any givenbloc of variablesislikely tobean
under-estimation, totheextent that it attributescommon varianceto other variables. In
other words, the real impact of any given bloc of variablesislikely to be somewhere
between the minimum and the maximum.

Table 3 summarisestheresultsof the second step of theanalysisfor each of theseven
countries. The pseudo R square can beinterpreted as ameasure of the strength of the
association between social trust and theindependent variables. For example, societal
conditionsin Sloveniaseem to play acrucial rolefor trust. The minimal influence (R
square=0.12) iseven higher than themaximum (0.10), which means, inturn, that soci etal
conditionsimprovethe strength of their association with trust, when all the other blocs
of variables are entered into the regression. In contrast, socio-economic status has a
substantially higher maximum (0.09) than minimum score (0.02), which suggeststhat a
largeamount of common variance may beattributed to other variabl es.

Thethirdandfinal stepintheanalysisinvolvesrunning stepwiselogisticregressions
on social trust for each country. Since our aim isto determine which type of variable
explainstrust best, we havetaken the most cautious, the most demanding, and the most
conservativestep of pickingblocsof variablesaccordingtotheir minimuminfluence.” For
each country, the stepwiselogisticregressionisbuilt up by entering onebloc at atime,
starting with the onewith thelargest minimum influence.
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Table 3: Maximum and minimum influence of blocs of variables on trust: summary table
Country Bloc A: B: C: D: E: F: G:
|nf|u; Demo- Persona- Success  Social  Volun-  Com-  Societal
ence graphic lity and well- net- tary munity con-
charac- being works organi- ditions
teristics zation

South Korea max .01 .01 .05 .04 .01 .02 .02
min .01 .00 .03 .03 .00 .01 .01

Switzerland max .04 .06 .07 .03 .05 .04 .04
min .01 .01 .02 .01 .03 .01 .01

East Germany max .03 .08 .15 .08 .05 .08 11
min .03 .03 .07 .04 .04 .03 .03

West Germany max .02 .03 .04 .06 .02 .01 .05
min .00 .01 .01 .04 .00 .00 .03

Spain max .03 .03 .07 .06 .01 .01 .02
min .00 .00 .03 .03 .00 .00 .02

Hungary max .06 .04 .05 .05 .02 .04 .05
min .02 .01 .01 .03 .02 .01 .04

Slovenia max .05 .03 .09 .04 .01 .06 .10
min .01 .04 .02 .04 .01 .04 12

Notes: *Nagelkerke’sR square.
Entries are results from logistic regressions, dependent variable trust = yes.

Data: Euromodule 1999, 2000, 2001.
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3.2 Results

Theresultsof thefinal regressionsareshownin Tables4aand 4b (Slovenia) to 10a—10b
(South K orea) (see Appendix 2). Wewill not discusseach country indetail, sinceweare
mainly interested, inthefirstinstance, in cross-national patterns, but will briefly compare
the two European countries with the lowest and highest trust scores, Slovenia and
Switzerland, inorder toexplainthefigures, beforelooking at the overall picture. Table
4ashowsthat fiveblocsof variablescontributesignificantly to the explanation of trust
inSlovenia. Thetwo strongest areclearly societal conditionsand community character-
istics, but social net-works, personality characteristics, and successand well being are
alsosignificant. Individual demographic characteristicsand membership of voluntary
organisationsareinsignificant.

Table4b presentsthe Slovenianresultsingreater and morerevealing detail. What is
most notableisthat all threeof the societal conditionsvariablesaresignificant, asaretwo
of thecommunity characteristics. It seemsclear that what mattersfor social trustamong
Sloveniansishow peoplefeel about social conflict and political equality, and how they
seetheir local community. Nothing el se seemsto matter much, if at all.

Thisnational pictureisvery different fromthat presented by Switzerland (Tables9a
and 9b). Heresignificant variablesare scattered over six of thesevenblocs, andinthe
final regression societal and individual, aswell as subjective and objective variables
makeasignificant contribution. In contrast, thebloc of variablesthat ismost important
inSlovenia, societal conditions, hasarel atively modest impact in Switzerland. However,
thetwo countriesare similar in that social networksand successand well-being havea
modestly strong association with social trust. In sum, a comparison of Sloveniaand
Switzerland suggests some patterns, but they arenot particularly clear or strong ones.

Thequestionis, however, whether there are strong and clear patternsacrossall six
nations? Totacklethisquestion Table 11 reducesthecomplexity of thefinal regression
model stotheir most basic simplicity, showing the contribution of each of thesevenblocs
of variablesfor the seven countries. Thetable suggeststhefollowing conclusions:

1. Threetheoriesdowell inexplainingtrust; societal conditions, social networks, and
successand well being. Ineach country oneor moreof theseblocsexert the strongest
influence. Incomparison, theother theoriesgenerally dorather little, if anything, for
trust.

2. Perceivedsocietal conditions, (conflict betweentherich and poor, management and
workers, and national sand immigrants, freedom to participate, job opportunities,
and satisfaction with public safety, and with democratic institutions) are most
strongly associated withtrust. Infour of theseven countries, societal conditionshave
mediumto very strong effects, and intwo of them they arethe strongest.
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3. Personality theory, community theory, and voluntary organi sationstheory dorather
poorly, having al ow to medium strong associationwithtrust in afew cases, but none
atallinothers.

4. Thereislittleevidencethat membership of voluntary organi sationsisassociated with
trust. It is rather weakly significant in only three countries. In contrast, being
involvedwithinformal networksof friendsisan significant correlateof trustinall
seven countries.

5. Demographic characteristics(gender, age, and education) arenot closely associated
with trust. Only in Switzerland is gender significant, and here, as in the USA
(Patterson 1999: 173-4) women arelesstrusting then men.

6. Thehypothesisthat therelativeimpact of societal andindividual variablesvariesin
low and high trust societiesisgiven some degree of support, although only seven
casesisnot enoughtodraw any firm conclusions. Neverthel ess, there seemsto be
ashiftintherelativestrength of variablesasonemovesfromthelowest trust societies
tothehighest. In South K orea, Switzerland, and East Germany, personal successand
well-being arethestrongest sourcesof trust. Inthelower trust societieseither social
networks or societal conditions seem to be stronger. In Hungary and Slovenia,
especially, social theoriesarestronger thanindividual ones.

7. Trustisnot well explained by any bloc of variables or any combinations of blocs.
Only two countrieshave‘very strong’ entries, thenumber of ‘ not significant’ and
‘low’ entriesgreatly outnumbersthe‘ strong’ and‘ very strong’ entries, andthevalue
of the pseudo R square for the total model isnormally lessthan .18. Only in East
Germany (.38) and Slovenia(.30) isthe pseudo R square substantial .
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Table 11:

Strength of independent variables on social trust: summary table

High trust Low trust
societies societies
% trust 60 43 35 32 28 18 14
South Switzer- East West Spain Hungary Slovenia
Korea land Germany Germany
Societal diti | | t di | MEDIUM VERY
ocietal conditions ow ow strong medium ow STRONG
Social networks low low medium MEDIUM STRONG medium low
Success and well- VERY .
being MEDIUM MEDIUM STRONG low medium n.s. low
Personality n. s. low medium low n.s n.s low
Community n.s. low n.s n.s n.s. low strong
Voluntary n medium medium n.s n.s lo n.s
organizations .S o o ’ t w ’
Demographic n.s. low n.s low n. s. low n.s

characteristics

Classification:

Very strong influence = Nagelkerke’s R square for bloc >.099;

strong influence = Nagelkerke’sR square for bloc > .066;
medium influence = Nagelkerke’s R square for bloc >.033;
low influence = Nagelkerke’s R square for bloc <=.033;
n.s. =notsignificant.
Bold capital letters: strongest influence in the country.

These conclusions are based on a comparison of blocs of variables associated with
different theoretical approaches. If weshift thefocusof attentionfrom blocsof variables
toindividual variables(see Tables4b—10b) some strong conclusionsemerge.

1. Contrary tothesocial-psychological theories, optimismand beingincontrol of ones
ownlifeisrarely associated with social trust. It appearsinthecountry regressionsin
only onecase (Switzerland), and thenonly weakly. Our resul tsshow that optimism
and control are associated with success and well-being, but the latter are more
generally and morestrongly associated withtrust. This, inturn, suggeststhat itisnot
early socialisation, but adult experiencesthat areimportant for trust.
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2. Subjectivemeasuresof successand well-being (lifesatisfaction, satisfactionwith
standard of living, low anxiety) do better than objective ones (standard of living,
occupation, and income). In particular, anxiety isassociated with distrust. In other
words, whilethosewho are satisfied with life are not necessary trusting, but those
whoareanxiousareoftendistrustful.

3. Thereislittlesupport for the claimthat theeducated are moretrusting. Educationis
significant in only two of the country regressions. Given the strength of the
association between trust and educationin most studiesthisisasurprising finding.

4. Morepositively, two sortsof variables seem to be most consistently associated with
trust—conflict and saf ety, and anetwork of friends. V ersionsof thesocietal conflict
measures are significant in all the country regressions. Sometimes two or more
different indicators of social conflict are significant in the same regression. In
addition, public safety, and community saf ety at night al so appear infive of thesix
regressions. Theremay well beagood reason for both conflict and safety variables
appearingintheregressionstogether, if weassumethat low conflict societiesare
relatively safeones. At any rate, trust appearsto begreater in societieswhere people
believethat social conflictsarenot acute, and wherethey believethat level sof public
safety arehigh.

5. Thesecond positivefinding concernsthefact that oneor other of thesocial networks
measures appearsin all of the seven country regressions, most usually with strong
or fairly strong statistical significance. Sometimestwo social network variablesare
significant inthe sameregression. It was suggested earlier that close networks of
personal friends might be moreimportant in the ex-communist societies, but this
appears not to be the case. The ‘friends’ measure is more significant in West
Germany than in Hungary and Slovenia, and not much stronger in East Germany
thanin West Germany. Itispossiblethat the personal networksare moreimportant
for theolder agegroupsin central Europewho came of ageunder Communism, and
lessimportant for younger, post-Communist age groups. Thisdoesnot appear to be
thecase. In neither Hungary, nor East Germany, nor Sloveniaisthereany strong or
consistent associ ation between ageandtrust. Therefore, wedraw theconclusionthat
informal social networksareimportant for social trust, inwestern countriesjust as
much asin pre- and post-Communist central European countries.
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4 Conclusions

Theliteratureon social trust containsdifferent theoriesof the originsand determinants
of social trust. It al so containsmany conflictingempirical findings, evenwithinthesame
country and especially in cross-national research. Inthis paper weidentify six main
theoriesof trust, ranging from bottom-up, individual onesto top-down, societal ones.
Thesetheoriesrunin parallel with different interpretationsof the concept of trustitself.
Some seeit isasocial-psychological property of individuals. People are ‘trusters’ or
distrusters’ according to how they were brought up, or accordingto their experience of
later life. Othersarguethat trustisasocial property and acontextual variable. Individuals
don’t‘have’ itasapersonal attribute, so much asevaluatethesociety inwhichthey live
asgenerally trustworthy or untrustworthy. The more peoplebelievethat othersareto be
trusted, themorethey will actinatrustworthy manner themsel ves, and themorethey will
reinforcethevirtuouscircleof trust. Inthissensetrustisacontextual or emergent property
of social systems, which meansthat itisasocial goodthat isfortified by constant use.

Inthisstudy three of thesix theoriesof trust farerather poorly and threedo better. We
findrather littleevidenceto support the social -psychol ogical theory that trust ispart of
acorepersonality syndromethat includespersonal optimism and thebelief that oneisin
control of one’ sownlife. Nor isthereastrong or widespread association between trust
and membership of voluntary organisations. Thereisalink betweentheminthreeof the
seven countries, butitisnot close, it variesbetween different typesof organisations, and
it is not enough to support the great weight of expectations placed upon voluntary
organisationsby social capital theory. Voluntary organisationsdo not seemto do much,
if anythingfor generalisedtrustinmost countries. Nor arecommunity characteristics, as
ablocof variables, closely associated withtrust (only Sloveniaisdifferentinthisrespect).
Neither city size, nor type of community, nor satisfaction with neighbourhoods are
important. At thesametimeitisinterestingto notethat the onecommunity characteristics
that doesappear assignificant insix of the seven countries, isthefeeling of safety inthe
streetsat night. Thisisconsistent with the conclusion (noted bel ow) that lack of conflict
and safety inthe community isgood for generating social trust.

And last among our negativefindings, thereislittleevidenceto suggest that trust is
associated with the personal demographic characteristicsof age, gender, and education.
Theabsence of an associationwith educationissurprising and not consistent with many
other studies. Theexplanation may bethat educationisclosely related to, and amajor
causeof, successandwell-beinginlife, anditisthelatter that ismoreclosely associated
withtrust. The Euromodul €’ sbattery of questionsdealing with successand well-being
makes it possible to use the survey to test the relative weight of these items against
education, and, for the most part education turnsout to berel atively unimportant.
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Threetheoriesdo quitewell. First and foremost, societal conditionsof conflict and
safety arestatistically significantinall seven country regressions, and they arestrong or
very stronginthreeof them. Generalised social trust tendsto be high among citizenswho
believethat therearefew severesocial conflictsand wherethesenseof public safetyis
high. Thisisconsistent withthetheory that socially homogeneoussocieties, with shared
understandingsand low levelsof conflict, aremorelikely to betrusting than societies
with deep social and economic cleavages.

Second, membership of informal social networksissignificantinall countries. In
some cases two or more social network variables are significant in the same country
regression. Thisistruenot just of central European societies, suchasHungary, Slovenia,
and East Germany, whereinformal network werethought to haveplayed aparticularly
important roleunder Communist regimes, but alsointhewest.

And third, success and well-being theory performs quite well in six of the seven
countries. Thereis, it seems, quiteal ot inthe suggestion that thosewho are successf ul
inlifecanaffordtotrust more, or aremoreinclined by their personal experienceto do so.
Inparticular, anxiety, asthereverseof successandwell-being, isassociated with distrust:
thesuccessful and satisfied areinclined totrust, but theanxiousaremoreoftendistrustful.
Thisraisesthepossibility that social-psychology theory isright after all, but that instead
of pessimism and lack of control as core personality variables, we should substitute
anxiety. TheEuromodul e survey doesnot support thisinterpretation. It measuresanxiety
asacomposite of fivequestionsabout exhaustion, depression, trembling, feeling keyed
up, and having frightening thoughts. These might bethe productsof early socialisation,
but the evidence showsstrong associ ati ons between anxiety and lack of adult successand
well-being. The highest anxiety scoresareregistered by thelowest income and social
class groups, and by the unemployed (Delhey 2002), which suggests that trust and
distrustislesstheresult of early socialisationthan of adult lifeexperiences.

Of thethreesuccessful theories, oneismacro-societal (social conflict and safety), one
is micro-social (personal networks), and one individual (success, well-being, and
anxiety). Wecannot, therefore, draw the conclusion that societal theoriesaremoreor less
powerful thanindividual ones. Each seemsto play apart. Isthereany truthintheidea
that different theorieswork best in societieswith different level sof trust?Looking again
at Table 11 suggeststhere may be. Inthe low trust societies of Hungary and Slovenia
societal theory seemstowork best, perhapsbecause of therecent social traumasinthese
two countries. Inthemediumtrust soci etiesof West Germany, East Germany, and Spain,
social network theory workswell, andinthehightrust societiesof Koreaand Switzerland
successandwell-beingtheory isstrongest. We should emphasise, again, thatitisunwise
to basetoo much ononly seven cases, but nonethel ess, itisworth noting that if different
theoriesof trust dowork bestinsocietieswith different trust level s, thentheexact pattern
isnot the expected one. We anticipated that individual theorieswould work best inlow
trust societiesand societal onesin hightrust societies. Infact thereverse seemsto bethe
case. Thismay have somethingto dowiththefact that our twolow trust societieshappen
to haveexperiencedrevolutionary changeinthevery recent past, so that societal events
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have overwhelmedindividual circumstances. Societal conditionsalso play astrongrole
in East Germany, but not quiteasstrong assuccessand well-being variabl es, perhaps
becauseunificationwith West Germany has cushioning thesocietal shockscaused by the
fall of the Berlinwall.

Wecan say rather littleabout causesand effects. Do peoplefeel successful, satisfied,
and happy becausethey trust, or isit the other way round? We suspect that the causal
arrow flowsfrom successinlifeand happinesstotrust, becauseitislessplausibletoargue
that thetrusting areableto makeasuccessof their life, than that successmakesit easier
totrust. Successin lifeislikely to be the result of many different factors, rather than
simply the product of asinglepersonality variable. Andisintegrationintoaninformal
social network likely togeneratetrust, or isit that thetrusting have good social contacts?
Itisimpossibletotell fromour data. But theassociation between societal conditionsand
trust may be easier to explain, and hereatop-down model seemsmost appropriate. The
belief that society isdeeply divided by social and economic conflictsin East Germany,
Hungary, and Sloveniaisscarcely likely to betheresult of low levelsof trust inthese
countries. Lack of trust isnot the cause of social and political upheaval and conflictin
these countries, but the expression of them.

These conclusions suggest that future research on generalised social trust might do
rather better to pay lessattentiontoindividual variationsintrust within countries, and
more to cross-national comparisons. It does not follow that we should throw out
individual level theories. For example, at theindividual level membership of voluntary
organisationsseemsto do littlefor trust, but it may still bethat at the national level an
aggregatevariablesuch asthedensity of voluntary associationsisassociated with cross-
national variationsintrust, which, inturn, isdependent onrates of individual participa-
tioninvoluntary associations. But it does suggest that the next step in research might
deploy arangeof national variablesmeasuringincomeandincomedistribution, demo-
cratic development, social cleavagesand conflict, and historical experience. At any rate,
theresultsof thisresearch suggest that individual social-psychol ogical and demographic
characteristicsarelesslikely to explaintrust than objective and subjective measures of
macro-social conditionsand the strength of informal social networks.
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Notes

1 For recent general work onthe subject see, for example, Misztal 1996; Seligman 1997; Warren 1999;
Braithwaite and L evi 1998; Gambetta 1988; L uhmann 1979; Coleman 1990; Ostrom 1990; Sztomka
1996, 1999; Hollis1998. I n addition much of the recent work on contemporary political attitudesand
behaviour makes extensivereferenceto trust — see Putnam 1993, 2000; Edwards, Foley, and Diani,
eds., 2001; van Dethet. a., eds., 1999; Portes1998; Nyeet al., eds., 1997; Norris, ed., 1999; Pharr and
Putnam, eds., 2000; Eisenstadt 1995; Hall 1999; Pharr 2000; Bianco 1994; King 1997; Listhaug
1995; Kaase and Newton 1995; Rose and Mischler 1997.

2 Oneresponseisto emphasisetheimportance, not of organisationsingeneral, but particular kindsthat
bridge between different socia groups, rather than bond within social groups. Unfortunately, we have
no evidenceinthe Euromodule study about bridging and bonding groups, so thisparticul ar proposi-
tionisbeyond the scope of the present paper.

3 Differencesbetweenindividual and aggregatevariationisimportant, insofar astheoriesthat work at
onelevel may not work at the other —see Newton 2001.

4 SwedenisalsoaEuromodulecountry, but does not include ameasureof trustinitsquestionnaire.
Eur_(ljgnbcI)dul esurveyshavealsobeen carried outin Austria, Italy, and Turkey but the dataare not yet
available.

5 Wenote, however, that thereisno statistically significant association between social trust and confi-
denceindemocracy inthesix country regressionsthat follow. Thisisconsistent with earlier work that
findsno evidenceat theindividual level tolink social and political trust (Kaase 1999: 14; Torcal and
Montero 1999: 181; Newton and Norris2000).

6 Thevariablesappearinginthecountry regressionsvary fromonecountry to another. Thisisbecause
wewanted to select the strongest variablesin each country to represent each theory, rather thanrun
exactly thesamelist of variablesfor all countries. By using the strongest variableswenot only get the
best regression results, but we al so test the theories by using the best combination of variablesto
represent them. If they do not seem to work even under these, the most favourabl e circumstances, there
isall morereasonto doubt their validity. Itisworth pointing out that running exactly the samelist of
independent variableswould only reducethe overall strength of association with trust. Given our
interest in testing theorieswith the best possible measureswe decided to runthe strongest variablesin
each country, rather than acommon set of variablesfor all countries.

7 Thatis, whenitcomesto testing theoriesagainst each other, we choosethe most conservative strategy,
but when it comesto picking variablesasindicatorsof different theories, we pick the strongest ones
(Footnote 6 above).
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Appendix 1

Possible determinants of social trust available in Euromodule surveys

Indicator Scaling
A: Demographic characteristics (control variables)
Gender 1 =female; 0 = male
Age Open
Education ISCED 1997 scheme, collapsed to 3 categories: primary,
secondary, tertiary
B: Personality theory
Optimism 1 = agree not at all, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat

Influence on today’s problems

Life has become complicated

agree, 4 = completely agree

1 = agree not at all, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat
agree, 4 = completely agree

1 = agree not at all, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat
agree, 4 = completely agree

C: Success and well-being theory

Satisfaction standard of living

Satisfaction household income
Satisfaction present job

Life satisfaction

Happiness

Anxiety score

Actual standard of living score
Deprivation score
Household income

Financial situation of household,
compared to 1 year ago,

Ability to make ends meet
Sacial class (self positioning)

Occupational status (present or last)

Unemployment experience during
last 5 years

11-point scale (0 to 10); 0 = completely dissatisfied, 10 =
completely satisfied

11-point scale (0 to 10)

11-point scale (0 to 10)

11-point scale (0 to 10)

1 = very unhappy, 2 = not too happy, 3 = pretty happy, 4 = very
happy.

Score over 5 items: exhaustion, depressed, tremble, keyed up;
frightening thoughts; count “yes”

List of 22 items; count “have”

List of 22 items; count *““can not afford*

Respondents reported household income, open question,
additionally income categories (if refused)

1 = clearly deteriorated, 2 = deteriorated somewhat, 3 =
remained the same, 4 = improved somewhat, 5 = clearly
improved

1 = with great difficulty, 2 = with some difficulty, 3 = fairly easily,
4 = very easily

5 categories, collapsed to 3 categories: lower class/working class,
middle class, upper middle class/upper class

5 categories: unskilled/semi-skilled workers, skilled
workers/foremen, employee/civil servant lower level,
employee/civil servant higher level, self employed

1=yes,0=no
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(continued)

D: Voluntary organization theory

Membership in associations/
organizations

No membership at all

9 association types: trade union, political party, neighbourhood
association, environmental association, charity association,
church related association, cultural group, sports club/leisure
club, other; 1 = yes; 0 = no

1 = no member, 0 = member

E: Social network theory

Close friends
Number of close friends
Frequency of contacts

Feeling lonely

1=yes, 0=no
Open

0 = no friends, 1 = infrequently, 2 = at least one a month, 3 = at
least once a weak, 4 = nearly daily

1 = agree not at all, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat
agree, 4 = completely agree

F: Community theory

Town size***

Feel safe at night walking in home area
Satisfaction neighbourhood

Affected by crime incidents

Metric
1 = very unsafe, 2 = rather unsafe, 3 = rather safe, 4 = very safe
11-point scale (0 to 10)

Score over 3 items: get things stolen, be harassed or threatened,
be beaten and hurt; count “yes”

G: Societal conditions theory

Perception of social conflicts

Satisfaction with public safety
Satisfaction with democracy *
Achievement of public goods **

6 conflicts: poor and rich people, unemployed and people with
jobs, management and workers, young and old people, men and
women, nationals and immigrants; 1 = no conflicts, 2 = only
weak conflicts, 3 = strong conflicts, 4 = very strong conflicts

also: overall conflict score, count “3” to “4”
11-point scale (0 to 10)
11-point scale (0 to 10)

13 public goods: freedom of political participation, freedom to
choose occupation, protection environment, protection private
property, just distribution of wealth, equality men and women,
quality of life chances, freedom of speech, freedom of
religion/faith, protection from crime, social security, solidarity
with poor and needy, chance to get a job; 1 = not at all
achieved, 2 = rather not achieved, 3 = rather achieved, 4 = fully
achieved

also: overall achievement score, count “3” to ““4”

*  Onlyavailable for Germany, Hungary, Slovenia, and South Korea.
** Only available for Hungary, Slovenia, and South Korea.
*** Slovenia: type of community (5 categories), South Korea: type of community

(3 categories).
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Appendix 2

Slovenia

Tabled4a: Summary of logistic regressions: Slovenia
Dependentvariable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R  signifi- square/df pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Societal conditions theory 40.358/3 .108 .000 40.358/3 .108 84.0
+ Community theory 30.231/6 .072 .000 70.589/9 .184 83.8
+ Social network theory 13.545/3 .033 .004 84.134/12 217 83.3
+ Personality theory 12.407/3 .030 .006 96.542/15 .247 83.6
+ Success and well-being theory  13.783/4 .032 .008 110.325/19 .279 85.1
+ Demographic characteristics 6.676/8 .015 154 n.s. 117.001/23 .294 85.4
+ Voluntary organization theory = 2.836/3 .007 418 n.s.  119.837/26 .301 84.9
Total model 119.837/26 .301 84.9

Notes: * Nagelkerke’s R square.
Validn=663.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Slovenia 1999.
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Table4b: Total regression model: Slovenia
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable

Constant
Personal demographic characteristics
Gender (1 = women)
Age
Education level (ref.: secondary)
Primary
Tertiary
Personality
Optimism
Cannot influence problems
Life so complicated
Success and well-being
Standard of living
Life satisfaction
Class affiliation (ref.: lower/working class)
Middle class
Upper middle/upper class
Social networks
Having friends
Number close friends
Frequency of contacts
Voluntary organizations
Sports club, leisure club
Trade union
Cultural group
Community characteristics
Type of community (ref.: rural/village)
Large city
Suburb of large city
Middle-size city
Small city
Satisfaction neighbourhood
Feel safe at night
Societal conditions
Conflict rich - poor
Conflict management - workers

Achieved: freedom of political participation

Regression Coefficient B

-5.515**

-.467
.007

-.699
173

231
-.362*
227

.036
.162

.601
.960

-.633
.098***
.150

-.270
311
.381

1.167**
.998*
.798*
-.255

.065
481*

-557**
-521**
459*

Wald
11.244

2.774
.599

1.940
271

2.033
5.304
1.794

495
2.529

2.752
3.442

.798
12.836
.680

672
1.357
.846

7.011
6.520
4.617
.338
792
4.345

9.134
8.012
6.576

Notes: Valid N =663.

Model Chi-square: 119.837/df 26, Significance .000.

% correct predictions: 85.

Nagelkerke’sR Square .301; Mc Fadden’sRsquare: .219.
Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Data: Euromodule Slovenia 1999.
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Hungary

Table5a: Summary of logistic regressions: Hungary
Dependentvariable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R  signifi- square/df pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Societal conditions theory 35.189/3 .053 .000 35.189/3 .053 80.3
+ Social network theory 36.032/3 .052 .000 71.220/6 .105 80.2
+ Demographic characteristics 22.555/4 .021 .000 93.776/10 .136 80.5
+ Voluntary organization theory  11.373/3 .016 .010 105.148/13 .152 81.6
+ Community theory 8.749/3 .012 .033 113.897/16 .164 80.8
+ Success and well-being theory ~ 5.399/3 .007 .145n.s.  119.296/19 A71 80.8
+ Personality theory 3.236/3 .005 357 n.s.  122.532/22 176 81.0
Total model 122.532/22 176 81.0

Notes: * Nagelkerke’ s R square.
Valid n = 1045.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Hungary 1999.
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Table5b: Total regression model: Hungary
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable Regression Coefficient B
Constant -2.620**
Personal demographic characteristics

Gender (1 = women) -.227

Age .002

Education level (ref.: secondary)

Primary -.141
Tertiary .805***

Personality

Optimism .165

Cannot influence problems .007

Life so complicated 141
Success and well-being

Satisfaction with household income .027

Financial situation household, now vs. 129

one year ago

Anxiety -.105
Social networks

Having friends 1.052*

Number close friends 133**

Frequency of contacts -.283*
Voluntary organizations

Church related association .534

Cultural group 1.695*

Sports club, leisure club 578
Community characteristics

Size of community .000

Satisfaction neighbourhood .006

Feel safe at night .226*
Societal conditions

Conflict nationals vs. immigrants -.212*

Conflict management vs. workers -301**

Achieved: chance to get a job 124

Wald
9.044

1.609
132

.361
13.051

2.145
.004
1.579

.380
1.631

1.684

5.650
7.985
4.349

.858
6.673
2.635

.300
.028
4.755

4.437
8.406
1.064

Notes: Valid n = 1045.

Model Chi-square: 122.532/df 22, Significance .000.

% correct predictions: 81.

Nagelkerke’sR Square .176; Mc Fadden’sR square: .118.
Significance level: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.

Data: Euromodule Hungary 1999.
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Spain

Table 6a:  Summary of logistic regressions: Spain

Dependent variable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R  signifi- square/df pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Social network theory 87.520/3 .067 .000 87.520/3 .067 70.8
+ Success and well-being theory  61.327/4 .045 .000 148.847/7 112 71.5
+ Societal conditions theory 19.288/3 .014 .000 168.136/10 126 71.9
+ Personality theory 2.410/3 .001 492 n.s.  170.546/13 127 71.9
+ Demographic characteristics 5.519/4 .004 .238 n.s.  176.065/17 131 71.5
+ Community theory 5.773/3 .004 .123 n.s. 181.838 135 71.3
+ Voluntary organization theory 5.502 .004 .139 n.s. 187.340 .139 71.9
Total model 187.340 .139 71.9

Notes: * Nagelkerke’ s R square.
Valid n =1824.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Spain 2000.
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Table6b: Determinants of social trust: Spain
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable

Constant
Personal demographic characteristics
Gender (1 = women)
Age
Education level (ref.: secondary)
Primary
Tertiary
Personality
Optimism
Cannot influence problems
Life so complicated
Success and well-being
Standard of living
Anxiety
Class affiliation (ref.: lower/working class)
Middle class
Upper middle/upper class
Social networks
Having friends
Number close friends
Feeling lonely
Voluntary organizations
Trade union
Cultural group
Sports club, leisure club
Community characteristics
Town size
Satisfaction neighbourhood
Feel safe at night
Societal conditions
Conflict management - workers
Conflict nationals - immigrants
Satisfaction with public safety

Regression Coefficient B

-2.141%*+*

-.055
.006

132
297

-.024
-.046
-.069

.030
_.275***

.130
-.106

.257
A37F**
113

291
496
.083

.001*
-.014
.162

-.147
-.061
.066>

Wald
13.875

.232
124

.933
1.865

116
.556
.875

2.788
31.776

1.142
.189

2.502
18.988
2.731

1.916
3.416
.259

2.059
.161
3.274

3.787
777
4.899

Notes: Valid n =1824.

Model Chi-square: 187.340/df 23, Significance .000.

% correct predictions: 72.

Nagelkerke’sR Square .139; Mc Fadden’s R square: .085.
Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Data: Euromodule Spain 2000.
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West Germany

Table7a:  Summary of logistic regressions: West Germany

Dependent variable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R  signifi- square/df pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Social network theory 72.298/3 .059 .000 72.298/3 .059 69.3
+ Societal conditions theory 66.704/3 .052 .000 139.002/6 112 70.1
+ Success and well-being theory  24.769/5 .019 .000 163.771/11 131 69.6
+ Personality theory 8.131/3 .006 .043 171.902/14 137 69.2
+ Community theory 5.717/4 .004 .221n.s. 177.619/18 141 70.3
+ Demographic characteristics 9.181/3 .007 .027 186.799/21 .148 70.2
+ Voluntary organization theory =~ 4.355/3 .003 226 n.s.  191.154/24 151 70.4
Total model 191.154/24 151 70.4

Notes: * Nagelkerke’ s R square.
Valid n = 1683.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Germany 1999.
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Table 7b:  Determinants of social trust: West Germany
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable Regression Coefficient B
Constant -2.819***
Personal demographic characteristics
Gender (1 = women) .002
Age -.006
Education level (ref.: secondary)
Primary .159
Tertiary .190
Personality
Optimism .107
Cannot influence problems -.128
Life so complicated .107
Success and well-being
Anxiety -176**
Class affiliation (ref.: middle class)
Lower class -.715
Working class .035
Upper middle/upper class .317
Financial situation household, now vs. 101
one year ago
Social networks
Number close friends .090***
Frequency of contacts .133*
Feeling lonely .061
Voluntary organizations
Other membership 344*
Cultural group 412
Sports club, leisure club .181
Community characteristics
Town size .001
Satisfaction neighbourhood -.019
Feel safe at night .020
Societal conditions
Conflicts -097**
Satisfaction with public safety .090*
Satisfaction with democratic institutions 113%**

Wald
21.484

.000
2.682

.949
1.663

1.788
2.994
1.812

7.803

1.186
.059
3.310
1.470

25.239
6.665
.625

4.690
3.550
1.934

3.431
424
.054

7.835
6.395
12.422

Notes: Valid n =1683.

Model Chi-square: 191.154/df 24, Significance .000.

% correct predictions: 70.

Nagelkerke’sR Square .151; Mc Fadden’sR square: .092.
Significance level: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.

Data: Euromodule Germany 1999.
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East Germany

Table 8a:  Summary of logistic regressions: East Germany

Dependent variable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R  signifi- square/df pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Success and well-being theory 40.633/8 141 .000 40.633/8 141 71.6
+ Social network theory 14.045/3 .045 .003 54.677/11 .186 72.4
+ Voluntary organization theory  13.643/3 .043 .003 68.321/14 .229 72.4
+ Societal conditions theory 22.193/3 .066 .000 90.514/17 .295 75.5
+ Community theory 6.498/3 .018 .090 n.s.  97.012/20 .313 75.7
+ Personality theory 12.932/3 .036 .005 109.944/23 .349 76.0
+ Demographic characteristics 9.465/5 .026 .092 n.s.  119.409/28 .375 78.6
Total model 119.409/28 .375 78.6

Notes: * Nagelkerke’s R square.
Valid n=387.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Germany 1999.
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Table8h: Determinants of social trust: East Germany
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable Regression Coefficient B
Constant -4.582**
Personal demographic characteristics
Gender (1 = women) -.564
Age .008
Education level (ref.: secondary)
Primary .527
Tertiary/non-university -.335
Tertiary/university .880
Personality
Optimism .340
Cannot influence problems -.203
Life so complicated B571**
Success and well-being
Life satisfaction .036
Class affiliation (ref.: lower/working class)
Middle class -.080
Upper middle/upper class 1.486

Occupation (ref.: employee/civil servant,
higher and medium level)

Other 1.449
Unskilled/semi skilled worker -7.084
Skilled worker/foreman .687
Employee/civil servant, lower level -.108
Self employed 454
Social networks
Number close friends .021
Frequency of contacts .355**
Feeling lonely .066
Voluntary organizations
No membership (1 = no member) -.425
Church related association 3.198**
Environmental association 8.128
Community characteristics
Town size -.111
Satisfaction neighborhood -.026
Feel safe at night 572**
Societal conditions
Conflicts -.239*
Satisfaction with public safety .053
Satisfaction with demaocratic institutions .063

Wald
7.909

3.102
.823

.665
.644
3.311

3.228
1.124
9.755

.140

.069
2.133

3.759
428
2.817
.067
.526

271
9.854
.140

2.011
6.963
.018

2.082
126
7.097

6.228
.341
.592

Notes: Valid n=387.
Model Chi-square: 119.409/df 28, Significance .000.
% correct predictions: 79.
Nagelkerke’sR Square .375; Mc Fadden’s R square: .251.
Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Data: Euromodule Germany 1999.
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Switzerland

Table9a: Summary of logistic regressions: Switzerland
Dependentvariable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi
square/df
Voluntary organization theory 47.257/3
+ Success and well-being theory  53.558/3
+ Personality theory 27.615/3

+ Demographic characteristics 14.734/4

+ Community theory 22.316/3
+ Societal conditions theory 14.300/3
+ Social network theory 4.235/3
Total model

Bloc
pseudo R
square*

.049
.053
.027
.014
.020
.014
.004

Bloc
signifi-
cance
.000
.000
.000
.005
.000
.003

.237 n.s.

Model chi
square/df

47.257/3
100.815/6
128.431/9

143.165/13
165.481/16
179.780/19
184.015/22

184.015/22

Model
pseudo R
square*

.049
.102
129
.143
.163
176
.180
.180

Model %
correct
predictions

59.4
60.9
61.8
62.6
63.9
65.1
65.5
65.5

Notes: * Nagelkerke’ s R square.
Validn=663.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Switzerland 2000.
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Table9b: Determinants of social trust: Switzerland
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable Regression Coefficient B
Constant -2.542*%*
Personal demographic characteristics

Gender (1 = women) -.324*

Age .007

Education level (ref.: secondary)

Primary -.418
Tertiary .349*

Personality

Optimism 247%**

Cannot influence problems -.167*

Life so complicated -.071
Success and well-being

Anxiety -.188*

Standard of living .025

Satisfaction with standard of living .093*
Social networks

Having friends .181

Number close friends .023

Feeling lonely .021
Voluntary organizations

No membership (1 = no member) -.230

Environmental association 763***

Charity association .234
Community characteristics

Town size .001*

Satisfaction neighbourhood .005

Feel safe at night .314**
Societal conditions

Conflict rich - poor -.147

Conflict nationals - immigrants -.240**

Satisfaction with public safety .045

Wald
9.185

5.800
3.019

.073
4.429

12.702
6.717
.593

6.478
.990
4.321

1.046
1.491
.063

2.401
15.530
2.007

5.924
.017
11.499

2.488
7.803
1.407

Notes: Validn=1271.

Model Chi-square: 184.015/df 22, Significance .000.

% correct predictions: 66.

Nagelkerke’sR Square .180; Mc Fadden’s R square: .105.
Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Data: Euromodule Switzerland 2000.
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South Korea

Table 10a: Summary of logistic regressions: South Korea
Dependentvariable trust = yes

Determinant (bloc of variables) Bloc chi Bloc Bloc Model chi Model Model %
square/df  pseudo R signifi- square/df  pseudo R correct
square* cance square*  predictions
Success and well-being theory 38.619/6 .052 .000 38.619/6 .052 61.8
+ Social network theory 22.280/3 .029 .000 60.899/9 .081 63.6
+ Societal conditions theory 8.588/3 .009 .035 69.487/12 .092 63.5
+ Demographic characteristics 3.604/4 .004 462 n.s.  73.091/16 .096 64.1
+ Community theory 2.926/4 .004 .570n.s.  76.017/20 .100 64.1
+ Personality theory .383/3 .000 944 n.s.  76.399/23 .100 63.5
+ Voluntary organization theory =~ 2.117/3 .003 549 n.s.  78.516/26 .103 64.1
Total model 78.516/26 .103 64.1

Notes: * Nagelkerke’s R square.

Validn=992.

Stepwise regression according to minimum influence.

Data: Euromodule Korea 2001.
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Table 10b: Determinants of social trust: South Korea
Dependent variable trust = yes

Variable Regression Coefficient B Wald
Constant -.581 .408
Personal demographic characteristics
Gender (1 = women) .268 3.459
Age .002 .098
Education level (ref.: secondary)
Primary -.072 .095
Tertiary -.070 .155
Personality
Optimism .000 .000
Cannot influence problems .003 .001
Life so complicated -.056 .283
Success and well-being
Satisfaction with standard of living 113> 5.022
Anxiety -.108 1.921
Income position (ref.: lowest quintile)
2. quintile -.072 111
3. quintile -.221 .883
4. quintile 273 1.199
5. quintile 412 2.465
Social networks
Having friends - 791** 7.945
Number close friends .087** 8.466
Feeling lonely .088 .660
Voluntary organizations
No membership (1 = no member) .059 .073
Church related association .388 1.045
Cultural group ,575 .826

Community characteristics
Type of community (ref.: large city)

Middle or small city -.225 2.284

Village or rural area -.117 .265
Satisfaction neighborhood .023 212
Feel safe at night .079 .307

Societal conditions

Conflict rich - poor -.111 1.127
Satisfaction with public safety .026 272
Achieved: social security .214* 4.098

Notes: Valid n=992.
Model Chi-square: 78.516 / df 26, Significance .000.
% correct predictions: 64.
Nagelkerke’sR Square .103; Mc Fadden’s R square: .059.
Notes: Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001

Data: Euromodule Korea 2001.
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