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Abstract

Generalized trust is important in democratic societies because it fosters co-operative norms
which matter for citizen’s-level activism. Individual’s daily social interactions are among the
significant determinants of generalized trust. Yet studies often measure social interactions at the
group level such as those with the family, colleagues and the neighbors. Present study suggests
that rather than group level relations, individual’s both the structure- the extent of the weak
and the strong ties-, and the content- whether they are mobilized for expressive action or ins-
trumental action- of informal relations provide better explanations for generalized trust. Thus,
the main objective of this study is to explore the relational foundations of generalized trust
with individual level tie-based data. For this purpose, the study counts on International Social
Science Program’s (ISSP) survey of 2001 on social networks; hence the hypotheses are tested
within a comparative cross-country perspective. The analysis suggests positive and significant
influence of the kinship ties, which are mobilized for power and wealth and the non-kinship
ties, which are mobilized for emotional support, on generalized trust. These findings, in turn,
invite for a re-consideration of the conceptual discussion social capital literature posits between
informal social relations and generalized trust.

Keywords: Generalized trust, Bonding social capital, Bridging social capital, Tie-level data, Mul-
tinomial logistic regression

GUNLUK HAYATTAKI iLISKILERIMiZ YABANCILARA GUVENIMIiZzi
NASIL ETKILER? TEORI VE YiRMi YEDi DEMOKRASIDEN BULGULAR

Ozet

Kisiler aras1 guven, demokratik toplumlarda vatandaslarin siyasete aktif katilhimlar icin gerekli
olan is birligi normlarini gelistirdigi icin onemlidir. Gunluk iliskiler, kisiler arasi giiven belirtecle-
rinden bir tanesidir. Calismalarin bir cogu bu iliskileri, genellikle, aile, is arkadas1 ya da komsu-
larla iligkiler gibi, grup seviyesinde olctlen degiskenlerle analiz eder. Bu calisma, kisilerin sahip
oldugu iliskilerin yapisi- guclt ya da zayif baglarin sayisi- ve iceriginin-bu baglarin kendini ifade
etme ya da aracsal sebeplerle mobilize edilmesi- Kkisiler arasi giiveni daha iyi acikladigini 6ne
surmektedir. Bu baglamda, calismanin temel amaci kisiler arasi guvenin iliskisel temellerini bag
seviyesinde olculen verileri kullanarak arastirmaktir. Bu amacla, 2001 yilinda Uluslararas1 Sosyal
Bilimler Programrnin (USBP) sosyal aglar tizerine yaptugi anket verisi kullanilmisur. Bu veri,
hipotezlerin uluslararasi bir perspektifle degerlendirilmesine olanak saglamaktadir. Analiz, guc ve
zenginlik icin mobilize edilen akrabalik iliskileri ile duygusal destek icin mobilize edilen aile ve
akrabalik bagi disinda olusan ikincil iliskilerin, kisiler arasi guiveni pozitif ve anlamlh sekilde
etkiledigini ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgular 1s1g1inda, sosyal sermaye literattiruntn gunluk iliskiler
ve Kkisiler aras1 guven arasinda ongordugu nedenselligin kavramsal tartismasi tekrar ele alinmalidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisiler arasi gtiven, Baglayici sosyal sermaye, Koprit kurucu sosyal sermaye,
Bag-seviyesinde veri, Multinomial logit analizi

1 Yrd. Dog. Dr., Uluslararast Antalya Universitesi, cerem.cenker@antalya.edu.tr
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Introduction

Generalized trust is among the significant civic attitudes which closely relates to de-
mocratic institutionalization. It is about an individual's regard of the other as the
fellow citizen, so that co-operation with those others outside one’s primordial relations
and close associates becomes more likely. This co-operative spirit, in turn, is expected
to encourage citizens’ participation in different social systems. Hence, across trusting
societies, citizens are expected to be better endowed with political and civic activism.

Among different types of trust, generalized trust corresponds to trust in people whom
we do not know. We reveal such kind of trust to strangers because we regard them as
the fellow citizens. Though they are strangers, we choose to extend trust because we
find them familiar to ourselves. We regard them as not only harmless, but also wort-
hy of association and co-operation. This positive attitude towards the fellow citizens
lies at the heart of generalized trust. Accordingly, generalized trust is different from
particularized trust, which refers to trust in people we know. It is also different from
institutional trust, which pertains to confidence individuals have in a series of institu-
tions (Giddens, 1990, s. 83-88; Luhmann, 1988, s. 94-109; Seligman, 1997, s. 13-44).

Generalized trust has started to be discussed more extensively in political research
with the advent of the social capital literature. This literature pointed out the formal,
institutional and the informal, everyday societal relations and networks as foundations
of generalized trust. Civil society participation was examined extensively as individu-
al’s formal relations (Paxton, 2007, s. 47-76; Pichler and Wallace, 2007, s. 423-435).
Alternatively, individual’s informal relations were conceptualized as the bonding and
the bridging social capital respectively (Narayan 1999, s. 1; Putnam 2000, s. 22-23;
Woolcock and Narayan, 2000, s. 226-227). The bonding social capital referred to in-
dividual’s primordial and close relationships and this type of social capital was argued
to constrict individual’s relations outside of the familiar environments. Hence it was
negatively connected to generalized trust. The type of social capital conducive for ge-
nerating trust was designated as the bridging social capital which concerned relations
of more professional and distant nature such as the associates from the workplace,
the school and/or the various civil society organizations (Farole vd., 2007; s. 15-16;
Putnam, 2000, s. 22-23).

Though the social capital literature frequently mentions the significance of the bonding
and the bridging social capital for generalized trust, their tests remained limited in
comparison with studies which focus on civil society activism. Moreover, they were
often measured at the group level, which explored frequency of contact with various in-
formal social groups such as the family, neighbors, colleagues and other friends (Alesina
and Guiliano, 2007, s. 4-5; Farole vd., 2007, s. 15-16). However the conceptual defi-
nition of both the bonding and the bridging social capital lies in Granovetter’s seminal
differentiation between the weak and the strong ties (Granovetter, 1973, s. 1360-1380;
Putnam, 2000, s. 22-23). Hence an emphasis on the structure and the content of the
relational ties, which are informed from individual level tie-based data, may provide
new light to research which enquires social network underpinnings of generalized trust.

Present study is an attempt in this direction. It seeks to explore relational foundations
of generalized trust within a cross-country comparative perspective. It, in particular,
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seeks to answer the question: “How do our relations in everyday life influence our
trust in strangers?” For this purpose, the study focuses on both the structure-- the
extent and the weight of individual's ties-- and the content--the purpose for which
the ties are mobilized--of individual’s everyday social ties. Doing so, the present study
aims to contribute to social capital research by focusing on the influence of tie-level
properties on generalized trust.

The organization of the study is as follows. The first part discusses the relationship
between democracy, generalized trust, and the informal relations. The second part fo-
cuses on the relevance of informal, everyday relationships for generalized trust and it
introduces the hypotheses of the study. The following third section explains the data
and the variables. The fourth section, then, presents the model and it discusses the
empirical results. Last section will conclude the study.

Democracy, Generalized Trust and Informal, Everyday Relations

Political science in general and democracy studies in particular focus on generalized
trust because people’s co-operation and association for common interests as well as
public goods are necessary conditions for functioning democracies (Almond ve Verba,
1963, s. 208-244; Putnam vd., 1993, s. 163-181). Generalized trust provides an enab-
ling social environment in which individuals easily connect with each other. This po-
tential of connectivity is what lends generalized trust significance to underscore a good
portion of democratic sustenance (Inglehart, 1997, s. 160-216; Inglehart and Welzel,
2005, s. 149-173). Besides, in-depth case studies also showed how the absence of ge-
neralized trust fostered either individual isolation and social anomie, or the emergence
of mafia-like organizations, which proved detrimental for democratic regimes (Banfield,
1958, s. 83-103; Gambetta, 1988, s. 158-175; Gambetta, 1993, s. 15-53).

There is a general consensus in political research that generalized trust is good for
democratic regimes, but what is good for generalized trust?

Determinants of generalized trust have started to be discussed more in detail with the
advent of the social capital literature. Putnam and his collaborators (1993, s. 167) used
social capital to denote the widespread availability of generalized trust and networks
of civic engagement in a given polity, which had significant bearings on democratic
and economic institutional performance. This line of research prioritizes the micro-level
determinants of generalized trust and it points out the relevance of individual’s formal
and informal relationships for generalized trust.

Why would civil society involvement and informal social relationships influence gene-
ralized trust? As it is noted, generalized trust is about a general positive orientation
towards the fellow citizens. Since it concerns trust in people we do not know, individu-
als take risks when they choose to trust. Hence a certain level of familiarity with dif-
ferent human conditions and behaviors would help to take such risk. Indeed both the
civil society activism and the abundance of informal relations are regarded as channels
through which individual level differences and social cleavages are mutually recognized,;
crosscut; negotiated; and understood at the societal level (Putnam, 2007, s. 159-165).

The bulk of research already enquired the influence of civil society activism on gene-
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ralized trust (Knack and Keefer, 1997, s. 1271-1274; Knack 2003, s. 341-355; Paxton,
2007, s. 54; Uslaner, 2002, s. 130). Fewer researches were conducted on individual’s
informal relations (Alesina and Guiliano, 2007, s. 4-5; Dekker 2005, s. 94-95; Farole
et.al., 2007, s. 15-16; Uslaner 2002, s. 123-125).

As it is noted, the differentiation between the bonding and the bridging social capi-
tal informs many studies which focus on informal relations. Putnam (2007, s. 143)
defined bonding social capital as “ties to people who are like you in some important
way”. It is hypothesized to influence generalized trust negatively because strong ties
are assumed to strengthen in-group solidarity, which breed suspicion about out-group
relations. An alternative to bonding social capital is the bridging social capital which
implies individual’s involvement in different types of social networks besides his/her
close and primordial relations. Putnam (2007, s. 143) defined it as “ties to people
who are unlike you in some important way”. Bridging social capital is hypothesized to
influence generalized trust positively because the relations with out-group members as
well as the knowledge about them are expected to provide familiarity with the variable
human conditions and behaviors, which discounts the risks involved in trust relations.

Notwithstanding the neat differentiation between the bonding and the bridging social
capital as well as the relations with the in-groups and the out-groups, the empirical
evidence so far pointed out a more complicated relationship between everyday, informal
relations and generalized trust.

Alesina and Guiliano (2007, s. 18-19), for instance, designated a negative and signifi-
cant influence of strong family relations on generalized trust. Likewise, Farole and his
collaborators (2007, s. 21-23) designated time spent with close friends as a negative
determinant of generalized trust, whereas they underscored time spent with work or
professional colleagues as a positive determinant of generalized trust. Uslaner (2002,
s. 123-125) also examined the influence of everyday, informal relations on generalized
trust. In his study, variables of informal relations were wide-ranging from going to bars
and restaurants, playing cards to visiting friends and families and talking to neighbors.
Likewise, Dekker (2005, s. 94-95) examined the extent of informal socialization throu-
gh questions of the neighborhood level relations. Both Uslaner and Dekker could not
find any substantial influence of informal socialization on generalized trust.

These researches fell short in attempting to prove the viable influence of informal re-
lations on generalized trust. Yet, based on these examples, it is also difficult to argue
the contrary case. The reasons are twofold. The first reason is the lack of a general
consensus about what types of relations constitute either the bonding or the bridging
types of relations. Putnam (2007, s. 143) for instance regarded relations with colle-
agues of similar age, sex and race as bonding social capital, whereas Farole and his
collaborators (2007, s. 15) regarded relations with the colleagues as the bridging social
capital. The second reason is related to the measurement of the informal relations.
Though frequent references are made to different types of ties, social capital research
on informal relations rely heavily on different social groups such as the family, close
friends, colleagues and neighbors rather than social ties.
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How Do Informal, Everyday Relations Influence Generalized Trust?

Modern societies provide individuals many avenues for socialization; hence, more often,
people possess many different ties to different others. The basic category that has mo-
tivated the research on social networks is the differentiation made between the kinship
and the non-kinship relations (Scott, 1991, s. 7-38). Indeed, relations established out-
side one’s kin group is accepted as one of the strongest indicators of modern societies
and the complexity it confers, which, in turn, makes the discussion of generalized trust
relevant (Luhmann, 1979, s. 39; Simmel, 1922/1955, s. 134-140). Hence the focus on
the kinship and the non-kinship ties may provide a first step to discern whether or not
individual’s informal ties have any bearing on his/her decision to trust the fellow men.

The first two hypotheses of the study are about the size of both the kinship and the
non-kinship ties. As it is noted, social capital research assumes that a positive orien-
tation towards the generalized others becomes more likely to the extent people get
familiar with different others. Hence the potential of the weak ties would expand with
an increase in the non-kinship relations. A contrary case would be people’ reliance on
their strong kinship relations.

H1: Extensive non-kinship ties influence generalized trust positively.
H2: Extensive kinship ties influence generalized trust negatively.

The basis of the above hypotheses is the assumption that people have relatively stron-
ger attachments to their primordial kinship relations. These attachments would increase
as the weight of the kinship ties increase. Hence the above difference will become more
pronounced to the extent the kinship ties are stronger. Hence the third hypothesis is
about the weight of the kinship ties:

H3: Stronger kinship ties influence generalized trust negatively.

The hypotheses so far deal with the structure of the relationships rather than their
content. Yet besides the structure of individual’s relational ties, the content of these ties
such as the purpose for which they are mobilized may also prove significant. In his
study on social capital, Lin (2007, s. 10) differentiated ties on the basis of the purpose
of action. Ties which were mobilized for expressive action were for “preserving and
maintaining resources” (Lin, 2007, s. 10). In general, these types of ties “have physi-
cal health, mental health, and life satisfaction as returns” (Van der Gaag and Snijders,
2005, s. 21). Alternatively, ties may be mobilized for instrumental action as well. They
are for “searching for and obtaining resources” (Lin, 2007, s. 10) and they are used to
increase one’s “wealth, power and reputation” (Van der Gaag and Snijders, 2005, s. 21).

Though the research on bonding and bridging capital hardly mentions this differentia-
tion, it seems vital to reason why certain types of relations may hinder one’s tendency
to trust the fellow citizens, while others ease such tendency. After all, social capital
research prioritizes the weak and the bridging ties for trust relations because they are
regarded as strategic to associate with different others and to reach alternative sources
of information. However people forge relations outside of their kinship groups for
expressive reasons as well. Likewise though people, in general, rely on their kinship
relations for expressive reasons, they may also find these relations useful for instru-
mental reasons. Do the kinship and the non-kinship relations have a uniform influence
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on generalized trust, regardless of the difference in purpose of action? In line with the
social capital literature, the fourth and the fifth hypotheses assume a uniform influence:

H4: Reliance mostly on non-kinship ties for both expressive and instrumental action
influence generalized trust positively.

H5: Reliance mostly on kinship ties for both expressive and instrumental action influ-
ence generalized trust negatively.

Data and Model

Present analysis tested the above hypotheses by using ISSP survey data of 2001, which
focused on social networks. By the time this survey was conducted, ISSP had thirty-e-
ight member nations. The analysis accounted for countries rather than nations; hence
the Northern Ireland sample was not included in the analysis. Moreover, East and
West Germany were coded as the single country of Germany. Likewise, Israeli Jews
and Arabs were coded as a single country of Israel. Subsequently, the present analysis
counted on twenty-seven countries for its enquiry into the relational foundations of
generalized trust?

The dependent variable of the empirical model was generalized trust. ISSP provided
a three-item trust module to measure individual’s trust in both the known and the
unknown others. The respondents indicated agreement to each item along 1-5 scale
where 1 stood for “Agree strongly” and 5 stood for “Disagree strongly”. These items
were as follows:

“There are a few people I can trust completely.”
“Most of the time you can be sure that other people want the best for you.”
“If you are not careful, other people will take advantage of you.”

The third statement in this module was used as the generalized trust question; because,
it came close to the conventional generalized trust question, which was “Generally spe-
aking, do you believe most people can be trusted or that you cannot be too careful in
dealing with people?” In surveys such as World Values Survey (WVS), Eurobarometer
and General Social Survey (GSS), the respondents who said they cannot be too careful
in dealing with people were accepted as people who lacked trust in unknown other
people. This statement was reminiscent of the ISSP statement “If you are not careful,
other people will take advantage of you.” The explicit reference given in the statement
to the “other people” was also important because generalized trust concerned individu-
als’ orientations towards generalized others. Also, this statement underscored a general
suspicion towards the intentions of other people, which lied at the foundation of lack
of trust. Hence, those respondents who either disagreed strongly or disagreed with this
statement were treated as respondents who revealed trust in the fellow citizens. Nearly

2 Countries which are included in the analysis are Finland, Denmark, Switzerland, France, Norway,
Australia, Japan, New Zealand, Canada, Israel, Great Britain, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Philippines,
Russia, United States, Latvia, Italy, Germany, Austria, Spain, South Africa, Chile, Slovenia, Brazil,
Poland, and Hungary. Also see ISSP Codebook for 2001 Survey on Social Networks, 7. See http://
www.issp.org/
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sixteen percent of all respondents indicated trust.

Trust levels differed substantially across countries. More than forty percent, for instance,
indicated trust in fellow citizens in Finland and Denmark. The figure was lower than
five percent in Poland and Hungary and less than ten percent in Spain, South Africa,
Chile, Slovenia, and Brazil.?

In order to test the hypotheses, the study modelled a series of tie-based variables as
the key independent variables. These variables are explained in detail below.

Size of adult kinship ties: The size of adult kinship ties corresponded to a respondent’s
total number of ties to his/her brothers/sisters and sons/daughters, who were eighteen
or older as well as to their parents, who were still alive. This was a continuous vari-
able, which changed between 0 and 36. The mean of this variable was 4,6 and 95%
of distribution lies between 0 and 10.

Weight of adult kinship ties: The weight of adult kinship ties variable was computed
on the basis of the frequency of contact variables. It corresponded to the average
frequency of contact with the most contacted brother/sister, son/daughter as well as the
father and the mother. It was a continuous variable and its values changed between
zero and seven.

Size of the non-kinship ties: Size of the non-kinship ties was the sum of respondent’s
friends from the workplace, the neighborhood and the other places. It was a continu-
ous variable and its values changed between 0 - 294. Nearly 95% of distribution was
within the 0 to 33 range.

Kinship ties for expressive action/Non-kinship ties for expressive action: ISSP asked
respondents’ their first and second choices of contact when they felt ill and depressed
respectively. Those family and relatives’ ties* which were used in times of illness and
feeling depressed, were used to generate the kinship ties for expressive action variable.
In case non-kinship ties’ were mentioned for the above expressive actions, these ties
were counted as non-kinship ties for expressive action. The values of both variables
changed between 0 and 4.

Kinship ties for instrumental action/ Non-kinship ties for instrumental action: ISSP as-
ked respondents’ their first and second choices of contact when they needed to borrow
large sums of money. Also, the survey asked the contact who was used for the present
(or the last) employment. The indicated family and the relatives’ ties made up the
kinship ties for instrumental action variable. In case non-kinship ties were mentioned
for the above instrumental actions, these ties were counted as non-kinship ties for

3 The trusting respondents were those who either disagreed strongly or disagreed with the state-
ment ‘If you are not careful, other people will take advantage of you'.

4 Spouse, mother, father, daughter, son, daughter-in-law, son-in-law, brother, sister were accepted as
family. Other blood relatives, other in-law relatives and god-parents are accepted as relatives. Though
god-parent may not be a relative, it is likely that this person will be close to the respondent’s pa-
rents. Hence he /she is different from one’s friends. God-parent was coded as relative because he/she
was as close as parents but not from the immediate family. Contacts with family and relatives made
up the kinship relations.

5 Close friends, acquaintances, neighbors, someone from work, and someone else were coded as
friends and acquaintances, which are labeled as non-kinship relations.
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instrumental action. The values of both variables changed between 0 and 3.

Besides the key independent variables, the empirical model also explored the robustness
of the estimates to the inclusion of other potential generalized trust determinants. The-
se control variables along with usual socio-demographic variables are explained below.

Institutional contact for expressive action: ISSP questions on expressive and instrumen-
tal action indicated above also provided choices for institutional contacts® besides the
kinship and the non-kinship ties. In case the respondents preferred institutional con-
tacts when they felt ill and/or depressed, these contacts made up institutional contact
for expressive action variable. Its values changed between 0 and 4.

Institutional contact for instrumental action: In case the respondents preferred insti-
tutional contacts when they needed to borrow large sums of money and/or finding a
job, sum of these contacts corresponded to institutional contact for instrumental action
variable. Its values changed between 0 and 3.

Relations with the relatives: ISSP asked frequency of contact questions with a series of
relatives along 1-4 scale which indicated higher values for less frequent contact. This
scale was re-coded along O - 3 so that the higher values indicated more frequent con-
tact. Relations with the relatives variable was computed by summing up all frequency
of contact scores across the relatives’ variables. The relations with the parents-in-laws
were not available for Norway. Likewise, relations with God-parents were optional;
hence it was not available for a series of countries. As a result, these relations were
not included in computation of this variable. Its values changed between 0 and 12.

Civil Society Participation: As it is noted, civil society activism was frequently examined
as a positive determinant of generalized trust.” ISSP asked the respondents’ frequency
of participation in a series of civil society organizations. A 1 to 4 scale was used to in-
dicate participation in each of the given organizations. The scale was re-coded between
0 and 3 whereby the higher values indicated more frequent participation. Civil society
participation variable was the sum frequency of participation across all types of groups
and organizations. The charitable groups were not included in the computation because
this data lacked for Germany. The values of this variable changed between 0 and 18.

Olson type participation / Putnam type participation: A series of analyses questioned
whether all types of civil society organizations exerted similar influence on generali-
zed trust. Knack and Keefer (1997, s. 1271-1274), for instance, differentiated between

6 All contacts indicated in ISSP survey which were neither the kinship nor the non-kinship relati-
ons were accepted as the institutional contacts.

7 A series of scholars mentioned the possibility of reverse causality between civil society involve-
ment and generalized trust. In her comparative study, Stolle underlined the possibility that people
who already trust others tend to become members of civil society institutions. See Dietlind Stolle
(2001), “ ‘Getting to trust: an analysis of the importance of institutions, families, personal expe-
riences and group membership,” Paul Dekker and Eric M. Uslaner (Der.,) Social Capital and Parti-
cipation in Everyday Life (London and New York: Routledge): 118-134. In her study, Paxton also
acknowledged the possible reciprocal relationship between generalized trust and associational mem-
bership. However counting on a series of research conducted on the question, she underlined that
the causality is more likely to run from associational membership to generalized trust. See Pamela
Paxton (2007), “Association Memberships and Generalized Trust: A Multi-level Model Across 31
Countries,” Social Forces 86 (1): 54.
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the Olson and the Putnam type of organizations. In his 1982 study, Olson wrote on
collective action and argued that a series of civil society organizations such as pro-
fessional organizations, trade unions, and political parties were more likely to display
rent-seeking behavior. Knack and Keefer (1997) defined these types of hierarchically
organized modern institutions as Olson type civil society organizations. They contrasted
these with networks of civic engagement mentioned by Putnam et.al. (1993, s. 92-93).
The latter were more horizontally organized and had post-modern concerns such as
the community work, recreational, and rights-based activism. Being so, the likelihood
of Putnam type organizations entering into distributional coalitions was found low.

The differentiation made between Olson and Putnam type organizations was directly
related to generalized trust. Due to their rent-seeking tendency, Olson type organi-
zations were regarded as exclusionary. Hence, they were hypothesized to influence
generalized trust negatively. In the empirical model, Olson type participation was the
sum frequency of contact for political parties and clubs as well as trade unions and
professional organizations. Its values changed between 0 and 6. Alternatively, Putnam
type organizations were induced mostly by provision of public goods; hence they were
argued to influence generalized trust positively

(Knack ve Keefer, 1997, s. 1271). In the empirical model, Putnam type participation
was the sum score for sports and leisure clubs and neighborhood associations and its
values changed between 0 and 6.

Subjective Happiness: Another variable of interest was subjective happiness, which was
found to be a significant individual level variable for generalized trust (Uslaner, 2002,
s. 94-100). It was included in the analysis because happier people were, on the whole,
found to be optimistic towards life in general, and other people in particular. The lat-
ter, in turn, was likely to positively influence individual's regard of the fellow citizens.
ISSP asked this question along a 1- 4 scale. It was re-coded so that 1 corresponded
to “not happy at all” and 4 corresponded to “very happy”.

Cross-country macro-structural differences: Though social capital literature emphasized
the significance of both the formal and the informal social relations for generalized
trust, a series of studies also underlined the relevance of macro-structural determi-
nants of generalized trust such as the historical heritage, economic inequalities, and
ethnic divisions (Bjornskov, 2007, s. 1-21; Delhey ve Newton, 2005, s. 311-327). It
was expected that even when the relational foundations of generalized trust were
controlled for, significant cross-country differences would persist due to the mentioned
macro-structural differences. Country level dummy variables were used to control for
these differences.

University attendance: This was a dummy variable, which took the value of one for the
cases of university attendance?®

Employment: This was also a dummy variable, which accounted for the cases of full
time and part time employment as well as self-employment.

8 In ISSP, data was available for those who still attended to university. Since higher education is
hypothesized to influence generalized trust, those attending to university are also accepted as part of
the better educated respondents.
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Sex: The sex variable took the value of one for the male respondents.

Age: The age variable was a continuous variable.

Empirical Analysis and Results

As it is noted, present analysis used the ISSP agreement scores to the following state-
ment as the generalized trust variable: “If you are not careful, other people will take
advantage of you”. This statement was asked along an ordinal scale and its values
changed between 1 and 5. Because most of the variables of interest violated the pa-
rallel regression assumption, a multinomial logit model (MNLM) is used to compute
the cross-country relational underpinnings of generalized trust (Long ve Freese, 2000,
s. 197-200). For this purpose, the five point ordinal scale was re-coded into three
outcomes. Those who strongly agreed or agreed with the above statement were coded
as “No Trust”; those who neither agreed nor disagreed were labeled as “Neutral”; and
those who strongly disagreed or disagreed with this statement were named as “Trust”.
In all analyses, “No Trust” was used as the base category and its comparison with
“Trust” reported. Hence, the ensuing models showed the effect of each independent
variable on trust in comparison with its influence on lack of trust.

Table.1 on the next page presented two models and they were only different in terms
of civil society participation variables. Variables which were significant at five percent
or lower are shown in shaded cells. Table.1 also presented the marginal effect each
unit of independent variable made on the probability to trust. Model 1I of Table.1 was
used for the computation of the marginal effect scores. Lastly, Model 1 and Model II
did not report the country coefficients. In both models, the base country was Finland
and the country coefficients were found significant except for Denmark.

The analysis showed that everyday, informal relations were relevant for generalized
trust, yet their content rather than structure seemed to matter more for trust relations.
Table.1 showed negative and significant influence of the size of the adult kinship ties
on generalized trust, yet both its coefficient and marginal effect were low. Also both
the size of the non-kinship ties and the weight of the kinship ties proved insignificant
in the analysis. Their coefficients and marginal effects came close to zero. Alternatively,
variables which dealt with ties for different purposes of action yielded significant and
interesting results. They also seemed to exert more pronounced influence on genera-
lized trust.
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Table 1. Multinomial analyses of Trust versus No-trust

Model I Model 11
Marginal
effect
Coeff. | P>z CoefT. P> |z| | (Model 11)

Tie-based variables
Size of adult kinship ties -0,02 0,02 -0,02 0,02 0,00
Size of non-kinship ties 0,00 0,14 0,00 0,16 0,00
Weight of adult kinship ties 0,00 0,87 0,00 0,86 0,00
Kinship ties: Expressive 0,04 0,22 0,04 0,22 0,00
Kinship ties: Instrumental 0,09 0,00 0,09 0,00 0,02
Non-kinship ties: Expressive 0,11 0,00 0,10 0,00 0,01
Non-kinship ties: Instrumental -0,08 0,03 -0,08 0,03 0,02
Other variables
Relations with the relatives -0,01 0,32 -0,01 0,31 0,00
Total civil society participation 0,05 0,00
Olson type participation 0,02 0,12 0,00
Putnam type participation 0,06 0,00 0,01
Church or other religious org. 0,06 0,00 0,01
Other associations or org. 0,04 0,03 0,01
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Employment 0,14 0,00 0,14 0,00 0,03
University attendance 0,41 0,00 0,42 0,00 0,06
Institutional contact: Expressive -0,12 0,05 -0,12 0,05 -0,02
Institutional contact: Instrumental -0,04 0,29 -0,03 031 0,00
Subjective happiness 0,27 0,00 0,27 0,00 0,05
Sex -0,40 0,00 -0,30 0,00 -0,08
Age 0,02 0,00 0,02 0,00 0,00
Constant -1,47 0,00 -1,47 0,00

The analysis showed the positive and significant influence of kinship relations for ins-
trumental action and the non-kinship relations for expressive action. Hence it showed
us the relevance of kinship relations for strategic and utilitarian calculations. Likewise,
it emphasized the emotional side of the non-kinship relations for trust relations. Social
capital literature hardly acknowledged these possibilities. In general, bridging social
capital was associated with non-kinship types of relations and their significance lied in
their potential for strategic use. Likewise, more often, kinship relations were concep-
tualized as exclusionary and their utilitarian use was not considered. Yet the present
analysis showed that individual’s informal relations could not be conceptualized only
as means to strategic relations. This may indeed reflect one side of the story, yet Table
1. revealed the other side too, which was about people’ need for the fellow friends.
Individuals seemed to become more trusting of unknown others through emotional
connections to their friends. Hence friends were likely to matter more for trust relations
than the utilitarian count.

Alternatively, the analysis designated the kinship ties rather than the non-kinship ties
as strategic for trust relations. This finding also underlined a much-neglected aspect
in the operational definition of trust. The analysis showed that generalized trust was
also about being willing to embrace risks about the unknown others, as it was about
familiarity with the variable human conditions and behaviors. This willingness, in
turn, boiled down to an ability to deal with possible disappointment as a result of
one’s decision to trust. The safety net kinship ties provide emerged as significant to
ease the risk-taking tendency. Once individuals felt that they could act on their close
kinship ties for instrumental action, they were likely to become more pro-active in
social life as well.

These findings became more interesting when we focused on civil society variables
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and a series of demographic variables. Model 1 of Table 1. showed the positive and
significant influence of civil society activism on generalized trust. Yet once this activism
was disaggregated into two different types of organizations in Model II, less hierarchical
community level Putnam type civil society organizations proved as the positive and the
significant determinant of generalized trust. Also, being employed and having attended
the university were found significant. These findings underscored the importance of
participation in a series of modern structures such as the workplace, the education
system and the civil society for trust relations.

What do the findings so far tell us? They tell us the prominence of an active commu-
nity life for extending trust to fellow citizens. It can well be claimed that those people
who are social and participating in their communities, who have friends to rely on for
emotional well-being, and who possess family ties to mobilize for power and wealth are
also the ones who are more likely to trust people at large. These findings also invite
for a re-consideration of the conceptual linkage between everyday, informal relations
and generalized trust. People’ informal relations matter not only because they make us
familiar with different human conditions and behaviors, but also because people emb-
race the risks inherent in trust relations easier with the safety nets and the emotional
support these relations provide. The analysis also shows that institutional channels are
no substitutes for either the emotional or the strategic support the informal relations
provide to build trust relations.

In line with the prior research, subjective happiness also emerged as a significant de-
terminant of generalized trust. Among the demographic control variables, women pro-
ved more likely to trust than men, and old age emerged as a positive and significant
determinant of trust.

What about the influence of the cross-country differences on generalized trust? As
noted, all country dummy variables, except for Denmark, proved significantly different
from the base category of Finland. Hence, as it was expected, cross-country differences
were significant determinants of generalized trust as well.

The discrepancy of trust levels across countries can be better illustrated by presenting
the predicted probabilities to trust in a series of selected countries. The probability
calculations were computed for the employed man who did not attend university. The
rest of the variables were set to their mean scores. Hence once all tie-based variables
were held constant at their mean values, the probability to trust in Finland (0,38),
Denmark (0,36), Switzerland (0,29), and France (0,25) emerged as the highest among
all countries. Alternatively, the probability to trust in Poland (0,04), Hungary (0,04),
Slovenia (0,05), Brazil (0,05) and South Africa (0,05) were found as the lowest.

These figures showed us the persistence of cross-country differences in generalized trust
levels even when the influence of the relational variables were controlled for. This fin-
ding underscored the significance of macro-structural determinants of generalized trust
such as the culture, economy and the ethnic make-up along with the micro-relational
determinants. In other words, though individual’s informal relations and relational ties
influenced generalized trust, they did not come into existence in a vacuum; they were
bound to the given socio-political environment. Hence the interactions between the
macro- and the micro-foundations of generalized trust can well be designated as a
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promising venue of future research.
Conclusion

The findings of the present study invited for a re-consideration of the conceptual
relationship established between daily, informal social relations and generalized trust.
It also calls for a re-examination of the measurement and analysis of these relations.

In general, social capital literature emphasized the need for individual’s diverse contacts
with different others and such contacts were hypothesized to induce more trusting
citizens. Establishing diverse contacts, in turn, was related to bridging social capital;
hence to weak ties which were different than one’s primordial relations. Present rese-
arch showed that non-kinship relations were relevant for trust relations, but not be-
cause higher numbers of such relations fostered trust. Indeed the size of close friends
proved insignificant in the analysis. The relevance of non-kinship ties seem to lie in
the emotional support they provided. This finding is important because it underlined
the importance of the content of the relationship, which is an under-researched area in
social capital literature. The differentiation among the ties on the basis of the purpose
of action, then, proved relevant for trust relations.

The emphasis on the purpose of action further shed light to conceptual discussion on
the relationship between the everyday, informal relations and generalized trust. The
analysis showed the significant influence of the kinship relations which were used
for instrumental action. Hence besides the contact with different others who provided
emotional support, the decision to trust the fellow citizens seemed related to one’s
ability to discount the risks involved in trust relations. It was likely that kinship ties
which may be mobilized for power and wealth purposes acted as the safety net that
eased the risk-taking tendency. In sum, the focus on ties and their purpose of action
showed that generalized trust is also about being willing to embrace risks about unk-
nown others as it is about familiarity with different human conditions and behaviors.

The relevance of tie-level data also invited for further questioning about the measu-
rement of the informal relationships. Thus far the social capital literature relied more
heavily on group level relations such as the family, close friends, colleagues and the
neighbors. Present study showed that the size, the weight and the properties of the
given ties influenced generalized trust in different ways; hence measurement at the
individual tie-level seemed a relevant venue of further investigation.

Lastly, the cross-country differences in generalized trust level persisted even when
relational foundations of generalized trust were controlled for. This finding affirmed
the fact that social relations did not come into existence in vacuum; rather they were
bound to socio-political structure. Hence future research should delve more into details
of the interactions between the macro-structural and the micro-relational determinants
of generalized trust.
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