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Canadians are among the most trusting people in the world.  In the World Values Survey, 53 percent of Canadians agreed that “most people can be trusted” (as opposed to arguing that “you can’t be too careful in dealing with people”).  Only residents of Norway, Sweden, and the Netherlands (among the 82 countries and regions where the question was asked in 1995, 1990, or 1981 or in the International Social Survey Program) ranked higher on trust than Canadians.


Why should we care about trust?  Trust matters for the sorts of things that bond us to others without expectations of reciprocity–giving to charity, volunteering time, tolerance of minorities, and promoting policies that redistribute resources from the rich to the poor (Uslaner, 2002).  Countries with high levels of trust not only redistribute more from the rich to the poor, but they also have more inclusive social welfare policies (Rothstein and Stolle, 2002).  They also have lower levels of corruption, better functioning legal systems, more open markets, and higher levels of economic growth (Uslaner, 2002, ch. 8; Knack and Keefer, 1997).


What drives trust in Canada?  In this paper, we draw upon our earlier individual efforts to explain why some people are trusting and others are not (see esp. Hooghe and Stolle 2003; Stolle, 2001; Uslaner, 2002).  Three important arguments have been developed in the debate about the sources of generalized trust. On the one hand, trust is seen as a social product. We tend to assume that wherever there is social interaction or civic engagement, trust must be either the cause or the effect or both.  Putnam (1993) calls this a “virtuous circle” of participation, social networks, and trust (see also Brehm and Rahn, 1997).  He argues (2000, 137): “The causal arrows among civic involvement, reciprocity, honesty, and social trust are as tangled as well-tossed spaghetti.”  Indeed, the very concept of social capital treat civic engagement and trust as part of the same syndrome of civic virtue, an idea that dates back to Tocqueville (1945, 108-109) and more recently to Lane (1959, 163; Brehm and Rahn, 1997).  Since Canadians also rank highly on membership in voluntary organizations (ranking fifth of 36 in the share of people joining secular associations aside from unions in the World Values Survey) this societal perspective would suggest that generalized trust and memberships in associations are intimately linked.


Others see generalized trust as a product of institutional forces and experiences.  For example, generalized trust has been linked with inequalities that prevail within the society which are in turn the result of various welfare regimes (Boix and Posner 1998; Korpi and Palme 1998; Rothstein and Stolle 2003; Uslaner 2003). Citizens who see their fellow citizens as equals and as “one of their own” might more easily make a leap of faith and give a trust credit to people who are not necessarily known. The fairness and impartiality of various political institutions including the police, courts and social services are essential institutional ingredients for the development of generalized trust (Rothstein 2001, Rothstein and Stolle 2003; Stolle 2003). 


Finally, there is an alternative perspective that views trust as a trait that is stable over time and not easily shattered by daily experiences (Uslaner 2002). On this view, trust is mostly related to your worldview: Is the world a good place that is going to get better (optimism) and can you exert control over your own (and others’) fate (control).


In this paper, we compare the relevance of these various factors. We argue here (as we have done elsewhere) that there is only the sparest of evidence of a link from the experience of social interactions and civic engagement to trust in Canada.  On the other hand, we find a stronger confirmation of the institutional hypotheses.   Trust in government and especially the courts seem to shape interpersonal trust in Canada.   We also find support for our expectations that Quebecois and immigrants are less trusting than native Anglophone Canadians—which may reflect institutional discrimination or longer-standing cultural factors.  Using the first wave of the “Equality, Community, Security” (ECS) survey conducted in 2000-2001 at the University of British Columbia, we examine the roots of trust among Canadians.  


The Roots of Trust

Several perspectives currently dominate the debate about the sources of generalized trust. On the one hand, some see trust as a social product and as embedded in our relationships with other citizens. Another perspective views trust as embedded in political institutions. A third perspective considers trust to be a stable moral value that largely reflects deeper attitudes (at the individual level).  We shall review the arguments in turn. 

The societal embeddedness of trust

Typically, the argument that civic engagement leads to trust presumes that trust is based upon experience. Hardin (2002) claims that trust can have no other roots.  Putnam (1993, 90) specifies these experiences, and makes a direct connection between our civic life and learning to trust others: “Participation in civic organizations inculcates skills of cooperation as well as a sense of shared responsibility for collective endeavors” (cf. Brehm and Rahn, 1997, 1001-1002).  


There is little evidence that participation in formal groups leads to civic attitudes and values. Uslaner (2002, ch. 5) finds that there is practically no link from civic engagement to trust: Only members of business and cultural demonstrate higher trust levels, whereas other group memberships do not develop civicness beyond the group.  Citizens with higher trust levels join selected social groups disproportionally (Stolle 1998, 2001). This self-selection effect explains the correlation between membership and trust for selected groups. However, religious group membership, by contrast, is negatively related to trust (cf. Putnam, 1993, 107).  


There is no plausible causal mechanism that elucidates why interacting with people in one’s club or bowling league builds trust in the larger community.  Rosenblum (1998, 45, 48) challenged this argument, claiming that it reflects “an airy ‘liberal expectancy’” that remains “unexplained.”:

...there is the tendency to adopt a simplistic “transmission belt’ model of civil society, which says that the beneficial formative effects of association spill over from one sphere to another....The “transmission belt” model is simplistic as a general dynamic.  It is one thing to say that within face-to-face rotating credit associations “social networks allow trust to become transitive and spread: trust you, because I trust her and she assures me that she trusts you,” and quite another thing to show that habits of trust cultivated in one social sphere are exhibited in incongruent groups in separate spheres.

Formal groups help to build trust within the group and feelings of closeness between the group members, which we could perhaps call private social capital (Stolle, 2001, 233). Generalized norms of trust and acceptance of strangers are not products of formal group interactions per se.  


Joining itself is not enough, but what matters is with whom you join. Joining associations with people who are unlike oneself might be more beneficial for the development of generalized trust and civic values than getting together with people just like oneself.  Putnam (2000, 22) recognizes this in a similar distinction between bonding and bridging social capital, though he claims that any form of civic engagement can lead to trust (Putnam, 2000, 288).  Indeed homogeneous groups lead to strong bonds and to what we call particularized trust which are less conducive to the development of generalized trust (Uslaner 2002; Yamagishi and Yamagishi 1994), whereas more diverse groups accommodate more trusting people (Stolle 1998). Uslaner doubts that most group memberships are diverse enough to create generalized trust, at least among adults.  Two forms of civic engagement, charitable giving and volunteering, can connect us to people who are different (but these activities seem to depend even more heavily upon self-selection effects, see Uslaner, 2002, ch. 5).   


The distinction between bonding and bridging groups is a theme that we pick up in our analyses below.  Our initial assumption is that strong in-group ties work to reduce generalized trust because they create a feeling of positive in-group bias which works to the detriment of tolerance of outsiders (Brewer 1979).  This proposition will be tested with members of ethnic associations and people who place a high value on their ethnic and religious identities. These people with strong in-group ties should be less likely to be generalized trusters because their face-to-face interactions with people very much like themselves reinforce biases against out-groups and strong identification with your own group may lead to unfavorable stereotypes of out-groups.  

Ethnic associations reinforce in-group identity and lead people away from generalized trust (Uslaner, 2002, 133-135); a strong bond to your ethnic group can stand at odds with a broader social vision (Brewer, 1979; Kaufman, 2002; Uslaner and Conley, 2003).   We thus expect that people who belong to many ethnic associations and who believe that their ethnic identity is important to them should be less likely to trust others.

People with strong religious affiliations who often interact with others of a similar background reinforcing fundamentalist values within the context of their congregation may also be less likely to trust others. While religion itself is perhaps the strongest determinant of charitable giving and volunteering, fundamentalists who maintain high in-group bonding are less likely to trust others, to volunteer for other outside their congregations or to join secular organizations (Cnaan, Kasternakis, and Wineburg, 1993; Schoenfeld, 1978; Uslaner, 2001; Wuthnow, 1999).  We do not have a direct measure of fundamentalism in our Canadian survey, but we know from surveys in the United States that people who claim a born again experience are far more likely to say that religion is important than are others.
   So we use the question of how important religion is in your life.
The institutional embeddedness of trust

Another approach to examining the sources of trust emphasizes the institutional embeddedness of generalized trust. In this view, trust in people stems from confidence in governmental institutions. Putnam (1993), Brehm and Rahn (1997), and Stolle (2003) find close links between trust in government and generalized trust.  Over four decades ago Lane (1959, 163-64) argued that the two types of trust are part of the same syndrome.  Brehm and Rahn (1997) argued that confidence in government is the single strongest determinant of faith in other people.  Others are more discriminating in their argument.  It is not all government institutions that lead to generalized trust, but particularly those who implement policies, such as courts, the police and social service institutions (Rothstein 2000, Rothstein and Stolle 2003b).  Rothstein (2000) argues:

...if you think...that these...institutions [of law and order] do what they are supposed to do in a fair and effective manner, then you also have reason to believe that the chance people of getting away with such treacherous behavior is small.  If so, you will believe that people will have very good reason to refrain from acting in a treacherous manner, and you will therefore believe that “most people can be trusted.”


A strong legal system will reduce transaction costs, making trust less risky.  The more experience people have with compliance, the more likely they are to have confidence in others’ good will (Brehm and Rahn, 1997, 1008; Levi, 1998). Moreover, if these political institutions are perceived as fair, then this experience is extended to people in general (Rothstein and Stolle, 2003).  Cohen (1997, 19) argues that “...legal norms of procedural fairness, impartiality, and justice that give structure to state and some civil institutions, limit favoritism and arbitrariness, and protect merit are the sine qua non for society-wide ‘general trust,’ at least in a modern social structure.” 


This position is not without its critics. Uslaner (2002, chs. 2, 5, 8; and 2003b) argues that governments cannot create trust from above.  Moreover, generalized trust and trust in government are largely uncorrelated and the relationship is no stronger for trust in the legal system at the individual level.  Yet he finds stronger links in the formerly Communist nations of Central and Eastern Europe (Uslaner, 2003a).  Since most of Uslaner’s negative evidence stems from the United States and Canada has a stronger perhaps more accepted state than in the United States, we might expect that the institutional and societal trust might be more related above the 49th parallel.  Legal and constitutional issues have loomed larger in recent Canadian politics.  The issues that the courts have confronted involve key elements of the scope of trust, including language and First People’s rights, multiculturalism, and national unity–all of which have the potential to pit particularized or group trust against generalized trust.  There is thus good reason to expect a tighter connection between law and trust in Canada.  On the other hand, Canadians do not rank highly on trust in the legal system.  They rank 21st out of 42 locales in the World Values Survey and their mean score (.54) is barely above the mean (.52).   We shall examine whether trust in governmental institutions more generally or confidence in the courts or police lead to greater interpersonal trust. 


Second, some ethnic and social groups have experienced collective discrimination by a variety of political institutions, which might translate into lasting feelings of distrust towards the wider society. African Americans in the United States, immigrants in various democratic systems as well as ethnic minorities do not perceive that the system works for them (Alesina 2000; Orlando 2000, Putnam 2003). In Canada, Francophones and immigrants will have lower levels of trust than Anglophones because of their experiences with selected political institutions Johnston and Soroka, 1999).
  Beyond their potential discriminating experiences in democratic institutions, many Francophones (and especially Québecois) also see themselves as a fairly cohesive group, which is linked to the view that Québec constitutes a distinct nation within (or sometimes even apart from) Canada.  Group identity is especially important for some Francophones and this might also reinforce particularized trust at the expense of generalized trust.   We expect both Quebecois and immigrants to be less trusting than other Canadians.  Discrimination is not the only reason for these expectations.  

Quebec society traditionally was insular; the Catholic Church for many years actively discouraged modernization and civic engagement and promoted nationalism in Quebec  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(McRoberts, 1993, 122-123; Quinn, 1979, 18).  But the Quiet Revolution led to a sharp reduction in influence for the church and a rise in linguistic identity, replacing one form of particularized trust (based upon a religious nationalism reflected in the Union Nationale party) upon another (founded on a more secular nationalism, reflected in the Parti Quebecois in provincial politics and the Bloc Quebecois in federal politics).  The culture of the old regime carried over in part to the new one.  Quebecois stand as a separate nation, apart from and sometimes in opposition to the Anglophone majority.  The new secular culture has not put aside old conflicts.  Quebec’s license plates still remind people (“Je me souviens”) of the violent conflict with English troops over language rights in 1837-38.   This strong in-group identity should work against generalized trust which is an inclusive attitude towards several groups of people disregarding of their background (Uslaner, 1997).

Trust is also the product of cultural values.  Ethnic groups in the United States “inherit” levels of trust from their family’s “home country” (Rice and Feldman, 1997).  Most immigrants come from low trusting (less wealthy) countries.  Immigrants are more likely to join ethnic associations that reinforce in-group ties: immigrants in our sample belong to an average of .39 ethnic associations compared to .15 for people born in Canada and such associations are likely to reinforce group identity at the expense of generalized trust (Kaufman, 2002).  The French heritage of Quebecois is also low trusting: France ranks low in trust—23 percent of French people believe that “most people can be trusted,” below the overall mean of 30 percent and even below the mean for the former Communist nations of Central and Eastern Europe.  So there is yet another reason for us to expect low levels of trust for immigrants and Quebecois.
Trust as a moral value

The third position in the debate about the sources of generalized trust claims that trust is a stable moral value that does not change easily over one’s life-time, and that is at most closely related to personal characteristics and views. The core psychological determinant of trust, Uslaner (2002, ch. 2) argues, is optimism for the future.  Generalized trust is predicated upon a view that the world is a benevolent place with good people (cf. Seligman, 1997, 47), that things are going to get better, and that you are the master of your own fate.  The earliest treatments of interpersonal trust put it at the center of an upbeat world view (Rosenberg, 1956).    People who believe that others can be trusted have an optimistic view of the world.  They believe that they can make the world better by their own actions (Rosenberg, 1956; Lane, 1959, 163-166).  Uslaner argues that short-term fluctuations in life chances or the state of the national economy are not central to generalized trust.  It is longer-term evaluations that matter most.  

We are unable to test this explanation with the ECS data.  There are no measures of long-term optimism or control over one’s fate.  The ECS survey only has short-term measures about expectations for the economy and personal well-being over the next year, and these are not significant in preliminary analyses we ran.  There is a note of caution here.  The model we do estimate is incomplete since we cannot control for some potentially key factors in trust.  However, what this means is that we may overestimate the effects of group membership and volunteering.  And the rather modest estimates we obtain do not point to powerful impacts for these forms of civic engagement.  The stronger impacts for other variables (education, Quebecois status, age, and trust in government and the courts) may also be attenuated in more complex models.  Our analysis below provides a starting point for understanding trust in Canada.

Two demographic variables are central to all discussions of trust.  More highly educated people are more trusting; and younger people have sharply lower levels of confidence in others in North America (Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Putnam, 1995, 2000, 140-141; Stolle, 1998; Uslaner, 2002, ch. 4).  We use age and education measures in our analyses.  Since most others have not found strong effects for income and gender, we do not include it (we did experiment with each and found little reason to challenge conventional wisdom).


The Structure of Trust


We measure trust by the standard question used in surveys throughout the world (among them, the World Values Survey and several Canadian and American National Election surveys): “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?”   Uslaner (2002, ch. 3) shows that this question does measure trust in strangers (as opposed to in-group trust) and that respondents to surveys in the United States interpret the question as reflecting core values rather than personal experiences.  


Others have used variants on this question, but we believe that this is mistaken. Putnam (2000, 135-136) uses the DDB Needham Life Style surveys, which ask about honesty rather than trust.  The 1972 American National Election Study asked people if they agreed that “most people are basically honest”: 86.4 percent agreed, compared to just 46.7 percent who said that “most people can be trusted.” The two measures are correlated, to be sure, but the relationship is moderate.
   Almost all people who believe most people are dishonest say that “you can’t be too careful in dealing with people.” Yet barely more than half of people who say that most people are honest are ready to trust strangers.  


Following Knack’s (2000) finding that people living in countries ranking highly on trust were more likely to return wallets dropped randomly in urban areas, the ECS survey asked respondents: “Say you lost a wallet or purse with $100 in it. How likely is it that the wallet or purse will be returned with the money in it if it was found by a [neighbour]? Would you say it is very likely, likely, or not at all likely?”  The ECS survey asked about neighbours, police officers, clerks at local groceries, and strangers.  Soroka, Johnston, and Banting (2003) create a unidimensional scale from these four “wallet” questions.  They use the scale as a proxy for an experience-based (or more properly, an expectation-based) measure of trust.  


We prefer to stick with the traditional survey measure.  The expectation of someone returning a wallet and trust are not the same thing.  For the four wallet indicators, the tau-c correlations with trust are small: .199 for police, .236 for neighbours, .213 for store clerks, and .294 for strangers.  The slightly higher correlation for having strangers return the wallet suggests that the trust measure does tap if anything faith in strangers more than people we know (neighbours) or institutional actors (the police). Besides, trust in the police should be conceptually separate from trust in other citizens.  But even for this stronger relationship, just 14 percent of respondents saying that “most people can be trusted” believe that it is “very likely” that a stranger will return the wallet.  To be sure, 78 percent of trusters say that a police officer would be very likely to return the wallet, but so would 60 percent of mistrusters.  Trust and honesty are not the same thing–and it seems that an “experience-based” proxy for trust within the neighborhood is not the same thing as measuring a general approach to others with the standard survey question.
Data and Measurements

The Equality, Security and Community (ESC) survey was completed at the Institute for Social Research (ISR) York University in 1999/2000. There are three sample components to the study: the National Sample (n=4,101), the Urban over- sample (n=1051) and the British Columbia (BC) Resource Community Sample (n=1,427). For this paper, we utilize only the National sample. The survey component of the ESC project (see http://www.arts.ubc.ca/cresp/outc.htm) is designed to provide information on social networks, well-being, socio-economic status, civic participation, and attitudes toward government policies. The survey allows us to test some of the most prominent arguments regarding the correlates and sources of generalized trust in the Canadian setting. The indicators and measurements of the hypotheses developed above are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 indicates all of our measurements for the various hypotheses that we presented above including our control variables. Testing the societal hypotheses we utilize various measurements of associational membership. We distinguish here between membership in service (Lions’ Club or Meals on Wheels), recreational, and political groups, as well as volunteering in youth, cultural, and helping groups (such as the Cancer Society or a food bank).  Does group membership or volunteering lead to increased generalized trust?  We expect greater effects for volunteering than for simple group membership; Uslaner (2002, ch. 5) found powerful connections in both directions bewtween trust and volunteering, but very weak (and mostly insigificant) ties with simple group membership.  In order to get at the effects of generalized versus particularized trust, we ask if membership in multiple ethnic organizations leads to less trust, and whether strong ethnic or religious identity or being a Quebecois reduces generalized trust.


For institutional variables, we only have evaluations of the institutions by the respondents, such as a rating of the courts, and the federal government.   We also tested evaluations of the police and provincial governments, but they were insignificant.  We also include measures of age and education.

Results: Civic Engagement

Our results, many of which are in line with our previous findings, are derived from a probit model, presented in Table 2.   Probit coefficients are not readily interpretable as regression coefficients are, so we focus on probit “effects.”  The effect of an independent variable is  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1the difference in estimated probabilities from the predictor's highest and lowest values, letting the other independent variables take their "natural" values.   Three predictors, number of ethnic associations joined, and age are skewed, so we replace the maximum values by their “effective” maxima (two and 75, respectively).   Education is skewed from below, so we truncate the effects at elementary school graduation.





[Table 2 about here]


The main story in this table is that civic engagement is largely unrelated to trust.  Only volunteering for youth groups is a strongly significant predictor of trust.  Someone who volunteers for a youth group is eight percent more likely to trust others.   This is not a very powerful result, but it is stronger than any other effect we have uncovered.  Rather surprising is the insignificant coefficient for volunteering for helping groups, which ought to be strongly related to trust and is in the United States (Uslaner, 2002, ch. 5).  We suspect that over-reporting may be the cause of this weak relationship: 32 percent of Canadians claim to have worked for such good causes, more than double the share of Americans doing similar work (14.7 percent, according to the 1999 Giving and Volunteering Survey of the INDEPENDENT SECTOR).  Only joining a service organization is also significant, though barely at the .10 level (with an effect of .065).  Volunteering for cultural groups or joining recreational, political, or ethnic associations are not significantly related to trust.  Joining ethnic associations makes one less trusting, but barely (by two percent if you belong to two such groups).  

Joining a group itself does not make you a more trusting person. However, the fact that this one group with the youth orientation shows does lead to trust may imply that those who are engaged with young people do either learn how to broaden their horizons to include others in their circle of trusted people or that people who were already most open towards others are also those who join these particular groups for youth.   While only 24 percent of respondents with no children living at home volunteer for youth programs (compared to 31 percent of all respondents),  46 percent of all youth volunteers come from people without children at home.  These youth volunteers without children at home are more trusting than average Canadians: 63 percent believe that most people can be trusted.  Only 51 percent of childless respondents who do not volunteer for youth trust others.   There is clear evidence that volunteering for youth groups is more than parenting, but the direction of causality remains unclear: We cannot determine whether volunteers without children at home were more trusting before their community service or whether volunteering made them more likely to have faith in others. 

The importance of ethnicity or religion are not important factors shaping trust.  Canadians overwhelmingly belong to mainline churches rather than the fundamentalist churches that shape in-group (Lipset, 1990).  But ethnicity by itself is critical, which might reflect cultural or institutional influences of ethnicity.  Immigrants are 13 percent less likely to be trusters than are native-born Canadians and Quebecois are 29 percent less likely to trust others than Anglophones.  Only education is as powerful a predictor of trust as being a Quebecois.  

Why are Quebecois less trusting?   Our first step in the analysis does not yet unravel this phenomenon: is this a result of their increased group identity, their different traditions with voluntary associations, their different experiences with institutions, or else their varying outlook on life? 





               [Figure 1 about here]


We present bivariate results in Figure 1. Three relevant differences that could explain the divergence in generalized trust between Québecois and non Québecois in Canada stand out. On one hand, Québecois are significantly less involved in youth organizations. Second, although Québecois give the federal government similar ratings as other Canadians, the ratings for the courts and police are significantly lower, although they differ only by 5-6 percentage points. The point is that even controlling for these factors, we still find a difference between Québecois and other Canadians. The third result of Figure 1 might help solve the puzzle: Québecois are obviously more Catholic than the rest of Canada.  Putnam (1993, 107) argues that the hierarchical structure of the Catholic church leads to less civic engagement and trust, so we consider whether Catholics might be less trusting.  Similarly, Inglehart finds that out of the ten lowest ranking trust societies, eight are historically Catholic (Inglehart 1999: page 92ff.). It is plausible to assume that the Catholic cultural background might partially explain the difference. 


We ran the same model for Quebecois as we did for the entire national sample to see if we could gain some further insight into the lower levels of trust.  We found only three significant predictors: More educated respondents were more likely to trust others, as are more secular (religion less important) people.  Surprisingly, the more ethnic associations a person joins, the more likely Quebecois are to trust others.  Trust in the federal government or the courts are not significant, leading us to believe that there may be greater cultural rather than institutional roots to the lower levels of trust for Quebecois—especially since we see more religious citizens with less faith in their fellow citizens.






Demographic Variables

As in the United States, age has a positive relationship with trust which suggests that there is a either a life cycle or a generational effect in Canada. Older folks in Canada are significantly more trusting: A 75 year-old will be, on average, 10 percent more likely to trust others than an 18-year old.  With this cross-sectional survey we cannot exclude the possibility that there is a life cycle effect at work. Although the effect is smaller in Canada than in the United States, the effect is larger in Canada than in Europe, where age is not or negatively related to trust (Stolle 1998). We expect life cycle effects to work universally, and so perhaps the age effect stands for a generational influence. Putnam has found that that the civic generation that lived through World War II is apparently more trusting and civically engaged in the United States (Putnam 2000).  Uslaner (2002, ch. 6) argued instead that the “Early Baby Boom” generation in the United States (born between 1946 and 1955) became in the 1980s the most trusting cohort and has remained there ever since.  We have no longitudinal data on Canada as we do in the United States.  However, in the 1988 Canadian National Election Study, as in our ECS survey and in the United States, the Early Boomers are the most trusting cohort; and this suggests a generational rather than cohort effect.

Education is as expected positively related to trust, as others have found.  Someone who only graduated from elementary school is 20 percent less likely to trust others than a respondent who obtained an advanced university degree. However, it is still unresolved what exactly in the education process helps to develop generalized trust. Is it the experience with a variety of ideas about others and strangers? Is it the self-esteem that unfolds with the education process? Or is it the security that one develops based on one’s standing in society and employment opportunities, etc. 





The Institutional Connection

We find a relationship between selected institutional ratings and generalized trust. Those citizens who rate courts highly are also those who trust other citizens. Three main explanations might elucidate this finding. First, courts might be perceived as efficient guarantors of justice, successfully punishing those who harm the law, which might make citizens more secure in their dealings with others (Levi 1998). Second, the fairness and impartiality of courts might make a difference (Rothstein and Stolle 2003). Those who have had discriminating experiences with the courts might also transfer such experiences to other people.   And third, the courts have been the arbiter of issues of national identity and multiculturalism in Canada.   Courts (and the federal government more generally) have tried to forge a national identity that has long been lacking in Canada, with only limited success.  The government of  Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau attempted in the 1980s to patriate a Constitution designed to create a Canadian identity; succeeding governments have wrestled with ways of solving the problem of preserving national unity.  The courts have played central roles in forging the rights and obligations on issues of language and multiculturalism.  So it is not surprising that people who have the greatest faith in the federal government are 17 percent more likely to trust other people than those who view the state with skepticism; and people who rate the courts positively are 20 percent more likely to trust others.






Reprise

We have found only the most modest connections between civic engagement and generalized trust in Canada.  Only volunteering for youth groups has a powerful impact on trust.  Most other forms of participation do not, not even the number of ethnic associations someone joins.  We have, however, found support for a cultural explanation: Immigrants and Quebecois are less trusting than native Canadians and Anglophones.  People with strong in-group ties seem to trust their own kind more than strangers.  And we have found support for institutional explanations as well: Support for the federal government and the courts lead to higher levels of generalized trust.


The powerful impact of institutional factors suggests that generalized trust may reflect our experiences with the society at large, if not with specific civic organizations.  However, our “experiment” comparing trust with beliefs about honesty (returning wallets) suggests that experience (or expectations about experience) goes only a little way in explaining trust.


This suggests that our story is not complete.  We are not sure if the impact of institutions on trust indicates a link between governance and society or if both stem from a common foundation of optimism for the future.   Our analysis suggests that there is clearly a connection between citizens and state institutions and that it seems particularly strong in Canada.  As we suggested earlier, Canada’s political institutions, particularly its courts have played a visible role in the country’s recent history and therefore stand out in their overall importance. What underlies this connection and why it is stronger in Canada than elsewhere, especially in the United States remains still a subject of further research.

Table 1: Summary Statistics of main variables included
	Variables
	Sample Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Minimum value
	Maximum

value
	Number of respon-dents

	Dependent variable: generalized trust
	.52
	.5
	0
	1
	2923

	Individual control variables:
	
	
	
	
	

	age
	45.3
	16.3
	19
	96
	5016

	education
	5.6
	2.1
	0
	10
	5071

	Societal variables: 
	
	
	
	
	

	Accumulative voluntary associational membership
	.67
	.47
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in service groups
	.11
	.31
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in recreational groups
	.45
	.50
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in political groups
	.11
	.31
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in youth related groups
	.30
	.46
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in cultural groups
	.16
	.36
	0
	1
	5152

	Membership in help groups, e.g. cancer society
	.30
	.46
	0
	1
	5152

	Generalized versus particularized trust:
	
	
	
	
	

	Membership in ethnic organizations
	.13
	.34
	0
	1
	5152

	Ethnic identity important
	2.22
	1.01
	1
	4
	4457

	Religion important
	1.87
	.89
	1
	4
	4029

	Religious fundamentalists
	.12
	.32
	0
	1
	5152

	Francophone (Québecois)
	.15
	.36
	0
	1
	5152

	Institutional variables:
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust in courts
	54.5
	23.2
	0
	100
	4662

	Trust in police
	68.6
	20.1
	0
	100
	4949

	Trust in federal government
	53.3
	21.7
	0
	100
	4875

	Immigrant Status (not born in Canada)
	.22
	.41
	0
	1
	5085

	Total N listwise deletion
	
	
	
	
	1691


 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1

TABLE 2


Probit Analysis of Determinants of Trust in Canada

	Variable
	Probit coefficient
	Standard Error
	MLE/SE
	Effect

	Volunteer youth groups
	 .226***
	.090
	2.52
	.080

	Volunteer cultural groups
	.108
	.115
	.94
	.038

	Volunteer helping groups
	.015
	.087
	.18
	.005

	Member service organization
	.188*
	.119
	1.59
	.065

	Member recreational organization
	.041
	.082
	.50
	.014

	Member political organization
	.088
	.128
	.69
	.031

	Number of ethnic associations joined+
	-.028
	.056
	-.50
	.019

	Ethnicity important 
	.007
	.036
	.19
	.007

	Religion important 
	-.006
	.045
	.13
	-.006

	Quebecois
	-.800****
	.106
	-7.59
	-.293

	Rating of courts
	.006****
	.002
	3.06
	.206

	Rating of federal government
	.005***
	.002
	2.42
	.170

	Immigrant
	-.368***
	.118
	-3.12
	-.130

	Age++
	.005**
	.003
	2.06
	.104

	Education
	.082****
	.020
	4.20
	.200

	Constant
	-1.038****
	.236
	-4.39
	



Estimated R2 = .221  -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 1499.564    N = 1222


Percent Predicted Correctly: Probit: 69.0   Null: 55.6


**** p < .0001  *** p < .01   ** p < .05   * p < .10

+
Effects for number of ethnic associations calculated at between 0 and 2.

++
Effects for age calculated at between 18 and 75.
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· Stolle likes to thank both McGill University and the Fond québécois de la recherché sur la société et la culture for providing resources for this study. 
· We are both grateful to Richard Johnston and Stuart Soroka for sharing the ECS survey, to Harold Clarke for sharing the 1988 Canadian National Election Survey, and to Gordon Green and Nadine Jalandoni of INDPENDENT SECTOR for sharing their 1999 Giving and Volunteering Survey.
�.	In the 2000 American National Election Study, 96 percent who said that they were born again Christians believed religion to be important to them, compared to 76 percent of others (phi = .254, Yule’s Q = .736).


�.	Eighty-five percent of Francophones in the sample live in Quebec.


�.	Tau-c = .345 and gamma =.617.  The honesty measure is a five-point Likert measure, but we dichotomized it and recoded the small share of people in the middle (7.4 percent) as missing values.  The correlations are based upon the full five-point scale for honesty.  For the dichotomous measure, phi = .311 and Yule’s Q = .847.  Putnam has made the DDB Needham data from 1975 to 1998 available on his web site, http://www.bowlingalone.com.  Uslaner downloaded the data and calculated means for each year.  The over time correlation between trust and perceptions of honesty is just .453.
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