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Socialization and Institutionalization Effects
on Immigrants’ Social Trust

BOGDAN VOICU

Trust can be conceived as a manifestation of sceipitat as well as a
moral valué. At individual level, its formations is seen eithes product of
early socialization which acts as a stable trairamnes’ life, either as shaped by
continuous exposure to culture and institutiolrs the social capital debate, the
discussion of “social capital regimésind cultures of participatidistresses the
societal embeddedness of both ftastd sociability. In the sociology of values,
two main sets of theories address contextual datamts of value formation
and change The socialization hypothe&isssumes that values form during
early socialization. The institutionalization hypesi§ claims that the
institutional settings determine changes over tiigeelifespan. This paper asks
what happens with individuals when move from a ernhtto another? My
answer is that trust is a stable trait, in the sdhat it is determined by the
culture of primary socialization, but it also isaptive to the culture of trust that
exists in the society where one resides.
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Immigration provides a vast “natural experiméhthat can be employed
to study the process. Lacking panel data to aséasdividuals change their
levels of social trust when moving from one sociéby another, one may
compare migrants to similar individuals who did moigrate. They might be
either stayers (people from emigration countrie® whntinue to live in their
country of origin) or natives (non-migrants in ingration countries). Such
people share with immigrants their exposure toeeithe culture of origin or the
culture of current residence. One may also wartaimpare immigrants with
other immigrants of different origin and the sanostrsociety. Therefore, there
are three relevant comparisons: immigrants-stayemsmigrants-natives,
immigrants-other immigrants. Simultaneously testifoy them with cross-
sectional data is feasible if one employs crosssifi@d multilevel analyses,
and has access to information on indicators deasagribocial trust cultures in
both origin and host societies. To do so, | useskis provided by the value
surveys, particularly the 2008 wave of the Européalues Survey (EVS).

Scholars dealing with international migrants’ levelf social trust have
addressed the topic in recent stutlieBineser? and Dinesen and HoogHe
proved that, in the case of international migrahtgh origin and host societies
play a role in determining social trust. | go fumttand | test simultaneously the
two explanations existing in the literature. USEMS data, this paper compares
among host societies, and includes simultaneouslghnmore countries of
origin than previous studies. A deeper analysithefinteraction effects of the
cultural gap between the host country and the cguwitorigin, of the stock of
immigrants in the host society, and of their oMezahnectivity to their country
of origin add as novelty to existing literature.eyhprovide empirical evidence
for theoretical considerations around the struttooaditions that may shape
the dual impact of early socialization and latgyasure to culture and institutions.

The paper gradually builds the hypotheses. Fingsdls existing literature
to describe how the social context in which onedishapes one’s social trust.
“Context”, in this paper, is not about personaliexgeriences, but refers to the
continuous interaction through the social environtmgetermines values and

10" pP.T. Dinesen, “Where You Come From or Where YoweRiExamining the Cultural and

Institutional Explanation of Generalized Trust WsiMigration as a Natural Experiment”,
European Sociological Reviewol. 29, no. 1, 2013, pp. 114-128.
' |bidem E. Uslaner, “Where You Stand Depends on WhererYamnandparents Sat: The
Inheritability of Generalized TrustRublic Opinion Quarterlyno. 72, 2008, pp. 725-740.
P.T. Dinesen, “Does Generalized (Dis)Trust Travekamining the Impact of Cultural
Heritage and Destination-Country Environment onsfaf Immigrants” PoliticalPsychology
vol. 33, no. 4, 2012, pp. 495-51dem “Where You Come From or Where You Live?...cit.”.

P.T. Dinesen, M. Hooghe, “When in Rome, Do asRbenans Do: The Acculturation of
Generalized Trust among Immigrants in Western Eeitopnternational Migration
Review, no44, 2010, pp. 697-727.
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behaviors. Second, the paper reviews the literatammecting social trust and
international migration, and uses it to furtherimefthe double-contextuality
assumption. The section on data sources and mdtgickl solutions focuses
on computing indicators and overcoming the diffiesd due to data availability.
Cross-classified models produce the findings. Thmnclusion discusses
implications for existing literature and for futwesearch.

Contextual Determinants of Social Trust

Social or generalized trust refers to the extemvkich people believe
that unknown persons or other members of the soeigt trustworthy’. It
indicates one of the varieties of trust, along vaifinticularistic trust (referring in
particular to status groups), and strategic treedaied to specific persons). As
“the main component of social capitd|’trust is seen as an essential prerequisite for
cooperation and as an expression of the propehaitgne has to socialize.

Considering the sources of generalized trust, oag depict two broad
explanation¥. They emphasize the role of initial formation, pestively the
exposure to institutional influences. The first aggeh treats trust as a persistent
cultural trait” that is inherited or learned during primary sdeation'®. Trust
can be conceived as a moral vafuer a general predisposition resulting from
faith and knowledge. It derives from previous exgaees, but it is also socially
learned, it acts as a latent construct to dirdgitides and behaviors, particularly
the ones related to cooperation, tolerance, andvoéence. This fits the broad
definitions of social valué% Two important approaches are salient with respect
to contextual determinants of value formation ahdnge: socialization and
institutionalizatio®. According to socialization hypothesis, the forivetyears
are the time when one’s material conditions andascenvironment blend
together to shape values, which remain stable owets entire life. A more

14 E. UslanerThe Moral Foundations of Trustit.

15 K. Newton,“Trust, Social Capital, Civil Society, aBgmocracy” International Political
Science Reviewol. 22, no. 2, 2001, pp. 201-214/p. 202.

16 p.T. Dinesen, “Where You Come From or Where YotePRiv.cit.”; D. Stolle, M. Hooghe,
“The Roots of Social Capital: Attitudinal and Netkdvlechanisms in the Relation between
Youth and Adult Indicators of Social Capitakcta Politica no. 39, 2004, pp. 422-441.

7R, Inglehart, Modernization and Post-Modernizatiorcit.; R. Putnam, Making
Democracy Work.cit.

18 E. Uslaner, “Where You Stand Depends on Where Brandparents Sat:...cit.”.

19 |dem The Moral Foundations of Trustit.

20 w. Jagodzinski, “Methodological Problems of VaResearch”, in H. Vinken et al(eds.),

Comparing Cultures: Dimensions of Culture in a CompiaePerspectiveBrill, Leiden,

2004, pp. 97-121.
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204 BOGDAN VOICU

secure environment is said to lead to modern, endate-modern or post-
material, valued. Growing up in a secure environment stresses higtuer
needs, allowing people to be more open to changege rmterested in self-
expression and self-fulfillment, and to put morestrin others.

Despite its broad acceptance, the socializatiorotingsis has to face
strong criticism and amendments. Exposure to variooentextual setups, for
instance at the workplaCetriggers a learning processes which eventually
determines value change. Acquiring knowledge tams$ the sense of control
and security that people experience. In the end, féeling that one'’s
environment is controllable and predictable leadssbcial trust. Drastic
transformations in social context, like periods recession and increased
uncertainty, also shape individual values, in atioolwus adaptive process,
“driving people to adopt those values that fit givexternal conditions”.
According to the institutionalization hypothesiglue change comes from the
internalization of existing institutiof’s They provide models that most people
learn during their formative years and tend todwlltheir entire lives. Social
institutions manifest their influence during adolbd as well, providing
consistent guidelines along which members of aectllity adjust their
behaviors, needs, and values, including the tendentust others. Society as a
whole is both a large reference framework and gelanembership group. In
order to fulfill affiliation needs, one may want ¢onform to its strong norms.
This may be particularly important for internatibmaigrants willing to affirm
their belonging to either their host or origin sdgi Repeated compliance with
social norms eventually impacts one’s vaffieFherefore, when everybody
around trust others, this should be an incentivetant trusting. The opposite
should hold true as well.

This is consistent with the idea that “living in @ng trustworthy people”
promotes trudf. The context tends to permanently shapes soaiat tis a

22 U. Beck, E. Beck-Gernsheinmdividualization. Institutionalized Individualisrand Its
Social and Political Consequenc¢eé®age, London, 2001; R. Inglehavtpdernization and
Post-Modernization.cit.; A. Inkeles, “Making Man Modern: On the Causasd
Consequences of Individual Change in Six Developingn@i@es”, American Journal of
Sociology vol. 75, no. 2, 1969, pp. 208-225.

3 A, Inkeles, “Making Man Modern:..cit.”, pp. 21321

2 R. Inglehart, C. WelzelCultural Change and Democracy: The Human Development

SequenceCambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2005, p. 38.

W. Arts, “Explaining European Value Patterns:..”’cilJ. Beck, E. Beck-Gernsheim,

Individualization..cit.; P. Gundelach, “National Value Differences.odérnization or

Institutionalization?”,International Journal of Comparative Sociologyol. 35, no. 1,

1994, pp. 37-58.

L. Newson, P.J. Richerson, “Why Do People Becomdam? A Darwinian Explanation”,

Population and Development Revjeml. 35, no. 1, 2009, pp. 117-158/p. 118.
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product of institutional influenc&s which provide patterns that individuals
follow and internalize.

The literature on social capital addresses the aleaegimes of social
capital”, of “cultures of participation and sociabhesion®. They create
specific environments in which norms of participatand trust become genuine
role models. Such cultures were observed in regiotisn a country’; internal
structures of relations within organizations aréd 9a depend on consistent
patterns of sociability and trust found in variausuntrieg™; regions within a
particular continent to differ with respect to siaapital level¥.

The discussion on institutionalization and cultwealbeddedness of trust
leads to the first hypothesis: (HIyhen living in an environment rich in social
trust, people tend to increase their own levelsadial trust The richness in
social trust of a collectivity may be characterizsdthe average level of any
social trust indicators, or, more simply, by thegeeitage of people who tend to
trust others. Therefore (H1) states that the higherpercentage of those who
trust others within the society where one liveg tigher the probability that
the respective person will trust others. This migitparticularly important, and
easier to notice, in the case of immigrants: thagiadize in a different culture
and become exposed to the average levels of tnudte host society, that,
according to (H1) start to change their probabtlityrust others.

Considering both socialization and institutiondii@a, it results that
social trust of each individual is shaped by twoety of contexts. First, there are
the formative years, when growing up occurs in acsg climate of trust,
which is likely to be learned and internalized. Baeond hypothesis considers
such dependency: (H2hen growing up in a culture rich in social trushe
has a higher propensity to trust others.

(H1) and (H4) indicate a double-contextuality facial trust, which is
easier to describe considering immigrants. Theyeddmn the climate of social
trust in their country of residence, as well on ¢ime in their country of birth.
The climate is defined by cultural norms of trusflected in the average levels
of generalized trust in their two relevant societie

2 p.T Dinesen, “Where You Come From or Where YouwePRivcit.”; D. Stolle, M. Hooghe,“The

Roots of Social Capital: Attitudinal and Network dhanisms in the Relation between Youth
and Adult Indicators of Social Capitalcta Politica no. 39, 2004, pp. 422-441.

F. Pichler, C. Wallace, “Patterns of Formal andotnfal Social Capital in Europe”,
Sociological Revieywol. 23, no. 4, 2007, pp. 423-435.

G. Bidescu, P.E. Sum, “Historical Legacies, Social Chpita Civil Society: Comparing
Romania on a Regional LeveEurope-Asia Studiewvol. 57, no. 1, 2005, pp. 117-133;
R. PutnamMaking Democracy Work.cit.

F. FukuyamaTrust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Presty, Free Press,
New York, 1995.

M. Paldalm, G.T. Svedsen, “Missing Social Capéall the Transition in Eastern Europe”,
Journal of Institutional Innovation, Developmentafransition no. 5, 2001, pp. 31-34.
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Social Trust and Immigrants

A look on the literature that connects immigramid aocial trust allows a
further refinement of the two hypotheses. Empirmatience is to be found for
the dual dependency or one of its parts — eitheiirtipact of the host, either of
one of the origin. Alesina and La Ferrdrsignaled the need to investigate the
issue. Considering flows to specific migration desgions, scholars have shown
that the culture of the origin country leaves a ujea “footprint” on
immigrant$*®. Most of these findings are based on inspectingugance at the
aggregate level. Uslarféradded individual-level determinants. Dinesen and
Hooghé® proposed cross-national analyses and includeditutishal
trustworthiness of the destination society as a somea for dual-
contextualization. Bagrib argued for the institutional explanation, assertin
that the longer the stay in Germany, the more thhgrants reflect German
values. Dinesefi and Nannestad et*abuccessfully tested the transferability of
the trust culture in the country of origin, alsguing upon the importance of
the experiences and exposure to institutions iftst society.

The above-mentioned papers converge on the iddastwal trust is
fostered both by the origin culture and the conprt/ided by the host society,
as stated in the two parts of my hypothesis. | rifaute to this literature
controlling for the dual-contextuality given by twdal norms of trust by
increasing the scope of the analyses to a largertbau of host and origin
societies, and by refining the effect through salvadditional hypotheses that |
introduce in the following.

The culture of trust in a certain society may bdidated by the average
level of social trust displayed by the membershat society. Strictly referring
to immigrants, the above (H1) and (H2) hypothesay e reformulated as:

33 A, Alesina, A. La Ferrara, “Who Trusts Othergdyrnal of Public Economicsjol. 85,
no. 2, 2002, pp. 207-234.

O. Bagno, “The Destination Does Matteaifa: The Graduate Conferenc006,
http://gradcon.huiji.ac.il/docs/19.pdf; T.W.Ricd..Jeldman, “Civic Culture and Democracy
from Europe to America’Journal of Politicsyol. 59, no. 4, 1997, pp. 1143-1172; S.N. Soroka,
J.F. Helliwell, R. Johnston, “Modeling and Measgrifrust”, in F. Kay, R. Johnston (eds.),
Diversity, Social Capital, and the Welfare Stbkeiversity of British Columbia Press,
Vancouver, 2006, pp. 95-136.

E. Uslaner, “Where You Stand Depends on Where Bryandparents Sat:...cit.”.

P.T. Dinesen, “Where You Come From or Where YouePRi..cit.”.

O. Bagno, “The Destination Does Matter”, cit.

P.T. Dinesen, “Does Generalized (Dis)Trust Traveii?.”.

P. Nannestad, G.T. Svendsen, P.T. Dinesen, K.Md&sgkov, “Do Institutions or
Culture Determine the Level of Social Trust? TheuxatExperiment of Migration from
Non-western to Western Countriedgurnal of Ethnic and Migration Studiegol. 40, no.
4, 2014, pp. 544-565.

34
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For immigrants, the higher the average level ofstrin the host society, the
higher their propensity to trust; also, a highewéé of trust in their society of
origin would determine a higher level of trust amammigrants.Immigrants
depend on two contexts. The first is their birtleisty with its specific culture
of trust. Immigrants’ country of origin has a stgoimpact on them due to the
social values interiorized during their early stization. These values travel
with them when they enter a host society. Contrgllifor individual
characteristics, when in the same society of resiele immigrants from
countries where people have a great deal of trusthers are more likely to
trust others than immigrants from less trustingetazs. The host society has its
own norms and culture of trusting others. Once ignanits are exposed to this
new culture, they adapt their own levels of sotiast to accommodate those
imposed by the local social norms. Since the hosti@ is salient in providing
daily interactions, at least when considering thittige meeting co-workers,
shop-keepers, random people when using public goategion, and parents of
the children’s colleagues, it is likely that theshoulture’s norms will be more
influential. Therefore: (H3)The effect of the host society’s average level of
social trust is stronger than that of the cultufeoagin.

If considering the cultural norms and the doubletest involved by
international migration, an important question aswhich level one should
locate the context. An average indicator of cultumarms in the country of
origin reflects one’s formative heritage. The sien@ssumption is that the
“average” culture has some impact on all membera gbciety. It creates a
general context in which people have evolved. Haweconsidering the
cultural luggage that a particular migrant caraesoss borders, one may ask if
the “average” indicator should not be further refin Trust is not necessarily
homogeneous within countries and can vary, foramst, with education. In
this case, it would make sense to consider theagedevel of trust of in people
from an immigrant’s country of birth according tdueation level as an origin
contexf’. Values also depend on cotgrtand it would thus be logical to
consider the average levels of trust of those witsimilar education level
within the same cohort. In summary, two types afitestual effects may be
important: those derived from societal culturalmsy and the more specific
effects consisting of cultural norms for respectegucation-age groups. The
first refers to random daily interactions and slsaypsues as stated in (H1) and
(H2). The second is likely to become more importahen discussing the gap
between the two contexts.

The dual-contextuality may produce stronger or weatfects depending
on structural conditions in the two societies. Ehare migrants who frequently
follow news and television from their home courdyd frequently interact by

40 p.T. Dinesen, M. Hooghe, “When in Rome, Do asRbmans Do:...cit.".

41 M. Voicu, E. Bartolomé-Peral, “Socialization or ii@ext? Patterns of Support for Democracy
in Spain and RomaniaStudia UBB Sociologjgol. LVI, no. 1, 2011, pp. 95-113.
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phone, internet, or in person with co-nationalseyTwill continue to be embedded
within their culture of origin regardless of whetey reside. Therefore (H4if,
one’s connections with his/her society of origie amense, one may expect the
influence of that culture on current values to trersger.

In countries where migrants constitute a high propo of the
population, the collectivity is more likely to beverse, leaving room for a
variety of accepted social norms. Values of indrald members of society
would be less embedded in the social context obmimlant group, since it
would be possible to find many such groups. Fopecidic value orientation,
such as generalized trust, if the immigrant stackarge, one could expect to
find a broader range of socially accepted leveds thay be legitimated through
cultural heritage (of origin). Individuals may dpt a reference group in which
the norm is a high level of trust, but the opposstalso possible. In a trusting
society, a large number of migrants would givezeitis the opportunity to
interact with more individuals from groups with hag levels of trust. If values
are adaptive, and the variety of potential contauteeases knowledge about a
variety of diverse groups which become predictathie,individual commitment
to social trust would also be enhanced. In additibe local culture, now more
diverse, would become easier for any member ofstimety to accept, as it
would be less likely to contain unfamiliar constaior values. On the other
hand, a small pool of migrants in a society theksatrust is likely to propagate
mistrust through daily interactions and contagiffeats. Overall,a very large
stock of immigrants would further enhance the inpzcthe host culture of
trust on the social trust a resident in that sogistlikely to havgH5).

Time spent in different contexts may also matteremvitonsidering
exposure to the respective cultures. In other wocdstrolling for all other
determinants, (H6jhe longer one lives in a host society, the legshieewill be
influenced by his/her culture of origi€onverselythe older an individual was
when migrating, the less he/she is impacted byhts¢ culture In both cases,
the relation decreases in strength over time, atabarithmic shape should
therefore be considered.

The Gap

Immigrants are subject to favorable self-seleéfiofhis makes themhaving
the same dominant status that is reported to assasith high truéf. Therefore,
the ones to travel from a culture of trust to aaothore likely to have higher levels
of trust than their co-nationals, controlling foetindividual characteristics.

42 B.R. Chiswick, “Are Immigrants Favorably Self-Selet?& American Economic Review
no.89, 1999, pp. 181-185.

43 K. Newton, “Trust, Social Capital, Civil Society,aDemocracy”International Political
Science Reviewol. 22, no. 2, 2001, pp. 201-214.
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Putnani® argues that “social distance” is something to icemswhen
analyzing trust in people. In the case of migrathis,gap can be understood as the
distance between the two levels of trust in thevaeit two cultures (the trust gap).

Let us imagine a person who grew up in an envirgrimgh a low level
of trust and who now lives in an environment in ethipeople promote and
exercise a high level of trust in daily life. | Wibel such case as a “negative
gap”: the place of origin is less trustful than thest country. According to the
institutionalization hypothesis, the trustworthises the environment will act
as a catalyst to increase the social trust of tBesqm in question. This
environment will also contain an important challengf is a highly different
setting and therefore more difficult to control apcedict than the person’s
familiar environment marked by low trust. Randonope with whom one
interacts on a daily basis are likely to be moripfakin this new context than
those in the individual's place of origin (definad a society with low trust). In
low-trust societies, the expectation is that sutlractions will more likely lead
to harm than to help. Mistrusting others in the neamtext might be likely
immediately following migration due to the complésaek of familiarity with
the host society. However, it would soon becomational; even very early
experiences would show the migrant that the neviegocs at least slightly
friendlier. This makes immigrants which are likébyhave more trust than the
average co-national, to come in an environment g/itleeir higher trustfulness
becomes worthier, and where they experience pesitiist experiences that
strengthen their social trust. Therefore (Hi7nhegative trust gap is likely to
increase the odds of generalized trust

Now let us change perspectives and consider a ipessoialized in a
society rich in social trust who now interacts witndom people with low
levels of trust on a daily basis. The new sociaitext will fail to meet that
person’s expectations, and his/her level of trusy nhecrease slightly. However,
the effect is likely to be prevented by his/hetiaisupplementary trust that led
to the migration, and the fact that the respeatiigrant may hold a better status
in the host society. This further specifies (HAgicating that, when comparing
immigrants to similar natives, it is more likelyaththe negative gap produce
effects, while positive cultural distances haves liespact.

Controls

In order to avoid describing spurious relationshigantrol variables at
both country and individual levels should be coestd. | have already pointed
to education as an individual predictor of trusettBr knowledge about a
society, resulting from experiences involving dirgteraction, is also important.

4 R.D. Putnam, “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Comntyimi the Twenty-first Century”,
Scandinavian Political Studigsol. 30, no. 2, 2007, pp. 137-174/p. 159.
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This may come from more frequent corftacparticularly within voluntary
associations. Past negative experiences deter whde positive experiences
reflected in higher levels of life satisfaction dikely to increase 1f. Religious
upbringing is another source of increased predidiabs a general explanation
of the existential order of thinfs However, trust is a modern vaffieelated to
a secular evaluation of the world, which, compat@deligious faith, is more
likely to allow a better understanding of othemgardless of their background.
Trusting may be risky, and the risk is easier tr éhen you are richi€r

Individuals build their trust in social contextsathare safer, being
wealthier and having lower crime rates, and whighlass corrupf. Since the
impact of diversity is subject of a lengthy debatethe literaturg and
immigration tends to increase diversity, one ndedsontrol for the size of the
immigrant group in the total population and for ththnic, religious, and
linguistic diversity of the host society.

Data and Methods

A comprehensive test of how international migratitange their levels of
social trust when migrating should involve follogithem over a long period of
time, recording how much trust they display at @asi moments before leaving
their country of origin and after spending differéangths of time in their host
society. One should also include a variety of orignd host countries, in order
to appropriately assess the impact of the two ctsiteStayers in the origin
societies should be included as a control groupniure that change is not an
inherent transformation of people in the correspugmaountry of birth. The
same is valid for natives in the host societiehwrhom one needs to compare
the migrants. | am not aware of the existence chdarge-scale panel data.
However, cross-sectional data allow immigrants freamious societies to be
compared to both stayers and natives.

45
46
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Multilevel Model Across 31 CountriesSocial Forcesvol. 86, no. 1, 2007, pp. 47-75.
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J. Delhey, K. Newton, “Predicting Cross-Nationalvels of Social Trust: Global Pattern or
Nordic Exceptionalism?European Sociological Reviewol. 21, no. 4, 2005, pp. 311-27.
P.T. Dinesen, “Where You Come From or Where Youe®...cit.”; R. Hardin,Trust
Polity Press, Malden, 2006; P. Paxton, “Associatddemberships and Generalized
Trust:...cit.”.

M. Hooghe, “Social Capital and Diversity. Genemdi Trust, Social Cohesion and Regimes of
Diversity”, Canadian Journal of Political Scienceol. 40, no. 3, 2007, pp. 709-732; A. Portes,
E. Vickstrom, “Diversity, Social Capital, and CoheasipAnnual Reviews of Sociology
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Table 1
Variables in the Analyses
Variable min max mean N source
Individual level
Social trust dependent 0 1 30% 66603
variable)
Age 16 108 45,5 6732p
Gender (1=female) 52% 67322
Education 0 6 3,10 6678[1
Religious faith 1 10 6,48 65068
Civic participation 0 15 0,8( 65914
Negative experiences 1,08 67185 EVS 2008
Life Satisfaction 1 10 7,00 66755
Income 1 12 4,52 55236
born in another country 8% 67322
time spent at o
destination (years)* 1 93 20,1 5015
ﬁge when arilvmg to 1 93 208 50154
ost country
Trust dl_stance origin- -91 90 0,34 66746
host (DistTCQ) EVS 2008 &
Trust o!lstance origin- -91 90 463 4854*| EVS/WVS 1999-
host DistTCg* 2009
Negative gap* 0 1 619 4854
Positive gap* 0 1 399 4854}
Host country
Trust levels (TCH) 5% 759 30% EVS/WVS 1999-
2009
Fractionalization 2003 0.04 075 0,43 Alesina et al,
2003**
GDP per capita 200 47 World
(PPP, thou) 1,900 84,487 24,592 Development
Immigrant stock, 2005 0,6% 43,6% 9,6% Indicators (WDI)
GINI 2008 23,4 44,2 31,2 WDI & Eurosta
Corruption Perception Transparency
Index, 2007 21 94 56 International
Origin country
Trust levels (TCO) 5% 75% 29% 87* EVS/WVS 1999-
2009
Remittances 2008 0% 50% 4,5% 130*%* World Bank
(2009)***

*international migrants only; **66865 responderitst3971 respondents.
** A. Alesina et al., “Fractionalization'Journal of Economic Growvol. 8, no. 2, 2003, pp.155-194.
*** World Bank, World Bank staff estimates based on the Internatidlonetary Fund's

Balance of Payments Statistics Yearbook 20@®09, Retrieved 25 October

(http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPROSPECTS/Ressi334934-
1110315015165/RemittancesData_Nov09(Public)xls)
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The European Values Study (EVS) and the World \abervey (WVS)
suit this purpose. Both are well-known comparatstadies that are fully
described on their respective websites. EVS 2008dies country of birth data
for respondents from all European societies, extmpAndorra, Vatican, San
Marino, Monaco, and Lichtenstein. There are distsubsamples for Northern
Cyprus and Northern Ireland. There are 67.489 radpats residing in 47 host
societies who were born in 144 (origin) countrig236 of the respondents are
foreign-born. There are least 20 of them in eactihethost societies, except for
Georgia, Poland, Albania, Bulgaria, and Romaniasé this dataset as raw
information at the individual level. The respondeate nested in their countries
of residence, in a multilevel setup. The countrpiifin provides another level-
two layer, that is not hierarchically related tcetbne defined by the host
country. This reproduces the typical cross-clasdifnultilevel design.

The dependent variable is derived from the wellvkmogeneral trust
guestion, a dichotomous item which differentiatesse who think “most people
can be trusted” from those who instead believetti@t “can’t be too careful in
dealing with people”. For a majority of the respent$, the item taps into
generalized trust, but this seems to have slightly different measifay some
respondentd. Consequently, in some countries, mainly outsidgofe, the
measure overestimates social trust. However, ith@advantage of having been
applied in a variety of countries, thus allowingdn effective comparison.

Altogether, the 1999, 2005, and 2008 waves of tltioned value
surveys may be employed for deriving the indicdtorcultures of trust in the
47 host societies included in the EVS 2008 surveyfar 91 of the societies in
which the respondents were born. | use the sam& ttem to build an
independent variable, at the country level, indicpthe percentage of those
who responded that most people can be trusted. ddmstitutes the trust
context (TC). TC may be computed for the countryodfin (TCO), for the
country of current residence (TCH), or it may bedfic to the age-education
group in country of origin (TCOg) or residence (T@HIn the latter case,
education is coded as low (maximum lower secondaryiddle (upper
secondary completed), or high (university degréeje is divided into four
large cohorts, based on year of birth (before 19480-1964, 1965-1979, and
after 1980). The intervals are chosen as such ke ntapossible to compute

52 p. Sturgis, P. Smith, “Assessing the Validity am@ralized Trust Question: What Kind of
Trust Are We Measuring?international Journal of Public Opinion Researclol. 22,
no. 1, 2010, pp. 76-92; E. Uslaner, “Where You 8tddepends on Where Your
Grandparents Sat:...cit.”.

53 J. Delhey, K. Newton, C. Welzel, “How General isidt in Most People? Solving the Radius
of Trust Problem”American Sociological Reviewol. 76, no. 5, 2011, pp. 786-807; L. Torpe,
H. Lolle, “Identifying Social Trust in Cross-Counthnalysis: Do We Really Measure the Same?”,
Social Indicators Researcho. 103, 2010, pp. 481-500.
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statistics on social trust for the twelve resultage-education categories. The
distance between the two contexts is then giverDIsTCg=TCOg-TCHg,
computed at age-education level. If TCH directlyaswes the current culture
of trust, TCO is rather a current reflection of tienate of trust existing in the
country of origin during the formative years. Caliing for age and education
only partially corrects for the imprecision of tmeeasure, but the lack of
comparative retrospective data makes TCO the bestable proxy for the
conditions during early socialization.

Individual-level independent variables include agender, education
(seven categories), relative income (12 categories)igious faith (how
important God is in one’s life, 10-point scale)yiciparticipation (number of
types of associations a respondent belongs to) mpagative experiences
(experiencing divorce or loss of partner, the destla child, the death of a
parent, divorce of own children; divorce of pargnli$e satisfaction (10-point
scale), being an immigrant (not born in the hosinty), age at migration, and
time spent in the host society.

Country-level predictors include measures of makifrectionalization
(the maximum value of the ethnic and religious titawlization indexes),
remittances as a share of GDP, international migrahare in total population,
GDP per capita, and Transparency Internationalfsuption perception index.
The reference years (Table 1) aim to be as clog®ssble to the period when
EVS 2008-2009 was collected, taking into accourg tksual availability
constraints. Gaps in the data were filled in ussogirces other than those
indicated in the table. Full details are availgbten the author.

Using thelmer package in R, | designed a series of logistic sros
classified analyses, constantly adding independemiables to test the
hypotheses. | started with models that employedettitee sample, including
both migrants and non-migrants, such as to allomparisons with stayers and
natives. The first three hypotheses were testedgusiCH and TCO as the
independent variables. The fourth hypothesis requimdicators for the
intensity of contact of respondents with their bisociety. Since the database
does not provide such measures, | employed thee sbfaremittances in the
origin’s GDP as a rough indicator for the averagelency of those born in the
respective country to maintain contact with theomeland. The implicit
assumption is that the higher the remittancesirbie the “average emigrants”
from a specific country of origin keep in touch lviheir respective culture. The
interaction effect between TCO and remittances igexl a test for (H4). The
interaction between TCH and the immigrant stock uwsed to validate (H5).

To avoid eventual circular effects due to the cotafion procedure for
the TCH, | repeated the models for the subsamplatefnational migrants.
This permitted the inclusion of the effect of aghemw migrating to the host
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society, and of the interaction effects between T&td age when migrating,
respectively between TCO and the time spent in hbet country. The
interactions test for (H6). All models include thiect of the distance between
host and origin countries, implied by (H7).

I reran all models in two different scenarios. ilsexcluded the 99
migrants from China, Indonesia, Iran, and Iraq vidrich the TCO indicator
might either overestimate social trust or be uak##®. Second, since the
dependent variable has a more homogeneous meariihy \Europé®, the
models were ran on the reduced subsamples of Eamedpan respondents.

For each variable, 2% or less of cases have misaimgyers. The
exception is income, with more than one-fifth of ttases lacking information. |
have run all models without this variable, and thas a robustness check, |
have redone the analyses including it as wellwigs deletion was employed.

Findings

According to EVS 2008 data, across European casmtihose born
abroad differ little from native residents with aed to levels of trust. In
Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, NoptwSpain, Sweden, and
Switzerland, immigrants have less social trustthestive residents. In
Luxembourg, Portugal, and Kosovo, the opposite $idide. In the remaining
36 societies, there is no significant differencewleen the two groups.
However, there are large differences in averageldenf trust: three-quarters of
the Danes and Norwegians were trustful; the figulawer than 10% in Cyprus.

Table 2 shows the most important results. The fwst reported models
refer to the entire sample. The rest use the suyidearhinternational migrants. Due
to space constraints, findings from some modelsiagereferred to in the text.

Table 2
Parameters of the Models Predicting Social Trust

|M0\M1|]iMo|iM1\iM2\iM3\

Individual level

Trust gap [Negative (distTCg<0) 0.25* 0.30* [0.29* |0.29*
| (Origin- B
( hogt) Positive (distTCg>0) 0.14

54 P.T. Dinesen, 2013. “Where You Come From or Whéoe Live?...cit.”; J. Delhey,
K. Newton, C. Welzel, “How General is Trust in Md2eople?...cit.”; L. Torpe, H. Lolle,
“Identifying Social Trust in Cross-Country Analysiscit.”.

% J. Delhey, K. Newton, C. Welzel, “How General isidrin Most People?...cit.”.
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Size (distTCg) 0.20 0.00 |008 |001
Ln(Age at migration) 0.37* [0.271 | 0.32t
Ln(Years in host society) 0 OE%
One year or less 0 6-3
2-3 0.14
4-5 0.01
6-10 0.30
11-15 0.11
16-20 0.14
Origin
Trust Culture (TCO) (%) 0.01* 0.01* |0.03t | 0.02
Remittances(%)*100 4 25,)** 0 8E) 0 8-5 0 7_2
TCO*Remittances*100 0.15* 0.04 0.04 0.04
Host
Trust Culture (TCH) (%) 0.03*** 0.03* |0.04* | 0.03*
Immigrant Stock(%) 163" 439~ | 432 | 438~
TCH*Immigrant Stock 0.04* 0.13* [0.13* |0.13*
Cross-level interactions
TCO*Ln(Years@host)/10 005 |0.02
* . . = = =
TCH*Ln(Age@migration) 0.01* |o.o01* |o0.01*
deviance 32878 | 29145 3045| 2202 | 2195| 2201
] host | 0.566| 0.00 0.456 0.054 | 0.054| 0.054
variance —
origin | 0.066 | 0.002 0.059 0.030 | 0.030| 0.030
Respondents] 60494 604 4443 4443 4443 | 4443
Ss?zrgp'e Hosts 47 47 a7 | 47 | a7 | a7
Origins 87 87 85 85 85 85

*#**p <0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; Tp<0.10.

All models, except for MO and iMO control at indivial level for: Gender, Age, Age-squared,
Education, Religious Faith, # Memberships, Negafixperiences, Life Satisfaction. Corruption
Perception Index, GDP/capita (logarithm), and Maifaractionalization were controlled at the
host level. ‘Positive gap’ is the reference catggor iM2-iM4. In M1 comparison is done to

natives. In the upper part of the table, the figuare logged-odd ratios.

The empty models indicate that variance betweeh dwmmtries is about
ten times larger than that between origin countniegardless of whether the
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entire sample is taken into account or only theerimational migrants are
included. To test the first hypothesis, stating ithpact of the exposure to the
culture of the host society, TCH is used as inddpatvariable. (H2) assumed
the socialization effect, implying that TCO showtbo determine individual

levels of social trust.

The first tests were already encouraging. For tlezall sample, if adding
only TCO and TCH as predictors, the variance coegbuat origin-level
decreases to 0.006, while that of the host is 0.@¥mpared to the empty
model, the reduction is important, more than teres in both cases, suggesting
that TCO and TCH do contribute to explaining howcinwsocial trust an
individual has. Similar findings result from the dats that employ the
subsample of immigrants.

Moreover, the culture of trust in the host coumtrgintains its significant
positive influence in all the models, and provesdcan important predictor for
individual-level social trust, regardless of whiather country-level factors are
controlled for. Trustful societies leave an impront their residents, whether
they are native residents or immigrants. TCO hasaker effect than TCH, but
the impact exists nevertheless. Trustful countofesrigin pack social trust into
the cultural baggage of their emigrants. Accordm®11 results, an increase of
one percent point of those who trust others indbwntry of origin leads to a
direct maximal growth of 0.3% of the probability taust others. A similar
increase in the host’s culture of trust leads tmaximal 0.6% growth in the
individual probability to trust. The discrepancy lerger if considering the
models run on immigrants. For instance, in iM1, th@ximal marginal effects
are 0.3% for TCO, and 0.8% for TCH.

The above computations of point estimates consafdy the direct
effects of the cultures of trust. However, all misdaclude interaction effects
that shape the impact of TCO and TCH. The signbeftwo interaction terms
included in M1 confirm hypotheses (H4) and (H5)eTimpact of the culture of
origin is higher when people tend to remain closgynected to their home
country. More exactly, as | have not disposed obppropriate measure, this
holds trueat leastwhen the “average” migrant from a certain origieegs
contact with his/her birthplace. In the models ramy on the sample of
immigrants, although the sign of the relation ramagositive, the impact is not
significant. The interaction between TCH and theclst of immigrants is
significant when considering only immigrants as lvasl when comparing them
to natives. In trustful host societies, the divigrdirought about by a higher
share of immigrants increases trust, probably dueetter knowledge about
non-similar people and greater familiarity with elisity.

Considering the interaction effects, one may ressstige total impact of
TCO and TCH. When, for the country of origin, retanitices are less than 0.1%
of the GDP, the point estimate of the maximal teféct of TCH is lower than
that of TCO for hosts where immigrants comprises l#sn 15% of the total
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population. If remittances are 0.2%, the effectroét in the host society equals
that of the origin only if immigrants are more thhalf of the population, a
situation that does not occur in any of the studiegdopean countries. The
higher the remittances, the higher the total eféé¢he country of origin, which
surpasses that of the host. However, these are thalypoint estimates.
Inspecting the confidence intervals shows that @stneases the total effect size
for TCO and TCH is similar. This changes only whiemittances are higher
than 2.5%, no matter the share of immigrants in libst country. In such
situations, the culture of origin becomes saliardétermining social trust. High
remittances are also likely to indicate a largeugimodiaspora, with a higher
probability that co-nationals are located in themsaegion of immigration. In
such cases, migrants may have more frequent conttittco-ethnics sharing
the same culture of trust, boosting the effechefdulture of origin.

The models run only on immigrants allow furtheiimefment considering
length of exposure to origin’s and to host’s cwtulhough the interaction
effect of TCO with the length of stay has the expédirection stated by (H6a),
this relation is also insignificant. On the othent, (H6b) is supported: age at
migration have a slight negative effect on theuefice of the culture of trust in
the host society. Older migrants are less likelypgoinfluenced with respect to
their values.

One may reassess the relative impact of TCO and al€sl considering
age of migration. Their relation will depend on #ge of migration and on the
stock of immigrants in the host society. For ins&nf immigrating at the age
of 25 to a country where immigrants account for 16fthe total population,
the point estimate for the total maximum effect T@®€H on the individual
probability to trust others will be 0.55%. The @sponding figure for TCO is
stable and equals 0.34%. If migrating when olderaicountry with fewer
migrants, the TCH effect becomes lower than theceff TCO. Immigrating at
the age of 40 in a country where the percentagerefgn-born in the host’s
population is smaller than 7%, maintain the impzfcthe origin stronger than
the one of the host. In other words, younger imamgg in countries where
migration is prevalent are more likely to be infiged by the culture of trust in
their host society than by that of their country arvfgin. Conversely, older
migrants in countries with fewer immigrants havéiigher propensity to be
influenced by their birth culture than by their neaciety of residence.

In all models, there are controls for the trust gppcified in (H7). Their
effects show that when the destination is moretfulishan their country of
origin, immigrants are likely to display more sddiast. Such migration may
be seen as a huge step that involves taking abb#t that requires confidence
as a prerequisite. It is also important to notlea the actual distance does not
matter, and that only the sign of the gap is imguurt The effect is significant
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both in the pooled sample and in the migrant-oalygles.

When not controlling for TCO and TCH (model not sy, the positive
gap becomes significant as well. Specifically, whka host country is less
trusting than the country of origin, the odds tastrothers decrease. This
suggests that these migrants also adapt to samiééxt. As compared to what
they have been used in their society of birth, thggerience more frequent
negative outcomes in their daily interactions ie tiost society and tend to
accordingly adjust their level of trust. Howeves, mentioned, the effect is not
significant after controlling for TCO and TCH.

The impact of the presence of immigrants on thelle¥ social trust was
recently addressed in the literature with contrsiarfindings®. Although the
relation is beyond the purpose of this paper, itidirigs may help to understand
the process that underlies this relationship. Adiogy to the models run on the
overall sample, when TCH is lower than 33%, thaltetfect of the immigrants
stock becomes negative. Otherwise, in cultureseridn social trust, the
migrants seem to bring no harm to the propensigy #éhresident trust others.
Therefore the impact of the presence of immigramtssocial trust should be
analyzed keeping under control the pre-existingtfillness of the host society.

All results remain almost unchanged when performotgustness checks,
such as including income among predictors, restrgithe sample to European-
born individuals, or removing some cases that niighproblematic, as previously
indicated. Thus, one can conclude that the findimgsstable and can be trusted.

Implications

The analysis shows that social trust is both stand adaptive. It
simultaneously depends on the context of earlyadi@ation and on the current
context, defined as cultures of trust in the hastl arigin societies. The
influence of double-contextuality is shaped by aineal conditions that exist
both in the society of origin and the current stgcieas well as by an
individual's age of migration. This creates a comxpland fluid social
environment where change may occur more easily.

The cultural gap of trust is not especially impaottper se, but rather
through the pervasive influence of formative soz@lon throughout one’s
entire life. This may contribute to the debate sunding assimilatio. The

% A. Portes, E. Vickstrom, “Diversity, Social Capjtand Cohesion”Annual Reviews of
Sociology no. 37, 2011, pp. 461-479.

57 H. Esser, “Assimilation, Ethnic Stratification,r ®Selective Acculturation? Recent
Theories of the Integration of Immigrants and thedd of Intergenerational Integration”,
Sociologicano. 1, 2010, pp. 1-29.
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findings contradict the classical assimilation tyecshowing that migrants
remain influenced by their country of origin no teatwhen or where they
migrated; however, in other respects, the findialg® confirm the theory. The
host culture plays a homogenization role, with easi groups within society
adapting their levels of trust according to therage TCH. This may be
considered a sign of integration; if migrants dé adjust their levels of trust to
the (superior) trustworthiness in their host sggidtis may degrade the overall
level of social trust, thus hindering social cobesiand threatening the
fundamental basis of the welfare state, for whiemegalized trust acts as a
prerequisité’. Overall, the results are closer to a segmentediore of
assimilation, in which society is diverse due teedse origins, but is somehow
homogeneous due to the effect of the host culture.

In the long term, | would expect European societeeshange slightly
under the impact of migration from various regiavith lower levels of social
trust. However, the change will likely be invisitdead may not necessarily be
negative. In less trustful societies, structurahditons, such as increasing
migrant populations, will tend to discourage peofilem trusting others.
Migrants themselves, even when the inherit low gaimed trust from their
society of origin, will be more trustworthy thanpected due to individual
characteristics, as a consequence of the facttgaation constitutes a wager
of trust in the destination. On the other handthé trend towards reflexive
modernity continues, one should also note thaoibes with higher levels of
generalized trust. Therefore, all of these tendEneonay compensate for one
another. Supplementary simulation should be caroad before finding a
definitive answer regarding the impact of interoasil migration on country-
level averages of generalized trust, considering ¢thanges in migrants
themselves, in the native population, and all fiemnsations within the social
structure of the host society. More, regions witttie both origin and host
societies may have slightly different cultures afst, but currently available
data does not allow such testing.

Further attention should be also paid to the strewd the country of
origin’s context. The gap might be larger or namowwepending on how much
the society of origin continues to be a referemaeneéwork for the migrant. As
argued, | have employed only a weak measure forignamt embeddedness in
the context given by the country of origin. Bettaeasures would include
frequency of in-group contact, exposure to TV cle@srfrom the society of
origin, and the size of the ethnic group at theldevel. The last indicator may
already be available, and adding it to the databasevided by large-scale
surveys is one of the proposals for future resedratm a different perspective,

%8 p.T. Dinesen, M. Hooghe, “When in Rome, Do as thex&ts Do:...cit.”, pp. 699-700.

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XIV ¢ no. 2 2014



220 BOGDAN VOICU

language proficiency or similarity of the known ¢mmages to the ones in the
host society may be another mediator to boost iipgaét of the host and to
decrease the influence of the origin. In a worldrmafreasing free movement,
including these other indicators should become iarify when designing
comparative surveys.

Fractionalization effects due to large numbers rafmigrants in host
countries are not supported when considering tbeeamodels. More precisely,
they depend on the context and exist only in siesewith levels of trust that
are lower than 33%. When more than a third of theufation is trusting, the
implication is that the larger the immigrant popida, the higher the level of
trust of each individual. | would expect that, foling the double-
contextualization argument, there is a need torobmor fractionalization in
both origin and host societies. Also, segregatiodh lacal conditions are more
likely to produce effects as compared to countweleontexts’. This stresses
the need to further extend the analysis by conisigehe structural conditions
that exist at the local level.

5 E.M. Uslaner, “Trust, Diversity, and Segregationthe United States and the United
Kingdom”, Comparative Sociologyol. 10, no. 2, 2011, pp. 221-247.
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