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Abstract 
 
 
This paper aims to develop and empirically verify, through theoretical references and a secondary 
data analysis, an hypothesis about the relation between the economic globalization and the 
generalized trust in people - this latter as an important aspect of macro social capital concept - for 
the OECD countries.  
As a first step the globalization phenomenon will be analyzed, stressing the importance and the 
impact of the economic significance and the fact that this element has consequences also at a socio-
cultural and political level, becoming an explosive trend  in regard to the first modernity social 
milieu. 
The social capital concept will be later briefly introduced in its three possible analysis levels, 
focusing on the meaning of the concept as a feature that inheres to a macro social system, like the 
national one; the elements of this macro dimension, especially the trust in the generalized other,  
will be highlighted. 
After this outline of the theoretical framework, a secondary data analysis will be proposed to allow 
a comparison among the thirty OECD nations, in order to evaluate how the trust in generalized 
other in 2000  is related to a different economic globalization rate in 1995; there will be also an 
evaluation of the national wealth and industrialization influence on the above mentioned relation.  
If data about generalized trust in people in 1990 and economic globalization in 1985 will be 
available, the same regression model will be studied.  
Finally some reflections on the results, on their limits and on their possible interpretations will be 
suggested and a future research work will be proposed. 
 
 
 
 
1 - The economic globalization and its consequences 
 

 
The globalization has shown such an impact and change speed that the social sciences are 

disoriented due to the impossibility of a systematic knowledge that could interpret it (Giddens 
1990), whereas its consequences are perceived all over the world and they reach the everyday 
individual intimacy (Giddens 1999). 
This process started and had a greater development at the economic level, consisting in the 
production of a single world market in goods, services, capital and labour (Berger 2000), that 
intensified competition (Therborn 2000), and increased the importance of transnational corporations 
as economic agents. 
Besides an extension market growth, also an increase in work, capital fluxes, services and goods 
that are traded all over the globe occurred, achieving a greater amount than in any previous epoch 
(Giddens 1999). 
Economic globalization is also associated with increasing economic mobility (Therborn 2000) and  
interdependencies (Meyer 2000) across national states (Paxton 2003); it took place mainly through 
financial market fluxes, that have become the dominant strength of the present economic trend 
(Sassen 2007). 
In fact economic globalization implies moving beyond national-state boundaries (Sklair 2000), 
suggesting linkages, connections and interdependence among actors such as firms or states (Meyer 
2000, Friedman 1999) all over the world, creating a new socio-spatial regime (Sassen 2007). 
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In the theorization of this global phenomenon the economic dimension is the more argued aspect 
(Meyer 2000); further remarks about the influence of these economic-financial global dynamics on 
political and socio-cultural changes has been discussed. 
In the analysis of the political dimension of the globalization, the theoretical reflections are focused 
on the loss of significance and autonomy that characterized the state during the first modernity1.   
In fact the political relevance of the national state boundaries has diminished because the new cross 
border spaces, where international actors play an increased influence, threaten the nations, so much 
that the state control ability and sovereignty have been deeply limited and transversally connected 
by political and economic global networks (Beck, 1997)2, leading to a denationalization of some 
peculiar national elements (Sassen 2007).  
As a consequence of these dynamics, the power before belonging strictly to national-states, is 
policentrically shared (Rosenau 1990) between the state and others actors of subpolitical 
transnational dimensions3. 
The national states has been deeply involved in a political and territorial re-scaling phenomenon; in 
fact the old scaling, consisting in a linear and hierarchical passage from local to national and to 
international, has been reorganized by new cross-border economic scaling that could directly link 
the local with the international, global cities across the whole world , the individual with a 
mutinational corporation, without passing through the national state (Sassen 1991, Sassen 2007). 
Facing this re-scaling phenomenon, individuals have a plurality of contexts to compare with: from 
intimacy to transnational. 
The creation of integrated markets operated by economic globalization leads also to a world wide 
exchange of cultural production (Paxton 2003), based on the information technology permanent 
revolution (Beck, 1997) 4. 
Besides the construction of a dense electronic communication network, the economic globalization 
allowed the diffusion of the image flux of global cultural industry (Beck 1997), favouring the 
globalized cognitive and socio-cultural  homogenizing patterns (Paxton 2003) and so implying an 
eradication, erosion and “mcdonaldization” of the traditional cultures (Huntington 1996, Robins 
1991) 5. 

Thus the economic globalization and its consequences has made the modernity radical, 
universal and irreversible, in the rhythm and in the change impact (Beck 1997), creating a 
widespread break in many social milieus, not only in regard to the more traditional ones, but also in 
regard to the characteristics and social references of first modernity (Giddens 1987).  
The hinge social context concept of the first modernity is deeply destabilized (Sassen 2007); in fact  
the globalization, favouring a world connection made the category of space evanescent and 
separated from place, allowing relations among people that are locally distant and far from sharing 
similar social milieus (Giddens 1990).  

                                                
1 Famous is the statement that in the world arena the national state has become “too little for the big problems, and too 
big for the little life problems” (Daniel Bell, The world and the United States in 2013, in “daedalus”, 116, 1986). 
2 Due to these globalizing dynamics the tightly co-linearity between state, territory and society - that was the foundation 
of the classical sociology - sways (Giddens 1990) and the old interpretative scheme of national society is eroded 
(Sassen 2007). 
3 From a more radical theoretical approach the national state sovereignty is completely split among a plurality of actors 
(Held 1997). 
4 These economic-cultural dynamics have as consequences the further erosion of the power that belongs to the national-
state power; in fact the state could not defend itself from the penetration of its boundaries by the global communication 
space, slacking progressively the co- planarity between one nation and one reference culture. 
5 The theoretical interpretation of cultural convergence, to the detriment of traditional cultures, is not the only approach; 
also the socio-cultural globalization is considered a possibility to develop a dialectical localism and a non-traditional 
revival of local cultures (Appadurai 1997, Robertson 1992). 
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The situated social context is substituted by the globality: a new social dimension that links  
simultaneously many geographically distant and different people, through fluid network not 
limitable nor representable in closed spaces (Beck 1997)6. 
At individual level, this loss of reference context led to bring everyone’s life, made of chances, 
dangers and insecurities - before defined in the familiar union milieu, village community, or 
through the social classes identity appeal -  to be perceived, interpreted and elaborated by each 
person; the consequences of this bewilderment are transferred on individuals, who become tightrope 
walker of their life (Beck 1994). 
 

 

2 - Social capital: the three dimensions of the concept and a focus on the trust in the 

generalized other as a macro element.   

 
Still before the social capital concept became well-known, the scientific attention was given to 
some of its dimension7, but the specific notion  was introduced in scientific literature by Bourdieau8 
and Coleman9, and subsequently it was analyzed at three different levels. 
Bourdieau considered the social capital as an individual resource, indicating that it involves 
particular networks that transform “contingent relations, such as those of neighbourhood, the 
workplace, or even kinship, into relationships that are at once necessary and elective, implying 
durable obligations subjectively felt” (1983, p. 249-250), relations that become trusting and 
positive, turning into a personal social wealth. 
Coleman regarded the social capital as a resource that “inheres in the structure of the relation 
between actors and among actors” (Coleman, 1988, p. S98), so the existence of social capital is 
based on trust, information, norms and effective sanctions, authority relations, and the extent of 
obligations in a group (Paxton, 1999). 
The relation between these two dimensions -  micro and meso - is very strong, in fact an individual 
may hold a number of obligations that can benefit him and at the same time, as part of a larger 
system, these obligations can contribute to the social capital of a group (Paxton 1999). 
The third conceptual dimension of analysis considers the social capital as a property that inheres to 
a macro social system- like a region or a nation; this meaning was studied in depth by Putnam 
(1995) and Fukuyama (1995). 
The high rate of systemic social capital production of goods at multiple levels was remarked: at the 
economic one, it gives the possibility of economic efficiency from the trusting exchange, otherwise 
it takes the addition of external agents for an action to occur, so necessity of intermediaries 
(Fukuyama 1995), and at political level it sustains individuals willing to place political power in the 
hands of the people, and it is positively linked to the emergence and continuance of democracy 
(Paxton 1999). 
Thus a macro social capital differentiated endowment of several countries influences the possibility 
of democracy development, political participation and industrialization, and more generally the 
production of certain goods (Paxton 2002).  

                                                
6 These dynamics allow the multiplication of the possible relations in the global society, but without finding a stable 
social unit of reference (Beck 1997).  
7 As in the famous conceptual analysis of the passage from Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft (Tonnies 1887); also 
Toqueville (1835,1840) posited a link between American democracy and Americans’ high rate joining voluntary 
associoations; and Arendt (1948) has argued that lack of community breeds ground for totalitarism.  
8 Bourdieau (1983, p.248) defined  social capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked 
to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 
recognition - or in other words, the membership in a group”. 
9 For Coleman (19888, p. S98) the concept of social capital illustrates how the social structure of a group can function 
as a resource for the individuals of that group (Paxton 1999). 
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The empirical social phenomena that has been regarded as indicative of the macro social capital  
presence are mainly the associationism, the political participation and the trust at the systemic level. 
A vibrant associational life at the macro dimension has a dialectical relation with the group - meso 
level - social capital dimension: an increase in association belonging not necessarily correspond to 
an increase in a systemic level of social capital (Gambetta 1988, Portes 1988)10.  
The political participation, that can rank from the simple vote to an active political militancy, was 
considered a further element of the social capital aggregated level (Putnam 1995, Ladd 1996; 
Wuthnow 1997). 
A peculiar remark in the social science literature have been dedicated to the social capital trust 
dimension (Putnam 1995, Brehem and Rahan 1997) and to the limits to its survey and 
measurement. 
The trust is considered as a tie feature inside of “socially learned and socially confirmed 
expectations that people have each other, of the organization and the institutions in which they live, 
and of the natural and moral social order, that set the fundamental understanding for their life” 
Barber (1983, p.165); and specifically at macro level this trust concept remain a good proxy for the 
presence of positive ties in the general system. (Paxton 1999). 
In the radical and thoughtful modernity contemporary epoch, in which the social relations are 
disembedded from the local interaction contexts and are restructured on indefinite temporal-space 
arches, the trust in expert systems, institutions and in generalized other has increased its importance 
(Giddens 1990).  
From a trust loaded of interpersonal reciprocity - typical of social milieu near to community concept 
-  the society shifts to a widespread trustworthiness in abstract system and the generalized other. 
The global society, stretched in the space and time dimensions, places the problem of trust in not 
contextual visible and direct controllable dynamics and in people behaviour not leading back to 
patterns linked to easily determinable social contexts; thus the trust itself become a mechanism to 
face the other people freedom (Gambetta 1989) and the risk, especially the one of anthropic origin, 
widespread and generalized in the society (Beck 1986). 
If personal trust is based on the reciprocity of answer and involvement, on the contrary the trust in 
the generalized other  guarantees a kind of everyday trustworthiness, that due to its nature could not 
provide neither the reciprocity nor the intimacy that the personal trust relation supplies, but it is 
nearer to the civil carelessness toward the others and a courteous isolation (Giddens 1990).  
So-characterized trust in the generalized other contributes to reduce and minimize the  perception of 
dangers to which individuals are daily exposed, but lets people less aware of being trusted 
(Luhumann 1988). 
In the contemporary dynamics of such a globalized society, the macrosocial trust concept becomes 
closer to trustworthiness, however remaining an important  feature of national level social-capital 
(Paxton 1999). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
10 Considering the association belonging - in particular the volunteering associations  (Putnam 1995) - it has to take into 
consideration also the difference between bridging e bonding association; a multiple associations individual 
membership may be considered as an indicators of some connection between the associations trough individuals 
(Berger 1974). 
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3 - Measuring the relation between economic globalization and trust in the generalized other 
 

 
As suggested by the reference theoretical framework, the starting hypothesis is that growing 

the economic globalization rate - with the correspondent loss of a stable social milieu and with the 
increasing inability to control the dynamics which they are involved in - the individuals increase 
trust in other people, to balance and partially overcome the insecurity and bewilderment that they 
have to face. 
This hypothesis will be submitted to an empirical evaluation through a secondary data analysis: the 
relation between the economic globalization level and the macro social capital dimension of the 
trust in generalized other one will be compared for the OECD11 countries12. 

The study of Paxton, Crenshaw, Morishima and Robinson, presented in the annual meeting 
of the American sociology on August 200313, has been referred in order to empirically analyze the 
globalization phenomenon.  
This data-set has been selected because it validly operationalizes the most relevant economic 
globalization features and moreover allows a comparison among almost all the thirty OECD 
members. 
The variables employed to measure the economic globalization of the country grasp important 
aspects, like the transnational economic relations, the participation into the growing integrated 
market and the mobility of goods, services and capital fluxes. 
The source of three variables is the balance of payment statistics of IMF- International financial 
Yearbook. They are: credits and debits of income, which covers investment income and 
compensation of employees (BOP income); imports and exports of visible items (BOP trade); 
credits and debits of services, such as distributive services, financial services, and community, 
social, and personal services (BOP services) (Paxton, Crenshaw, Morishima and Robinson 2003) 14. 
The source of the fourth variable - the foreign direct investment inflow – is the Unctad Handbook of 
international trade and development Statistics. This variable is calculated as a multiple-average 
variable by taking the mean of available two or three year around the 1995, and the same operation  
has been done to construct the variable for 198515. 
All the variables are referred as a percentage of GDP in US dollar at market price, and the obtained 
data have been standardized among the OECD nations, to facilitate the following elaborations. 
The studied national cases are the thirty OECD members, but some data are not available for 
Belgium, Luxemburg and New Zealand, so this countries are considered missing cases, decreasing 
the number of national cases to 27. 
 
 

                                                
11 The choice of studying the OECD countries has two main reasons: the first is because these are at present democratic 
nations, avoiding to analyze the trust where the data could be distorted by the respondent conformism problem (Paxton 
2002); the second one because the OECD selection do not include only western countries, allowing a wider comparison. 
12 The analyzed data have been organized into national cases, not as an application of an ingenuous methodological 
nationalism, but to verify what consequences the globalization had on the macro-national social capital dimension 
previously stressed. 
13 In the ICPSR archive the file is the number 10156240 
14 BOP trade refers to the sum of exports and imports transaction of visible items (i.e., sales, barter, or gifts or grants of 
goods from resident to non-residents and vice versa). BOP income covers inflow and outflow of compensation of 
employees (including those of border, seasonal, and other non-resident workers), such as wages, salaries, and other 
benefits and investment income (i.e., direct investment income, portfolio investment income, and other investment 
income). Finally, BOP service comprises the sum of import and export of intangible assets (e.g., land, constructions, 
construction services), distributive trade services (e.g., lodging, food and beverage serving services, transport services, 
and utilities distribution services), financial and related services (e.g., real estate services and rental and leasing 
services), business and production services, and community, social and personal services. (Paxton et al. 2003) 
15 The foreign direct investment outflow are not included, because they are available only for few countries, making 
undesirable to analyze the cross-border mobility (Paxton, Crenshaw, Morishima and Robinson 2003). 
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The distribution of all the economic variables taken into consideration respects the normality 
assumptions; it has to be noted that the standardized variable about the income credits and debits is  
asymmetrical, due to a concentration of cases between -1 and 0  values (See appendix 1). 
Through the reliability analysis it is studied if the 1995 economic globalization variables inhere to 
the same dimension; obtaining a correlation matrix that present a positive correlation between all 
the variables and an Crombach’s alpha equal to 0,713, it can be verified that these variables refer to 
the same latent phenomenon. 
Then a comprehensive economic globalization index, based on all the above mentioned variables,  
has been constructed, summing the standardized values of every variable of each OECD nations; 
also the constructed economic globalization index presents a normal distribution (See appendix 2). 

To analyze the level of systemic trust in the generalized other in the OECD nations, it has 
been made reference to the comprehensive World Value Survey database, which unites all the 
research waves and countries that have been involved. 
In this world survey trust in the generalized other is collected through some opinion questions, but 
some of these present a relevant national cases problem because they are available only for a few 
waves and countries, not allowing a wider comparison16. 
The peculiar question relative to trust in generalized people is “generally speaking, would you say 
that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?”. It was 
collected in a higher number of countries and the following analysis will be based on it. 
The answer to this question are nationally organized and reported as the percentage of people  
choosing the first option proposed by the question.  
The huge debate about the reliability of the opinion surveys leads to the awareness that this question 
- and generally opinion and attitude questions - do not predict clearly choices in experiments and 
that there is a not complete co-planarity between expressed opinion and  subsequent decisions and 
actions; although this question may be good at predicting the overall level of trustworthiness in 
society (Glaeser, Laibson, Scheikman, Soutter, 2000) 17. 
Besides, interpretative prudence has to be adopted, because opinions are temporary and do not 
provide strong empirical bases (Mutti 2008); notwithstanding recent works provide evidence that 
individuals in different countries did interpret the question from the World Values Survey in similar 
ways, so comparability of the measure of this social capital dimension across countries is therefore 
not a problem for the analysis (Paxton 1999).  
The national generalized trust in people level has been considered in 2000; the world values survey 
waves do not coincide strictly with this reference year in many countries, so countries data close to 
2000 are also taken into consideration (See appendix 3). 
The percentage data about interviewed people answering positively are available for all OECD 
nations; only Greece has a non respondent rate superior to 10%, and apart from it, Japan is the only 
nation that has a non respondent rate grater than 5%; these descriptive data allow to state that there 
are not strong distortions due to the high missing percentage. 
A lag of five year between the economic globalization index and generalized trust in people was 
decided to be maintained, because it is considered that the globalizations effects are not immediate, 
but they gradually become part of the social context, so the consequences on trust in the generalized 
other are perceivable only after some years. 
Then the regression between the globalization economic index in 1995 and generalized trust in 2000 
was analyzed. 
   

                                                
16 The considerable variables that have a national cases problem are: G007 “trust other people in country”, A169 ”Good 
human relationships”, A168 “Do you think most people try to take advantage of you”; it would be also interesting to 
study the variables A166 “Young peoples trust in older people” and A167 “Older peoples trust in young people”,  
17 Other methods as questions about past trusting behaviour or use multiquestion trust scale from the psicology literature 
(Rosemberg,1957; Rotter 1971) may better to collect the generalized trust. 
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The previous scatter-plot highlights that there is no relation between the two considered variables, 
as demonstrated by the dispersion of the points and the subsequent value of R squared equal to 
0,048.   
Being aware that there is a positive relation between social capital and economic development, the 
previous regression is controlled by two independent variables that are indicators of economic 
development: the wealth country level, operationalized  as  GDP, and the industrialization country 
level, represented by the annual electric consumption.  
Introducing these variable in the model the R Squared testifies a minimal increase achieving the 
0,094 value (See appendix 4), suggesting that - also inserting these independent variables - the 
explained variance remains very low, so the model could not explain the relation. 

Finally it is studied what relation existed between the economic globalization index and the 
generalized trust in people ten years before the considered years, when data are available. 
Analyzing the 1985 economic globalization level and the 1990 trust in the generalized other, a 
problem of national number cases decrease arouses, because of the geopolitical east countries 
planning change (so Czech Republic, Slovakia and Germany are excluded) and the lower economic  
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or trust available data (this excludes  Belgium, New Zealand, Luxemburg and also Hungary, Greece 
and Australia) (See appendix 5). 
Through the reliability analysis also for the 1985 economic variables it has been verified that the 
same variables taken into consideration in 1995 inheres to the same latent variable (Crombach’s 
Alpha equal to 0,706). Studying the frequency distribution of each economic variable it could be 
stated that the normality assumption are generally respected; it is to be highlighted again that the 
variable that measure the income credit and debit has a stronger concentration of cases between the 
values -1 and 0 (See appendix 6); then a comprehensive economic globalization index was 
constructed, in the same way of the 1995 index. 
 

 
 
 
 
Also in this case the relation between the variables is dispersed, and the R squared measure of 
model-fit is very low and equal to 0,091, due to many residuals not explained by the model. 
As previously also in this analysis the regression was controlled by 1985 GDP and annual electric 
energy consumption; in this case it is to be noticed that the value of R squared is 0,241 (See 
appendix 7), greater than in the previous analysis. 
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As it could be noticed from the previous scatter-plot there is no relation between the economic 
globalization growth and the trust in generalized people trend in the considered ten years. 
Controlling the regression by GDP delta18 and electric energy consumption delta19 the explained 
variance is 18% and the sign of B is negative and equal to 0,002 (See appendix 8). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
18 GDP 1995 - GDP 1985 
19 Electric energy consumption 1995 – electric energy consumption 1985 
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Conclusions and work proposals 
 

From the previous analysis it could be stated that the selected variables to measure the most 
relevant aspects of economic globalization indicate, in 1995 as in 1985, through a good level of 
reliability, a joint ability to collect the same latent dynamics. 
Though the economic globalization index was construed with reliable variables, it has no ability to 
explain the national generalized trust variance, so the initial hypothesis is not confirmed. 
In any case it was interesting to notice that controlling the regression model between economic 
globalization index in 1985 and generalized trust in 1990 for the national wealth and 
industrialization level, the independent variable explains nearly the 25% of the variance of the 
dependent variable; the same model ten year later has a low model fit. 
This result can suggest that in the OECD countries the national wealth and industrialization level 
contribution has diminished its importance to explain trust in generalized people. 
The collected data in OECD countries may indicate that, among many variables that influence the 
answer of people interviewed by the world value survey question object of analysis, the systemic 
social context  variables considered, between 1985 and 1995, decrease their importance. 
This could be related to the erosion of the national social context reference relevance due to 
globalization dynamics; it could be suggested that the interviewed people were influenced in the 
answer choice by a multiplicity of variable and contexts, but it could be hypothesized  that the 
national one lost importance due to the increased significance of the transnational, local and 
individual ones. 
According to a critical vision it could be also stressed that the analyzed opinion question does not 
explain which is the content of “people” and “trust”, and especially is not collected the “why” of a 
positive or negative answer, basilar to understand the generalized trust level changes, not allowing 
to understand in which context level the interviewed person places the “other” (Mutti 2008). 
To monitor the development of the relation, a study of the relation between economic globalization 
and trust in generalized people in the next years will be interesting, also because of a more stable 
geopolitical dimension that could allow a comparison among all the OECD members, suggesting 
further explanations between the two variable considered in a huger diachronic perspective. 
Moreover if the other questions related to the generalized trust in people will be submitted in all 
OECD nations in the next world value survey waves, a construction of a more solid generalized 
trust index could be possible.  
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APPENDIX 
 
1 – Distribution of the Zscore variable “income credit and debit” 

1995  
2 – Distribution of the comprehensive economic globalization index 1995 
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3  – Variable “national trust in the generalized other in 2000”: survey year, missing 
percentage, percentage of people that trust in others, number of people interviewed for each 
country. 
 

Country_name survey year Missing% 
Most people can be 

trusted 

People interviewed 

  Australia 1995 0,4 40,01% 2048 
  Austria 1999 7,03 33,40% 1522 

  Belgium 1999 4,60 29,20% 1912 
  Canada 2000 1,09 37,00% 1931 
  Czech Republic 1999 1,99 24,50% 1908 
  Denmark 1999 3,62 66,50% 1023 
  Finland 2000 2,22 57,40% 1038 
  France 1999 3,41 21,30% 1615 
  Germany 1999 4,86 37,50% 2036 

  Great Britain 1999 4,00 28,90% 1000 
  Greece 1999 13,66 23,70% 1142 
  Hungary 1999 2,00 22,30% 1000 
  Iceland 1999 4,44 41,10% 968 
  Ireland 1999 1,98 36,00% 1012 
  Italy 1999 2,70 32,60% 2000 
  Japan 2000 7,93 43,10% 1362 
  Luxembourg 1999 4,95 24,80% 1211 
  Mexico 2000 2,48 21,80% 1535 
  Netherlands 1999 0,60 60,10% 1003 
  New Zealand 1998 3,24 49,10% 1201 
  Norway 1996 0,79 65, 02% 1127 
  Poland 1999 3,29 18,40% 1095 
  Portugal 1999 2,50 12,30% 1000 
  Republic of Korea 2001 0,6 27,30% 1200 
  Slovakia 1999 2,93 15,90% 1331 
  Spain 2000 3,72 34,00% 1209 
  Switzerland 1996 0,06 37,03% 1212 
  Sweden 1999 4,04 66,30% 1015 

  Turkey 2001 1,30 16,00% 4607 

  United States 1999 1,00 36,30% 1200 
 
 
 
4   – Linear regression: generalized trust 2000 as dependent variable; economic globalization 
95 index, energy consumption 95 and GDP 95 as predictors 
 
                Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,307(a) ,094 -,024 ,16068 

 
 
a  Predictors: (Constant), energyconsumption95_KwH_milions  energy consumption 95, economicglobalizatio_95, 
gdp95new  gdp 95, at market prices, current prices 
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5  – Variable “national trust in the generalized other in 1990”: survey year, missing 
percentage, percentage of people that trust in others, number of people interviewed for each 
country. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Country_name 
Survey 

year Missing% 
  Most people can be 

trusted 

People interviewed 

  Austria 1990 10,89 31,80% 1460 
  Canada 1990 3,29 53,10% 1730 
  Czech Republic 1990 0,11 30,20% 924 
  Denmark 1990 3,69 57,70% 1030 
  Finland 1990 5,10 62,70% 588 
  France 1990 6,29 22,80% 1002 
  Germany 1990 15,83 32,90% 3437 
  Hungary 1991 3,10 24,60% 999 
  Iceland 1990 4,27 43,60% 702 
  Ireland 1990 1,20 47,40% 1000 
  Italy 1990 4,26 35,30% 2018 
  Japan 1990 9,89 41,70% 1011 
  Republic of Korea 1990 1,76 34,20% 1251 
  Mexico 1990 9,60 33,50% 1531 
  Netherlands 1990 5,11 53,50% 1017 
  Belgium 1990 7,74 33,50% 2792 
  Norway 1990 6,70 65,10% 1239 
  Poland 1990 12,02 29,20% 982 
  Portugal 1990 3,04 21,70% 1185 
  Slovakia 1990 0,21 23,00% 466 
  Spain 1990 6,27 34,20% 4147 
  Sweden 1990 9,84 66,10% 1047 
  Switzerland 1989 38,36 42,60% 1400 
  Turkey 1990 1,75 10,00% 1030 
  Great Britain 1990 2,96 43,70% 1484 
  United States 1990 3,10 51,10% 1839 
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6   – Distribution of the Zscore variable “income credit and debit” in 1985  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7   – Linear regression: generalized trust  1990 as dependent variable; economic globalization 
85 index, energy consumption 85 and GDP 85 as predictors 
 

 
 Model Summary 

 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,491(a) ,241 ,107 ,14130 

 
a  Predictors: (Constant), energyconsumption85_KwH_milions  energy consumption 85, economicglobalizatio_85, 
gdp85new  gdp 85, at market prices, current prices 
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8   – Linear regression: delta trust  as dependent variable; delta economic globalization, delta 
energy consumption and delta GDP 85 as predictors. 
 
 

Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,429(a) ,184 ,009 ,07815 

 
a  Predictors: (Constant), deltagdp, economicglobalization_delta, deltaenergy 

 
 
 Coefficients(a) 
 

Model   
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t 

    B Std. Error Beta  
1 (Constant) -,041 ,022   -1,863 
  economicglobalization_delt

a -,002 ,011 -,043 -,170 

  Deltaenergy -2,34E-007 ,000 -,688 -1,741 
  Deltagdp 3,40E-014 ,000 ,469 1,167 

 
a  Dependent Variable: delta_trust  delta:mostpeople2000-90 
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