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Social Capital and Political Trust in West Africa®

Abstract

It is widely believed that efforts to overcome tatlective action problem are more likely to suatee
when the level of social capital is high. The assyn this paper is based on Afrobarometer sudats
gathered for Ghana and Nigeria. The statisticalyais explores the variables that influence social
capital and political trust. The most importanteiminant of interpersonal trust in Nigeria and Gdés
trust in political institutions. The findings alsaggest that the dimensions of social capitalatdorm a
syndrome as organizational membership has a negadsociation with interpersonal trust in Nigeria.
Thus, the results of this study support the instital explanation of social capital, while they ta
support Putnam'’s civil society explanation. Seldemnographic variables, such as education, age and
ethnicity, also affect social capital and polititaist. Contrary to other studies, this study fiad
significant negative relationship between educasiod interpersonal trust.

1| wish to thank Paul Johnson, Brian Silver, Te&deMichael Bratton, Gina Lambright and Ron Fracwifor their helpful
comments and suggestions on an earlier draft sfaéper.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 3



Introduction

Social capital is theorized to facilitate coopematand therefore allow people to overcome the ciille
action problem (Coleman 1990; Putnam 1993). $oaiaital is thought to explain variations in the
performance of institutions and policies acrosted#nt settings, and there is evidence of a relahip
between trust and economic prosperity (Fukuyam®:1198 Porta et al. 1997). In the developing
countries, efforts to improve the quality of lifeyndepend fundamentally on small scale, cooperative
efforts to develop economic infrastructure, prowedieication, clean drinking water, and social sesic
Because social capital can play such a valuabée itk important to understand the factors tlnat gse
to social capital.

A great deal of research has been reported onls@agigal in the advanced industrialized democigcie
but not very much is known about the factors thitience social capital in the developing countries
particularly those of Africa. What are the facttrat give rise to social capital? Do the factbet give
rise to social capital vary across contexts? Ireotd address these questions, | analyze the
Afrobarometer survey data collected in Nigeria &idhna. The results of this study suggest that the
dimensions of social capital do not form a syndr@s®rganizational membership has a significant
negative association with interpersonal trust ige¥iia and only a weak positive relationship with
interpersonal trust in Ghana. Not surprisinglytedent factors appear to give rise to trust and
membership. The most important determinant ofjpgesonal trust in Nigeria and Ghana is trust in
political institutions (here called “political trtis Several demographic variables also affectadoc
capital. Contrary to other studies, this studgsim significant negative relationship between atioc
and interpersonal trust, although education istivedy related to organizational membership. Etftgi
has significant effects on the dimensions of sazaglital and political trust, especially in Nigeri@hose
who belong to the largest ethnic groups are l&stylito belong to a voluntary organization thansénm
minority ethnic groups. In contrast, those inldrgest ethnic groups tend to have higher leviels o
interpersonal and political trust. Media consumpthas a strong positive relationship with
organizational membership but has little effectlmmtrust variables. The variables that influence
political trust appear to have somewhat greatetestmal and temporal stability than those thatiefice
interpersonal trust. Satisfaction with the econpiaigntification with the ruling party, and perciepis of
government performance all have consistent, paséffects on political trust in both Nigeria andaah,
findings which are in line with those of studiesxdaround the globe.

Theoretical Framework

In his seminal work on governance in northern amdteern Italy, Putnam claims that social capital is
“the key to making democracy work” (1993, 185).efdhas been lively debate concerning the role that
various factors play in what Francis Fukuyama B)9fas referred to as “spontaneous sociability” and
Robert Putnam has referred to as “social capitiotwithstanding the many attempts to clarify tieism,
“social capital’ has proven to be an elusive cohcepukuyama defines social capital as “a set of
informal values or norms shared among memberggobap that permits cooperation among them”
(1999, 16). Similarly, Putnam defines social capis “. . . features of social organization, sashrust,
norms, and networks, that can improve the effigresfcsociety by facilitating coordinated actions”
(1993, 167). Cooperation appears to be the uléreat of social capital. Involvement in community
organizations is thought to produce social capital to be an indicator of the level of social cpit the
community. Through face-to-face interaction, pedphrn to trust each other. They also develog “th
habit of cooperation” in these organizations. fpéesonal trust is considered a core componera@éak
capital, and many see social capital and interpaidoust as being essentially synonymous (e.g., se
Frietag 2003).
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However, the “radius of social trust” appears t@heémportant consideration (Fukuyama 1999). Even
the social capital enthusiasts acknowledge thek“diae” of social capital (e.g., see Putnam 2000;
Fukuyama 1999, 2003), and they, among many othets,that high levels of social capital can be tbun
in uncivil groups. Moreover, a society in whichgt is restricted to one’s family, clan, or othHerited
group and those on the other side of the line ofateation are approached with distrust, incivilapd
hostility, is likely to be filled with dysfunction.

Nevertheless, to say that trust in a tight-knit owmity is the wrong kind of interpersonal trust and
generalized trust to wide-ranging groups of pe@ptae right kind is also misguided. Interpersdnast
within a community allows those of the communityoiercome social dilemmas and behave in ways that
maximize the well being of the individuals thereiseveral studies show that a sense of “we-ness”
contributes to overcoming “social dilemmas” (esge Kramer and Goldman 1995). In-group solidarity
need not always produce out-group hostility, ardehs no reason why there must be a negative
relationship between trusting those in a small camity and trusting those in a wider community.

Despite the complex, ambiguous nature of sociataaghe link between social capital and democracy
has been studied extensively (e.g., Putnam 1998); Norris 2000; Booth and Bayer Richard 1998).
The “face-to-face” interaction/civil society exphtion has come under attack. In her study of 47
countries, Norris (2000) finds that while interpmal trust has the hypothesized positive relatigmsh
with democracy, involvement in voluntary organieas does not. Numerous studies fail to find angfro
relationship between voluntary group membershipiatetpersonal trust. For example, Frietag (2003B)
finds no relationship between participation in vahry organizations and interpersonal trust in
Switzerland, and Newton (1999) finds no relatiopdtetween participation in voluntary organizations
and interpersonal trust in four Western countrdesl only weak associations between these phenomena
in three other Western countries (172). In thatext of Africa, Widner (1998) finds no relationghi
between voluntary associational membership andpeatsonal trust in Botswana and Uganda.

Indeed, many find that early background factors sowalization are the most important determinafts
social capital (e.g., see Freitag 2003B). Eduodt@ms consistently been found to have a strongtiyems
effect on social capital in the form of interperabimust in Western countries (e.g., see BrehmRetth
1997; Freitag 2003A; Freitag 2003B). In their stod 44 countries from the different regions of the
world, Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) note ttiz tost highly educated individuals and those with
higher incomes exhibit the highest levels of ditades and behavior associated with both structurd
cognitive indicators of citizenship,” including @rpersonal trust and organizational membership)(793
Newton (1999) finds thahe social “winners” in society, that is men, mensbef social majorities and
those with higher socio-economic status, tend t@ egher levels of interpersonal trust than deoth
On the other hand, in their study of seven so@digsed on survey data, Delhey and Newton (2008) fi
little support for the link between demographictéas and interpersonal trust.

Until recently, however, the influence of ethniemdity has often been neglected in studies of socia
capital. Although there are a few exceptions (geg. Dowley and Silver 2002; Bahry et al. 2005;
Anderson and Paskeviciute 2006), most studies hatveonsidered fully the role of ethnicity in shagpi
levels of social capital. There are indicatioret the lines of political debate can substantiaffect the
formation of social capital and that the impacetifnicity is triggered by political fault lines.

Different claims have been made about the relatiprisetween political trust and social capital. eOn
stream of the literature argues that because gadlitistitutions determine the framework in which
individuals interact, the quality of institutionsiMargely determine the extent to which socialdtris
likely to flourish in a particular context. Forample, Rothstein (2000) argues that people’s p&orep
of the fairness and efficacy of political instituts are critical determinants of interpersonalttrés
many scholars have noted, if people believe thairthtitutions are fair and effective in punishing
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dishonest, exploitative behavior, they are moreljiko trust others (Rothstein 2000; Levi 1996heT
logic behind this relationship is that fair andeetive institutions create a disincentive to engage
dishonest, unlawful behavior because individuatgagimg in such behavior are likely to be punished.
Thus, an individual has good reason to believertiwt people will behave in an honest manner in a
context where the institutions in place supportdaehavior (Rothstein 2000). Similarly, individsi@re
more likely to follow the rules if they believe thather people are likely to do so as well. Numero
studies find support for the notion that the ingtitnal environment affects social trust and coafien.
The importance of monitoring and sanctioning fointaning cooperative behavior among Japanese
subjects was demonstrated in an experiment repbytéhmagishi (1988). Brehm and Rahn (1997) find
confidence in the federal institutions of governierhave an “enormous” effect on interpersonadttin
the United States. Rothstein and Uslaner (20@f)eathat economic equality and equality of oppadtyun
cause interpersonal trust.

On the other hand, at the level of the individdddwton (1999) found almost no relationship between

political trust and interpersonal trust in sevavaktern democracies. Newton (2001) argues that the

evidence based on the accumulation of individualesudata “shows that social trust between citizens
not at all closely related to political trust betmecitizens and political leaders” (201).

Apart from its relationship with interpersonal trusust in political institutions (“political trd®) is
considered critical for the viability of a demodcagovernment. In order for the government to lble &0
take the initiative necessary to produce effeagieeernance, a certain level of regime confidencetmu
exist (Mishler and Rose 1999, 78; Hetherington }9%bme scholars argue that, eventually, low kevel
of trust in governmental institutions are likelyrtegatively affect regime support. Low levels ofitcal
trust are thought to especially pose threats tagimg democracies.

Case Selection: Ghana and Nigeria

Ghana and Nigeria are ideal contexts in which westigate these issues. First, Ghana and Nigexia a
particularly important countries to understand.adis seen as a model of successful democratizatio
Africa and has always been a leader in Africa. riahaas the first sub-Saharan African country tm gai
independence in 1957. Not only has Ghana beenbpedtking in terms of political reform, but also in
terms of economic reform. With a population ofiard 124 million, Nigeria is the most populous
country in sub-Saharan Africa. Its large populagmd strong influence in regional politics pagkplain
the adage “As go Nigeria and South Africa, so géfesa.” Unegbu observes that if democracy
succeeds in Nigeria, “...it will dramatically improtiee chances for democracy elsewhere in the region”
(2003, 41). In short, the political dynamics ihdaa and Nigeria have implications for the regism a
whole.

Second, although this is a “large n” study whicbufges on identifying the individual level variabtbat
influence social capital and political trust in Glhzand Nigeria, studying these two countries cenfer
some of the advantages of a “most similar systetasign. Ghana and Nigeria share many similarities
emanating from their colonial history, geographiaximity, ethnic fractionalization, history of miiry

rule, level of development, and recent transitimndemocracy, but their macro political characterss
differ in some important respects. Comparing GhemmhNigeria allows us to speculate about how some
macro level factors affect the relationship betwielividual level variables and social capital and
political trust.

Ghana and Nigeria are both West African countriesfarmer British colonies with a history of milita

rule. Despite its rich endowment of oil, Nigeréaks lower than Ghana on the human developmenkinde
(HDI). Ghana ranks 136 out of the 177 nationsssstin the UN’s 20068uman Devel opment Report,
which puts it at the low end of the “medium humawelopment” category. Nigeria ranks 159, which
puts it toward the middle of the “low human devetemt” category.
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Although both Ghana and Nigeria have relativelyhHeyels of ethnic fractionalization, levels of ith
salience and conflict have been higher in Nige@hana has not been free of civil strife, but & baen
much more successful at containing conflict thagea. Gyimah-Boadi (2003) notes, “...under both
military and elected civilian administrations, etfyregional, religious and other social conflibts/e

been held in check” (120). In contrast, Nigeria haen plagued by lethal ethno-religious confiictes it
achieved independence in 1960. Attempts by Bigibaulated mostly by Igbo, to secede from the
Hausa-dominated state in the late 1960s resultdtkideaths of over one million Igbo citizens. riith
identity has tended to drive political life, ane tlargest ethnic group, the Hausa-Fulani, largely
dominated the government until Olusegun Obasanymraba from the Middlebelt, was elected president
in 1999.

The political trajectories that Nigeria and Ghaaaénfollowed since their transitions to democraayeh
also been different. Ghana has followed an upwrajdctory in terms of democracy. In Ghana, each
election subsequent to the 1992 founding electamiimproved in quality. Ghana has just achieved th
status of “free” based on Freedom House scorethéoseventh year in a row. Moreover, primordial
identities have appeared to decline in politictiesae, especially following the alternation of exgve
power in the 2000 election.

In contrast, Nigeria has followed a downward tragecwith reference to democracy. Nigeria’'s best

Freedom House Score (since 1983) was for the yatr founding election in 1999. Each of the two

elections subsequent to the founding election kabrd in quality. Moreover, well over 10,000 pkn
have died in ethno religious and sectarian cosfoice the transition, and ethnic militias aboulthny
people actually associate the rise in ethno-raligiconflict with democratization (Ukiwo 2003).

Further, the selection of Ghana and Nigeria allons to examine the variables affecting social ehpit
and political trust in countries with a set of stal characteristics different from those on whtod bulk
of social capital studies have been conductedhéyehnd Newton (2005) find that “High trust coussri
are characterized by ethnic homogeneity, Protesgdigious traditions, good government, wealth §gro
domestic product per capita), and income equaB¢1). Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) find that
ethnic and linguistic diversity decrease levelsra$t, and, in less democratic countries, hetereigen
increases participation in voluntary organizatiof@ven the characteristics of the countries oflgtit is
not surprising that Nigeria and Ghana fall into ¢clagegory Norris (2000) calls “joining mistrustérs.
That is, participation rates in civil society aligthbut levels of interpersonal trust are low. sTéélection
of cases allows one to examine the factors thateffocial capital and political trust in countrikat are
poor and ethnically heterogeneous, have struggiddantinue to struggle with high levels of corrapt
(especially in Nigeria) and that fall into this egory of “joining mistrusters.”

Methods

The empirical analysis is based on surveys adrermadtby the Afrobarometer (AB) project in Ghana and
Nigeria®? This study covers all of the surveys publiclaiable for these two countries. Thus, for
Nigeria, it covers Round 1, which was conducte®0A0 and will be abbreviated as NR1; Round 1.5,
which was conducted in 2001 and will be abbrevia®iR1.5; and Round 2, which was conducted in
2003 and will be abbreviated as NR2. For Gharasthidy covers Round 1 which was conducted in
1999 and will be abbreviated as GR1; Round 2, whigh conducted 2002 and will be abbreviated as
GR2; and Round 3, which was conducted in 2005 dldbevabbreviated GR3. The sample sizes for
NR1, NR1.5 and NR2 are 3,603, 2,210, and 2,428ewmfully. The sample sizes for GR1, GR2, and
GR3 are 2,004, 1,200, and 1,197 respectfulllye AB uses “National probability samples that esgnt
an accurate cross section of the voting age pdpaoldRandom selection is used at every stage of
sampling fnd the sample is stratified to ensureathanajor demographic segments of the populagien
covered.”
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Unfortunately, | was unable to simply replicate émalysis across the different AB survey rounds for
Ghana and Nigeria. The Round 1 and Round 2 suffeeyke countries of study are substantially
different. None of the interpersonal trust quasits included on the Round 1.5 or Round 2 surveys.
Thus, only the models for organizational membersinigh political trust could be estimated for NR1.5,
NR2, and GR2. In addition, the wording of otheesfions differs. Questions that were as close as
possible to those used in Round 1 were identifietthé Round 1.5, 2 and 3 surveys (the Round 1 gsirve
for Ghana and Nigeria are not identical but thayegally contain the same questions). While nobgbv
identical, the measures used are very close inimg&Appendix). Although this situation is not ae

for comparison across time and countries, the AlBs#ds constitute the best source of public opinion
data on Africa and they are an enormously richwselul source of information.

I conduct cross-sectional analysis for each rodrelinvey data for the countries of study instead of
pooled cross-sectional analysis for a number afaes.  First, each round of the AB survey proviles
snhapshot of the attitudes of Ghanaians and Nigeaardemocracy takes shape in these countries.
Examining each round allows one to discern whethlationships change across time, perhaps because
of changes in the macro political environment. ddelc drawing comparisons between Ghana and Nigeria
is of interest. Third, because of the differenicesome measures between the survey rounds, ithazul
very hard to pool the data, even simply by countryfact, the response categories for some of the
dependent variables change across survey roufitie. consistency in some of the relationships it bot
Ghana and Nigeria despite slight differences irstjae wording across survey rounds points to their
robust nature.)

CONCEPTUALIZATION AND OPERATIONALIZATION
Question wording used in each AB survey and a léetaiescription of the operationalization of the
variables used in the analysis is covered in tipeagix.

Dependent Variables

Social capital is measured at the individual ldxemembership in a voluntary organization and
interpersonal trust. Political trust (also ofteferred to as institutional trust) and social capre
integrally linked concepts as both are relatedufpsrt for and commitment to social and political
institutions. Nevertheless, social capital is tedan the social sphere while political trustasdted in
the political sphere.

Organizational Membership

The questions in the surveys allow the compilatiba dichotomous indicator of membership in a
voluntary organization for respondents in Ghanaldiggria. The survey administered in GR1 asked
only a simple “yes or no” question about membershigile the other survey rounds collected more
detailed information.

Interpersonal Trust

The Social Trust Index

The NR1, GR1 and GR3 surveys included a batteguestions about social trust in various social
groups. Respondents were asked about the degnédedio they trusted their relatives, their neiglsyor
people of their own ethnic group and people of bdtkenic groups. The scores for each of thesesitem
were added to create “social trust index.”

The creation of an index is justified because faatalysis reveals that all of the questions abkouial
trust load highly onto one dimension. Interestmnghying that one trusts peopleatiiier ethnic groups is
highly and significantly correlated with saying dnests one’s relatives (for NR1, the correlatism
.41), one’s neighbors (r = .54) and the membemefs own ethnic group (r = .65). The correspogdin
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correlations are very similar for GR3; they are, .88, and .67. The scale reliability coefficiémt NR1
is .85 while that for GR1 is .77 and that for GR386. These findings call into question the notiat
thick trust must come at the expense of thin ttust.

Although thick trust does not appear to come aettpense of thin trust, Ghana and Nigeria are still
countries of thick or particularized trust. Brattet al. (2005) note with regard to the these $tiat
indicators in the Round 1 surveys, “Interpersonattdeclines in a step-by-step fashion from a leghbl
for one’s relatives, to progressively lower levi@isneighbors, the member’s of one’s own ethniaigro
and fellow nationals of other ethnic groups” (p.199n Round 1, 44% of Nigerians and 65% of
Ghanaians report that they trust their relativeest.aln contrast, only 11% of Nigerians and 19% of
Ghanaians report that they trust people of otHarietgroups a lot. The response categories fosabal
trust questions changed in Round 3, but the reBultSR3 are similar; 49% of Ghanaians report tngst
their relatives a lot, compared to 17% who repasting those of another ethnic group a lot. ONera
levels of social trust appear perhaps slightly eigh Ghana than in Nigeria. In Round 1, when the
guestion wording is identical for NR1 and GR1, 8A@merians had the highest social trust score
possible (i.e. answered “| trust them a lot” whekesl about each reference group) compared to 15% of
Ghanaians. (In GR3, 13% had the highest socisl store, but, as noted, the response categories we
different.)

Generalized Trust

The NR1 and GR3 surveys included a forced choiestipn that allows the creation of a second
indicator. Respondents were asked the standaaparsonal trust question: “Generally speaking,ld/ou
you say that most people can be trusted or thatyaat be very careful in dealing with people?” SThi
guestion is used in many studies as a basic a meakinterpersonal trust and is, as other havedydhe
“standard trust question.” The correlation betwgenstandard trust measure and the social trdekin
for NR1 is .30, and the correlation between thesevariables for GR3 is .26, indicating that the
variables are measuring a similar but not idenpteinomenon. The standard trust question is tiidagh
measure “generalized” trust, and it appears toodads the case of Nigeria, among the social trust
indicators used in the index, this measure of gdized trust is most strongly correlated with titogt
someone from “another tribe” (r = .30, pr < .000)l anost weakly correlated with trusting a relaiive
.19, pr <.000)? Both Ghanaians and Nigerians have low levelsokgalized trust with 15% of
Nigerians and 16% of Ghanaians offering the trgstésponse to the standard trust question, findings
consistent with the observations concerning theatdrs of the social trust index.

To simplify matters, the broad category of trusbagnindividuals will be referred to as interperdona
trust. Interpersonal trust as measured by thektost index will be referred to as social trust.
Interpersonal trust as measured by the standastguestion will be referred to as generalizedttrus

Palitical Trust

Political trust is measured by an index that inooses questions on the degree of trust one haein
primary institutions of government: the nationaexsbly, local government authorities, police, cooft
law, political parties, and army. Creation of aulitide index is justified as the political truseihs are
highly correlated with each other and the scalab#ity coefficients for the index are high, rangifrom
a high of .89 for NR1 to a low of .75 for GR3. €3&e appendix for all of the scale reliability
coefficients and a detailed description of thetmall trust indicators and index.) Although pdalil trust
is a dependent variable in this study, as notemhritalso be considered an independent variable wit
reference to interpersonal trust. Political tiastxpected to have a positive relationship with
interpersonal trust.

Levels of political trust are somewhat low in botigeria and Ghana. Because the response catggorie
for the political trust questions are differeneiach survey round, it is hard to assess changeditical
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trust levels across time (see the appendix). VWimencompares political trust levels for Ghana and
Nigeria for the same survey round, however, whergirestion wording is identical, political trustdés
are higher in Ghana than Nigeria. In NR1, 5% aje¥iians had the highest political trust score (fed,
answered “trust them a lot” with regard to all loé tpolitical institutions) and 25% percent had esor
falling in the highest two categories with scoré8 or above (3=I trust them somewhat). In GR1, &%
Ghanaians had the highest political trust scork aid 41% percent had scores falling in the higtvest
categories with scores of 3 or above. In Rounti€ response categories for the political trusstjops
were changed in such a way very likely to affeetdistribution of responses. In NR2, 0% of Nigesia
had the highest political trust score possible @migt 2% percent had scores falling in the highest t
categorie$. In GR2, 1% of Ghanaians had the highest politicet scores possible and 20% percent had
scores falling into the highest two categoriesRbtund 3, the response categories were again cthange
In GR3, 8% of Ghanaians had the highest politicedttscores and 53% percent had scores fallingleto
highest two categories.

Independent Variables

Satisfaction with one’s life and quality of life \®been linked to interpersonal trust. The quastio
this survey allow for a measure of satisfactiorhvaihe’s quality of life to be included in the armaty A
positive relationship between satisfaction andrjpgesonal trust is expected.

Civic engagement and media exposure have alsolinged to social capital. Brehm and Rahn (1997)
find that civic engagement has a positive effecinberpersonal trust, and | expect to find a pesiti
relationship between civic engagement and socjatala Discussing politics with friends and neigh®
is the measure of civic engagement used in thidysthis measure is very good since it is pregisel
those types of political activities that involvagractions with people that are likely to affece@rntrust

in others as well as one’s propensity to work withers in voluntary organizations. The frequenithw
which one listens to news on the radio is the measumedia consumption. Because of the relatively
low literacy rates in rural areas and relativelghrhcost of newspapers, only a small percentageapblp
in rural areas read the newspaper. In additiocgsxcto a radio is much more common than access to
TV. Listening to the radio is the most importamdicator of media consumption in rural Africa aed i
likely to facilitate individuals’ participation inommunity life.

Many of the demographic and socioeconomic variaie® been found to be related to social capital,
and thus they are included in the analysis. Theeys did not collect identical information aboiltcd

these characteristics, but each did obtain suffididformation so that a variable measuring the
phenomenon of interest could be created. The iraqurestion, however, was not asked as such in GR3.
| therefore use the poverty index as a substitutentome in the models for GR3. This index isyve
similar to the lived poverty index developed by Brya et al. (2005), which measures the extent tchvh
people are deprived of meeting their basic neé8se the appendix for a description of the index.)

In general, the variables associated with moderaugh as education, income, and urban resideece ar
expected to have a negative relationship with pgesonal trust. Increases in these social atg#hate
associated with a decline in the strength of tiawiitl affiliations. Education is thought to hondical
thinking skills, which is likely to make one morescerning in evaluations of both government and
individuals.

The instruments used in the first two rounds ofABein these countries did not have a question on
ethnicity, but they did have a question on langua@éhough one’s primary language and ethnic idgnt
are not always consistent due to the use of lifigareca, language has often been used as a proxy for
ethnic identity, and many of those using AB dateehfallowed this procedure (e.g., see Brattbal.
2005; Norris and Mattes 2003). In the GR3 survegpondents were asked to identify their home
language and then, much later in the survey, #thimicity. The correlation between home language a
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ethnicity is .999, indicating that home languagarisexcellent proxy for ethnicity, at least in Ghan

Only three respondents out of 1,197 gave a diftdrteme language than that associated with themeth
group.

Ethnicity in Nigeria is measured by four variallleat indicate whether or not the respondent spaaks
particular language. These language variablesséja(oruba, Igbo, and Other, are coded “0” andttl”
indicate that the respondent speaks the relevagutge. In the tables, the largest ethnic group
corresponds to the Hausa, Minority Group 1 corredpdo the Yoruba, and Minority Group 2
corresponds to the Igbo. A similar procedure wsesdito measure ethnicity in Ghana for Rounds 12and
In the tables, the largest ethnic group corresptmtise Akan, Minority Group 1 corresponds to thveel
and Minority Group 2 corresponds to the Ga.

As noted, previous research has found that thosearal majorities tend to be more trusting. Ltdis
(2006) study of Baltic states reveals that, on ayer Russian-speaking minorities have lower leakls
political trust than those in the titular ethniogps. In neither Nigeria nor Ghana, however, ésdlta
majority ethnic group. The largest ethnic groupligeria, the Hausa, dominated political life théoe
most of the post-independence period. In contadtsipugh the Akan tended to dominate politica fibr
a couple of decades after independence, the Eweeseen as the politically privileged group in Ghana
after Flight Lieutenant Jerry Rawlings came to potheough a military coup in 1981. This situation
came to an end in 2000 when there was an altematiexecutive power through elections. As Gyimah-
Boadi notes, the government that came to powerar2000 election has made ethnic and regional
inclusiveness a priority (2003, 135). Thus, theation is not like that found in many of the post-
communist countries where there is a titular majarthnic group and much smaller minority groups.
Nonetheless, those in the largest ethnic groups>grected to have higher levels of interpersondl an
political trust than those in the smaller minogtpups. In contrast, those of the largest ethrocgs are
expected to be less likely to belong to a voluntaganization. Those belonging to minority ethnic
groups are likely to feel more of a need to orgamizachieve their goals than those of the largexsips,
who tend to feel empowered in the social and walitspheres as a result of their numbers.

Religion and ethnic identity tend to be heavily Bapping cleavages in NigerfaThus, it would be
impossible to include both the religion and ethgigariables in the same equations. In additibae, t
guestion on religion was not included in the GRivew.

Most of the factors in the equations for interpeeddrust have been found to be related to politicast.
Identification with the ruling party and subjecti@esessments of satisfaction with the economy and
government performance are also thought to inflagoatitical trust. A question about the performanc
of government, in general, was included on the Rdusurveys but not the Round 1.5, 2 and 3 surveys.
For these survey rounds, respondents’ evaluatidheoperformance of parliamentary representatives i
used as the measure of government performancepdriiament is a key democratic national institatio
and evaluations of the members of parliament agelyicorrelated with evaluations of other public
officials and institutions.

RESULTS

Member ship in Voluntary Organizations

What affects people’s membership in voluntary oizgtions in Nigeria and Ghana? Because it is a
dichotomous variable, binary logit is used to eatigrthe effects of the explanatory variables adrigst
on membership in voluntary organizations.
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Est.
Method
News
from
Radio
Discuss
Politics
Largest
Ethnic
Group
Minority
Ethnic
Group 1
Minority
Ethnic
Group 2

Education
Income
Age
Gender
Urban

Constant

# obs
Pseudo R?

LR chi?

Prob >
chi?

Table 1: Binary L ogit Estimates of Participation in Civil Society
Dependent Variable: Member ship in a Voluntary Organization

Model 1: Model 1:
Nigeria R1 Nigeria R1.5
Organizational Organizational
Membership  Membership

L ogit L ogit
.12*** .12***
(.02) (.05)
.31*** .26***
(.06) (.05)
-.98*** -.25*
(.10) (.14)
-.14 -.61x**
(.10) (.13)
1.05%** H2%**
(.14) (.17)
4% .02
(.02) (.03)
.05* -.01
(.03) (.02)
.02*** .02***
(.003) (.005)
-.19** -.03
(.08) (.12)
-.001 -.06
(.09) (.12)
-1.20%** -.40
(.19) (.26)
3543 2173
13 .05
608.89 123.26
0.000 0.000

Model 1: Nigeria Model 1: Ghana

R2

Organizational
Membership

L ogit

. 13***
(.05)

16%
(.05)

-.28**
(.14)

-.03
(.14)

TTH
(.19)

.05*
(.03)
.02
(.02)
.02***
(.004)
.06
(.11)
-.20*
(.11)
~1.01%*
(.30)

1678
.04

82.37
0.000

R1

Organizational
Membership

L ogit

.10***
(.03)

245
(.07)

_'35***
(.12)

.18
(.17)

-.35
(:23)

'05***
(.01)
'10***
(.04)
'01***
(.003)
-.02
(.10)
_'36***
(.11)
-1.54%%
(.21)

1971
.06

152.92
0.000

Model 1: Model 1:
Ghana R2 Ghana R3
Organizational Organizational
Membership  Membership

L ogit L ogit

5% 19
06 . *kk
(:06) (.07)
.06 -11
(.05) (11)
_14 "(530)
(:19) '

-.16 -.26
(.29) (.27)
-.40 -1.33***
(.32) (.31)

. 18*** . 13****
(.05) (.05)
-.03 .006
(.04) (.09)

02%** .009*
(.01) (.005)

Q2% .06
(.16) (.16)
-.29* -.26
(.16) (.17)
-.53 .62
(.34) (.39)

996 1108

.04 .04
39.08 39.46
0.000 0.000

Notes: ***p < .01 for two tailedtest; ** p < .05 for two tailedtest; * <0 .1 for two tailedtest

2 As noted, the poverty index is the proxy measeiadused for income for GR3. Higher scores cpoed to

higher levels of poverty.
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In concordance with the original hypothesis, Niges and Ghanaians who listen to news on the radio a
significantly more likely belong to a voluntary amgzation than those who do not (Table 1). The
coefficient for radio is positive and significartrass all of the models estimated for the diffesenivey
rounds in both Ghana and Nigeria. Nigerians wisculis politics with friends and neighbors are
significantly more likely to belong to a voluntasyganization than those who do not. The coefficien
discussing politics is positive and significantta .01 level in all of the models for the diffetrenrvey
rounds in Nigeria. The effect of civic engagemamiGhanaians’ propensity to join a voluntary
organization is not very consistent.

Ethnic identity appears to have a significant intigacmembership in voluntary organizations. Inhbot
Nigeria and Ghana, those in the largest ethnicgeqpear less likely to belong to a voluntary
organization than those in other groups. In theef®for both countries, the coefficient for thegksst
ethnic group is negative, and it is significanalhmodels except for GR2. This finding suppadhis

view that members of the largest groups may noaseauch need to mobilize and organize as those in
minority groups. In the case of Nigeria, the coa$ht for “Minority Group 2” (Igbo) is positive a&h
highly significant across the three survey roun@sen the history of the Igbo in the post-indepamze
political era, it is not hard to see why memberghedf group would see a greater need to organide an
cooperate with each other to pursue their intereststy years after the tragic Biafran war, tharne

some Igbo who still see the need for a separate &tdnouse Igbos as evidenced by the existence of
groups such as Movement for the Actualisation efSlavereign State of Biafra (Massob). These
findings are consistent with those of Dowley ange3i(2002) based on data from the post-communist
countries.

The results are not as clear for the other mingpioups. In the model for NR1.5, the coefficiemt f
Minority Group 1 (Yoruba) is negative and signifita In the model for GR3, the coefficient for
Minority Group 2 (Ga) is negative and significaithus, while members of the largest ethnic groups
seem less likely to have group memberships in ttveseountries, the level of civil society partiatjpn
among the minority groups seems much more varigbtdably reflecting the social and political
situation each group perceives it faces as waillasr factors not captured in the model. Thesaltes
point to the importance of context in mediating thkationship between ethnicity and participation i
civil society.

Formal education has a positive effect on orgaitimat membership in Nigeria and Ghana, although the
relationship between education and membership appede stronger for Ghana than Nigeria. The
coefficient for education is positive in all of th@unds of the survey in Nigeria, and it is sigrafit in the
models for NR1 and NR2, but only at the .10 leeeINR2. The coefficient for education is positaved
highly significant across all of the survey roufidlsGhana. The results for income are weak and
inconsistent: the signs of the coefficients chaag®ss survey rounds and they only reach signidieam
two of the models. The coefficient for age is p@siin all six of the model estimations coverihg t
different rounds of the survey, and it is highlgrsficant in five of estimations and significanttae .10
level in the remaining one (GR3). That age is eissed with community involvement is not surprising
given the way prestige and responsibilities inazeamcomitantly with age in traditional culture.

The effect of gender on organizational membershimi clear from the results (Table 1): the sigth the
significance of the coefficient for gender varya@ss the model estimations. In fact, the relatignsh
between gender and organizational membership vaciess ethnic groups. Model 1 was run separately
for each ethnic group across the different sureeyds for Nigeria (results not shown). When the
analysis was restricted to the Hausa, the reldtiprizetween female and organizational membershg wa
negative and significant across all of the sunaynds. However, when the analysis was restrictedet
Igbo, the relationship between female and membemshs positive and significant across all of the
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survey rounds, although only at the .10 level f&IN Among the Yoruba, gender appears unrelated to
membershig® Neither ethnicity nor religion had an appreciadfiect on the relationship between gender
and membership in Ghana.

In general, Nigerian and Ghanaian urban dwellepgapless likely than rural dwellers to be joineféie
coefficient for urban residence is negative irsadlof the equations, although it is highly sigcént only
in the estimation of Model 1 for GR1 and signifitahthe .10 level in the estimations for NR2 arRRG
Those living in urban areas are more likely toibieg) among strangers than those in rural areasjtas
probably more difficult to cooperate in groups wsthangers than with those with whom one has a prio
connection. Some of the associations highlightettié questions in most survey rounds, howeveh suc
as professional associations and unions, are likehe much more plentiful in urban areas. Perlitdps
for this reason that the relationship between urkamence and voluntary membership is not stronger

Interpersonal Trust

What factors influence interpersonal trust? In Eld2i(Table 2), the standard trust question is the
measure of generalized trust for NR1 and GR1. Mghis question was posed only in these two survey
rounds. Since generalized trust is a dichotomaugble, logit is used as the estimation methad. |
Model 3, the social trust index is used as the omeasf interpersonal trust for NR1, GR1 and GR3.

OLS regression is used to estimate the effectiseovariables of interest on the index of sociadttru
Again, the social trust questions were posed antheése three survey rounds.
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Table 2: Estimates of Social Trust M odels
Dependent Variables: Generalized Trust, Social Trust | ndex
Model2 Model 3 Model 3 Model 2 : Model 3:
Nigeria R1 | Nigeria R1 Ghana R1 Ghana R3 Ghana R3
Generalized| Social Trust | Social Trust| Generalized| Social Trust
Trust Index Index Trust Index
R1
Estimation L ogit OLS OLS L ogit OLS
Method Regression Regression Regression
Political Trust T 2% A49Fx* 34%x* .34** .36%**
(.08) (.01) (.02) (.15) (.04)
Satisfaction -, 19 .004 .03** .02 .01
Own QOL (.06) (.01) (.02) (.08) (.02)
Organizational -.19* -.06*** -.02 A49* 4%
Membership (.12) (.02) (.03) (.28) (.07)
News from .03 -.01* -.02* -.09 -.02
Radio (.03) (.01) (.01) (.09) (.03)
Discuss Politicg 23Fx* .002 10%** -.03 -.03
(.08) (.02) (.02) (.14) (.04)
Largest Ethnic B7rE* 26%** .08* .04 -.18%**
Group (.14) (.03) (.04) (.23) (.07)
Minority - 42%* I -.16%** .05 -.18**
Ethnic Group 1 (.18) (.03) (.06) (.32) (.09)
Minority -.53** 13%** -.25%** -.39 -.39%**
Ethnic Group 2 (.23) (.03) (.08) (.56) (.12)
Education -.16%** -.Q2%** -0 x> =11 -.03**
(.03) (.01) (.003) (.06) (.02)
Income 2% .01 -.02* -.01 .02
(.04) (.01) (.01) (.12) (.04)
Age .003 .001* .002** .01 .003
(.004) (.001) (.001) (.01) (.002)
Gender -.13 -.04* .01 -.19 -.09
(.12) (.02) (.03) (.21) (.06)
Urban .38%** -.01 -.07** -21 -.09
(.12) (.02) (.04) (.21) (.06)
Constant -3.45%** 1.66*** 2.10%** -2.41%** 1.20%***
(.37) (.07) (.09) (.66) (.18)
Number of 3330 3328 1681 922 913
observations
Pse“dngZ/ Adj 7 40 22 04 14
SE 575 .633 .790
v2IF 493.28 172.37 36.44 29.21 11.97
Prob >y*/F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.000

Notes: ***p < .01 for two tailedtest; ** p < .05 for two tailedtest; * <0 .1 for two tailedtest

3 As noted, the poverty index is the proxy measeiadused for income for GR3. Higher scores cpoad to
higher levels of poverty.
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The results displayed in Table 2 are striking.itRal trust is the variable most strongly assaatvith
interpersonal trust across all of the models cdistficients are positive, large, and significanall of the
models. For NR1, it explains about 22% of theasace in the social trust index; when political trigs
included in Model 3 for NR1, the Adjusted R .40 and when political trust is dropped frora thodel
the Adjusted Ris .18. The same type of analysis for GR1 and @&R8als that political trust explains
about 14% of the variance in social trust in GRA 8% in GR3. These results support the notion that
effective political institutions create an envircembhwhere social trust can flourish. Based on flata
the 1990World Values Survey, Newton (1999) reports a correlation of -.03 betwsecial trust and trust
in government (180). In contrast, in Nigeria, toerelation between the social trust index andtioali
trustis .61 (p = .000). The correlation betweenegalized trust and political trust is .30 (p=0)0In
GR1, the correlation between political trust anel gbcial trust index is .41 (p = .000). Thesevary
strong correlations for survey-type data. In GRR&,strength of the relationship appears to have
declined: the correlation between political trustl docial trust is .33 (p = .000), while the caatign
between political trust and generalized trust iy okl (p = .000).

The effect of the other attitudinal variable, datision with one’s quality of life, is hard to impet as it
appears to have a significant negative effect oreggized trust for NR1 and a significant positafeect
on social trust for GR1. It is, however, relategbolitical trust, and when political trust is dpmal from
the interpersonal trust models, satisfaction’s tiegaoefficient in Model 2 for NR1 is insignificaand
its coefficients are positive and significant ie ocial trust models (Model 3) at the .01 ande%8Is
for NR1 and GR3 respectively.

In contradiction to social capital theory, the dméént for membership in a voluntary organizatien
negative and significant at the .10 level the madgjeneralized trust for NR1 and negative and
significant at the .01 level in the model of theiabtrust index for NR1, while the coefficientriegative
but not significant in the model of social trust @R1. This finding is at odds with the expectatio
derived from the social capital literature thaturghry associations are the crucibles of interpeto
trust. Numerous studies fail to find a relatiopshétween associational membership and interpdrsona
trust, but this study actually reveals a negatelationship in the case of Nigeria. This resuitaialy
undermines the notion that social capital is a syme& comprising associational membership and
interpersonal trust. It may be the case that thos#t likely to mobilize in Nigeria are those most
dissatisfied with the current social system.

The estimate of Model 2 for GR3 reveals a posithignificant relationship at the .10 level between
organizational membership and generalized trube dstimate of Model 3 for GR3 reveals a positive
relationship, significant at the .05 level betwesgmbership and the social trust index. Although th
results for GR3 are more consistent with socialtebtheory, they provide little support for theeal of a
voluntary membership-social trust syndrome. Amaration of the correlations among these variables
for GR3 furthers the point. The correlation betwvegembership and generalized trust is .09, @3x

while that between membership and social trugtdsp <.000. One would expect tighter relationships
among variables that form a syndrome.

In general, the effects of listening to the radid aiscussing politics do not seem strong or coeisis

Ethnic identity, however, has a significant impawtinterpersonal trust. Membership in the largéshic
group generally appears to have a positive effie¢his dimension of social capital, especially for

Nigeria. We can see in Model 2 for NR1 that thiosthe largest ethnic group (the Hausa-Fulani) are
more likely to manifest generalized trust than eéhiwsthe other groups. The coefficient for theyéest

ethnic group is positive and highly significant Vehihe coefficients for membership in the two mityor
groups (Yoruba and Igbo) are both negative andfgignt at the .05 level. With reference to the

standard trust question, the Hausa respondentsmesk more likely to opt for the trusting respotiszn

the members of other ethnic groups. Thirty-twacpat of Hausa respondents answered that most people
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can be trusted while only six percent of Yorubaorslents and six percent of Igbo respondents dpted
the trusting response.

Although the coefficients for Minority Group 1 (Mdra) and Minority Group 2 (Igbo) are positive and
statistically significant in Model 3 for NR1, in v the social trust index is the dependent vagiatiie
coefficient for the largest ethnic group (the Hgusanuch larger. Indeed, the positive and sigaifit
coefficients for the Yoruba and Igbo are partlyadtion of the excluded group, which, in this case,
comprises all of the other minority groups in Nigeand partly a function of the fact that the éthwn
variables are related to political trust, whiclnisluded in the model. An examination of the clatiens
helps clarify the relationships: Hausa has a strpogitive correlation with the social trust index .38,

p = .000) while Yoruba (r =-.18, p =.000) anddglb = -.10, p = .000) have significant, negative
correlations with social trust. Investigation bétpercentages makes the relationship even moesayp
Twenty-one percent of the Hausa had the highesilgesscore of 4 on the social trust index, comgare
to 1% of Yoruba respondents and 2% of Igbo respmisden fact, those in the largest ethnic groups a
not only more trusting of those of other ethnicugr®, but they are more trusting of those in thein o
ethnic group, their neighbors, and their relativespared with those in the minority ethnic groups i
both NR1 and GR1. Thus, thick trust and thin tdesnhot appear at odds with each other in Ghana and
Nigeria.

In the case of Ghana, Model 3 for GR1 shows trettefficient for the largest ethnic group (Aka) i
positive and significant at the .10 level, while ttoefficients for Minority Ethnic Group 1 (Ewe)dan
Minority Ethnic Group 2 (Ga) are both negative aighificant at the .01 level. These results camftw
what was hypothesized about the relationship betwéenicity and interpersonal trust. Ethnicity
appears, however, to be unrelated to generalimstitr Model 2 for GR3. In addition, the coefficie
for all of the ethnicity variables are negative aighificant in the model of social trust for GRAn
examination of the correlations among the ethnizgiyables and social trust reveals that neitheamk
nor Ewe are significantly related to the sociastindex, while the correlation between Ga andstimal
trust index is -.11, pr =.000. This finding igéresting; the importance of ethnicity as an oizgional
principle has declined in Ghana since democratinand the executive alternation of power in 2G01@|
perhaps that decline is reflected in these suresylts.

The results displayed in Table 2 support the cdigrithat the factors that give rise to social tapiary
across contexts. The coefficients for formal etinoaare negative and significant at least at @3elevel
in all of the models for Nigeria and Ghana. Thigsgdings contrast sharply with those studies repgra
positive relationship between education and intesqreal trust based on data from the developed
countries. Why does this difference exist? Bratind van de Walle describe the neopatrimonial
regimes of Africa as being characterized by “relaships of loyalty and dependence” (1997, 62).
Perhaps “loyalty and dependence” are captured sbatew the measures of trust. Thus, those with
education may be questioning these relationshigsaestherefore more skeptical about trusting sther

Neither age nor gender appears to exercise a simflngnce on interpersonal trust. That the dodiit
for gender (1 = woman) is negative across fourobthe five models is consistent with Newton’s (299
findings that trust is higher among men and sauabrities. The coefficient for gender, howeveryer
reaches statistical significance.

The effects of income and urban residence areblaridepending on either the country or measure of
interpersonal trust. A negative relationship betmvarban residence and interpersonal trust was
hypothesized. In Model 2 for NR1 (the model of @atized trust), this expectation is not borneasut
the coefficient for urban is positive and highlgrsficant. The coefficient for urban, howevernpigative
in all of the other estimates of the interpersanat models and significant at the .05 level f&1G In
fact, urban is correlated is with political truahd when political trust is not included in theiabtrust
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models for NR1 and GR3, the coefficients are negatind significant at the .01 levels. Perhapsruiba
differently related to generalized trust than itather types of interpersonal trust.

Political Trust

Political trust appears to be an important deteamirof interpersonal trust, but what factors gige to
political trust? Table 3 shows that the coeffitseior government performance, satisfaction with th
economy, and identification with the ruling partg @almost all positive and significant across the
political trust models, a finding consistent wiisearch carved out in the developed countfieShe
coefficients for government performance are posiéiad highly significant across all six of the
estimations of Model 4. The coefficients for Jaiision with the economy are positive and signfficat
the .01 level in all of the models except that@R2. The coefficients for identification with thaling
party are positive and significant in all of thedets except that for NR1.5, in which case it isaieg
but not significant.
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Model 4:
Political
Trust
Nigeria R1
Est. Method OLS
Regression
Government B Rl
Performance (.02)
Satisfaction 2%
with Economy (.01)
Ruling Party 07
.03
Organizational -.04
Membership (.03)
News from .00004
Radio (.01)
Discuss .08***
Politics (.02)
Largest Ethnic 37rrx
Group (.03)
Minority -.25%**
Ethnic Group (.03)
1
Minority -.13%**
Ethnic Group (.04)
2
Education -.04%**
(.01)
Income -.01
(.01)
Age .004***
(.001)
Gender S il
(.03)
Urban - 15%**
(.03)
Constant 1.7%x
(.09)
# obs 3317
Adj R? .28
SE .685
F 92.68

Table 3: Political Trust Models
Dependent Variable: Political Trust Index

Model 4: Model 4: Model 4: Model 4:
Political Political Trust Political Trust  Political Trust
Trust Nigeria R2 Ghana R1 Ghana R2
Nigeria R1.5
OLS OLS OLS OLS
Regression Regression Regression Regression
. 28*** . 22*** i 14*** i 19***
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
.05%** .06+ L13%xx .01
(.01) (.01) (.02) (.02)
-01 .07** .09** L15%%%
.03 .03 (.04) (.04)
-.05* -.02 -.06 .07
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.05)
.03** .05x** -.003 -.003
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.02)
.02 .03 -.02 -.01
(.01) (.01) (.03) (.01)
10 7R .03 .05
(.04) (.03) (.05) (.05)
-.08** N -.03 - 227k
(.03) (.03) (.06) (.08)
-01 - 15 .05 .01
(.04) (.04) (.09) (.09)
.002 -.02%* Q1% -.005
(.07) (.01) (.004) (.01)
.01*=* QL -.003 .01
(.005) (.004) (.01) (.01)
.001 -.0005 .001 .003**
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
-.03 -.01 -.04 -.07*
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.04)
-.06%* -01 -.09%* -.04
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.04)
-.05 -.08 2.08*** 71
(.08) (.08) (.09) (.12)
1810 1426 1731 725
.23 .29 .15 A5
.509 467 727 .524
39.33 43.26 21.97 10.46

* As noted, the poverty index is the proxy measeiadused for income for GR3.
higher levels of poverty.
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Model 4:
Political Trust
Ghana R3

OoLS
Regression
.20***
(.03)
.07***
(.02)

X 17***
(.04)
.05
(.05)

02
(.02)
01
(.03)
-.01
(.05)

-.02
(07)

17
(.10)

-.03%
(.01)
-.01
(.03)
.002

(.001)
-.04
(.04)

_.16***
(.04)

1.17%%*
.(15)

891
15
613
12.15

Higher scores cpogad to
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Organizational membership appears to have littitiomship with political trust. The frequency twit
which one listens to the radio appears to havesdip® effect in the case of Nigeria but essentiath
effect in Ghana. Those who discuss politics seehat@ higher levels of political trust in Nigeriayt not
in Ghana. The coefficients for discussing poliics positive in all of the models for Nigeria and
significant at the .01 levels in the models for NR NR2. In contrast, they are negative in twthef
models for Ghana, but significant in none.

Ethnic identity seems to affect political trustie ways hypothesized, especially in Nigeria. The
coefficient for the largest ethnic group is postia all but one of the equations for Nigeria artth@a
(that for GR3), but it is highly significant in af the equations for Nigeria while it fails to &be
statistical significance in the equations for Ghafe coefficients for Minority Ethnic Group 1 aak
negative and significant in all of the models fog&tia and one for Ghana (GR2). The coefficieats f
Minority Ethnic Group 2 are negative in four of thig models, and significant at the .01 level f(RIN
and NR2 and significant only at the 0.1 level f®35 If we look at the results separately for Ghand
Nigeria, in the case of Nigeria, the relationsh@iween the ethnic variables and political trustfoon
almost perfectly to what was hypothesized. Thalte$or Ghana generally seem consistent with the
expected pattern, but the relationship betweernigallitrust and ethnicity is much weaker. Thiscmme
makes a good deal of sense given how much moensalihnicity has been in the politics of Nigehart
Ghana. At the time the Nigeria surveys were bemglucted, Olusegun Obasanjo, a Yoruba from the
Middlebelt, was president. Nonetheless, the H&udani dominated the state throughout most of
Nigeria's post-independence political life. Thitgs not surprising that those who are Hausa are
significantly more trusting of Nigeria’s politicaistitutions than are those who are Yoruba or Igbo.

As with interpersonal trust, education has a negatlationship with political trust. The coefcit for
education is negative in all of the estimation$/oidel 4, except that for NR1.5, and it is signifitat the
.01 level for NR1 and GR1 and significant at the lével for NR2 and GR3. This finding is consisten
with the notion that education hones critical thigk As for the other demographic variables, ineom
and age do not appear to have much effect ongadlitiust, and the overall effect of urban resigenc
appears negative.

All of the model estimations displayed in the tatdee significant. Although we see some similaukts
for Ghana and Nigeria, the models for Nigeria galieseem to perform better than those for Ghand, a
the models for NR1 perform especially well.

Implications and Conclusion

Several implications can be drawn from this stud@ize factors that give rise to social capital vacyoss
contexts. For example, in contrast to the advanuduastrialized democracies, formal education has a
negative influence on interpersonal trust in Ghaamé Nigeria. Trust in political institutions (“ptal
trust”), however, is tightly linked with interpensal trust in Ghana and Nigeria, while this is ra tase
in some other contexts. Moreover, the results etwGhana and Nigeria differ in a few instances.
Organizational membership is positively associsieidterpersonal trust in Ghana but negatively
associated with it in Nigeria. Ethnicity has a tmggeater effect on social capital and politicabtrin
Nigeria, where ethnicity has been extraordinardiyent, than in Ghana.

By noting the contextual and temporal instabilifysome of the relationships involving social calpétad
political trust, | do not mean to argue that ther® no common causal factors across contextdeln t
study of seven societies, Delhey and Newton (2€608)that the performance of different theorieshef
determinants of social capital varies dependinthertype of society under study. Contrary to their
initial expectations, Delhey and Newton (2003) fthdt “societal variables of a contextual naturavéna
stronger influence on interpersonal trust thanvialdial-level variables in low trust societies. Tiesults
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of this study are consistent with their findingkhaugh individual-level variables do influence
interpersonal trust in Nigeria and Ghana, politicast is by far the most important determinant.

This study supports an institutional explanatioingérpersonal trust. Individuals who feel that th
institutions of government are trustworthy are lljiki® feel more confident in their interactions hwit
others. They believe that political institutiome governing as they should, which means indivisidal
not need to be as vigilant as they would have tailgout such political institutions. In addition,
political institutions can serve as important sytabdf people see the political institutions tigatvern
society as trustworthy, that perception is likayrickle down to the individuals that make up stgi

Of course, the causal arrow may run in the oppatigetion: individuals who trust other people are
more likely to trust the institutions that comprtkeir fellow citizens. From this perspective,
interpersonal trust gives rise to political trugithough the relationship between interpersonasttand
political trust might be reciprocal, | argue thatifical trust generally precedes interpersonadttrut is
the political institutions that determine the cott@ which social interactions occur. When thatext
seems to support fair, honest behavior, peoplenare likely to feel comfortable engaging their del
citizens, especially those with whom they lack eltss.

Comparing Nigeria and Ghana has allowed us to legiscern the relationships that seem to vary
according to a country’s specific contextual enviment, those that appear to vary according to more
macro considerations, such as type of societytlaosk that have a great deal of external validity.
Although some of the relationships involving p@ii trust appear to have a high level of external
validity, the influence of certain factors on piol#l trust varies across contexts. Additional sroational
studies that examine how societal characterigtittiseénce the relationship between sets of variades
social capital and political trust are in order.

This study also highlights the differences betwenanrelationships among variables at the crossmali
level and those at the individual level. For exlanthe socio-economic context appears to have a
separate effect from individual-level socioeconostatus. Many studies have found a positive
relationship between level of wealth and developraed interpersonal trust at the cross-nationadllev
In contrast, income has a weak influence on intsgel trust in Ghana and Nigeria and, as noted, th
effect of education on trust is negative.

Another implication is that ethnic identity sholdd considered in studies of social capital. Furttte
dimensions of social capital do not form a syndr@a®@®rganizational membership appears to have a
negative association with interpersonal trust imsaenstances.

What are the implications of these findings foritixdl development in Africa? Social capital i®tight
to be critical to “making democracy work.” Do timglicators of social capital affect democratic
development in terms of attitudes? In fact, iné¥ig (R1), membership in a voluntary organizaties a
very moderate, significant positive relationshiphagupport for democratic values (r = .12, 080). In
contrast, the correlation between support for deatacvalues and generalized trust and is -.19.008),
and the correlation between democratic values lamdacial trust index is -.14 (pG00). In Ghana
(R1), the social trust index and support for deraticivalues appear unrelatéd. These findings
contradict those of Norris (2000), who finds thasiprimarily social trust not participation inluatary
organizations that is positively related to indacatof democratic development in her aggregatd leve
study of 47 countries.

In addition, there is a significant negative relaship between political trust and support for deratic
values. In Nigeria, the correlation between pwdititrust and support for democratic values is ¢dL6
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<.000). In Ghana, the correlation between thesabias is negative and significant, albeit very kifna
=-. 05, p <03).

Political trust is considered critical for demodragovernment to be able to survive and thrivet thi
same time, scholars point out that a certain amofsitepticism can be healthy for democracy wha th
skepticism is based in realism as opposed to gmi¢Holmberg 1999). Putnam (2000) observes that
trusting when there is no good reason to trustiisbgjity. In addition, as Norris notes, “Too midblind
trust by citizens and misplaced confidence in lesder good or ill, can be as problematic for deragy
as too little” (1999, 27).

Given the macro political and economic environméated by Nigerians and Ghanaians, it is not
surprising that levels of interpersonal trust antitigal trust are low. If expressions of interpenal trust
also capture “loyalty and dependence” in Nigersawas speculated earlier, then the negative raktiip
between interpersonal trust and democratic valuemsense. Similarly, in Nigeria, where the Sate
democratic credentials and efficacy are weak, thyseg to affect change through horizontal,
cooperative efforts in voluntary organizations rbaymore supportive of democratic values. Social and
political conflicts generally have a negative effex trust. In Ghana, the trend since democriatizdnas
been toward resolving conflicts and increasingusisleness. If the positive political and economic
trends in Ghana continue, perhaps we will see amglevels of social capital and political trasd the
factors that influence them. Tracking changestiad capital and political trust as democratic
development proceeds in Ghana and Nigeria will lieiminate these phenomena more fully.
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2 The datasets for Ghana and Nigeria were downlo&ided http://www.afrobarometer.org/data.html
3 http://www.afrobarometer.org/methods.html. Plesese this website for additional sampling informatio
“ Bahry et al. 2005 and Bratton et al. 2005 makienidas point.

® In the case of GR3, generalized trust is most Weadsociated with trusting one’s neighbor (r =, i6< .000),
but its level of correlation is quite similar acsdke remaining three indicators of the socialttindex.

® The response categories in NR1.5 are very clo#eose in NR2. In NR1.5, 1% of Nigerians had thghést level
of political trust and 6% percent averaged in tighést two political trust categories. Thus,ppaars that there
was perhaps a decline in political trust betweeri SRnd NR2.

" The income variable also poses a bit of a probitethe NR2 survey. When asked about their levélafsehold
income, 21% of the NR2 respondents answered “Oawtv” and nine percent refused to answer. Whearnmeis
excluded from the models, the results are verylamilthough the significance levels of the ottariables tend to
increase.

& One of the four variables representing ethnicityof course, always excluded from the models @sding it
would create a situation of perfect multicollinéyand estimation would be impossible. In allteé finalyses, it is
the “other minority group” category, which compssal of those ethnic groups other than the thaegelst, which
serves as the comparison group.

9 Based on the NR1 data set, 88% of those who amsaHalso identified themselves as Muslims, whilgh 28
Igbos identified themselves as Christians.

9 When the model was estimated only for those redgais who said their religion was Islam, the refaghip
between female and membership was negative andicign at the .01 levels for NR1 and NR1.5 andateg and
significant at the .10 level for NR2. When the lgisis was restricted to those who said they wengstan, the
coefficient for female was positive but not sigeéfnt for NR1 and positive and significant at the Iével for NR1.5
and NR2.

1 satisfaction with one’s quality of life was origity included in the political trust model, buwiias so highly
correlated with economic satisfaction that it wasped from the model. The correlations betweesetheo
variables for GR1, GR2, and GR3 are .64, .69 aBdrespectfully. The correlations are also veghtfor the
different rounds of the Nigeria survey.

12 GR3 did not have the questions used to make th@detic values index, the operationalization ftrich is in
the appendix. These questions were also not irdlidthe Round 1.5 and Round 2 surveys.
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APPENDIX: QUESTION WORDING IN THE AFROBAROMETER
Dependent Variables

Membership in a Voluntary Organization

NR1: Now | am going to read out a list of voluntary angations. For each one, could you tell me
whether you are an active member, an inactive memb&ot a member of that organization?: A.
Church, Mosque, or religious organization. B. Spontecreation organization. C. Art, music, or
educational organization. D. Trade union/farmegaaization. E. Professional or business organizatio
F. Development association. G. Women’s organimatib Pro-democracy or human rights organization.
I. Environmental association. J. Charitable Orgatnin. K. Other (Specify)

Response set: 0=Not a member, 1=Inactive Memb&ctdve Member

Variable coded as a 1 if respondent answered fleabishe was an active member of any of the
organizations listed above.

GR1: Are you a member of any organization such as a cinion, cooperative, or some similar group?
Response set: 0 = No, 1 =Yes

NR1.5, NR2, GR2, GR3: Let’s turn to your role in the community. Nowrhagoing to read out a list of
groups that people join or attend. For each onddcygou tell me whether you are an official leagaer,
active member, an inactive member, or not a mentbegligious group (e.g. church, mosque)? A trade
union or farmers association? A professional oirass association? A community development or self
help association?n NR2 only: Any other organization, like a women’s group, ieonmental

association, or democracy or human rights group8pBnse set: 0=Not a Member, 1=Inactive Member,
2=Active Member, 3=0Official Leader

Respondents who answered that they were eithereatimbers or official leaders of any of these gsou
were coded as “1.” All others were coded as “0.”

Interpersonal Trus

Generalized Trust

NR1 and GR3: Generally speaking, would you say tizdt people can be trusted or that you must be
very careful in dealing with people? 1=Most peagde be trusted, 0=You must be very careful

Social Trust Index

NR1 and GR1: “l am now going to read you a lispebple. | would like to know whether, generally
speaking, you trust them to do what is right.” @ayrust the following people? Your relatives?uyo
neighbors? Someone in your own tribe? Nigeriahaflians from other tribes? Response set: 1=I tio no
trust them at all, 2=I distrust them somewhat, tBa$t them somewhat, 4=I trust them a lot

GR3: How much do you trust each of the followigpds of people? Your relatives? Your neighbors?
People from your own ethnic group? Ghanaians fridmroethnic groups? Response set: 0=Not at all,
1=Just a little, 2=I trust them somewhat, 3=I tith&m a lot

Scores for each category were added and then thevass divided by four to create the social trudei

Dividing the sum by four allows one to interprebses based on the The scale reliability coefficfent
NR1 is .85 while that for GR1 is .77 and that fdR&is .86.
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Palitical Trust

NR1 and GR1: Do you trust the following institutgdh Local Government authorities/district
assemblies? The police? Courts of law? Polifiealies? The army? The National
Assembly/Parliament?

1=I do not trust them at all, 2=I distrust them sevhat, 3=I trust them somewhat, 4=I trust thenta lo

NR1.5: How much do you trust each of the followingR2, GR2, GR3: How much do you trust each of
the following, or haven't you heard enough aboetittto say: The National Assembly/Paliament? Local
Government? The Ruling Party? Opposition PolitRatties? The Army/Military? The Police? Courts of
Law?

NR1.5: 0=Not at all, 1=A little bit, 2=Quite a I&FA lot
NR2, GR2: 0O=Not at all, 1=A little bit, 2=A lot, Z=very great deal
GR3: 0=Not at all, 1=Just a little, 2=Somewhat, JeiA

Scores for each category were added and then diligesix to create the political trust index for NR
and GR1. Scores for each category were addechanddivided by seven to create the political trust
index for NR1.5, NR2, GR2, and GR3. (The surveydNR1 and GR1 asked about trust in political
parties generally whereas those for NR1.5, NR2, ,GRR&8 GR3 had two separate questions, one about
trust in the ruling party and the other about tinsipposition parties. Thus, the index for NRtl &R1

is the sum of six items while that for NR1.5, NRER2, and GR3 is the sum of seven.)

The scale reliability coefficients are: NR1: .8REG .83; NR1.5: .83; Nigeria 2: .85; GR2: .76; &5 3:
.75

Variable Afrobarometer Question Wording and Oper ationalization

RULING PARTY NR1.5, NR2, GR2, GR3: Do you feel close to anyipaldr political party or

NR1, GR1: Do you feel close to any political partyhich one?

political organization? If so, which party or onjgation is that? Coded 1 if
felt close to the ruling party.

DISCUSS POLITICS NR1, GR1: 0O=Never, 1=Sometimes, 2=0ften

NR1, GR1: How often do you discuss politics andegament with other
people?

N1.5, NR2, GR2: For each of these, please tell inetker you, personally,
have done any of these things during the past y@acussed politics with
friends or neighbors. 0=No, would never do thisN&-=but would do if had the
chance, 2=Yes, once or twice, 3=Yes, several tidreges, often

GR3: When you get together with your friends orifgnwould you say you
discuss political matters? 0=Never, 1=0ccasionaFrequently

RADIO-NEWS GR1: How often do you listen to a news bulletintba radio?

NR1, GR2, GR3: How often do you get news from: Radi

NR1.5, NR2: How often do you get news from thedaling sources: Radio?
NR1, GR1: O=Never, 1=Less than once a month, 2=Aboce a month,
3=About once a week, 4=Several times a week, 53Fiay

NR1.5, NR2, GR3: 0=Never, 1=Less than once a m@tA,few times a
month, 3=A few times a week, 4=Every day
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GOVERNMENT
PERFORMANCE

NR1: What is your overall assessment of the perémee of the current
government? 1=Very bad, 2=Bad, 3=Neither bad nodgd=Good, 5=Very
good

GR1: What is your overall assessment of the perdioa of the present NDC
government? 1=Very Bad, 2=Bad, 3=Fair, 4=Good, 5y\&ood

NR1.5, NR2, GR2: Do you approve or disapprove efitlay the following
people have performed their jobs over the pastvievelonths: Your
Representative to the National Assembly/Your Pardiatarian? 1=Strongly
Disapprove, 2=Disapprove, 3=Approve, 4=Strongly Apme

GR3: Do you approve or disapprove of the way thiefiong people have
performed their jobs over the past twelve month$iaven’t you heard enough
about them to say: The Members of Parliament? bnly Disapprove,
2=Disapprove, 3=Approve, 4=Strongly Approve

SATISFACTION WITH
ECONOMY

NR1, GR1: How satisfied are you: with the genetalesof the Nigerian
economy today? 1=Not at all satisfied, 2=Not vefjsfied, 3=Somewhat
satisfied [GR1 3=Fairly satisfied], 4=Very satisfie

NR1.5, NR2, GR2, GR3: In general, how would yowcdbs: The present
economic conditions of this country? 1=Very badir-airly bad, 3=Neither good
nor bad, 4=Fairly good, 5=Very good

SATISFACTION WITH
QUALITY OF LIFE

NR1, GR1: How satisfied are you with your own ligioonditions today?
1=Not at all satisfied, 2=Not very satisfied, 3=Savhat satisfied, 4=Very
satisfied

GR3 In general, how would you describe your owrsen¢ living conditions?
1=Very bad, 2=Fairly bad, 3=Neither good nor backdirly good, 5=Very
good

ETHNICITY

NR1, GR1: Which Nigerian/Ghanian languadeyou speak most often?
NR1.5, NR2, GR2: Which Nigerian language is youmkdanguage?
GR3: What is your tribe? You know, your ethnic attaral group.

EDUCATION

NR1: How much education have you had? INRNR2, GR2, GR3: What is
the highest level of education you have completed?No formal schooling, 2
= Some primary schooling, 3 = Primary school cortgale4 = Some secondar
school, 5 = Secondary school completed, 6 = Pastrgtary qualifications,
other than university, 7 = Some university, collegje University, college
completed, 9 = Post-graduate

GR1: How many years of education have you had?

INCOME

NR1/GR1: Roughly how much money do you (godr spouse together) earn
per month? NR1: 0= none, 8= over 50,000 naira/évaillion cedis

NR1.5, NR2, G2: Before taxes, how much money do(gmal your spouse
together) earn per month? 0= none, 10= over 507a@@/1,500,000 and over

POVERTY

GR3: Over the past year, how often, if eba@ve you or your family gone
without: Enough food to eat? Enough clean watehfone use? Medicines or
medical treatment? Cooking fuel? Cash income?

1=Just once or twice, 2=Several times, 3=Many tiMe&lways (added
together and then divided by 5)

FEMALE

Coded by interviewer. Recoded: male (codes) female (code=1)

AGE

Value corresponds to actual age of respondent
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SUPPORT FOR
DEMOCRATIC VALUES

An additive index was created for support for deratic values based on the
following two forced choice questions:

1) Itis dangerous and confusing to allow the expion of too many different
points of view.

2) If people have different views than | do, théypuld be allowed to express
them.

AND

1) The President of [Ghana/Nigeria] should be édlehange the Constitution
whenever he chooses.

2) In [Ghana/Nigeria], even the President shoulelyaihe Constitution.
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