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Executive Summary  

 

One of the most prominent factors that determines the effective survival of any social group is 

trust (Rotter 1967). When examining trust within a community and its relationship to the overall 

social structure, trust is repeatedly associated with social capital which is viewed as a two 

dimensional construct: a structural construct and a normative one. Therefore the conceptual model 

of trust is based on its relationship to the normative aspect of social capital where it is divided into 

two main dimensions: Informal Trust and Formal Trust and each dimension is characterized by 

two forms of trust: Generalized Trust (trust in strangers) & Particularized Trust (trust in known 

others). Additionally, three terms are introduced that can characterize the trust network (Bonding, 

Bridging, Linking). 

Trust is measured at different levels (Micro, Meso, Macro) using different tools (Experiments, 

Surveys, Interviews, and questionnaires) and findings using these tools can vary depending on a 

number of factors (e.g.: sample size, structure of the community, location of the community). A 

number of case studies is therefore presented to discuss some of the relevant findings in the two 

dimensions of trust (informal and formal) illustrating how certain socio-demographic factors might 

influence the capacity for bonding and bridging. 

A practical guide to measure trust is proposed which comprises two main phases: Exploratory & 

Structured. The exploratory phase includes qualitative methods like Focus Group Discussions, 

Key Informant Interviews, and Participatory Assets Mapping, while the structured phase is guided 

by Surveys and Interviews. The value of each method is discussed along with a sample of questions 

that can facilitate the development of specific measures of trust. 
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Research Strategy  

For the development of this report, a preliminary electronic search was performed in a number of 

databases including web of science, Google Scholar, and JSTOR with a focus primarily on 

published work in the English language. Initially, the databases were searched using the following 

terms: ‘Trust’, ‘Social Capital’, ‘Measuring’, and ‘Evaluation’. A number of academic and grey 

literature were identified and following a general scan of the literature, we started recognising key 

articles, and mapped out the cited referenced included in them. After identifying the recurring 

themes presented in the articles, an additional search was conducted using the following terms: 

‘Bonding’, ‘Bridging’, and ‘Linking’. 

Report Scope 

The purpose of this report is to provide the Storefront team with a background on trust as a social 

dimension in addition to a practical empirical guide for measuring it. Our hope is that the 

information presented synthesizes the literature effectively to help in successfully understanding 

and monitoring trust in the Kingston Galloway/Orton Park KGOP. The report is divided into four 

main sections: 

Section one provides a background on the concept of trust and situate it within the 

general realm of social capital. It also includes our proposed model of trust with its two main 

dimensions (formal and informal) and two branches (generalized and particularized). It also 

introduced three distinct terms that are used to characterize the networks of trust (bonding, 

bridging, and linking) as well as the concept of solidarity and reciprocity.  

Section two presents an overview of measuring trust at the different levels, an outline of 

the tools used, in addition to an in-depth discussion on some relevant findings taken from a 

number of case studies in North America, Australia, UK, The Netherlands, and China.  

Section three presents a practical guide to measuring trust in the KGOP community, 

which suggests a two-phase model including methods like: Focus Group Discussions, Key 

Informant Interviews, and Surveys.  

Section four is dedicated to the specific techniques and questions that are derived from 

the literature. The questions are categorized to specifically address the four different dimensions 

we have defined in our conceptual model to help guide the design of the chosen method(s).  
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Background  

Trust vs. Social Capital 

One of the most prominent factors that determines the effective survival of any social group is 

trust (Rotter 1967). In fact, the failure to trust others has been frequently cited as one the main 

reasons for the deterioration of social connection and cohesion (Morrone et al. 2009). Many studies 

on trust have been conducted in the fields of psychology and sociology; however, the studies are 

mostly focused on interpersonal trust which Rotter (1967) defines an ‘the expectancy held by an 

individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal, or written statement of another individual or 

group can be relied upon’ (1967: 651).   

When examining trust within a community and its relationship to the overall social 

structure, the literature we found repeatedly associated trust with social capital. There is no 

consensus regarding this association. Some studies cite trust as a component of social capital 

(Agampodi et al. 2015) and some use both terms interchangeably along with community action 

and civic action (Larsen et al. 2004). Therefore, in order to conceptually understand what ‘Trust’ 

means, one has first to understand the conceptualization of social capital. It should be noted that 

there are various definitions in the literature. It is not the intention of this report to resolve the 

different discussions that emerged, but rather present them and/or consolidate them into a 

comprehensive model that can guide us in our discussion about ‘trust’. 

What Does the Term “Social Capital” Mean? 

Bourdieu (1985) defines social capital as a collection of the actual and/or potential resources that 

are linked to networks of mutual acquaintance. Coleman (1988), on the other hand, argues that 

social capital is mainly composed of the relations among people manifesting in trust and 

trustworthiness. Social capital is thus a broad concept that includes connections (or networks) 

between individuals and norms of trustworthiness that stem from them, facilitating community 

action (Woolcock 1998; Putnam et al. 1993). This is the most widely used definition that appears 

in the literature. Social capital can therefore be viewed as a two dimensional construct: it is a 

structural construct and a normative one where the structural construct includes external networks 

and observable social interactions and the normative includes cognitive qualities consisting of 

values and perceptions of trust and reciprocity (Western et al. 2005). These structures and norms 

can be of any size and can be formal and/or informal. Therefore it is possible to conceptualize 
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social capital as a four-quadrant-cell structured as seen in Figure 1. As illustrated below, the four 

combinations results in 4 distinct types of networks: a formal network, an informal network, and 

two more mixed networks composed of formal structures and informal norms and informal 

structures and formal norms.   

 

 

 

Figure 1- Structure and Norms in Social Capital (Source: Western et al. 2005) 

 

Bonding, Bridging, Linking 

Since trust is an embedded normative aspect of social capital, it is important to make the distinction 

between three terms that are closely associated social capital; bonding, bridging, and linking. 

Bonding and bridging seem to appear more frequently and refer to two distinct types of networks. 

Bonding refers to a network of people with more or less similar sociodemographic characteristics 

(i.e. homogenous networks) (Agampodi et al. 2015, Grootaert 2004; Western et al. 2005). This can 

include networks between family members, neighbours, and close friends and there are more or 

less informal networks (Western et al. 2005). Bridging, conversely, is a network of people who 

don’t share the same characteristics and belong to different social groups that differ in aspects of 

gender, ethnicity, language, etc. (i.e. heterogeneous networks) (Western et al. 2005, Larsen et al. 

2004, Krishna & Shrader 2000 ). Both of these networks are “horizontal”, meaning they connect 

people on one level. It is not clear what distinguished the boundaries between the two networks, 
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but it is suggested that it varies across contexts and it’s usually politically influenced (Grootaert 

2004).  

Linking is a term that emerges as a specific classification of bridging networks that was 

established to refer to bridging networks across degrees of power (i.e. vertical) (Putnam et al. 1993, 

Krishna & Shrader 2000). These networks can be with public institutions like school or private 

institutions such as banks. Grootaert claims that this distinction of ‘links’ is rooted in a concern 

for the importance these social ties have for one’s immediate future well-being (2004). Larsen et 

al. claim that bonding and bridging are pre-conditions for a strong linking network (2004). It is 

therefore imperative to understand the nature of all these networks in order to help facilitate 

connections between individuals and/or local leaders, and institutions, in any given community; 

identifying these networks and how they are constructed and maintained is crucial to developing 

a measure for trust.  

 

Solidarity & Reciprocity  

Solidarity reflects the degree in which psychological, social, and physical closeness between 

people exists (Wheeless 1978). It can be described as the ability of individuals to identify with 

each other in a spirit of mutuality without individual advantage or compulsion, leading to a 

network of individuals or secondary institutions (Fenton 2008). ). This usually results in feelings 

of togetherness and responsibility for others (Wilde, 2007). Solidarity is usually manifested in 

concrete actions which can range from  talking and listening to formal and informal help help in 

practical matters (such as food or childcare) (Nurmi et al. 2011). As such, socially sustainable 

communities require high levels of solidarity which in turn require a deep sense of belonging and 

high levels of trust among members of the community (Loobuyck, 2012). 

On the other hand, reciprocity can be viewed as both pattern of social exchange and as a 

broad moral belief (Gouldner 1960). Levels of trust can increase when, in precarious 

circumstances, people display  their trust in each other; equal power tends to diminish both the 

danger of reciprocal exchange and the behavioral obligations to specific individuals that show 

trustworthiness (Molm 2007). Other research indicates that individuals feel compelled to “return 

benefits” they get from others, seem to be more psychologically and emotionally opposed to 
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over-benefiting than under-benefiting from social support interactions, and are inclined to avoid 

putting themselves in situations where they are over-benefitting (Berg 1995). 

“Trust” as A Conceptual Model  

Based on the discussions above, we decided to focus our report on the normative aspect of social 

capital and have therefore developed a model of social trust, which will help guide the discussion 

in this report as well as the proposed tools to measure trust. The model illustrated in Figure 2 splits 

trust into two main dimensions: Horizontal/Informal and Vertical/Formal. Each branch can be 

characterized by two forms of trust: Generalized Trust (trust in strangers) & Particularized Trust 

(trust in known others). In the vertical dimension, generalized trust is manifested in trust in the 

public & private institutions including different government bodies, the police, banks …etc. In the 

horizontal dimension this is manifested in trust in complete strangers. While particularized trust is 

manifested in trust in families, friends, and neighbours in the horizontal dimension, and trust in 

known persons in institutions (e.g: a teacher in school, or a shopkeeper). The following discussion 

will discuss the proposed model in depth and situate it within the literature to provide a background 

for the different dimensions.   
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Figure 2 – Trust: Conceptual Model 
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Measuring Trust: Methods & Case Studies From the Literature 

Studies have shown that trust can be measured at three different levels (see Figure 3); the micro 

level, the meso level, and the macro level (Rompf 2014; Agampodi et.al 2015, Falk & Kilpatrick 

2000). The micro level is concerned with measuring attitudes and behaviour at the individual level 

and it’s more focused on the psychological dimension of trust. Numerous studies have explored 

this level and measured it using behavioural experiments and games that can involve monetary 

rewards (Wang & Yamagishi 2005, Sutter & Kocher 2007). In most of these experiments subjects 

are paired into a ‘sender’ and a ‘recipient’ and they start exchanging money within a controlled 

game-setting where the amount sent is thought of as a natural measure of trust and the amount 

returned is a measure of trustworthiness (Glaeser et al. 2000). Rotter (1967) notes that these 

controlled setting games might have limited generality and might not reliably anticipate the 

behaviour of individuals in complex social networks. However, measuring trust at this level is 

usually helpful to examine differences in beliefs and behaviours (if any) across age, gender, and 

ethnicity. In fact, it has been suggested that these kind of experiments can be integrated with 

regular surveys in order to detect and measure the behavioural variations at the individual level 

(Glaeser et al. 2000; Naef and Schupp 2009).  

The meso level of trust is measured at a household level and is usually an aggregate 

measure focused on examining the immediate social networks of the individual which includes 

family, friends, and neighbours as well as the extended network represented by the people and the 

institutions in a given community (Rompf 2014). However, Grootaert (2004) points out that 

obtaining data at the community level may include questions about the density of the social 

networks and/or the frequency of community collective action which doesn’t tap into ‘trust’ as 

much as it taps into the other components of social capital.  

Finally, the macro level extends the network in question and examines the relationship 

between trust and macro level systems, including political and economical systems and societies 

at large (Rompf 2014). It usually focuses on measuring differences in average trust levels over 

time as a function of political or economic system performance (Wilkes 2014). Keele (2007) 

argues that a macro-level examination is needed to allow for a systematic assessment of the relative 

influence of governments’ performance on trust over time.   
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The tools employed at the four levels are different and include a mix of quantitative and 

qualitative methods including experiments, surveys, questionnaires, focus group discussions, and 

interviews (Grootaert 2004, Krishna & Shrader 1999). The most general form of survey that 

includes measurements of trust is the World Values Survey (WVS). Established in 1981, the WVS 

has conducted national surveys in more than 100 countries that examines values and believes of 

people (World Values Survey 2014). Another similar survey tool conducted nationally and cross-

nationally is the General Social Survey (GSS) which is a standard national survey that was 

established in the USA in 1972 (National Opinion Research centre 2014) and in Canada in 1985 

(Statistics Canada 2013). Both forms of surveys are interview-based and cover a broad range of 

demographic, behavioural and attitudinal questions that form key themes being repeatedly 

measured every year to enable researchers to monitor changes over time (World Values Survey 

2014, National Opinion Research centre 2014). Additionally, the GSS survey provides information 

on particular social policies of current interests by examining a special topic every five years 

(Statistics Canada 2013).  Although they provide valuable and publically accessible data, these 

surveys have been criticized for their general measure of trust that doesn’t distinctively distinguish 

between trust and distrust and also for the possibility of multiple interpretations of the same 

question by respondents (Glaeser et al. 2000; Naef and Schupp 2009).   

  

Macro

Meso

Micro

Focused on the relationship between trust and 

macro level systems (e.g.: Economic & Political) 

An aggregate measure focused on examining the 

immediate social networks of the individual 

Focused on measuring attitudes and behaviours 

at an individual level 

Figure 3 - The three levels in which "Trust" can be measured 
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Building Informal Trust: A Few Findings 

The more we associate with other individuals, the more we trust them, and vice versa (Putnam 

1995). As noted in the previous section of this report, trust between people, and within 

communities, is referred to as “informal” (Western et al. 2005; Giddens 1990; Stone 2001; Black 

and Hughes 2001). Informal trust can be broken down into two principal elements: “bonding” 

and “bridging”. Bonding concerns the interactions among similar members of a group such as 

family, friends and neighbours (Agampodi et al. 2015; De Silva and Harpham 2007). Evaluated 

based on “size, capacity, homogeneity and openness”, bonds represent the internal dynamics of a 

network (Western et al. 2005). Bridging, on the other hand, involves the respect and support 

between individuals who are aware they are different in some socio-demographic way such as 

racial or employment backgrounds (Agampodi et al. 2015; Krishna, 2001). Bridges also relate to 

the concentration of networks and the ability of individuals within a specific network connect 

with other informal and formal networks; they are typified by heterogeneity of affiliation, with 

links extending across different groups based on class, gender and religion, etc. (Western et al. 

2005; Putnam 1998; Krishna and Shrader 1999). In this section of the report, we will discuss 

how certain socio-demographic factors might influence the capacity for bonding and bridging in 

the Kingston Galloway/Orton Park (KGOP) community. It should be stressed that the following 

sections are only examples of findings and that different trust measurement tools may not 

produce the same results. 

Ethnicity/Race: 

People who frequently speak with their neighbors are less likely to be influenced by the racial 

and ethnic make-up of their environment than individuals don’t interact as much socially (Stolle 

et al. 2008). Regularly talking with people in the community does not necessarily help promote 

trust, however, as it might simply cancel out the negative effect of diversity (Stolle et al. 2008). 

These results are based on data from both the‘ Citizenship, Involvement, Democracy’(CID) 

survey in the US (sample size: 1,000) and the ‘Equality, Security and Community 

Survey’(ESCS) in Canada (sample size: 5,654) (Stolle et al. 2008). Other research evidence 

suggests that individuals generally trust each other more when they are from the same 

neighbourhood than those who share the same racial/ethnic background (Franzini 2008). These 

findings are based on U.S. Census and survey data from 98 low-income and minority 

neighborhoods in Texas; 1,966 residents provided information on individual and neighborhood 
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characteristics, and predictors of trust were modeled using multi-level probit models (Franzini 

2008). According to another national study in Canada, the concentration of visible minorities in a 

given area also appears to influence levels of trust more than racial diversity itself (Hou and Wu 

2009). At a certain degree of concentration, white individuals trust more when their minority 

neighbors are more consistently dispersed across racial minority groups. However, when the 

neighborhood portion of racial minorities rises, whites trust less (Hou and Wu 2009). These 

findings are based on data from the 2002 Ethnic Diversity Survey (EDS) (sample size: 42,476), 

the 2003 General Social Survey (GSS) (sample size: 24,951) and the 2001 Canadian Census 

(sample size: 20% microdata file) (Hou and Wu 2009). While information regarding levels of 

trust in whites may not be helpful to the KGOP community given its racial mix, it could 

potentially be of some value if one considers how the larger minority groups in the neighborhood 

might trust other less established minority groups. 

 

Income/Class 

There appears to be strong relationship between trust and financial stability (Wright 2015). Levels 

of trust are negatively impacted when individuals are less well off. Resources such as money, time, 

civic skills and opportunity structure play a more significant role in an individuals’ ability to 

involve themselves in the community compared to psychological factors such as anxiety and 

pessimism (Wright 2015). Research also indicates that affluent people have a tendency to trust 

more due to the fact that they have “less to lose” if they are deceived in contrast to low income 

individuals (Wright 2015). Finally, social capital appears to be strongly related to parental socio-

economic status. These findings are from Monitoring the Future (MtF) Survey series, a nationally 

representative survey of approximately 16,000 high school seniors in the U.S. conducted by the 

University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research annually since 1976. 

 

Gender 

The cases we looked at indicate that women and men trust differently. While the high degree of 

trust that males display towards unknown females is linked to the expectation of reciprocation 

from their partners, females’ low trust of unknown men is strongly connected to fear of 

exploitation (Wang and Yamagishi 2005). These findings were taken from a study conducted in 

China using two trust games. The first structure (the Faith Game) is designed by Kiyonari and 
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Yamagishi (1999) to “test generalized trust (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994) toward the 

unknown allocator based on the perception of his/her trustworthiness as a general character trait” 

(Wang and Yamagishi 2005). The second structure (the Trust Game) is designed “to test trust 

toward an unknown allocator based on an expected reciprocation” (Wang and Yamagishi 2005). 

The participants in this study were undergraduate students in Kunming (sample size: 46 females, 

38 males). Gender discriminatory biases may also adversely influence degrees of trust in both 

females and males, although the circumstances concerning equality (determined by occupational 

and educational status) do not appear to impact levels of trust in a meaningful way (Cho 2015). 

Moreover, fairness towards females is a significant determinant of trust in nations where gender 

equality is reasonably strong, but the result of fairness is negligible in countries where there is 

less equality between men and women (Cho 2015). These findings are based on data from the 

World Values Survey (WVS) from 91 countries (Cho 2015). 

 

Other Factors 

Language, religion, age, marriage, technology and the built environment can all influence social 

trust. Individuals who speak the same language may show greater interpersonal trust in one 

another, particularly in poorer, racialized communities (Franzini 2008). Long-term marriages, 

particularly in cases that include children, tend to produce greater social trust in people (Putnam 

1995). Greater levels of trust have been observed in neighbourhoods that are walkable, as 

calculated by the amount of places individuals can walk in their community; walkability is shaped 

by matters of “safety, access, time and health and physical characteristics such as proximity, scale 

and aesthetics” (Rogers et al. 2014). While high viewership of public television can increase social 

trust, in general greater rates of television use have a negative effect on social trust according to 

one case study (Schmitt-Beck and Wolsing 2010). 

 

Building Formal Trust: A Few Findings 

Disparities in power and authority across society influence how people trust. Commonly 

described as “trust in formal networks”, this involves general perceptions of institutions such as 

trust “of the government”, “of the police” or “of the church” (Western et al. 2005; Giddens 1990; 

Stone 2001; Black and Hughes 2001). Formal networks can also include affiliations at work, 

within community groups and with formal organizations such as businesses (Western et al. 
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2005). The process of facilitating trust between individuals and institutions is referred to as 

“linking” (Western et al. 2005). Linking is regarded as a particular case of “bridging” that deals 

with the relationships between people across power or authority gradients in society (Western et 

al. 2005; Agampodi et al. 2015; Black and Hughes 2001; Putnam 2000; Putnam et al. 1993). 

After providing an overview of key findings relating to trust in formal networks, three examples 

of institutional trust will be presented that we feel are vital to ensuring the prosperity of the 

Kingston Galloway/Orton Park (KGOP) community based on its demographic information: 

education, childcare and the police. Like the examples provided pertaining to informal trust in 

the previous section of this report, it should be stressed that following sections are only examples 

of findings and that different trust measurement tools may produce varying results. 

Trust in public institutions is typically lower when interpersonal trust is in short supply and 

civil society is weak (Goldsmith 2005). In such cases, distrustful communities tend to make 

provision for essential services in other ways with their limited bonding networks (Goldsmith 

2005; Mishler and Rose 1998). Social trust and political trust (i.e. trust in the government) are not 

intimately connected to each other; further, while some evidence suggests otherwise, the 

participation or membership in voluntary organizations does not appear to be closely associated 

with social or political trust (Newton 2001). Finally, the difference between leader-directed 

(i.e.formal) and member-directed (i.e. informal) forms of association in voluntary organizations, 

community groups, etc. does not play a meaningful role in explaining participant levels of trust 

(Veenstra 2002). With this in mind, the Storefront may want to consider surveying members of 

formal networks such as teachers, childcare workers and police officers. 

Schools 

On average parents have more trust in the dependability, competence and honesty of teachers than 

teachers do in parents (Janssen et al. 2012).While ethnicity does not appear to impact parents’ trust 

in teachers, studies suggest that ethnicity has the potential to influence teachers’ trust in parents; a 

study conducted in the Netherlands revealed that, in all its five criteria for measuring trust, teachers 

had lower levels of trust for immigrant parents (Janssen et al. 2012). Research also indicates a 

relationship between the reading performance of children and teachers’ level of trust in parents; 

children excelled at reading when teachers reported higher trust in their parents (Janssen et al. 

2012). These findings were taken from Dutch inner-city neighbourhoods with a sample size of 57 
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parents and 23 teachers (Janssen et al. 2012). To measure trust between parents and teachers, the 

researchers created two new instruments that measured the five facets of trust using a (i.e. 

benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty and openness) using a Likert scale varying from 

totally agree to totally disagree (Janssen et al. 2012). 

  According to a study conducted in Belgium, intergenerational connections between 

students and teachers in schools play a key role in improving student trust and social integration 

in the education system (Crosnoe et al. 2004; Van Maele & Van Houtte 2011). Student assessments 

of teacher-student links, and students’ subsequent commitment to school appear to be impacted by 

the degree of trust students experience on behalf of their teachers (Ennis and McCauley 2002; 

Mitra 2009; Tschannen-Moran 2004). Teachers also tend to regard students as more trustworthy 

when there is a greater the percentage of girls in school (Van Maele & Van Houtte 2011). These 

results could at least in part be explained by the fact that, in comparison to boys, girls’ academic 

inclinations are more aligned with teachers’ academic expectations, in turn increasing teacher trust 

(Van Houtte 2004, 2007; Van Maele & Van Houtte 2011). The correlation between the gender 

make-up of student populations and trust, however, cannot be fully explained by the character of 

students’ study habits (Van Maele & Van Houtte 2011; Van Houtte 2004). In the aforementioned 

study information was collected from 2,104 teachers across a representative sample of 84 

secondary schools in Flanders, and the measure for trust in students was based on the trust scales 

created by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (Van Maele & Van Houtte 2011).  

 

Childcare 

Parents seem to develop trust over time by watching and interacting with childcare providers 

(Roberts 2011). Staff turnover, on the other hand, weakens trust since established relationships 

are disturbed when a familiar childcare worker is replaced by a stranger (Roberts 2011). Trust is 

therefore actively produced and based on a “principle of gradualness” (Luhmann 1979). The 

gradual development of trust is thought to be especially useful in cases when disadvantaged 

parents are reluctant to connect with services or hesitant about childcare environments (Roberts 

2011). Disadvantaged parents may also be cut off from information about childcare which travels 

through middle-class networks; community childcare center drop-ins can help ease isolation be 

providing access to “through the grapevine” information exchange among parents ((Roberts 
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2011; Vincent and Ball 2001). These findings are based on a study conducted in the U.K. using 

semi-structured, in-depth interviews with a sample size of 27 parents (Roberts 2011). 

 

Police 

There is a strong statistical relationship between race, class, age and trust in police according to a 

national study in the U.S. that used the Social Capital Benchmark Survey (sample size: 3,003) 

(MacDonald & Stokes 2006:367). Ethnic minorities in Australia, for example, are less prone to 

trust police and more liable to be mistreated by them based on a study using the Australian 

Community Capacity Survey (ACCS) (sample size: 9,846) (Sargeant et al. 2014). Likewise, low 

levels of trust in police have been displayed by other groups in China such as  females and youth 

as well as less educated, low-income, or unemployed individuals according to results from a study 

using the AsiaBarometer survey (sample size: 800 from 8 major cities) (Wu & Sun 2009).  

One study conducted Flexon el al. in Chicago, IL was particularly informative in regards 

to the level of trust that youth have towards the police. It utilized open and close-ended 

questionnaires and sampled 943 public school students (Flexon et al. 2009). According to this 

study, youths who are stopped by police and treated with disrespect have a high degree of 

distrust in law enforcement (Flexon et al. 2009). This was especially true in the case of minority 

adolescents who report feeling victimized by the police (Flexon et al. 2009). At the same time, 

students who observed other youths stopped by police and treated with contempt also expressed 

a low degree of trust in law enforcement compared to those who had not witnessed other youths 

being “pulled over” (Flexon et al. 2009). These vicarious experiences thus had a tendency to 

amplify youth animosity and mistrust towards the police (Flexon et al. 2009). Youths with a 

stronger attachment to either or both parents were hypothesized to have more trust in the police 

than youths with weaker attachment to either of both parents (Flexon et al. 2009).It should be 

noted, however, that students with greater dedication to their studies and teachers indicate they 

have more trust in the police (Flexon et al. 2009).   

According to a study conducted in Finland, the likelihood of reporting a crime does not 

increase based on a persons’ trust in the police (Kaariainen & Siren 2011). However, the 

seriousness of the crime and the relationship between the victim and offender both have a 

palpable impact on an individual’s readiness to contact the police (Kaariainen & Siren 2011). 
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Trust in the police appears to have an inverse effect on one’s willingness to contact law 

enforcement when a high degree of mutual or “generalized” trust has been established in a 

community; if people trust their neighbors, diminished trust in the police causes the rate of 

reporting to decrease (Kaariainen & Siren 2011). Perhaps most interesting is that fact that, in 

cases where residents don’t trust their neighbors, low trust in law enforcement seems to increase 

rather than decrease individuals readiness to report (Kaariainen & Siren 2011). The 

aforementioned findings used the 2006 Finnish Crime Victims Survey and sampled all cases of 

violence and threats where the perpetrator was unknown to the victim (Kaariainen & Siren 

2011). 

 

A Practical Guide to Measuring Trust  

The methods and the case studies discussed in the previous section provided examples of 

measuring trust and some of the findings pertaining to both informal and formal trust. As a result, 

what we present here is based on a systematic review of the methods that utilized primary data in 

both of the academic and grey literature. The suggested framework to measure trust is composed 

of two phases: an exploratory phase that includes qualitative tools like Focus Group Discussions, 

Key Informant Interviews, and asset mapping; as well as a structured phase that includes surveys 

and interviews. These two phases can be sequential so that the findings of the exploratory phase 

can guide the development of the more structured surveys. A brief overview of each method is 

introduced (see Table 1 for a summary) along with a list of sample questions subcategorized to 

help identify the different dimensions of trust. The sample questions are mainly drawn from 

surveys appearing in the literature, but we suggest exploring different formats (e.g.: changing a 

question from a close-ended question to an open ended one) and not limiting the listed questions 

to the suggested methods. For a closer look at the examined surveys and tools, a summary of the 

resources and links is provided in Table 2 on page 25. We recommend looking at these sample 

surveys to get an insight on how to measure other components of social capital that are closely 

related to trust (e.g.: social cohesion, collective action, empowerment and political action). 
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Table 1 - Summary Table of the Suggested Tools  

 

 

TOOL WHO? WHAT? WHY? 

KEY INFORMANT 
INTERVIEWS 

Conducted with 
formal and informal 

leaders 

Includes both open- ended & 
close-ended questions 

 

To understand & assess the 
different networks and groups 

in the neighborhood 

FOCUS GROUP 
DISCUSSIONS 

Conducted with 
different groups of 

residents in the 
community 

 Includes open ended 
questions 

 Can include 
participatory activities 
(e.g.: Community 
Assets Mapping) 

 

 To understand the 
meaning of Trust 

 To get an overview of 
the general 
Perception of Trust 

 To feed into the 
design process of the 
structured  surveys 

 

SURVEYS & 
STRUCTURED 
INTERVIEWS 

Conducted with 
residents of the 

community 

 Includes both open-
ended & close-ended 
questions 

 Can include fillable 
forms (e.g.: Resource 
Exchange Matrix) 
 

To measure the different 
dimensions of Trust 
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Exploratory Phase: Qualitative Approach 

Although surveys remain one of the most popular methods to measure trust, starting with an 

exploratory approach may be beneficial in understanding the general perception of trust in the 

community as well as in refining the questions of the more structured surveys. For example, key-

informant interviews could be conducted with formal and informal leaders of the community 

(Dudwick et al. 2006; Krishna & Shrader 2000; Jones & Woolcock 2007). Western et al.  (2005), 

recommends interviewing parents and citizens associations, local councils, and community 

development officers with an objective to gain information and assessments of the different 

networks in the community and the inner workings of them. The box in Figure 4 provides a sample 

of questions that can be asked in these interviews to help guide the Storefront team. 

 

 

Following these interviews and depending on the time and resources available, a series of 

Focus Group Discussions can be held with various groups of residents in the community (e.g.: 

Youth, Seniors, Females, Males, etc.)  as well as community leaders. These discussions can serve 

three main purposes: first, it can serve as a cognitive approach to understand what people in the 

community know about trust, the meaning of trust and its different dimensions. Additionally iit 

can help in recognizing the words used to talk about trust (Story et al. 2015). This is important in 

order to understand the unique norms and networks the community possess (De Silva et al. 2007). 

Question Guide for Key Informant Interviews 

 What is the population size and demographic composition of the community, 

including household type?  

 What is the history of the community? What important events, natural 

disasters, significant changes in the prosperity and/or level of well-being 

have affected (or are affecting) the community?  

 How familiar are members of the group or network with one another?  

 What are the important social groups in the community (e.g., as identified by 

caste, religion, ethnicity, race, tribal affiliation, region, etc.)?  

 How socially heterogeneous or homogeneous is the community?  
 

Figure 4 –Question Guide - Interveiws (Source: Dudwick et al. 2006) 
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Second, it provides an overview of the general perception of trust in the community by different 

groups of people as well as a general understanding of the factors inhibiting or building trust 

between multiple partners. (White-Cooper et al. 2007). Finally, the discussions generated can help 

in providing a background to the structured surveys and assist in refining the questions that will 

eventually be included in the surveys (Western et al. 2005; Story et al. 2015). Failure to get this 

contextual understanding of trust in the community can lead to possible misinterpretations, 

inaccurate answers, and no responses in the more structured surveys and interviews (Bowden & 

Fox-Rushby, 2002).  

According to Western et al. (2005), the different focus groups should address perceptions 

about the community and what it is like to live in it, activities in the community, opportunities to 

help each other, and attitudes to formal institutions. A further guide of themes and question to be 

explored in focus group discussion is provided by Jones & Woolcock (2007) and listed in the box 

in Figure 5. 

 

 
 

      Figure 5 – Question Guide – Focus Group Discussions (Source: Jones & Woolcock 2007) 

 

 

Questions Guide for Focus Group Discussions 

 

 How would you define trust? What are some examples? 

 How long have people in a given neighbourhood or community lived 

 together? How well do they know one another? 

 Have new groups recently entered the community (e.g., refugees or economic 

migrants)? 

 To what institutions (formal or informal) do people turn when they have 

 individual or family problems? 

 On whom do people rely for different kinds of assistance (e.g., goods, labor, cash, 

finding employment, entering university, etc.)? 

 How is trust distributed in the community (e.g., primarily within extended families 

or clans or through specific networks and/or localities)? 

 Do patterns of mistrust and suspicion exist between households or among 

groups? 
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Focus Groups can also include participatory activities to help facilitate discussions between 

participants and help build relationships of trust between the researchers and the residents as well 

as among the residents themselves. Krishna & Shrader (2000) suggests the use of Participatory 

Community Asset Mapping where participants indicate locations of community assets and services 

including schools, child care centers, hospitals and health centres, shops and other commercial 

establishments, places of worship, cultural and recreational areas, and community centres. This 

activity promotes a discussion on the social networks that are present in the community as well as 

the roles these institutions play in promoting and or/hindering trust (Krishna & Shrader 2000). The 

box in Figure 6 provides a guide to questions that can be asked in these activities. The questions 

are informed from some of the case studies that are presented in  the findings on informal trust in 

the previous section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Possible Questions - based on Informal Trust findings 

 

 Where have you walked in your community? 

 Who do you meet day to day and interact with in the community?  

 How often do you speak with your neighbours? 

 How often do you socialize with/meet with/have a social interaction with 

people of a different ethnicity, religion, etc. in your neighbourhood? 

 

Figure 6- Question Guide - based on findings on pgs. 9 -11 
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Structured Phase: Quantitative Approach 

The above mentioned tools provide a useful qualitative assessment of trust in the community and 

adapts the structured surveys to the needs of the specific community. In fact, most of the surveys 

included in this report either went through a rigorous qualitative process of reviewing questions 

and adapting them to local communities (rural and urban) in countries like Albania, India, 

Australia, Nigeria and Panama as illustrated in Table 2 (Dudwick et al. 2006; Krishna & Shrader 

2000; Jones & Woolcock 2007). Some of the surveys utilized statistical methods like factor 

analysis to identify any correlation, or underlying common factors (Narayan & Cassidy2001; 

Western et al. 2005; Naef and Schupp 2009). Upon closer examination of the surveys included in 

Table 2, we have identified a number of questions that provide a specific trust measure (rather than 

an overall measurement of social capital). Most of these questions are measuring the perception of 

trust and are addressed to individuals over 18 years of age in the form of a household survey.  

The surveys are either conducted in an interview style to help assist the respondent(s) and 

ensure reliable answers, or in forms that is handed to respondents and filled entirely by them.  

When conducting interviews, it might be helpful to utilize fillable forms in recording responses. 

An example of such forms is illustrated in Figure 7.  A resource exchange matrix gives insights 

into what is exchanged in social networks, as well as the purpose of the exchanges (Dudwick et 

al. 2006). The matrix shown in Figure 7 is adapted from a study by Kuehnast and Dudwick 

(2004) that was focused on the role informal social networks plays in increasing or decreasing 

poverty in post socialists countries (a transitioning economy and society). The form is filled 

during an interview with a respondent and it address the following two questions: “What do you 

give, and to whom?” and “What do you receive, and from whom?” The matrix is then filled 

based on the answers the respondents give using a four point scale (Always, most of the time, 

sometimes, seldom or never).  Jones & Woolcock (2007) point out that viewing trust in the 

context of reciprocity and exchange is helpful when measuring it, but the form can be adjusted to 

address different questions that are more directly related to trust (e.g.: : Who helps you? Who do 

you help?) and can be a useful tool to code answers of the respondents in order to assist in a 

better analysis of the findings.   
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The following section includes sample questions that can inform the design of the 

surveys as well as the fillable forms. The questions are directly pulled from the surveys included 

and references in Table 2, which we encourage consulting if uncertainties may arise in the design 

process of the surveys. For the purpose of this report, we have classified the sample questions 

into four main categories that reflect our proposed model of trust (Informal Generalized Trust, 

Informal Particularized Trust, Formal Generalized Trust, Formal Particularized Trust). 

Additionally, we have included a fifth category that address Solidarity & Reciprocity because of 

the relation these concepts have with trust and also in order to reflect on what appeared 

repeatedly in the surveys.  

 

 

Figure 7 - Resource Exchange Matrix. (Source: Kuehnast and Dudwick 2004) 
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Survey Sample Questions 

 

Horizontal Generalized Trust         

To what extent do you agree with the following two statements? (Strongly Agree, Agree, 

Disagree, Strongly Disagree) 

In general, you can trust people. 

Nowadays, you can’t rely on anybody. 

(Source: Naef and Schupp 2009) 

 

 

How much do you trust strangers you meet for the first time? (Strongly Agree, Agree, 

Disagree, Strongly Disagree) 

When dealing with strangers, it’s better to be cautious before trusting them.  

(Source: Naef and Schupp 2009) 

 

 

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be 

very careful in dealing with people? 

(Source: World Values Survey 2014 ) 

 

 

If you lost a wallet or purse that contained two hundred dollars, how likely is it to be 

returned with the money in it, if it was found by a complete stranger (3 point likert scale) 

(Source: Social and Aboriginal Statistics Division 2008) 

 

 

In general, do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (5 point likert scale) 

A. Most people who live in this village/neighborhood can be trusted.  

B. In this village/neighborhood, one has to be alert or someone is likely to take advantage of you. 

C. Most people in this village/neighborhood are willing to help if you need it.  

D. In this village/neighborhood, people generally do not trust each other in matters of lending 

and borrowing money. 

(Source: Grootaert 2004) 

 

 

Do you think that over the last five years*, the level of trust in this village/neighborhood 

has gotten better, worse, or stayed about the same? [* ENUMERATOR: TIME PERIOD 

CAN BE CLARIFIED BY SITUATING IT BEFORE/AFTER MAJOR EVENT]  

(Source: Grootaert 2004) 
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Compared with other neighborhoods, how much do people of this neighborhood trust each 

other in matters of lending and borrowing? 

Less than other neighborhoods  

The same as other neighborhoods  

More than other neighborhoods  

Don’t know/not sure  

No answer  

(Source: Krishna & Shrader 2000) 

 

 Horizontal Generalized Trust        Horizontal Particularized Trust 

I’d like to ask you how much you trust people from various groups. Could you tell me for 

each whether you trust people from this group completely, somewhat, not very much or not 

at all? 

Family 

People you know personally  

People you meet for the first time 

People of another religion 

People of another nationality  

(Source: World Values Survey 2014) 

 

Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means ‘Cannot be trusted at all’ and 5 means ‘Can be 

trusted a lot’, how much do you trust each of the following groups of people 

 People in your family 

People in your neighbourhood  

People you work with or go to school with 

Strangers 

(Source: Social and Aboriginal Statistics Division 2008) 

 

 

Would you say that you trust? 

Most of the people in your neighbourhood?  

Many of the people (in your neighbourhood)?  

A few of the people (in your neighbourhood)? 

Nobody else (in your neighbourhood)? 

(Source: Social and Aboriginal Statistics Division 2008) 

 

 

If you lost a wallet or purse that contained two hundred dollars, how likely is it to be 

returned with the money in it, if it was found by someone who lives close by (3 point likert 

scale) 

(Source: Social and Aboriginal Statistics Division 2008) 
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Suppose someone from the neighborhood had to go away for a while along with their 

family. In whose charge could they leave their house? 

Other family member  

Neighbor  

Anyone from the village/neighborhood for this purpose  

Other (describe):  

No one  

Don’t know/not sure  

No answer 

(Source: Krishna & Shrader 2000) 

 

 

If you suddenly had to go away for a day or two, who could you count on to take care of 

your children?  

Other family member  

Neighbor  

Anyone from the village/neighborhood for this purpose  

Other (describe):  

Don’t have children  

Don’t know/not sure  

No answer 

(Source: Krishna & Shrader 2000) 

 

Vertical  Generalized Trust 

For each type of institution I name, could you tell me whether you have a great deal of 

confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much confidence, or no confidence at all in it. 

The police 

The justice system and courts 

The health care system 

The welfare system 

Federal parliament  

Banks 

Major corporations 

Local merchants and business people 

(Source: Social and Aboriginal Statistics Division 2008) 
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Vertical  Particularized  Trust 

Now I want to ask you how much you trust different types of people. On a scale of 1 to 5, 

where 1 means a very small extent and 5 means a very great extent  

A. People from your ethnic or linguistic group/race/caste/tribe  

B. People from other ethnic or linguistic groups/race/caste/tribe  

C. Shopkeepers  

D. Local government officials  

E. Central government officials  

F. Police  

G. Teachers 

H. Nurses and doctors  

I. Strangers 

(Source: Grootaert 2004) 

 

 

 

Solidarity & Reciprocity  

If a community project does not directly benefit you but has benefits for many others in the 

village/neighbourhood, would you contribute time or money to the project? 

Will not contribute time 

Will not contribute money 

Will contribute time 

Will contribute money 

(Source: Krishna & Shrader 2000) 

 

If a community project does not directly benefit your neighbor but has benefits for others 

in the neighborhood, then do you think your neighbor would contribute money for this 

project? 

Will not contribute time  

Will contribute time  

Don’t know/not sure  

No answer 

(Source: Krishna & Shrader 2000) 

 

People here look out mainly for the welfare of their own families and they are not much 

concerned with neighborhood welfare. Do you agree or disagree with this statement? 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree  

Don’t know/not sure  

No answer  

(Source: Jones & Woolcock 2007 
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Table 2 - Sample Surveys Measuring Trust (and other components of social capital) 

 

TOOL NAME TOOL CONTENT COUNTRY REFERENCE 

 

 

WORLD VALUES 

SURVEY 

Survey measuring human values 

& behaviours including Trust 

Cross-

National 

(More than 

100 countries) 

http://www.worldvaluessurvey.

org/wvs.jsp 

GLOBAL SOCIAL 

SURVEY 

Survey measuring human values 

& behaviours including Trust 

USA & 

Canada + 

Cross 

National 

https://gssdataexplorer.norc.org/ 

 

http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89

f0115x/89f0115x2013001-

eng.htm 

INTEGRATED SC 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Questionnaire measuring Social 

Capital with a section on Trust & 

Solidarity 

Pilot Test in 

Albania & 

Nigeria 

Grootaert, C. (Ed.). 

(2004). Measuring social 

capital: An integrated 

questionnaire (No. 18). World 

Bank Publications. 

 

 

 

 

MEASURING 

COMMUNITY 

STRENGTH & 

SOCIAL CAPITAL 

Measures of community 

strength based on Natural 

Capital; Produced Economic 

Capital; Human 

Capital; and Social & 

Institutional Capital 

 

 

 

 

 

Australia 

 

 

Western, J., Stimson, R., Baum, 

S., & Van Gellecum, Y. (2005). 

Measuring community strength 

and social capital. Regional 

studies, 39(8), 1095-1109. 

CROSS CULTURAL 

MEASURE OF 

SOCIAL CAPITAL 

A combination of qualitative & 

quantitative tools to measure 

social capital (Including Trust) 

India & 

Panama 

Krishna, A., & Shrader, E. 

(2000). Cross-cultural measures 

of social capital: a tool and 

results from India and 

Panama. Social capital 

initiative working paper,21. 

 

A MIXED METHOD 

APPROACH TO 

ASSESS SOCIAL 

CAPITAL 

A combination of qualitative & 

quantitative tools to measure 

social capital (Including Trust) 

N/A 

 

Guide 

developed for 

Low Income 

Countries 

Jones, V. N., & Woolcock, M. 

(2007). Using mixed methods to 

assess social capital in low 

income countries: A practical 

guide (No. 1207). BWPI, The 

University of Manchester. 

 

A GUIDE IN 

ANALYZING SOCIAL 

CAPITAL USING 

QUALITATIVE 

METHODS & DATA 

A qualitative approach to 

measure Social Capital 

(Including Trust) 

N/A Dudwick, N., Kuehnast, K., 

Jones, V. N., & Woolcock, M. 

(2006). Analyzing social capital 

in context. A guide to using 

qualitative methods and data. 

A DIMENSIONAL 

APPROACH TO 

MEASURING SOCIAL 

CAPITAL 

 

Survey measuring Social Capital 

(Including Trust) 

India Narayan, D., & Cassidy, M. F. 

(2001). A dimensional approach 

to measuring social capital: 

development and validation of a 

social capital 

inventory. Current 

sociology, 49(2), 59-102. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs.jsp
http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs.jsp
https://gssdataexplorer.norc.org/
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89f0115x/89f0115x2013001-eng.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89f0115x/89f0115x2013001-eng.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89f0115x/89f0115x2013001-eng.htm
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/15033/281100PAPER0Measuring0social0capital.pdf?sequence=1
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/15033/281100PAPER0Measuring0social0capital.pdf?sequence=1
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/15033/281100PAPER0Measuring0social0capital.pdf?sequence=1
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/15033/281100PAPER0Measuring0social0capital.pdf?sequence=1
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/15033/281100PAPER0Measuring0social0capital.pdf?sequence=1
file:///C:/Users/Stuart/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/IE/UEW8UGTC/Western,%20J.,%20Stimson,%20R.,%20Baum,%20S.,%20&%20Van%20Gellecum,%20Y.%20(2005).%20Measuring%20community%20strength%20and%20social%20capital.%20Regional%20studies,%2039(8),%201095-1109
file:///C:/Users/Stuart/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/IE/UEW8UGTC/Western,%20J.,%20Stimson,%20R.,%20Baum,%20S.,%20&%20Van%20Gellecum,%20Y.%20(2005).%20Measuring%20community%20strength%20and%20social%20capital.%20Regional%20studies,%2039(8),%201095-1109
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Appendix: Presentation Handouts 

The Following four pages include the handouts produced for the presentation that was given to 

the Storefront team on December 3rd, 2015
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Understanding Trust 

Linking 

Tr
u

st

Formal Trust

Genralized Trust

Police 

Justice System 

Health Care System

Banks 

Particularized Trust

(Teachers) Schools

(Religious Leaders) 
Religious Insitutions

(Local Shopkeepers)

Informal Trust 

Generalized Trust Strangers

Particuarlized Trust 
Family

Neighbours

Friends

Structures
Formal

Informal

Norms

Formal 

Informal

Social Capital 

Bonding & Bridging 

Bonding = a network of people with more or less similar sociodemographic characteristics (i.e. homogenous 
networks) 

Bridging = a network of people who don’t share the same characteristics and belong to different social 
groups that differ in aspects of gender, ethnicity, language, etc. (i.e. heterogeneous networks) 

 
Linking = Specific classification of bridging networks that was established to refer to bridging networks 
across degrees of power (i.e. formal) 
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A Few Relevant Findings Using Various Measurement Tools 

 

Macro

Meso

Micro

Focused on the relationship between trust and 

macro level systems (e.g.: Economic & Political) 

An aggregate measure focused on examining the 

immediate social networks of the individual 

Focused on measuring attitudes and behaviours 

at an individual level 

Surveys + Interviews  

Surveys + Interviews 

Experiments + Surveys 

Formal Trust 
 
Schools (Janssen et al. 2012) 
Location: Netherlands/ Tool: questionnaire / Sample Size: 57 parents/23 
teachers 
In this case study: Parents had more trust in the dependability, 
competence and honesty of teachers than teachers did in parents. While 
ethnicity did not appear to impact parents’ trust in teachers, the findings 
suggest that ethnicity has the potential to influence teachers’ trust in 
parents. 
 
Childcare (Roberts 2011) 
Location: UK/Tools: semi-structured in-depth interviews/Sample Size: 27 
parents  
In this case study: Parents developed trust over time by watching and 
interacting with childcare providers. Staff turnover, on the other hand, 
weakens trust since established relationships are disturbed when a 
familiar childcare worker is replaced by a stranger. 
 
Police (Flexon et al. 2009) 
Location: Chicago, IL/Tool: open and closed-ended 
questionnaire/sample Size: 943 Public School Students 
In this case study: Youths who are stopped by the police and treated 
with disrespect have a high degree of distrust in law enforcement. This 
is especially true of minority adolescents.  
 

 
Sample Size: 27 parents/12 categorized as working class the majority of whom were from 
Black or Minority Ethnic backgr ounds 
Trust vs. Social Capital: Trust 
 

Informal Trust 
 
Race/Ethnicity (Stolle et al. 2008) 
Location: Canada, U.S./Tools: Citizen, Involvement, Democracy Survey & 
Equality, Security & Community Survey/sample size: 1,001 Americans, 
5,654 Canadians 
In this case study: People who frequently talk with their neighbours are 
less likely to be influence by the racial and ethnic make-up of their 
environment than individuals who don’t interact as much socially. 
 
Income (Wright2015) 
Location: U.S. /Tool: Monitoring the Future Survey (MtF)/sample size: 
over 500,000 respondents  
In this case study: Levels of trust are negatively impacted when 
individuals are less well off. Affluent people tend to trust more because 
they have “less to lose” if they are deceived compared to low-income 
individuals. 
 
Gender (Wang & Yamaigishi 2005) 
Location: Kunming, China/Tools: faith game, trust game/sample size: 38 
males, 46 females 
In this case study: Males display a high degree of trust; expectation of 
reciprocation from unknown women. Females low trust of unknown 
men is strongly connected to fear of exploitation. 
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TOOL WHO? WHAT? WHY? 

FOCUS GROUP 
DISCUSSIONS 

Conducted with different 
groups of residents in the 

community 

 Includes open ended 
questions 

 Can include participatory 
activities (e.g.: Community 
Assets Mapping) 

 To understand the meaning 
of Trust 

 To get an overview of the 
general Perception of Trust 

 To feed into the design 
process of the structured  
surveys 

 

KEY INFORMANT 
INTERVIEWS 

Conducted with formal and 
informal leaders 

Includes both open- ended & close-
ended questions 

 

To understand & assess the different 
networks and groups in the 

neighborhood 

SURVEYS & 
STRUCTURED 
INTERVIEWS 

Conducted with residents of 
the community 

 Includes both open-ended & 
close-ended questions 

 Can include fillable forms  

To measure the different 
dimensions of Trust 

A Practical Guide to Measuring Trust 

Structured Phase

Surveys Structured 
Interviews

Focus 
Group 

Discussion 

Key 
Informant 
Interviews

Exploratory Phase

Solidarity & 
Reciprocity

Informal 
Generalized 

Trust

Infromal 
Particularized 

Trust 

Fromal 
Particularized 

Trust 

Formal 
Generalized 

Trust
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TOOL WHAT TO ASK? (EXAMPLES) 

FOCUS GROUP 
DISCUSSIONS 

• How would you define trust? What are some examples? 
• To what institutions (formal or informal) do people turn when they have individual or family problems? 
• How is trust distributed in the community (e.g., primarily within extended families or clans or through 

specific networks and/or localities)? 
 

KEY INFORMANT 
INTERVIEWS 

 
• What is the history of the community? What important events and/or significant changes in the 

prosperity and/or level of well-being have affected (or are affecting) the community? 
• What are the important social groups in the community (e.g., as identified by caste, religion, ethnicity, 

race, tribal affiliation, region, etc.)? 
• How socially heterogeneous or homogeneous is the community? 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
SURVEYS & 

STRUCTURED 
INTERVIEWS 

 

A Practical Guide to Measuring Trust 

Informal Trust

(Generalized + Particularized)

Do you think that over the 
last five years*, the level of 

trust in this neighborhood has 
gotten better, worse, or 
stayed about the same?

If you suddenly had to go 
away for a day or two, who 
could you count on to take 

care of your children?

Formal Trust 

(Generalized + Particularized)

For each type of institution I 
name, could you tell me 

whether you have a great 
deal of confidence, quite a 
lot of confidence, not very 

much confidence, or no 
confidence at all in it: 
The police, The justice 

system and courts, Banks, 
Local merchants and 

business people

Solidarity & Reciprocity

People here look out mainly 
for the welfare of their own 

families and they are not 
much concerned with 

neighborhood welfare. Do 
you agree or disagree with 

this statement?

If a community project does 
not directly benefit your 

neighbor but has benefits 
for others in the 

neighborhood, then do you 
think your neighbor would 
contribute money for this 

project?


