As Sullivan and Transue note, the process of how interpersonal trust and civic engagement are reciprocally linked was not solved by Brehm and Rahn.
  Dietlind Stolle addresses the problem of the microprocesses in the linkage between voluntary associations and trust.  Her article examined two questions empirically through surveys of horizontally-organized association members in Germany and Sweden: does membership in voluntary associations add to an individual’s level of trust and what are the features of voluntary associations that are responsible for developing trust.
  Stolle concludes that the length of time in a voluntary association affected the development of trust: individuals who have joined an organization between one and five years have more generalized trust than those who have been in the organization for over five years.
  This finding and other conclusions in her study have helped to elucidate the individual-level process of trust and voluntary associations.  Following the research of Brehm and Rahn, Stolle’s approach to the social capital question stems from the approach of individual-level membership and trust not from community-level.

Current literature on social capital extensively highlights the role of trust in social capital.  Because of the prominent role of trust in social capital literature, a coherent and stable definition should be provided for the term.  Among researchers studying social capital, there is also some disagreement over the meaning of the term trust.  Margaret Levi and Laura Stoker, however, note that there is some common features of the various definitions of trust that have been offered: trust implies a relationship in which an individual places himself in a vulnerable situation with another individual or group and trust is given only to specific individuals or groups in specific instances because trust is not unconditional.
  Indeed, the term of trust covers a broad range of meanings and types of trust.

Putnam’s analysis of the survey data, however, is subject to strong scrutiny.  As Putnam notes before analyzing the survey data that the most common survey question measuring generalized interpersonal trust, “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be careful in dealing with people,” is flawed in that responses to the questions are difficult to interpret.  He complains that 

If fewer survey respondents nowadays say, “Most people cannot be trusted,” that might mean one of three things: 1) the respondents are accurately reporting that honesty is rarer these days; or 2) other people’s behavior hasn’t really changed, but we have become more paranoid; or 3) neither our ethical demands nor other people’s behavior have actually changed, but we now have more information about their treachery, perhaps because of more lurid media reports.

Putnam’s complaints are echoed by Glaeser, et al., who also analyze the standard survey question on trust.  They explain that interpretations of the survey responses are especially ambiguous because there are multiple interpretations that can emphasize both group-level and individual-level social capital.  They give an example of the multiple interpretations of data on education and trust: “the positive effect of education on trust might be the result of groups of more educated people being more trustworthy.  Alternatively, education might create individual social capital by raising social skills or because high status increases the ability to reward and punish others.”
  In their study of the survey question with Harvard undergraduates, Glaeser, et al. conclude that the survey question measure not trust but trustworthiness, which can be defined as behavior that assure the potential trusters that the trusted will not betray the trust.

Fukuyama’s connection raises the question of the distinction between in-group solidarity and trust.  As explained earlier, the term trust in the study of social capital refers to giving individual strangers the benefit of the doubt in order to act collectively whereas in-group solidarity is trust given to members within the group.  The difference between these interpersonal trust and in-group solidarity is clearly illustrated in Stolle’s conclusion on difference in trust based on different lengths of time in a voluntary association.  In her research, she seeks to find a connection between interpersonal, or what she calls generalized, trust and personalized trust, which involves people an individual knows: “The relation of generalized trust to more private or personalized forms of trust is an open question.  Does personalized trust accumulate to higher and higher levels, culminating in a new quality of generalized trust?  What importance does the building of in-group trust have for the building of generalized trust?”
  She finds that people who join voluntary associations have higher levels of interpersonal, or what she calls generalized, trust; however, membership over a period of time is correlated with a decline in generalized trust.  She notes that “this study has shown that … joining a group with strong in-group trust over time is negatively associated with generalized trust.”
   Stolle’s conclusions are important as to how membership in voluntary associations is taken to be an indicator of trust.  She also emphasizes the importance of distinguishing the difference of generalized trust between associations with high levels of engagement and low levels of engagement: members of organizations with a high level of engagement tend to have more generalized trust.  Stolle’s findings indicate the membership in voluntary organizations do not have a consistent effect on interpersonal trust, that in-group solidarity is negatively associated with interpersonal trust, and that the level of trust is also dependent of the engagement level of the organization.
  Stolle’s study fine-tunes the distinctions and influences of trust.
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