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Abstrakt
Diplomová práce navazuje na rozvíjející se výzkum zdrojů důvěry analýzou
vlivu povahy vztahu mezi rodičem a dítětem na její utváření a přenos – aspekt geneze
důvěry jenž v Českém kontextu doposud nebyl zkoumán. Heterogenita v rodičovském
vlivu na důveru je zkoumána na případě české generace třicátníků a jejich rodičů, na
základě dat z jedinečného výzkumu Distinkce a hodnoty 2008. Po úvodném vymezení
konceptu

generalizované

důvěry představujeme

její

nejrelevantnější

současné

konceptualizace, nasledované přehledem současných poznatků o jejich zdrojích
a transmisi. V druhé části práce pak, opírajíc se o Bengstonův model mezigeneračního
přenosu hodnot, zkoumáme míru podobnosti mezi rodiči a jejich potomky v jejich
ochotě důvěřovat jiným, a užívajíc logistickou ordinálni regresi analyzujeme jak je tato
ovlivněna řadou aspektů vzahujících se k povaze vztahu rodič-dítě, včetně jejich
vnímané blízkosti, vlivu pohlaví, výchovného stylu rodičů, sourozeneckých konstelací
a rodičovského rozvodu. Zatímco naše analýzy potvrzují středně silný pozitivní vztah
mezi generalizovanou důverou rodičů a dětí, vliv jejich vztahu se jeví marginální. Z
negativních výsledků docházíme k závěru, že ochota důverovat jiným není, alespoň
v případě zkoumané České generace a na základě našich dat, významně ovlivněna
povahou jejich vztahu s rodiči.

Klíčová slova
Důvěra, Generalizovaná důvěra, Sociální důvěra, Zdroje generalizované důvěry,
Mezigenerační přenos hodnot, Vztah rodič-dítě,
Rozsah práce: 118,320 znaků

Abstract
This thesis extends the developing research on the sources of generalized trust by
analyzing how the character of the parent-child relationship influences its formation and
transfer – an aspect of trust genesis not previously addressed in the Czech context. Using
data from a unique survey Distinctions and Values 2008, we explore the heterogeneity in
the parental influence on trust on the case of Czech 30-year-olds and their parents. We
first delimit the concept of generalized trust, presenting its most relevant current
conceptualizations as well as a review of the current state of knowledge on its origins
and transmission. Using Bengston‟s model of intergenerational transmission of values as
our framework, we then in the second part of the paper look into the degree of similarity
between parents and their offspring in terms of their willingness to trust others, and use
logistic ordinal regression to examine how it is influenced by a number of aspects of the
parent-child relationship including perceived closeness, gender interplay, parenting
style, sibling constellation, and the experience of parental divorce. While we find a
moderately strong positive association between the parental and children„s level of
generalized trust, the influence of the parent-child relationship is found to be marginal at
best. The mostly negative results suggest that adults„ disposition to trust others is not, at
least in the case of the studied Czech generation and based on our data, significantly
influenced by the character of their relationship with parents.
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Formulácia problému a cieľ práce
Mnohoročná skúsenosť s totalitárnym režimom má dlhotrvajúci a významne
negatívny dopad na fungovanie celej spoločnosti. Jedným z typických príznakov
"dedičstva komunizmu" je aj rozšírená a hlboko zakorenená nedôvera v spoločnosti. S
problémom obnovenia dôvery sa potýkajú všetky transformujúce sa spoločnosti, na
Slovensku sa však tento problém zdá byť veľmi výrazný. Spadlo do sociálnej pasce
nízkej dôvery?
Podľa výsledkov prieskumov EBRD je úroveň sociálnej (generalizovanej)
dôvery v SR aj po dvoch desaťročiach od prechodu k demokratického režimu extrémne
nízka a namiesto očakávaného postupného obnovovania sme ešte aj v r. 2006-10 mohli
sledovať jej ďaľší prepad. Podobne nízka je aj dôvera Slovákov v mnohé domáce
verejné inštitúcie (narozdiel od európskych). Vzhľadom na to, že dôvera je považovaná
za základný predpoklad fungovania demokracie a občianskej

spoločnosti, je

problematike dôvery venovaná v súčasnosti značná pozornosť. Výzkumy sa najčastejšie
zameriavajú na determinanty dôvery, prípadne na dôveru ako jednu zo zložiek
sociálneho kapitálu. Téma sa však teší výrazne väčšiemu odbornému záujmu v Čechách
než na Slovensku, kde k nej existuje len minimum odborných publikácií, a vôbec žiadna,
ktorá by sa problematike venovala z hľadiska prebiehajúcej generačnej výmeny. Pritom
práve od generačnej výmeny si mnohí sľubujú úspešné dovŕšenie demokratického
prechodu.
V rámci mojej diplomovej práce som sa preto rozhodla zaoberať vývojom dôvery
v transformujúcom sa Slovensku. V prvej časti by som rada priniesla ucelený prehlad
súvisiacich výzkumov realizovaných v našom prostredí. V druhej časti budem na
základe kohortovej analýzy dát z ISSP z rokov 1993-2010 skúmať vplyv obdobia,
kohorty, a veku na ochotu Slovákov dôverovať svojím spoluobčanom v danom období.
Pokúsim sa odpovedať na otázku ako je deklarovaná dôvera Slovákov v iných
ovplyvnená príslušnosťou respondenta ku konkrétnej kohorte. Bude ma zaujímať, či
dôveruje „polistopadová generace“, ktorá komunizmus nikdy nezažila, viac než tí, ktorí
v ňom dospievali alebo zažili jeho príchod už ako dospelí – a či je prípadný rozdiel
spôsobený efektom veku alebo kohorty. Aký je čistý vplyv veku na vývoj dôvery?

Máme sklon strácať dôveru s tým ako starneme? A ktoré historické momenty
najvýznamnejšie ovplyvnili vývoj dôvery na Slovensku?
Metodika výzkumu
Práca bude založená na sekundárnej analýze dát z ISSP, verejne prístupných cez
Slovenský archív sociálnych dát, v prípade potreby doplnených o dáta z pravidelných
medzinárodných a národných výzkumovs obdobným zameraním (ktoré na Slovensku
realizuje napr. agentura Focus).
Metóda kohortovej analýzy sa javí ako najvhodnejšia. Podobne ako iné
longitudinálne prístupy umožňuje analyzovať vývoj fenoménu v čase a je preto
užitočným nástrojom skúmania soc. zmeny. Jej výhodou je, že umožňuje pri
vysvetľovaní rozdielov medzi jednotlivými skupinami zohladniť aj vplyv veku
a obdobia.
Vplyv veku predstavuje rozdiely medzi vekovými skupinami, spôsobené tým ako
sa jednotlivci vývijajú, získavajú skúsenosti, a ako sa behom života mení ich rola a
status v spoločnosti.
Vplyv obdobia zachytáva zmeny spoločné pre všetky vekové skupiny; často
dôsledky zažívaných spoločenských zmien, kultúrneho vývoja, a zmien vo fyzickom
prostredí.
Vplyv kohorty je spojený so zmenami naprieč skupinami jednotlivcov, ktorí
majú spoločný východzí bod (v našom prípade rovnaký rok narodenia – sú to istou
„generáciou“, ľudovo povedané). Odzrkadľuje vplyv rozdielnych formatívnych
skúseností pre rozdielne vekové skupiny v čase.
“Kohortová analýza rozhodne nie je jediná užitočná stratégia pre kvantitatívny
výskum spoločenských a kultúrnych zmien, ale neexistujú žiadne iné rozšírené metódy
čo by s ňou mohli súťažiť v hĺbke poznania, ktoré umožňuje získať.“ (Glenn 2005:2)
Predpokladaná štruktúra práce
1. Úvod
2. Teoretická časť
- dôvera ako základná podmienka fungovania spoločnosti: vymedzenie pojmu a
význam jeho skúmania

- stručný prehľad vybraných teórií súvisiacich s problematikou sociálnej dôvery
v moderných

transformujúcich

sa

spoločnostiach

(typológie

dôvery;

determinanty; modely vzniku)
- špecifiká výzkumu dôvery v postkom. krajinách
- prehľad doterajších výskumov realizovaných k téme v našom prostredí
3. Metodológia
- kohortová analýza (Age - Period - Cohort) ako výzkumná metóda
- charakteristika použitých dát: zdroj, operacionalizácia pojmov, datový súbor
4. Analytická časť
- výsledky analýzy vplyvu veku, obdobia a kohorty na úroveň dôvery a ich
možná interpretácia
- komparácia s ČR
5. Záver
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Dôvod úpravy zamerania práce
Konečné zameranie predkladanej práce sa v dvoch bodoch líši od pôvodného
výskumného zámeru. Hlavnou analytickou metódou ostala sekundárna analýza dát z
veľkého dotazníkového šetrenia, ovšem namiesto kohortovej analýzy sa práca opiera o
ordinálnu logistickú regresiu. Zmena vychádza z povahy skúmaného dátového súboru.
Keďže dáta identifikované na základe predbežnej rešerše nebolo napriek očakávaniu a
opakovanej snahe možné získať (pretože napriek tomu, že sa jedná o štandardné,
dlhodobo sledované, štátom archivované a verejne dostupné dáta, podľa všetkého už
kvôli neexistencii archivačných štandardov a neadekvátnemu data managementu
príslušných Slovenských štátnych inštitúcií reálne neexistujú), práca je založená na
analýze podobne zameraných dát z Českej republiky. S tým súvisejúca zmena zamerania
zo SR na ČR je druhý zo spomenutých rozdielov. Dáta inak poskytujú možnosť skúmať
rovnakú problematiku – sociálnu dôveru v generačnom pohľade – ovšem keďže sa
nejedná o longitudálny výskum, APC analýza nebola aplikovateľná.
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INTRODUCTION
The concept of trust has in the recent years attracted considerable attention from
scholars across a wide variety of fields. Scholarly interest in the topic skyrocketed in the
mid-eighties, when Pierre Bourdieu and James Coleman popularized it while developing
their paradigm-changing theories of social capital - and it does not seem to be dying off
any time soon. So much has already been written about it in fact, that a newcomer to the
field can easily feel overwhelmed, and even seasoned social science scholars like Jan
Delhey point out to the „small flood of publications1“ (Delhey and Newton 2003: 93) on
which it is not exactly easy to stay afloat.
While some might (and do) criticize this development as yet another fad in the
social science research and question the point of adding to the pile, there seems to be
ample good reason to be all that more interested: Trust is said to be a necessary
precondition for efficiency in market economics and thus a key factor of economic
growth; the building stone of civic society, democratic stability and development; the
way to social integration, cooperation and harmony. As a core component of social
capital, it is a crucial concept in social research and is usually used as an indicator of it,
sometimes even as the single best one. Beyond its apparent importance for the
harmonious functioning of the society as a whole, trust is also seen as central for
personal life satisfaction, wellbeing and happiness, and even to good health and
longevity. (Ibid: 94)

There are numerous classifications of different forms of trust, and in this paper,
we want to focus on one specific type, namely trust towards people in general, termed
social, interpersonal, or generalized trust2. This is the belief that one can trust others they
do not personally know because most people are fair, helpful and trustworthy (we will
return to the definition of gen.trust and specify it further in chapter 1.3).

1

For a very good overview, see the referrenced study, which includes a list of seminal works both
historical and contemporary, as well as a stellar systematization of the various school of thoughts and
theories on trust, that has been sucsequently adopted by numerous scholars and which we will build upon
as well.
2
The terms all refer to the same overall concept. As we will detail in chapter 1.3, the terminology use is
rather inconsistent across different authors. While some see generalized trust as a specific subtype of
social trust, many use the two terms as synonyms. Social trust has been historically the more frequent term
and the one used in older writings, even when it in fact referred to what we will define as gen.trust. We
will therefore use social trust as the encompassing category or when it is the term used by authors we cite,
and the more specific „generalized trust“ (abbreviated as gen.trust) otherwise.
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The motivation behind this focus, beyond an obvious interest in the very timely
topic, is a highly personal one. It stems from a deep cultural shock experienced by the
author after exchanging life in Slovakia, said to be caught in the shadow of its
Communist legacy and deeply distrustful, for life in the Danish society, which is one of
the most trusting one can find around the world3. The clash of two completely opposite
set of minds - when it comes to expectations about others that is - was an intense and
profound one, challenging everyday practices as well as deep-rooted opinions and
attitudes, and in fact a whole world view.
The issue of persistent distrust in post-Communist countries has been on the
minds of both analysts and policy makers for a while. They have expressed a concern
that the low level of trust is transmitted through generations relatively irrespective of
changes in institutions and as such this negative legacy of Communism can be expected
to last very long time. As Veselý points out, should this be the case, then autonomous
replication of social capital - and generalized trust as one of its components - through
socialization in families (or schools) then emerges as an acute problem. (Veselý 2008:
184)
Generalized trust has been long studied, measured, and recognized as important,
but this particular aspect of it – its developmental foundations, and socialization in the
family in particular – has not (Wray-Lake and Flanagan 2012: 549). As Stolle and
Hooghe illustrate, most studies on generalized trust do not focus on the question of what
helps to create and build trust, and very little is thus still known about the genesis of
generalized trust (Stolle and Hooghe 2004). Most sociological studies to date assume a
macro perspective and focus on trust‟s beneficial societal consequences, and, admittedly,
have also been rather successful in making their case. In order to be able to actively
support and develop trust however, a deeper understanding of how it is actually formed
is needed, and considerably less attention has been paid to this question. This points to
an underspecified topic that could benefit from further study.
One reason for the relative lack of studies on the subject that should be
mentioned from the outset is its highly complex, and inherently interdisciplinary
character. Generalized trust is intertwined with a multitude of other concepts in a rather

3

Whereas Slovak republic places repeatedly in international surveys such as the ISSP or EVS among the
countries with consistently lowest levels of generalized trust and the trend seems to be further downward,
the very opposite is true for Denmark which always places among the top and is one of the very few
countries where the trust level has even been further rising in the past years.
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difficult to untangle net of relationships, which moreover cut across a number of
scientific fields ranging from economics to neurobiology.
On the individual level, it is admittedly a socio-psychological concept, rather
than an exclusively sociological one. Psychology has, because of that, shied away from
studying it (Nakonečný 2010), with developmental research focusing primarily on
interpersonal trust in familiar others (Wray-Lake and Flanagan 2012: 550). Somewhat
ironically, for the very same reasons so seems to have sociology4.
This realization poses important limitations to how much can be gleaned from
any particular study, whether it be a hard to generalize experiment, or, as in our case, a
secondary analysis of data from an observational study that cannot account for the
plethora of exogenous factors influencing the observations. While this complexity
represents a challenge, it should not become, in our opinion, a reason to give up on the
exploration altogether.
If we identify with Rotter‟s theory of social learning, which sees one of the most
important moments of the formation of one‟s value orientations in the period of
socialization in one‟s family of origin, we can assume that primary family represents an
important foundation for the formation of one‟s disposition to trust, and that within it,
parents in particular exert a non-negligible influence (Rotter 1967). Data from a unique
research study Distinctions and values 20085 conducted by the Institute of Sociology of
the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic thanks to their unusual focus on two
family generations concurrently allow us to explore this influence in more detail and
thus define the main focus of this paper.
Interested in the link between parental and children‟s trust, our main research
question is whether social trust is transmitted from parents to children, and if it is, then
how is this influenced by their relationship. Do children resemble their parents in terms
of how much they trust others? Can parental influences from the period of adolescence
explain how willing to trust others Czech 30-somethings grew up to be?
We hypothesize that because trust is transmitted within the family, 1) a
statistically significant similarity can be observed in parents‟ and children‟s disposition
to trust others as expressed by the self-reported generalized trust 2) character of the

4

Observation from a personal discussion held with Slovak sociologist Zuza Kusá in July 2013
„Distinkce a hodnoty 2008“ in original. NB: Henceforth, all translations from Czech are by the author,
unless otherwise stated.
5
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relationship between the parent and the child significantly influences child‟s willingness
to trust.
This paper would like to – within the possibilities of a sociological framing and
method to the multifaceted object of study – explore some of the factors that influence
the formation and transfer of generalized trust in the micro perspective (i.e. focusing on
the individual rather than higher units of analysis). In so doing it hopes to help shed
some light on the explanation potential of the so-called individual theories of trust in the
Czech context. Improving the understanding of the foundations of trust has a real life
application potential in that it could point to ways of cultivating it in the future, which is
a noble goal that many scholars as well as policymakers invoke.
Such choice of focus fits within the current sociological discourse and thus has
the potential to contribute to a debate of wider interest. It complements as well the longterm frame of research conducted on the Faculty of Social Sciences of Charles
University in Prague, under which this paper is being developed, and could therefore add
to the discussion started by the research group there, which so far focused more on the
macro perspective.
The question of how the character of the parent-child relationship or parental
divorce impact offspring‟s trust has not, to our best knowledge, yet been addressed at all
in the Czech context, and only to a very limited degree internationally.
Moreover, this exploration also helps exploit the potential of a unique but little
known dataset, which required substantial effort to produce and has not yet been
analyzed much.

The paper is structured as follows. First part offers a theoretical framing for the
analysis presented in the second, empirical part. The theoretical background includes a
brief review of the history of social enquiry on trust and its various typologies and
conceptualizations, and a delimitation of the concept of generalized trust as used in this
paper. A separate chapter is dedicated to the topic of the measurement of trust that more
often than not is taken at face value, in the Czech literature as well as abroad. To
understand where our enquiry fits within the complex web of scholarship on the sources
of gen.trust, we then move on to briefly discuss the most prominent accounts of the
determinants of social trust and the validity of the individual-level theories in empirical
works. Third chapter focuses on the particular topic of parental influence on trust and its
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intergenerational transmission, presenting an adaptation of a model proposed by
Bengtson and reviewing results of empirical studies done to date on the topic both
abroad and in the Czech republic. The theoretical account is closed by a brief
recapitulation in the fourth chapter that serves as a summary.
In the second, empirical section, we explore one of the individual theories of
trust in depth, namely the personality theory, which maintains that one‟s propensity to
trust others is shaped predominantly by early socialization in primary family. Taking the
Czech data Distinctions and Values 2008, we look into the degree of similarity between
parents and their offspring in terms of their willingness to trust others, and then examine
how it is influenced by a number of aspects of the parent-child relationship including
their perceived closeness, gender, parenting style, sibling constellation, and the
experience of parental divorce. Last chapter presents a summary and discussion of the
main findings.

8

THE THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
As we have briefly discussed in the introduction, social trust matters for many
things believed to be important in society. From a psychological point of view it is key
for one‟s functioning in the society, from the social for the smooth functioning of the
society as a whole. In the time of worries regarding the low and further falling levels of
social trust in modern societies, understanding how this pro-social value is developed
and reinforced then makes for a highly timely subject of study. In order to understand
how social trust develops, we need to be able to measure it – and in order to do that we
first need to define it.
Discussion of how that is being done is the focus of the following section, which
reviews the state of scientific knowledge on the topic including theoretical writings, their
meta-analyses, as well as empirical studies. First chapter focuses on delimiting the
concept of generalized trust and discussing the possibilities and limitations of its
measurement; second chapter presents main theories of the possible sources of social
trust; and third chapter zooms in on the question of the intergenerational transmission of
trust, reviewing theories and findings about its existence, factors and conditions.

1

Generalized trust - a maze of concepts and measures
Generalized trust is often described as the confidence people have that strangers,

i.e. fellow citizens on whom they have no specific information, will not take advantage
of them (Bjørnskov 2005). This general definition turns out however to be less clear than
it may seem from the outset.
As we have touched upon in the introduction, trust is a concept that has been
extensively studied across a wide variety of academic fields. ”Researchers have
remarked and recoiled at the literature confusion regarding the meanings of trust and
distrust. The problem involves both the proliferation of narrow intradisciplinary
research definitions of trust…”(McKnight and Chervany 2001) and the complexity of
the construct, who‟s multiple dimensions and meanings are obfuscated by the intuitive
understanding that everyone has for it. As Hardin (1999) observed: “It is one of those
concepts that everybody has a sense of what it means, but there is no widely accepted
definition of it.”
Many competing and unclear definitions of trust coexist, and there is an
overwhelming amount of academic literature trying to address the problem. No general
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theory of trust has yet been developed (Delhey and Newton 2005). To illustrate the
degree of confusion that exists in this field of study, let‟s quote McKnight and Chervany
(2001: 28) one more time:
“...the term trust is defined in a multitude of different ways, such that researchers have
marveled at how confusing the term has become. Trust has not only been described as
an „elusive‟ concept, but the state of trust definitions has been called a „conceptual
confusion‟, a „conceptual potpourri‟, and even a „conceptual morass‟.”

To complicate matters further, not only is there no common definition, there is
not even a consensus about the broader category that trust falls into. As Peter Nannestad
(2008)6 aptly illustrates in his extensive review study of the state of academic knowledge
on trust, different takes on generalized trust range from understanding it as a general
outlook on the human nature (e.g. Uslaner 2002, as cited by Nannestad 2008:414),
attitude (e.g. Jones 1996 or Miller 2000, cit. Ibid), a relationship (e.g. Hardin 2001,
cit. Ibid), a decision (e.g. Eckel & Wilson 2004, cit. Ibid), action, or a kind of capital
(e.g. Sztompka 1999), but also as a personality trait (e.g. Rotter 1980, as cited by
McKnight and Chervany 2001) or a social structure (Shapiro 1987, cit. Ibid).

To root our consequent discussion properly in theory without confusing the
reader unnecessarily, we base the following theory review on meta-analyses by authors
who successfully managed the challenging task of cutting through the theoretical
confusion. We will not attempt an exhaustive account of the trust theorizing, instead
mentioning only the concepts, definitions, approaches and classifications closely tied to
the concept of gen.trust and to our micro-level focus.
The following section reviews relevant previous scholarly writings, highlighting
the key authors and main schools of thought. We will keep the discussion of the
historical development of thinking about trust in general on purpose relatively brief
since this has been dealt with extensively and well in numerous other widely available
sources. Just to point to a few, we should mention Barbara Misztal‟s (1996)
comprehensive monograph on the development of the thoughts on trust covering all the
classics from Spencer, through Durkheim and Simmel, to Luhmann and Giddens; Peter
Nannestad‟s (2008) review study concentrating on conceptualizations from after 2000
for the more contemporary approaches; or the very recent review by Markéta
6

The review study focuses on empirical studies of generalized trust and their methodological aspects, and
by virtue of its extensive yet concise coverage and thorough analysis represents an excellent introduction
into the problematic. We will therefore refer back to it on several other occasions in our later discussion.
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Sedláčková (2012) available for the Czech readers. We will instead choose a
classification helpful for situating our approach and a conceptualization conductive for
our later analysis, and dedicate more room to other relevant, yet in the sociological
literature less frequently discussed aspects, such as the methodological issues of the
conceptualization and measurement of generalized trust.

1.1

Historical roots of the sociological enquiry of social trust
The study of trust has a long tradition in the sociological scholarship. Many of

the “classics of sociology” have touched upon the subject and commented in a relevant
way on the concept of social trust despite not necessarily making it the center of their
studies or explicitly using the terminology. One of the earliest mentions can be found in
the work of Ferdinand Tönnies who‟s concept of Gemeinschaft laid ground for later
theories of civic society as the mesostructure between family and state, crucial for the
development of social trust in society. This view is later further developed e.g. in the
works of the American economist Francis Fukuyama or Polish sociologist Piotr
Sztompka, to name the key few. This modern view of civic society as the mesostructure
and its role in democracy is grounded in the work of Alexis de Tocqueville and taken
further among others by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, Jeffrey Alexander, Robert
Putnam or Adam Seligman. In a different tradition, for example the German sociologist
Georg Simmel conceives of trust as a relationship, and sees it as based specifically on
reciprocity7. (Sedláčková 2012: 19)
Trust first becomes the main focus of sociological enquiry in the 1980s. Niklas
Luhmann‟s theorization of the role of trust in the complexity of modern world is usually
considered to be the first modern and holistic theory of trust. Diego Gambetta‟s edited
collection from this period represents the contemporary thinking and centers on the role
of trust for cooperation on both the micro- and macro-level. (Ibid: 23)
The interest in social trust grows further in the 1990s, with several distinct
schools developing. Coleman and Hardin represent the key authors of the theory of
rational choice. Coleman views trust as a characteristic of rational transactions between
the “truster” and the “trustee” and thus is one of the authors bringing the question if the
subject and object of trust into the equation. Hardin introduces the notion of distrust as a

7

For a detailed analysis of the primary texts as well as their later reflexions in the works of other authors
through the lens of trust see (Sedláčková 2012: Ch.1) in Czech or (Misztal 1996: Ch.2&3 ) in English.
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functional choice under specific circumstances. Fukuyama and Putnam develop an
economic and politological approach, focusing mostly on the benefits trust brings to
societies and problems that are caused by its lack. In a third vein of studies, Giddens and
Back write about trust through the lens of reflexive sociology. (Ibid: 24)

1.2

Current conceptualizations of social trust
Although social trust has been defined in a number of different ways over the

past four decades, most research and theoretical writing has been consistent with one of
the following four theoretical positions (Sztompka 1999: 60-68).
Relational view, addressed by rational-choice theory, sees trust as an essentially
rational expectation regarding the mostly self-interested behavior of others. It
concentrates on the fact that deciding to trust someone under an uncertainty regarding
the outcome due to incomplete information involves taking a risk.
Some authors view trust as cooperation, or more specifically, as both a
precondition for cooperation and the product of a successful one. In a situation that
induces cooperation, trust is formed as a bet towards every partner in the interaction, that
they will fulfill their part of the commitment, as well as towards the cooperating group
as a whole, and towards the regime of rules (e.g. leadership or supervision) under which
it functions.
Yet another school of thought treats trust as a cultural rule. Unlike the rationalchoice theories, it accounts for the cultural context in which any social action takes
place, and acknowledges the normative rules that exist in the forms of role-specific
obligations to trust and to be trustworthy. Trust is seen as a social fact, and therefore a
property of a social entity rather than of an individual. In this perspective for example
Fukuyama talks about high- and low- trust societies.
Fourth approach to trust takes a psycho-social perspective, when it sees trust a
personality trait, i.e. a quality of the person that trusts, rather than of the relationship
between such “truster” and the “trustee”. Authors within this stream believe that people
have a basic „trusting impulse“, a propensity to trust, which is established during
primary socialization. While it can be further enhanced by happy life experiences later in
life once it is established, to develop it requires a caring, intimate climate in the primary
family. It is associated with a host of personality traits such as optimism, activism, or
achievement orientation.
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Sztompka in his synthesizing effort sees these conceptualizations as
complementary and capturing different dimension of the concept of (social) trust, rather
then competing for an exclusive way to define it (Ibid: 60). He is particularly critical of
traditional rational-choice analyses that ignore completely the influence that personality
has on any decision to trust (Ibid: 66).

1.3

Delimiting the concept of generalized trust
Zooming in on the concept of generalized trust it is conductive to specify this

particular type of trust more. A multitude of trust types and classifications have been
introduced, and it proves useful to look at those that take the object of trust as their
contrasting criterion.

1.3.1

Types of trust
Orlando Patterson for example distinguishes between trust direct and indirect by

looking at whether it is mediated by other relationships. French sociologists Philippe
Bernoux and Jean-Michel Servet talk about trust vertical and horizontal, taking into
account the hierarchy in society and the possibly asymmetric nature of trust. Simmel
introduced a dichotomy of interpersonal and institutional trust, with the first, as the
terms suggest, being oriented towards other people, and the latter at institutions, and
many later authors appropriated this distinction. (Sedláčková 2012: 58-62)
These three examples point all to one common way of classifying trust types,
namely by looking at whom or what that trust is oriented. Looking across the different
trust types one can find in the sociological writings through this lens, it is possible to
differentiate trust in physical objects like tools; more abstract entities such as social
roles, institutions, organizations, procedures, or technological systems (represented e.g.
by the concept of confidence in the system or procedural trust); trust in one-self (i.e.
self-confidence); or the notion of trust we want to look into in more detail – trust in other
people (i.e. social trust). (Sztompka 1999: 41-51)

1.3.2

Distinguishing between generalized, interpersonal and social trust
Scholars often distinguish between two forms of trust in others based on their

different scope (Sztompka 1999: 41-42): specific, or interpersonal, trust that involves a
narrow circle of familiar others (also called particular, personal, private, or thick, as
Delhey et al. (2011) note) and social, or generalized, trust that extends towards a wider
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circle of unfamiliar others (also called thin, impersonal, or diffuse (Ibid)). While
particular trust is more immediate, based on previous knowledge and experience from
earlier interactions with the people it is direct at, generalized trust concerns people who
are not personally known (Stolle 2002: 397).
Sztompka (1999: 42) sees such social trust towards people we may not know first
hand as a mere extension of interpersonal trust. Instead of seeing the two as a
dichotomy, he considers their difference to be a question of degree rather than quality.
Using Fukuyama‟s radius of trust with its gradually expanding concentric circles of trust
as the analogy, he sees interpersonal trust as the one we show to our dearest family
members, as well as other members of our community, moving to social trust when
considering the most general category of “others” consisting of social groups of people
that we only know some representatives of, e.g. Catholics, doctors, or Turks, our
attitudes towards which are heavily influenced by stereotypes.
Uslaner (2000: 571-4), too, makes a similar distinction between the two types of
trust, but sees them as clear dichotomy: He terms trust in people we personally know as
“strategic” and contrasts it to “moralistic” trust which transcends personal experience
and is oriented towards those that we do not know and that are likely different from
ourselves. This second trust cannot be based on our evaluation of their trustworthiness,
since we do not have the necessary information. Uslaner believes that this sort of trust is
not a simple sum of our life experiences but instead a more fundamental value and
attitude based on “an optimistic view of the world” (Ibid: 572). He further distinguishes
between generalized trust which is in his view the belief that „most people can be
trusted“ as opposed to particularized trust, based on “faith only in your own kind” (Ibid:
573).
Stolle (2002) in her re-categorization of previous accounts of trust suggests that
generalized trust be distinguished from three other types of social trust, namely strategic
or rational, identity- or group-based, and moral trust. She defines strategic trust as one
based on a rational calculation of future cooperation, which corresponds to the view of
the rational choice school of thought with Coleman, Dunn, Gambetta, Hardin as its main
representatives. This differs from identity-based accounts of trust, represented by
authors such as Turner, Cramer, or Brewer, that state that people trust those who they
are familiar with, feel close to or feel similar to. While these do not have to necessarily
be people one knows in person, it always will be individuals who fit into a certain social
identity category that one holds herself. (Ibid: 398) In an effort to redefine the concept of
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gen.trust, Stolle renames what corresponds to Uslaner‟s generalized trust – a general
attitude to be trusting towards others, which is a stable individual trait developed early in
life – into moral trust. She then defines gen.trust similarly as an approach to other people
in general but one which is dependent on institutional structures and circumstances in
which the act of trust takes place.
While we have decided to include Stolle‟s classification because it is considered
a seminal work in the field and offers an alternative to the former two authors, it only
serves to highlight how confusing the terminology becomes when each author insists on
a definition to fit their specific needs. What Uslaner terms generalized trust (subtype of
moralistic trust) does not correspond to what Stolle means (category of interpersonal
trust distinct from moralistic) and neither does Sztompka„s social trust, which Stolle
would categorize as identity/group-based. We will therefore keep within the categories
already established in the field, and will from now one use the term gen. trust as defined
by Uslaner.

1.3.3

Gen. trust as a stable attitude, independent of situational factors
While models for interpersonal trust often distinguish between attitudinal and

situational factors (Chughtai and Buckley 2008), generalized trust is, per definition, not
situation-specific. Situational trust always depends on one‟s assessment of the
trustworthiness of their counterpart, the “trustee” (Ibid: 50). Meanwhile gen.trust, seen
on the individual level, is a relatively stable personality trait that represents an
individual‟s general willingness to trust others. It is a consistent tendency displayed
across situations and contexts. Individuals with a high propensity to trust believe that
most people are sincere, fair and have good intentions and therefore can be trusted
(Mooradian, Renzl, and Matzler 2006). Mooradian et al. argue that such propensity to
trust is “neither focused on specific others, nor dependent on specific contexts” (Ibid:
525).

1.4

Measuring generalized trust: methods and indicators
As our quick look at the diverse conceptualizations implies, generalized trust

escapes a simple and unified definition. It follows then that one finds also a
corresponding multitude in its measurement. This is true both on the level of research
methods and tools as well as on that of specific measures. In empirical social science
research, three distinct measurement methods are in use: experiments, surveys, and
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anthropological observations; but the first two are the ones commonly encountered and
accounting for the majority of the evidence base.
In recent studies stemming from the economic or psychological research
tradition, generalized trust tends to be operationalized behaviorally as reciprocity, i.e. the
willingness to cooperate with a stranger. The most commonly used empirical method
employed to study it is a specific controlled experiment, in which respondents are asked
to play different version of investment games, so called „games of trust“. In them, the
degree to which a player is willing to offer their counter player a financial amount and
amount of this transaction are believed to correlate with their level of trust. This
approach was first developed by Berg, Dickhaut and McCabe in 1995 and since then has
become very popular. (Nannestad 2008: 416)
Meanwhile sociological studies of gen.trust tend to rely on the survey method.
Respondents are asked to offer answers to a number of questions with predefined answer
categories, or to express their degree of agreement with a set of statements that are
meant to measure their trust in a wide and unfamiliar circle of others. The most
commonly used operationalization of generalized trust builds on the 5-item Interpersonal
trust scale developed by Morris Rosenberg in 1956. In different versions it has been
a stable part of many major survey studies such as the European Value Survey, World
Value Survey, General Social Survey, International Social Survey Programme, or the
Eurobarometer (Džambazovič 2009). Frequently, it consists of the following set of 3
polarized question items:
1) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you
can‟t be too careful in dealing with people?
2) Would you say that most of the time, people try to be helpful, or
that they are mostly just looking out for themselves?
3) Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the
chance or would they try to be fair?
The responses are recorded either on a binary scale (e.g. in GSS or WVS) or on an 11point Likert scale (e.g. ESS). If a more parsimonious form is needed, like in the case of
the GSS questionnaires, the first of the three questions is posed alone. This “standard”
question was first formulated by Elisabeth Noelle-Neumann in Germany in 1948, and
Rosenberg later expanded it. Its main advantage is its simplicity and low non-response
rate. (Delhey, Newton, and Welzel 2011: 787-788)
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1.4.1

Critique of the common gen.trust measures
It should be mentioned here that the measurement approaches presented above

have encountered substantial critique both on a conceptual level as well as the
specificities of their methodologies.
From the Czech environment, Pavel Barša for example comes with an
epistemological critique of all the different survey approaches. Arguing in the spirit of
Tilly and against Uslaner that due to the complexity of the social phenomenon of
gen.trust it is impossible to grasp it adequately through simple measures of attitudes and
values such as the ones commonly used in surveys, Barša maintains that its study should
instead by taken up by social philosophy (Lewandowski and Znoj 2008: 123-154).
Generalized trust is, according to Barša, „neither motivated by nor derivable from the
phenomena of the empirical word” and the effort to measure it therefore leads a
fundamental mistake of in fact measuring a different type of trust, namely reciprocity
(Ibid: 151).
On a more methodological level, the experimental approaches have been
criticized for their questionable external validity, as most are based on convenience
sampling and rely on students as subjects. Another, more fundamental, problem that has
been pointed out is that they rely on interpreting cooperative behavior as expression of
trust while many authors argue that in fact they measure cooperation, a different
concept. (Nannestad 2008: 416)
When it comes to the different variations of the common survey question, two
groups of criticism can be encountered. One issue that has been pointed out is that the
question is underspecified, resulting in what has been dubbed “a radius of trust”
problem, the other is its specific wording.
1.4.1.1

The radius of trust problem
What has been termed “the radius problem” denotes the variability in whom

respondents imagine when they are asked about “most people”. How wide is the circle
of people they have in mind when they answer – is it people they meet on a daily basis,
or even those they never met? The term comes originally from Fukuyama, who claimed
that understanding this radius is crucial for understanding trust. Delhey with his
colleagues (2011) adopted it and conducted an extensive cross country comparison
contrasting answers to the usual gen.trust questions who‟s phrasing leaves the radius of
others undefined. While they found that the radius varies considerably across countries –
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it is substantially narrower in Confucian countries, particularly South Korea, Thailand
and China, and wider in wealthy countries – which makes comparisons between
countries problematic, they also found that for the majority of respondents both within
and across countries the term as used in the standard trust question connotes out-groups,
and to this extent it therefore is a valid measure of general trust in others.
1.4.1.2

Issues with the wording of the Rosenberg scale
Some critics take issue with the specific wording of the Rosenberg scale question

and answer choices. Some have criticized the use of a simple dichotomy for the answers.
The Citizenship, Involvement, Democracy surveys 8 and the European Social Surveys
have both in response shifted to eleven-point scales. (Uslaner 2007: 5)
Others point to a problem with the question itself, positing that the Rosenberg
scale is bi-dimensional in that in measures, beyond gen.trust, also caution (e.g. Miller
and Mitamura 2003). They argue that two parts of the question – “most people can be
trusted” and “you can‟t be too careful in dealing with people” are actually two separate
questions and not two sides of the same coin.
1.4.1.3

Usability of the Rosenberg-based survey questions
Despite this criticism and after exploring it in detail, numerous respected authors

have concluded that the question has proved to be a reliable and valid measure of trust
(e.g. Uslaner 2007; Knack 2000 as cited by Bjørnskov 2005; Nannestad 2008). Uslaner
defends the standard formulation vigorously on numerous occasions, documenting that
survey respondents do understand the question and its two poles (e.g. 2007, but also
2002 and 2005, cit. Ibid). Nannestad notes the within-country as well as cross-country
stability of levels of generalized trust as measured via this question, and the surprising
ease with which the respondents answer it. It could be, he proposes, that respondents
apply largely the same mental frame when selecting their response, and that this mental
frame, being rooted in common historical and cultural background, is rather stable over
time. (Nannestad 2008: 419)

8
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2

Sources of generalized trust
Once we have established that generalized trust is valuable, the question

becomes where such trust in others comes from. Study of the circumstances and factors
conductive to its formation has been in the center of the interest of trust research since
its beginnings. Because there is no general theory of trust nor much of a consensus
among the proponents of the alternative explanations, the list of the variables proposed
as potential determinants of generalized trust is rather long (Nannestad 2008).
The following section presents an overview of the main contemporary theories of
the origins of social trust. The typology is based on Delhey and Newton‟s (2003)
systematization, which is one of the most – if not the most9 – comprehensive yet concise
in the field and has therefore become the reference point of choice for many analyses of
the sources of trust (e.g. by Meulemann (2008) or Sedláčková et al. (2009)).
According to Delhey and Newton (2003:94), all of the most prominent theories
of social trust fall into one of two broad schools of thought. The first is person- or
personality- based. It posits that trust is an attribute of individuals and as such it is linked
with their characteristics such as their demographic, social, and personality traits, such
as age, gender, education, social standing, or their specific character. The basic premise
of the second, which is structurally- or society- oriented, is that social trust is a property
not of individuals but of social systems and understanding it therefore requires an
approach that focuses on the systemic, emergent properties of societies and their
institutions. Table 1 shows how the different theories of trust fall into these two broad
categories which we further describe below, starting with an overview of societal
theories, and moving on to individual accounts in more detail since that is where the
parental factor, which is our focus here, belongs.

9

Regarding other detailed studies on individual-level origins of social trust besides the Delhey and
Netwon‟s account, Meulemann (2008:108) considers those conducted by Gabriel et al., Freitag, and Kunz
as note-worthy.
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Table 1: Two classes of theories of the sources of social trust

Source: Delhey and Newton 2003: 101

2.1

Societal theories
Unlike individual theories, societal theories view data about the proportion of

people expressing belief that others can be trusted as more telling of the trustworthiness
of the society in which these respondents function than about their own personality. This
class of theories sees trust as an evaluation of and reaction to social circumstances in
which we find ourselves. According to Delhey and Newton (Ibid), four of the dominant
theoretical perspectives on trust can be considered as elaborations of this framework.
They have termed these theories depending on which aspect of the adult experience they
highlight as theory of voluntary organizations, network theory, community theory and
societal theory.
Popular in the (neo)tocquevillian discourse and the writings on social capital
such as Putnam‟s, voluntary organizations theory highlights the importance of people‟s
participation in local voluntary associations. It argues that through those, people learn
such positive attitudes as trust, reciprocity, empathy, rooting for the common interest
and the common good. (Ibid: 98) This view, while enticing because if true it offers
actionable policy implications, lacks persuasive evidence and has been heavily criticized
for being simplistic and wishful thinking. Uslaner represents one of its harshest
opponents, delegating it to the fairytale world of Mary Poppins and decidedly asserting
that “group membership and informal socializing don't depend on trust and don't create
it either” (Uslaner 2000: 571).
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Unlike the previous model of civic participation that considers formally
organized groups, network theory highlights direct and informal participation in the
social networks of everyday life, i.e. socializing with friends, family, neighbors and
coworkers. It believes that such spontaneous participation prevents social isolation
which tends to create distrust.
Community theory‟s main claim is that the character of the local community is
what counts most, with small, safe, satisfying communities – traditionally rural areas and
small towns – defining areas of higher social trust. Empiric observations are however
mixed on this point (Delhey and Newton 2003: 99) and as Sedláčková et al. (2009: 15)
elaborates, one could hypothesize that this is because close relationships in small
communities can hamper trust towards strangers whereas experience of living in the
heterogeneous metropolitan society may promote it.
Societal theory points to the differences in the characteristics of countries and
nation states as being behind the variability of social trust, observing that its level is
higher in nations that are wealthy, democratic, have higher income equality and ethnic
homogeneity (Delhey and Newton 2003: 99). Sedláčková et al. (2009) formulate a
modified version of this theory that they feel better explains current low levels of
gen.trust in post-communist countries by taking into account also the specific cultural
factors at play.

2.2

Individual theories

2.2.1

Personality theory
According to the personality theory a person's dispositional tendency to trust

others can be considered a personality trait. It is a core psychological characteristic
forged during psychosocial development in early childhood and co-occurring with a host
of others dispositions like optimism, locus of control and orientation on the future. It is
rather stable in time and only changes mildly during adult life, mainly in response to
traumatic experiences.
This view of trust has been advanced by authors of the socio-psychological
school such as Erikson, Allport, Cattell or Rosenberg, and recently Eric Uslaner.
(Delhey and Newton 2003: 95) Uslaner argues that trust is more closely associated with
individual and subjective factors such as one‟s wellbeing, than with objective external
circumstances like one‟s economic situation. As he reiterates in several of his writings, it
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is parents who shape our trusting disposition by imparting on us a sense of optimism and
belief that we are masters of our fate: “Trust in my view is a value that is transmitted
from parents to children and is highly stable over time. This perspective stands in
contrast to other conceptualizations of trust that emphasize the fragility of trust and its
roots in immediate experience.” (Uslaner 2007: 1) Also Stolle & Hooghe (2004)
subscribe to this notion of the early acquisition and stability of gen.trust.

2.2.2

Social success and well-being theory
In contrast to personality theories, some authors believe that it is the adult life

experiences that matter most for the development of trust. Based on the premise that
trusting is more risky for the poor than for the rich, theories of success and well-being
posit that it is the societal “winners”, i.e. those with higher status and wealth, who are
satisfied with their life and in general happy, who show higher levels of social trust.
Conversely the poorly educated, with low income, low status, divorced, or with bad
experiences of crime, violence and discrimination, tend to distrust. Simply put, trusters,
this approach postulates, are those who are happy and well. This view of trust permeates
the works of e.g. Ronald Inglehart or Robert Putnam. (Delhey and Newton 2003: 96)

2.3

Importance of individual-level factors – conclusions from
empirical studies
Since the focus of this paper lies essentially in elaborating on the personality

theory in the Czech context, we should of course be interested in the validity of the
proposed individual-level theories. As also Delhey and Newton emphasize, these
alternative explanations of where soc. trust comes from should not be regarded as
mutually exclusive. It is highly plausible that all the factors, as well as some beyond
those named, exert some influence on its level. Individually, each theory explains part of
the variability in the observed level of trust, and because they are interlinked, the effects
interact. The explanation potential of the theories varies substantially in varying
circumstances and was observed to be highly contingent on the specifications of the
models used, the geographic location, the characteristic of the sample etc. This is evident
in the results from empirical studies, which brought very mixed conclusions.
The comparison done by Delhey and Newton points to the possibility that
individual-level factors play a larger role in low trust societies, whereas in high trust
societies societal factors seem more strongly linked with the level of social trust. Their
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study, based on a subset of European countries and Korea, found evidence for the theory
of social networks, societal conditions and success and well-being; while the rest of the
theories, including voluntary associations t. and personality theory, did not prove to be
linked with the level of trust. None of the theories was however able to explain the level
of trust well. They also did not find demographic variables (education, gender, and age),
nor optimism and locus of control, to be good explanations of a trusting attitude. (Ibid)
An extensive review of empirical studies by Sturgis et al. (2007) resulted in
somewhat different findings regarding the individual-level factors of trust, which was
found to be significantly higher among „the better educated (Nie et al. 1996; Paxton
2007; Putnam 2000), those in professional occupations and higher income groups
(Alesina and Ferrera 2002; Li et al. 2005)“ and conversely lower among „divorcees
(Patterson 1999), the unemployed (Brehm and Rahn 1997), ethnic minorities with a
history of discrimination (Alesina and Ferrera 2000), and those in poorer health
(Kawachi et al. 1999; Kawachi 1997)“.
Thirdly, Stolle and Hooghe (2004), using a special Youth–Parent Socialization
panel study dataset, demonstrated that adult trust levels are determined by several
individual level factors, namely ethnicity, level of trust during youth, youth participation
and trust level of one‟s parents. Their model lends support to both an attitudinal (trust as
attitude socialized in family) but also network (participation in associations) mechanism
of trust formation. Furthermore, the longitudinal data allowed them to convincingly
show that generalized trust can be seen as an attitude with a high degree of stability
(Ibid: 39).

2.4

Czech studies of the origins of social trust
Turning to the empirical literature on the determinants of social trust in the

Czech context, we have to note the interest that this problematic has generated among
the Czech scholars. Several individual sociologists have written on the topic, and a
successful interdisciplinary team has also been created around the Institute of Political
Studies of Charles University and the Czech Academy of Sciences to focus on long-term
research questions of the different aspects of social capital, under which also falls the
question of trust. The authors in the team include Milan Znoj, Pavel Barša, Petr Matějů,
Anna Vitásková, Arnošt Veselý, Markéta Sedláčková, Jiří Šafr and Marek Skovajsa,
among others. Their latest writings can be found in the edited collection Trust and
Transitions (Lewandowski and Znoj 2008), which focuses on the issues related to Czech
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Republic´s transition to democratic capitalism. Their analyses cut across the different
views of trust, from the rational choice approach to the neo-Tocquevillian perspective.
Three of the papers in the collection deal specifically with generalized trust and
are therefore of particular interest for us, constituting a reference point. Firstly Barša‟s,
who questions the current approaches to measure social trust and who‟s critique we have
relayed in chapter 1.4.1.
Secondly Veselý‟s (2008), who, using Czech PISA-L data that allowed him to
follow four distinct types of social capital across time and two generations, analyzed the
development of Czech children‟s social capital. Regarding social trust, he concluded that
a) in the Czech environment it is a relatively independent type of soc.capital,
unassociated with the other types b) while the level of soc.trust is very similar across
generations, it is only modestly transmitted from parents to children, and their similarity
is likely due to chance c) societal theories are more correct than individual theories when
explaining soc.trust in ČR.10 As far as we know, this is the only other Czech study of
social trust that works with two-generational data and as such represents a useful
comparison to ours.
And thirdly, contribution by Sedláčková and Šafr‟s (2008), who have written
extensively on many different aspects of social trust in ČR (e.g. 2009; 2012), and whom
we reference throughout the paper and will also call upon in its second part when
contrasting our empirical findings with theirs. In this particular study based on the ISSP
data, they found trust not associated with any socioeconomic variables with the
exception of tertiary education, but determined rather well by satisfaction with the
situation in the country, which they hypothesize to be linked with the personality theory.
The core of their analyses otherwise focus mostly on the interplay of social trust, civic
participation, institutional trust and democracy, and their interest lies mainly in
explaining the average level of social trust in ČR as compared to other countries, which
naturally orients them towards the societal approaches. Our paper represents therefore a
good complement to their approach in that it is trying to better understand the within
country variability and looking in detail at the sources of trust.

10

We will revisit some of these findings in more detail later in the empirical part of our paper.
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3

Intergenerational transmission and the parent factor in
the genesis of generalized trust

3.1

Intergenerational transmission of values and attitudes
Intergenerational transmission of values and attitudes, as proposed by the

socialization theory, represents one of the basic explanations of social stability. A
number of studies examined the impact of parents on children‟s values – for a good
review see Bengtson (1975) or Schwartz and Schwartz (1975, cited in Hoge et al. 1982).
The prevailing finding is that the strength of the value transmission from parents
to children varies significantly. It seems to depend greatly on the concreteness and
saliency of the particular topic under study (Hoge et al. 1982: 570). The most thorough
two-generational studies have found only a weak agreement between parents and
children (e.g. Bengtson 1975). In what is according to Hoge the best study of this
question (Hoge et al. 1982: 571), Jennings and Niemi (1968) looked at 17 different value
and attitude measures and found strongest agreement between parents and their offspring
to be on religious and political preferences. They further found moderate amount of
agreement on issues of school and church concerns, and only slight agreement on “more
abstract issues” or “issues of limited relevance to family life”, among which were a
measure of localism, feelings towards various social groups, and political trust.
Relatively little is also known regarding the family conditions that are conductive
for the parent-child value transmission. Only a handful of the many examined family
characteristics were found to have an identifiable impact; among these were stability of
the family social status and little intra-family conflict. Jennings and Niemi (1968)
thoroughly tested a wide range of factors and found none of the measures to be
important in predicting parent-child agreement. The only pattern found was that the
amount of agreement between the two parents predicted the amount of agreement
between each of the parents and the child, i.e. that, as would be natural to expect,
homogeneity in values and attitudes of parents leads to a more detectable influence on
those of the child.

According to Bengtson, a key role in the transmission process should be
attributed to the quality of the parent-child relationship (Bengtson et al. 2002). His
comprehensive model of the intergenerational transmission inspired the collection of the
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dataset that we analyze in the following section, and is thus a useful theoretical
framework to adopt for our analysis; we will therefore now present it in more detail.
According to this micro-social model, there are three mechanisms of
intergenerational value transmission: inheritance of ascribed status, social learning, and
affective solidarity, i.e. close relations between the family members. Children‟s value
orientations are directly influenced by their parents‟ values and status, their own status,
as well as the quality of the relationship between them and their parents; and all these
factors are also interlinked in a web of complex indirect relationships.
Authors of the Czech Distinctions and Values 2008 study expanded Bengtson‟s
original model by including child‟s cultural practices and social environment in
adolescence, parenting style (as an alternative expression of the parent-child
relationship), and sibling constellation as additional categories of influences11. Figure 1
presents the model with additional factors as added by the Czech team (marked in grey)
and relationships that are the focus of our paper highlighted (in blue).
Figure 1: Conceptual model of the intergenerational transmission of values

Source: adapted from Bengtson et al. 2002: 30 and Šmídová and Vávra 2010: 8

11

In the Czech model, gen.trust is placed under the umbrella of „value orientations“ rather than among
values; we note this difference in classification and to honor it include both terms in the schema, although
it does not effectively change the model and is driven simply by the Czech study‟s primary focus being on
other values than trust.

26
Two particular aspects of the model are worth noting. First, affective solidarity
plays a key role in shaping both the intergenerational transmission processes and the
outcomes (as indicated by the dashed line) so when present, it would be expected to both
lead to more positive outcomes and to enhance similarity found between the parents and
their children. Bengtson defines affective solidarity simply as the emotional quality of
the parent-child relationship. He sees close relationships as characterized by high levels
of emotional support, stable attachment, good communication, and mutual respect. (Ibid:
28) Family research has documented two primary ways in which parent-child affective
solidarity affects intergenerational transmission: 1) it exerts a direct influence on youth‟s
psychological wellbeing and adjustment so children with more supportive parents tend
to have more positive outcomes and 2) indirect effect, with children who feel
emotionally close to their parents being more likely to embrace their values. (Ibid: 28)
Second point to make regards the specificity of parental effects. As Bengtson
elaborates later in his account, gender plays an important role in social learning, since a
child is more likely to look to a same-sex parent for cues to gender-appropriate attitudes.
This often leads to a convergence of attitudes between same-sex parent-child pairs. The
model also predicts stronger transmission for mother-child dyads, with motherly
influence gaining importance especially in divorced families. (Ibid: 29-30)
As for the addition of sibling constellation into the model and our analysis,
Eckstein‟s conclusions offer a good rationale: based on a thorough meta-analysis of over
200 birth-order studies, he finds evidence of first-born children to more likely be
conformist to parental values, and only children to be in general more trusting. (Eckstein
et al. 2010: 415-416)

3.2

Parental influence on children’s level of gen. trust
A number of authors concurs that the key role that parents play in the formation

of one‟s pro-social values is also marked in the case of gen.trust. Rotter in his theory of
social learning , as well as Uslaner in his Moral foundations of trust posit that gen.trust
is a learned and in time very stable value and personality trait, largely independent of
momentary circumstances. Parental upbringing is seen as the key moment in its
development. Uslaner shows that rather than being a product of objective life
circumstances, trust is closely linked with an optimistic outlook on life, which one learns
primarily from parents. The two fundamental factors of the development of a trusting
attitude are the parental levels of trust and a functional family environment (Uslaner
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2002: Chapter 3). One group of factors that, according to Uslaner‟s findings, correlate
with higher trust in adults, is the way in which their parents were bringing them up –
besides the parents showing trust to others themselves, also giving the child an option to
influence the family decision-making, disagree with parents or decide for themselves
who to be friends with and how to spend their leisure time. Children who had parents
with such, what modern theory of parenting styles would label democratic, style are
more likely to be trusting. (Uslaner 2002: chap.4)
Similarly Stolle and Hooghe in their study of social capital development show
different indicators of social capital, including generalized trust as its attitudinal
component, to be significantly influenced by experiences from the formative period of
adolescence (Stolle and Hooghe 2004: 39).
Very few empirical studies however can be found that are specifically concerned
with the transmission of trust from parents to their children, and even within the handful
the evidence is conflicting. Uslaner briefly mentions a single dated study of an American
panel and one small scale study of college students conducted in the 1970s by Renshon,
according to which parental trust is the single best predictor of the young adults level
trust towards others (Renshon 1975 as cited by Uslaner 2004: Chapter 4). A study by
Jennings and Stoker (2004) based on long-term panel data on three generations of
Americans (the Youth-Parent Socialization study) concludes that gen.trust is at best
weakly transmitted from parent to their children, leaving the young adults quite open to
other influences. As observed on their sample of high school students, it is also quite
unstable across the early years of adulthood. Using the same data but a different
methodology, Stolle and Hooghe (2004) conclude that parental variables do not have an
effect at all. Meanwhile Dohmen et al. (2012) in their analysis of German data found a
strong correlation between the trust attitudes of parents and their children, and concluded
in fact that it was its only significant predictor (apart from age).
As Veselý (2008:188) notes, the inconsistency in empirical findings may be
partially due to different operationalizations of key variables, but can likely also be
attributed to the differences between the studied countries and the different degree of
impact parents have when raising their children there.
The influence of parents as a factor in the genesis of gen.trust has not, to the best
of our knowledge, been studied in either the Czech or the Slovak context yet. As detailed
in the review of studies on the origins of gen.trust in chapter 2.4, a single study can be
found that touches upon the question of the intergeneraitonal transmission of generalized
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trust specifically in ČR, and that„s Vesely´s (2008) analysis of the Czech PISA-L data.
He finds some evidence of a modest similarity between parents and childrens in terms of
expressed trust/distrust, but since his focus was on the interplay between different types
of social capital, rather than trust as such, the analysis doe not go into further detail.

3.3

Effects of parental divorce on generalized trust
Growing up in a divorced family is no longer something unusual in the case of

the Czech Republic. Since divorce impacts a significant proportion of the population12
and it is considered a major traumatic event that radically changes the relations and
functioning of the family, we dedicate special attention to considering its impact.
With regard to the influence divorce has on the transmission of generalized trust,
literature review brings opposing conclusions. Amato argues that a diminished
transmission of values can be expected as the result of the lowered quality of
interpersonal relations in the family (Amato et al. 1995). Contrary to that Emery does
not find any evidence of a negative impact, which he explains can be so because
a separation of parents with a poor relationship can in fact protect children from growing
up in a harmful atmosphere (e.g. Emery and Forehand 1996). In this context Bengtson
proposes that maternal influence on children‟s value orientations should in divorced
families by more significant than that of the father.
Similar disagreement reigns in the question of the impact of parental divorce on
the actual level of trust among their offspring. While Uslaner (2004: chapter 4) posits
that parental separation does not influence it, King (2002) in her study concludes that it
does indeed exert a negative effect – although the association largely disappears when
the quality of the parent-child relationship is taken into account. She finds offspring
gen.trust to be strongly correlated with good relationships with parents, regardless of the
experience of divorce. Viitanen (2011), on the other hand, illustrates in a very similar
study that the declared trust in others is significantly lower among children of divorcees
across models with many different specifications. Additionally, she finds a marginally
significant effect of the age in which their parents divorced, but only for women.

12

The aggregate divorce rate in ČR reached 46,2% in 2011(www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/rozvodovost)
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4

Summary
As we have discussed in this section, the question of what determinates people's

trust towards others has generated considerable interest - and confusion. Viewed as a
stable attitude, it is usually measured by some version of the so-called Rosenberg scale
that taps into whether people think others – fellow citizens whom they do not know - can
be believed to have good intentions, be helpful and not take advantage of them. Despite
the noted problems with the measure, the dominant sociological stream has found that
using it leads to valid and interesting insights about this pro-social value. The marked
inconsistency of results across different studies and model specifications and the fact
that, as Welch et al. notes (2005: 468) most findings are supported by only a handful,
and more often a single, study, however points to the need of further inquiry, both in
terms of depth and detail when it comes to the lesser explored theories such as the
personality theory, as well as further validation of previously tested theories by
comparing them across samples, data sources etc.
One particular factor that is seen as key to the understanding of the formation of
values and attitudes, yet, as we have illustrated, is deeply understudied in the case of
gen.trust, is that of the influence of home life, parental upbringing and early-years
socialization (Dohmen et al. 2012; Stolle and Hooghe 2004) In the last chapter, we have
summarized previous research on the topic, dedicating a separate section to the influence
of parental divorce. Despite the scant attention that the study of intergenerational
transmission of trust on the individual level has attracted, there are clear indications of
the importance of the socialization effect as one of the mechanisms in the genesis of
trust. We will now move on to dedicate the second part of our paper to an empirical
exploration of this question, looking to see whether parental influence can help shed any
light on the Czech‟s thirty-year-olds‟ willingness – or lack thereof – to trust others.
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EMPIRICAL PART
The following section presents the process and results of our empirical analysis
of the existence of parental influences on one‟s willingness to trust13 others on the case
of the Czech generation of 1970‟s and their parents.

5

Research aim and hypotheses
Since the quality of the parent-child relationship has been highlighted as key for

the intergenerational transmission of values and attitudes (Bengtson at al. 2002), it is
plausible to assume that it is also important in the (re)creation of generalized trust. Our
main research question therefore is whether, and if so then how, the character of the
parent-child relationship affects one‟s willingness to trust others later in life.
To answer this question, we will first ascertain the linkage between parent and
child‟s level of trust. Next we will explore a number of aspects of the character of the
parent-child relationship to see whether they have any discernable influence on
children‟s willingness to trust others when they grow up. In order to do so, we formulate
the following set of partial hypotheses:

H1: Transmission of trust takes place, which means that there is a positive association
between the level of generalized trust expressed by the parent and that reported by the
child. Based on results from Jennings and Niemi (1968) as discussed in chapter 3.1 it is
plausible to expect a significant, albeit only weak, agreement between the two in the
question of trusting others.

H2: Close relationship between parents and children comes to play in two ways.
According to our model, it can lead to higher similarity between the two in terms of
trust, which translates as stronger positive association of parental and child‟s trust in
parent-child pairs that have a close relationship. Defined as affective solidarity rather
than simple observed similarity, it can also foster a more trusting attitude as such. Since

13

Once again the terminology used by different authors differs, but we will take the terms level of trust,
willingness to trust, propensity to trust, trusting attitude to all describe the same concept. We also use low
trust, lack of trust, and distrust as synonyms, although we are aware of some authors differentiating
between them.
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„close relationship“ is a vague term that can be operationalized in numerous ways, we
will use several available alternatives to explore this avenue properly.

H3: Parenting style is another way to look at the quality of the parent-child relationship.
Taking a cue from Uslaner‟s findings detailed in chap. 3.2, we expect children raised in
a democratic way which is based on parents showing trust in their children to be more
trusting as adults, as opposed to children with authoritative, controlling parents who may
be more likely to adapt a non-trusting attitude towards others.

H4: Looking to validate previous findings on the gender-specific character of the parentchild value transmission, we expect to find similarity in terms of trust to be higher in
mother-child dyads than between the father and the child.

H5: Sibling constellation in primary family shapes the relationship parents develop with
their children and plays therefore also a role in the formation of a trusting attitude.
Specifically, in accordance with Eckstein‟s results discussed in 3.1, we expect first-born
children to resemble their parents more, i.e. to find a stronger positive association
between the level of trust of the two; and only children to report comparatively higher
trust in others.
H6: Parental divorce has a detrimental effect on children‟s trust. Its key long-term
consequence is a comparatively lower level of gen.trust reported by adult offspring of
divorcees. The detrimental effect is exacerbated if children are of young age when they
experience it.

By assessing the above we hope to shed some light on the role parents and the
way they relate to their children play in the (re)creation of an important pro-social value.
While doing so we keep in mind the limitations posed by the fact that we rely on a
secondary data analysis, making use of data from an observational study which was not
originally focused exactly on the topic of our interest. We therefore do not aim at
explaining the specific mechanisms through which trust may be transferred within the
family, even if we find evidence that such process might be taking place. We also cannot
offer any causal explanations. Even if covariance is found, we cannot safely infer
transmission from parents to children since it may be accounted for by experiences and
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conditions common to both generations. While there are some analytical methods that
would allow for such inferences, such as a longitudinal analysis of multigenerational
panel data, or the instrumental variable technique, neither of these is a viable option for
our dataset.
Lastly, we should note that our interest lies primarily in understanding whether
the examined variables have any significant influence on one‟s willingness to trust
others and in the case they do, to note whether the effect is positive or negative, and its
size points to any practical significance. In other words, the goal in this analysis is not to
get exact point predictions (since those are known to be highly variable across model
specifications anyway) but rather to establish whether a relationship exists at all.
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6

Data

6.1

Data source
The empirical analysis in this section is based on data from a two-generational

study Distinctions and Values 2008, conducted by joint efforts of the Center for Social
and Economic Strategies at Charles University in Prague and the Institute of Sociology
of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. The survey-based representative
study was concerned with the reproduction mechanisms of social status and value
orientations in contemporary Czech family. The dataset along the questionnaire, study
description and full details is freely available in the Czech Sociological Data Archive14.
Technical report along with first findings have been made available for the Czech reader
in a related edited volume (Šmídová and Vávra 2010).
The core of the used survey instrument centered on a retrospective evaluation of
the functioning of respondents‟ primary family in the 1990s when the children were
coming of age. One aspect of the unusual design is the availability of two answers for
many of the questions, since numerous identical items were on purpose included in the
questionnaires for both the parent and the child. One part of the questionnaire examined
respondents„ contemporary living situation and value orientations and this approach
allowed for comparing the two generations. Other section focused on the time when the
children were graduating from primary school and here both generations offered their
evaluation of the subject. This means that for some parts of our analysis we had a choice
of which of the two answers to use. Comparative analysis of the matched answer pairs
conducted by the original research team showed a variable level of consistency of the
two accounts and highlighted the need for deliberation over the choice (Šmídová and
Vávra 2010: 91). We decided to give preference to the child‟s perception of the family
practices over the hypothetically more objective parent account since, in accordance
with Wray-Lake & Flanagan‟s findings (2012), they were stronger predictors of child‟s
level of gen.trust than were parents‟ reports.

6.2

Sample
Following from the specific research design, the main analytical unit is the

parent-child dyad. Primary respondents were recruited through a representative quota

14

www.archiv.soc.cas.cz
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sampling 15 from the generation of today„s 30-somethings, affectively called the
„children of Husák“. The age cohort was defined as individuals born between 1974 and
1978. Where possible, one of their parents was interviewed as well, resulting in a total
sample size of 1021 primary respondents (further on also referred to as „children“) and
610 of their parents. An encouraging and important finding to note from the abovementioned initial analysis is that the character of the relationship between the child and
their parent did not seem to influence significantly the chance of parents being surveyed
and thus didn‟t introduce a systematic bias to the data (Ibid: 84).
In order to ensure comparability of results we will limit all our analyses to a
subsample defined by dyads 16 where data regarding expressed generalized trust is
available, which translates to 609 child-parent couples.

6.3

Measurement of generalized trust, the primary outcome variable
The primary outcome measure in our analysis is the expressed level of

generalized trust. It is measured via a single standard question: „Generally speaking,
would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can't be too careful in dealing
with people?” with answer options on a 10-point scale from 1 „You can't be too careful“
to 10 „Most people can be trusted“. This corresponds to Uslaner‟s concept of
generalized trust as a moral value, as outlined in ch.1.3.2.
This single scale in form of a polarized statement is one of the variants of the
most common operationalization in standardized international surveys, as discussed
earlier in chapter 1.4. While aware of the reservations raised by some authors regarding
this particular measure, siding with Nannestad (2008: 419) we believe that comparing
levels of generalized trust measured this way within a single country, even over time,
should not be overly problematic.

15

Representative of target population by sex, age, education, size of town, and NUTS II
In accord with the recommendation given by Špaček in the technical report of the study (Šmídová and
Vávra 2010: 91)
16
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7
7.1

Methodology
Analytical method
Our choice of the analytical method is guided primarily (besides, of course, the

aim of our analysis) by the study‟s specific choice of measure for generalized trust, our
main variable of interest. The fact that it was included in the form of an individual
Likert-type

item

(as

opposed

to

a

full

summation

scale

with

multiple

questions/statements) is unusual, and somewhat unlucky. Unlike the more commonly
used dichotomy version of the question, the 10-point scale has the advantage of
providing a very fine measurement; but in the same time, due to not being
complemented by the other usual additional dimensions, requires the use of advanced
analytical methods if one does not want to lose considerable information by reducing the
measure to a dichotomy. Measured this way the variable violates the assumptions of
classical techniques such as the commonly used multinomial linear regression, which
presupposes a cardinal dependent variable. The intervals between the individual steps of
the scale cannot be assumed equal as there is no reason to believe that respondents
perceive a trust level of „4‟ as four times as trusting as „1‟, or the difference between „1‟
and „3‟ to be the same as say from „6‟ to „8‟. Although MLR is the most commonly
applied approach in analyses of value and attitude survey answers similar to ours
(Zumbo and Zimmerman 1993), for disregarding this violation of assumptions it is also
a highly problematic one (Clason and Dormody 1994).
As outlined in chapter 5, the aim of our analysis is two-fold, with our interest in
most cases being both in the effect of the specified variable on the absolute level of
child‟s trust, as well as on its transmission from the parent. If we want to study the
transmission of trust, there are essentially two approaches to judge whether it takes
place. One method is to look at whether absolute agreement exists in the answers for
each parent-child pair. The other is to measure covariation of the two. In a time of rapid
social change – like the system transition that the generations in our study experienced –
Hoge maintains that covariation i.e. predicting scores of children from the scores of
parents using regression techniques allowing for intercept to be non-zero, would be the
important one to look at. (Hoge et al.1982: 570)
To accommodate the ordinal nature of the variable and our desire to explore the
relative explanation potential of the various factors and hence their effect concurrently,
we will therefore use ordinal logistic regression. It is reasonable to assume that the
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concept itself – the latent variable of gen.trust – is continuous. We will use SPSS for the
computations, and choose the cumulative logit model, also called the model of
proportional odds. One advantage that this has is that the slope parameters i.e.
coefficients of covariates in this model are invariant to the collapsing of adjacent
categories of the ordinal response variable (only the intercepts are affected), thus
recoding into fewer answers to improve the asymptotic approximation used in the
standard maximum likelihood analysis makes sense and we opt to do it (Murad et al.
2003). We choose to do so in order to minimize the very common problem of low cell
counts in the factor space as well as to simplify the interpretation of results. Although
this does result in a loss of statist power, meaning that with the resulting larger
confidence intervals it leads to conservative test procedures, this we have no reason to
mind.

7.2

Analytical strategy
We will proceed in four steps. We start by examining the distribution of all

variables of interest. We then assess the crude association between each of those
variables and the level of gen.trust as the outcome, using Spearman‟s rank correlation
coefficient. For this purpose, we will collapse the answer categories of the variables as
necessary to ensure adequate cell counts. For variables where some association seems to
exist or a subgroup difference is expected, we will use ordered logistic regression to
determine the adjusted relationship between each variable and the outcome in a
multivariable analysis.
There are two ways of estimation over subsamples – the first is to estimate a
single equation and allow coefficients to vary for each subgroup by including interaction
terms, the second is to estimate separate equations for each subsample (Borooah 2002:
36-37). We will use the former, as it allows to easily test whether some variable has a
differential impact on the subgroups. Where appropriate, we will therefore include
interaction terms and/or basic demographic variables serving as controls in the model. In
the last step, we will attempt a specification of an ordered logit model with all the factors
found significant in order to assess their relative importance. Comparisons between
nested models can be used to assess the effect of a selected variable as well as variable
blocks.
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8

Variables

8.1

Generalized trust
A trend of distrust has been long observed in the Czech society. In the European

Value Survey in 2008, for example, 70% of the surveyed adults leaned towards the view
that one “can never be too careful when dealing with others”. Taking into account the
representativity of the sample from the Distinctions and values 2008 study and its choice
of an identical question formulation, we would expect a similar proportion of
respondents expressing distrust in our dataset. As we can see in , this is indeed the case.
Figure 2, this is indeed the case.
Figure 2: Distribution of trust for children and parents (%)
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While there is substantial heterogeneity in the answers, which cover the full
spectrum of the scale, and the most frequently chosen values were ones around its
center, a tendency towards low trust (i.e. low vend of the scale) is evident. This is true
for both generations: the distribution of answers among children and parents are
extremely similar, with a quarter of respondents expressing pronounced distrust while
only a couple of percent stated maximal trust. In total, 61,4% of parents and 59,6% of
children expressed some degree of distrust toward others.
Because of the previously noted high number of response categories of the
original scale, which would complicate further analysis, we will recode the two variables
into new ones Trust(4) for children and Trust-parent(4) for parents, both with
4 categories. We do so by merging always two adjacent categories of answers, with the
exception of the high end, where the frequency of answers denominating high level trust
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is so low that it is helpful to create just one category, so in result we will have: strongly
distrusts, distrusts, neither trusts nor distrusts, and trusts17.
Table 2: Distribution of Trust (4) and Trust-parent (4)

8.2

Trust differential
As a measure of intergenerational transmission of trust we additionally introduce

trust differential, computed as the difference between parent‟s and child‟s trust for each
surveyed pair.
Figure 3: Distribution of trust differential

While the striking similarity between the trust distributions of the two
generations as noted above could have been only true on the aggregated level, the almost
normal distribution of the differential helps us see that is true on the individual level as
well. 19% of the children trust exactly the same as their parent and no one expressed a
17

Recoding (1,2=1; 3,4=2; 5,6=3; 7,8,9,10=4)
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completely opposite attitude. For the purposes of further analysis we recoded the
variable into Dif with three categories less, same, more trust.18 If we take a one-point
difference as an essentially negligible change, almost half of the children maintained
their parents‟ attitude.
Table 3: Distribution of Dif

8.3

Explanatory variables
From the wealth of variables in the survey (there were 630 and most could be

argued to potentially be linked to level of trust in one way or another), we considered a
number of individual-level characteristics as explanatory variables based on their
theoretical relevance assessed through the lens of personality theory and our focus on the
impact of the parent-child relationship. The questionnaire covers a variety of both
subjective and objective measures. In particular, it contains numerous questions
regarding the parent-child relationship and a whole section on the way the family
functioned during child‟s adolescence, including the way children were raised; it also
contains a full battery of questions about current satisfaction with life and its facets. All
of these are very seldom found alongside trust questions in other surveys, which enables
us to examine the association between trust and the parent-child relationship, parental
divorce, and other individual theories of trust such as that of well-being, more
systematically than before. If social trust is associated with the way children relate to
their parents and the way they were brought up, then it has a better chance of showing
itself in this study than in almost any other.
Appendix 2 presents the names and coding of the explanatory variables
considered in our model selection and summarizes their descriptive statistics. Where
needed, we recoded the variables so as to combine answer categories with a low sample
size with an adjacent value.

18

Recoding (-8 thru -2=1; -1,0,1=0; 2 thru 8=1)
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8.3.1

Close relationship
In order to explore the effect of the quality of the parent-child relationship we

create dichotomic variables Close, Similar, Raised, Influenced as four alternative ways to
characterize the relationship.
Variable Close equals one for parent-child couples were parents to the question
„How was your relationship with the child when she/he was 10-15 years old?“ answered that
they were close or very close. We use t e parent’s answer ere because children where not
asked. 70% of the couples described their relationship as close.
Similar is an attribute of couples where the child answered t e quest n „Which of
your parents do you resemble more in your disposition and attitude to life?“ with father and
the surveyed parent was the father, or answered mother and we had answers available for
the mother. For respondents that did not think to be similar to either of the parents, did
not know, or chose the parent that was not surveyed, the variable equals zero. 42% of the
children felt they are like the surveyed parent.
Variable Raised equals one for dyads in which the surveyed parent answered the
multiple-choice question „Who was raising the child when she/he was in primary school?“
with me. This is true of 80% of surveyed parents.
Influenced represents basically the parental opinion on the same question as
Similar: it s based n parent’s bel ef t at t ey nfluenced t e c ld, as marked by their
answer mostly me, more likely me, or both to the question „Who in your opinion influenced
the child more in their adolescence in their attitudes and opinions on life?“ 30% of the
surveyed parents did.

8.3.2

Parenting style
One specific way in which the Czech study has operationalized affective

solidarity is through parenting styles, which capture how warm and controlling parents
are in raising their children. From 14 statements describing different aspects of how
parents related to their children, as evaluated by the child, we have created, using factor
analysis, three types of parenting styles: Democratic describing supportive parents who
used example rather than pressure; Authoritative for parents demanding strict discipline;
and Laissez-faire for parents who were minimally engaged. This distinction applies one of
the commonly used categorizations of parenting styles (Čáp 2001), congruent with the
analysis by the original Czech research team.
More precisely, democratic parents talked a lot with the child; tried to understand
the child; explained what they wanted and why; found time for play and interesting activities;
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were supportive under every circumstances; expected good academic results; gave freedom in
planning, wanted to know how child spends their leisure time. Authoritative parents didn’t
allow discussion about their decisions, required frequent help with household tasks;
demanded discipline; had high expectations; expected good academic results; wanted to know
how child spends their leisure time. Laissez-faire parents didn’t care what the child was
doing; gave the child freedom in planning, used physical punishments. (See Appendix 1 for the
distribution of answers between the individual statements and the formation of the three
factors).

8.3.3

Sibling constellation
To examine the influence of birth order on trusting attitude, we consider the two

aspects suggested by literature as having a significant impact on value formation. We
use information regarding years of birth of the respondent‟s siblings to create two new
variables. Only is a dichotomy that equals one if the respondent is an only child, which
is true for 21% of the primary respondents. First designates respondents who are firstborns, i.e. have one or more younger siblings, which represents 34% of the sample.

8.3.4

Divorce
To examine whether parental divorce during childhood affects generalized trust

later on in life, we use answers from a directly asked question “Did your parents
separate?” that was part of the survey. 20% of respondents recorded that their parents
have separated. We created DIV by recoding the answers, reversing them so as to have
the more common category of those, whose parents are still together (1), as the base for
potential comparison in the ordinal regression.
In order to be able to examine whether the impact of divorce differs by when
during child‟s development it happened, we additionally created AgeD denoting child‟s
age at divorce, based on answers to a direct open question included in the questionnaire.
2.3% of all the surveyed children19 had parents divorced before they reached the age of
3, 11.2% between ages 4 and 15, 5.3% when they were 16 or older.

8.3.5

Socio-demographic characteristics
To account for the possible differences caused by basic socio-demographic

characteristics of the respondents, we also consider their age, education, and gender.
19

We decided to treat the variable as nominal and create category 4 denoting children who did not
experience divorce for the practicality of having it as the reference category in the OLR estimations.

42
We computed variable age and parental ageR based on the given year of birth.
As already noted, all primary respondents were in their thirties, with roughly a fifth of
the sample in each age within the bracket of 30 to 34. Parental age ranged from 49 to 79,
with median of 55 and mean of 58,2.
We will recode information on highest achieved education into variables Edu
for children and EduR for parents to distinguish between those who do not hold a highschool certificate (Czech maturita) (coded 1) which is true for 45% of the children and
51% of the parents; those who only have the high-school certificate (coded 2) which is
41% of children and 36% of parents; and those who have tertiary education (coded 3),
which is 14% of children and 13% of parents.
Gender and parental GenderR were directly recorded and part of the quotas so
the sample is gender-balanced, with 50% of primary respondents of each gender; 53% of
the parents were mothers (coded 1).

8.3.6

Dyads
A specific way in which gender seems to sometimes play out in the case of value

transmission is the potentially stronger parental effect in case of same-sex parent-child
dyads. In order to examine this in more depth, we therefore create four new dichotomic
variables by looking at the gender of the surveyed respondent and their parent. Each
variable assumes a value of 1 for each of the specific types as follows: father-son (XY1),
father-daughter (XY2), mother-son (XY3), mother-daughter (XY4). As we would expect
based on the discussion of the gender distribution just above, the four types are almost
equally represented, with father-son and mother-son dyads each representing a quarter of
the sample, father-daughter being slightly underrepresented with 22% due to the
marginally higher likelihood of mothers taking part in the survey, leading to 28% of
mother-daughter pairs.
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9
9.1

Results
Socio-demographic influences on individual propensity to trust
We will begin our analysis by first examining whether individual propensity to

trust others depends on basic socio-demographic characteristics such as age, gender, or
education, in order to know whether we need to be controlling for their influence in the
consequent steps.
Taking age first, we have not found it to exert any effect on trust in our data –
there is no significant difference in the declared level of trust between the two
generations (or among parents of different age, for that matter). While some authors
have observed a slightly higher level of trust among older age groups (e.g. Putnam 2000)
others point to the fact that often in such cases where social trust is found to increase
with age, no differentiation has been made between the age, period and cohort effects
(Patterson 1999). This is a good moment for a reminder that due to the design of the
study, all children in our sample come from a single age cohort. The fact that they have
been socialized in the same time effectively minimizes the cohort effects, i.e. differences
caused by growing up in different societal conditions. The conclusion of no age effect
matches those of socialization theories, which we use as our point of departure, and
which identify the period of adolescence as key for the formation of a trusting
disposition. This points to the rightness of our interest in the factors exerting their
influence during this period.
Trust is not significantly associated with gender either. Gender does show an
interesting, if marginal, interaction in combination with the effect of highest achieved
education though. Education proves to be weakly related to trust (Spearman‟s
correlation coefficient of 0,11** for children 20 ), with higher willingness to trust
displayed by respondents with higher education. This effect tends to be explained by the
fact that schools represent one of the social environments in which people learn how to
relate to others they have never met before (Sedláčková and Šafr 2008: 223). Figure 4
below illustrates the positive relationship between trust and education when examined
for men and women separately, with both groups displaying a clear association between
the two, but a more pronounced increase in trust discernable for women with additional
education.
20

When stating correlation, we will always (unless otherwise noted) indicate Spearman‟s coefficient,
when statistically significant. We denote significance (2-tailed): * for P<0.05; ** for P<0.01
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Figure 4: Dependence of social trust on education with regard to gender

These findings square with the results of previous empirical analyses of the
determinants of social trust that also find trust not tightly associated with the usual set of
socioeconomic variables (Ibid: 222).

9.2

Relationship between children’s and parents’ propensity to trust
Turning to the relationship between children‟s and parent‟s trust, taking

Spearman‟s correlation coefficient of 0,39** / Kendall‟s tau-b of 0,32*** (as we would
expect, the results are very similar) and the following graphical examination as a first
indication of its existence, we find a moderate positive association between the two.
Figure 5 displays average children‟s trust relative to their parents‟ (showing 2 standard
errors of the mean, with the true population mean lying with a 95% probability within
the delimited interval around the sample mean), illustrating clearly the tendency for
distrust among children of distrusting parents.
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Figure 5: Level of children’s trust relative to their parent’s

To examine the relationship further we look at the distribution of trust within the
individual categories of parents and children (comparing cross-tabulated adjusted
residuals with quantiles of standardized normal distribution, looking at the number of
signs indicating the number of standard deviations; full results can be found in Appendix
2). As Table 4 indicates, we find a significantly higher proportion of strongly distrusting
respondents among those who have a strongly distrusting parent than we would if the
two were not associated. As expected we also find significantly less children who trust
despite having distrusting parents, and more among those who‟s parents also are
trusting. If parents distrust others, they are likely to rear their children in a way that
instills this attitude in them as well.
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Table 4: Relative distribution of children’s trust based on parent’s

This finding parallels that of Veselý (2008) who noted a weak but statistically
significant correlation of 0,10 (Kendall‟s tau-b) between Czech parents and children
when they were 15 years old, which grew to 0,18 three years later when the children
reached 18 years of age. One possible explanation for the higher correlation found in our
data is the different operationalization of the trust question in the PISA-L survey. It is
interesting that the agreement found was stronger as children aged although the observed
changes in children‟s trust in the studied sample were not unidirectional towards higher
distrust; in that aspect our data represents a nice extension, since it offers a chance to
study parents with their children as fully matured adults.

Now that we have confirmed our first hypothesis (H1) and established that there
is indeed a significant association between the trust of the two generations, we will use
ordinal logistic regression (OLR) to get a better sense of the strength of the relationship
between the two ordinal variables and to examine additional factors that may influence
it. Taking into account the distribution of the outcome variable, the use of a logit link
seems appropriate. Unlike many other regression models, such as the MLR, our chosen
model conveniently has very few assumptions that have to be met for results to be valid.
One crucial condition however is that the assumption of proportional odds must be met.
The assumption is that the explanatory variables have the same effect on the odds
regardless of the threshold, i.e. the slope coefficients across response categories are the
same for all the logits (e.g. Norušis 2012: 74). When the significance level in the Test of
Parallel Lines, based on a Chi-square statistic, is large, meaning a general model with
variable coefficients wouldn‟t improve the fit, we can conclude that the chosen link
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function is correct for the data, and the condition of parallelism is fulfilled. This is the
case for all the models we will propose below.
Table 5 presents non-zero parameter estimates for our basic model21 (full model
specification can be found in Appendix 4). All parameters of the basic model are
satisfactory: Pearson‟s goodness-of-fit measure has large observed significance meaning
the model fits adequately; the overall model test based on a change in log-likelihoods is
significant so including the chosen predictors helps us get a better estimate; Nagelkerke
R2, which is a pseudo-R measure, indicates that the model as is explains about 16% of
the variation between children in terms of their willingness to trust. We can therefore
examine the individual coefficients.
Table 5: Basic OLR model of children’s trust

Looking at the coefficients, which are all significant and negative, we see that the
model confirms our previous conclusions. The odds of a child of a strongly distrusting
parent trusting (rather than not expressing trust or even expressing distrust), for example,
are significantly lower, namely exp(-2.1)= 0.12 of those of children that have a trusting
parent.

9.3

Effect of close relationship between the parent and the child
To evaluate the effect of closeness between the parent and child, we now

estimate models that introduce the various operationalizations of this relationship
characteristic (variables Close, Similar, Raised, Influenced) into the basic model. We
21

In order to keep the following model summaries concise, we omit the treshold coefficients since those
are usually not interpreted individually and are not our main interest; as well as parameters of the
reference categories since those are set by default to zero to avoid multicollinearity.
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run separate OLR for each of them, including the main effects to estimate the influence
of closeness on child‟s absolute level of trust, as well as the interaction terms to see its
potential differential effect on the transmission of (dis)trust. Table 6 displays a summary
of the ordered logit model estimation of the effect of parental trust on child‟s when
taking into account their closeness for the only model where the added variable showed
to have an effect, which was for Similar (complete information for all four models can
be found in Appendix 5). Neither being raised by nor feeling close to the surveyed
parent has a discernable effect on trust; nor has the parent‟s feeling that they influenced
the child.
Table 6: Effect of similarity on children’s trust

Similarity is marginally significant (at the 0.1 Alpha level): children who feel
they have a life attitude similar to their parent are more likely to express trust, and this is
more pronounced for children of parents with a neutral attitude. The odds of children
who felt they do not have a life attitude similar to their parent to be trusting were exp(0.523)=0.59 – a little more than half compared to those who felt they are alike.
The interpretation of this observation is not completely straightforward; we could
conclude that those who do not identify with their parents‟ attitude to life are more likely
to gravitate towards distrust. It is curious that expressed similarity did not translate into
real similarity as would be only natural to expect given the somewhat circular definition.
One possible explanation for this could be that children don‟t consider trust towards
others to be one of the defining components of attitude towards life and hence it did not
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really inform their evaluation. Since measures of similarity or closeness are rarely part
of surveys, there are no previous findings to contextualize ours. It may be that the
perceived similarity is an indicator of affective solidarity in the pair; whether it is or not,
it does translate into a comparably more trusting attitude, as well as a stronger
association, hence confirming our second hypothesis (H2).

9.4

Parenting style
While we were hypothesizing based on Uslaner‟s findings (c.f. chap. 3.2 and H3)

that democratic parenting style has a positive effect on children‟s willingness to trust
whereas authoritative and laissez-faire bringing up may have a negative effect, in our
data none of them seems to have a significantly large influence on children‟s trust level
to endure until adulthood. None of the estimated parameters in our ORL model were
significant (Appendix 6).
This did not come as a big surprise since there was only a single item from the
large set of questions regarding the functioning of the family which were used to create
the three scales of parenting styles, that was correlated with the measure of child‟s trust.
It was the statement “Parents demanded discipline” and it was only borderline
significant both statistically and factually (0.082*).

9.5

Differences among dyads
While gender does not influence the level of trust of either the children, or the

parents, it has a marginal effect on its transmission. The correlation between parental
and child‟s level of trust is higher for mothers (0.41) than it is for fathers (0.33). Results
from the test of the equality of correlation coefficients (χ2=1.53; P=0.68) do not allow us
to reject the non-existence of a difference between the influence of mothers and fathers.
In the same time, there is a significant difference in the mean differential of trust for
couples with father (-0.04) as compared with those with mother (0.15). Remembering
that we earlier defined dif as the difference between the parent and child level of trust,
we can interpret the positive value as a tendency of children in maternal dyads to show
higher trust than their mothers; whether it is true across trust categories however we
from this single measure cannot tell. Examining the subgroup differences we also note
that in mother-child pairs the strength of the relationship is the same, but in fathers‟ case
it is weaker for daughters (0.29) than for sons (0.37).

50
We can explore these influences further by introducing the “parent-child gender
combination * parental trust” interaction term in ORL.
Table 7: Effect of dyad type on children’s trust

As the parameter estimates presented in Table 7 illustrate, it is among the parents
with low trust that the gender differences play out (full results in Appendix 6). Together
with the main term for strong distrust, the added interaction term for distrust absorbs
most of the previously explained variance in children‟s trust, rendering the previously
significant categories of parental trust non-significant. Children from dyads with
distrusting fathers are significantly less likely to express trust than their counterparts
with equally distrusting mothers. For daughters whose surveyed father expressed
distrust, the odds ratio of a trusting attitude compared to being in a mother-dyad is of 1/3
(exp(-1.14)=0.32) – so this is the reason behind the lesser association between parentdaughter level of trust noted earlier.
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We can therefore conclude that the transmission of trust is indeed stronger
between the mother and the child, or – looking at the other side of the same coin – also
that in the father-child couples, the transmission of a lack of trust is stronger. The results
support our original hypothesis (H4) and add to the line of studies that so find an, albeit
weak, but significant positive correlation between the trust level of children and their
mothers, such as Rotenberg (1995) or Katz and Rotter (1969). Our findings agree with
theirs also in terms of a more pronounced similarity in terms of trust among parents and
their sons than daughters.

9.6

Sibling constellation
While according to some studies concerned with the genesis of trust, sibling

relations are among the possible influencing factors, results of our corellational and
regression analysis do not corroborate this hypothesis (H5). None of the tested
relationships and subgroup differences has shown to be statistically significant. In the
estimated ORL model, all the parameters for added terms were non-significant as well
(Appendix 8).
Based on our data it seems therefore that sibling relations in the Czech context do
not exert a discernable influence on one‟s willingness to trust. Respondents that grew up
as first-born do not differ in their level of trust or measure of similarity to parents from
respondents with an older sibling. Similarly only children do not differ significantly in
their trust in others from children with siblings. Neither of our two expectations based on
Eckstein‟s findings regarding the sibling influence (c.f. chap. 3.1) has therefore proven
grounded.
Authors of the Distinctions and Values 2008 study have not included the
question of family structure in their first analyses so comparison with its influence on
other values, while interesting, is not (yet) available. Since neither are other Czech
studies that would be concerned with the issue of siblings effect, we can only
hypothesize that our negative finding might be due to the fact that in the Czech
Republic, parental influence on child‟s values in general does not vary substantially and
systematically by child‟s position in the sibling structure. Confirming that this in fact is
not particular for trust only and that sibling relations indeed are not an important factor
in value formation would be one of the questions that remain for future analyses.
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9.7

Influence of divorce
In the following section, we look at whether separation of parents experienced in

childhood has a lasting negative effect on children‟s later-life propensity to trust. As the
percentual distribution of children‟s level of trust by parent‟s marital status in Figure 6
illustrates, parents‟ divorce/separation (our data don‟t allow for a distinction between the
two) does not seem to have a significant negative impact. The only difference that can
be observed between the two is that for children of non-separated parents the distribution
is very slightly skewed to the right i.e. towards a more trusting attitude. The subgroup
difference is significant on the 0.05 level for the three answer categories with
highlighted values, but the more appropriate Mann-Whitney U test22 did not confirm a
statistically significant difference between children of divorced and not divorced parents
with regard to their level of trust (z=-0.555; p=0.579). We therefore cannot exclude the
possibility that the observed differences are only due to chance.
Figure 6: Distribution of children’s trust for parents separated vs. together

Trust

22

Chosen as a non-parametric alternative of tests for mean comparison to suit our ordinally scaled data
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The other hypothesized negative effect of divorce was a disruption of the family
relationships, leading to, among others, lower trust transmission within the family.
According to our data this did not happen in the studied population either: similarity to
parent as measured by the trust differential is not different between the two groups
(z=-1.801; p=0.072) and we therefore conclude that parents‟ divorce doesn‟t
significantly decrease the transmission of trust.
Since according to some of the previous research the impact of the experience of
parental divorce differs depending on the gender of the children and/or age in which
they experience it, we tried despite the first negative findings to estimate an ORL model
for divorce which would include interaction terms accounting for such differentiated
influence, in order to consider the concurrent impact of these additional factors. None
have however proved to exert a significant effect on the level of trust or the level of its
transmission (parameter estimates and evaluation of the model are included in Appendix
8).
Taken together then, like Uslaner, we did not find parental divorce to have any
significant effect on children‟s trust. Our results do not support Amato's expectation of
diminished trust transmission, Viitanen‟s findings of lower level of trust in adulthood,
nor the heightened maternal influence in divorced families proposed by Bengtson (as
discussed in chapter 3.3). We therefore have to reject our original hypothesis (H6) that
parental divorce lowers level of gen.trust in offspring. Considering the high divorce rate
in the Czech Republic that can only be regarded as good news.

9.8

Full model of the effect of the parent-child relationship
As the last step in our analysis, we try to estimate a full model of the parent-child

relationship‟s influence on trust, bringing together all the variables found significant in
explaining child‟s level of trust thus far. While the resulting ORL model (Appendix 10)
is valid and the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 measure indicates that it explains almost 20% of
the observed variability in children‟s trust, most of the variables and interactions entered
on the grounds of being previously found relevant turn out non-significant. If we want to
keep with the standard rule of social sciences and consider only variables significant on
the Alpha level of at least 0.05, only the lowest level of parental trust (and one to lowest,
i.e. distrust, in the specific case of the father-daughter dyad) remains significant.
In the same time, such model has the problem of many empty cells in the factor
space, is rather hard to oversee and interpret, and can be considered over-fitted since it
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obfuscates, rather than clarifies, the relationship between the parental and child‟s trust. If
we were to honor the maximum parsimony rule, we would optimize the model by
removing the non-significant terms, which would lead as back to either the basic model
or the simple model for differences between dyads.
Comparing the full model‟s explanatory power to the individual submodels23, we
do observe an amelioration of almost 4% when taking into account the character of the
relationship (R2 = 0.194) compared to only considering parental level of trust (R2 =
0.155) or any of the examined aspects of the relationship separately (the highest, R 2 =
0.178, for dyads). It is worth noting that the achieved values for both our full model and
our simplest model are on/above par with other similar models proposed (e.g. 0.11 for
Veselý´s final model of determinants of youth‟s social trust, or 0.16 for Sedláčková &
Šafr‟s most complex model of social trust, to take the two most comparable examples
from ČR as a benchmark (both in Lewandowski and Znoj 2008)). This suggests that
parental level of generalized trust is in itself a comparably strong predictor of child‟s
willingness to trust others.

The only way to assess whether parental trust is indeed a better predictor of
child‟s trust than other usually proposed indicators is however to consider them all
concurrently. Our rich dataset contains dozens of variables that could serve as
operationalizations of the many alternative theories of trust and thus could be used for
the purpose. Since we would run the risk of over-specifying the model and encountering
difficulties interpreting it were we to try and encompass them all at once, we choose to
limit ourselves to a couple of the most salient alternatives: we include a measure of the
socio-economic standing of the family during childhood as exemplified by the socioeconomic classification (SEC) of the surveyed parent, their highest achieved education,
and child‟s current SEC as three controls 24 in order to see whether the relationship
observed between parental and child‟s trust cannot in fact be better explained for
example by the presence of a confounding effect of good socio-economic standing, as
suggested by the theory that sees trust rooted in personal success and wellbeing. We do
not estimate separate ORL models for all the alternative trust theories since similar
testing of all determinants of trust would require considerable extra space and would be
23

We can directly compare this full model with the models introduced earlier because they are nested
Of the other potential determinants, child‟s education we already considered, and satisfaction is a
correlate rather than a source. The three selected variables are in literature consistently found to be the best
trust predictors.
24

55
of limited value since it has been done before with Czech data (albeit on a different
dataset), and, importantly, is not the goal of our analysis. It would be difficult to
compare the separate models anyway since OLR has the major drawback of only
allowing the comparison of nested models. At least exploratively though we wanted to
included this comparison to put our findings in perspective.
As a first step we examined the variables proposed by the competing individual
theory of trust – the theory of success and wellbeing – by looking at their correlations
with child‟s level of trust. As in Sedláčková‟s and other Czech studies, the results as
summarized in Table 8 below hint at a weak but consistent positive association between
trust and satisfaction as well as socio-economic standing as the key indicators of success
and wellbeing.
Table 8: Correlations of trust and variables of the Success and Wellbeing theory

In the second step, we estimated one last ORL model, taking the previously
described full model and adding the two variables of socio-economic standing as well as
parental highest achieved education as controls, as explained above. The results do not
contradict any of our previous conclusions – even when considering these alternative
influences, parental trust still remains the best predictor of child‟s trust. Even though the
model remained valid, none of the added terms were significant (Appendix 11). This
suggests that these variables, while showing some value as predictors of trust in the
absence of a direct measure of its level in parents, do not in themselves have a direct
effect on children‟s trust – rather, in such situations, they serve as the best available
proxies for parental trust.
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9.9

Validity of the personality theory
To make use of the rich data at hand and the possibility it offers of examining the

individual theories of trust with unprecedented detail, we can conclude our analysis by
evaluating the validity of the personality theory. To get a sense of how well the theory
holds, we will check the association between trust and the different personality traits25
whose measures were included in the used survey. As in the case of previous analyses,
we proceed in two steps, first examining the bivariate correlations and then estimating
an OLR model with the variables for which they were significant. As Table 9 illustrates,
of the four variables of the personality theory present in our data (see Appendix 2 for
their descriptive statistics), only Locus of control – the degree to which one feels that
they can influence what happens to them in their life – correlates significantly with trust.
For the studied Czechs, propensity to trust does not seem to be related to how optimistic,
extraverted, or religious they feel. The personality theory which sees trust as part of a set
of interdependent personality traits thus holds only partially.
Table 9: Correlations of trust and variables of the Personality theory

Estimating the OLR model for Locus of control, we find the odds of people who
feel they have full control over what happens in their life to be trusting to be 20 times
(1/exp(-2.971)=20) those of people who feel they have no control at all.
Table 10: OLR of Locus of control

25

While religiosity can be viewed as an attitude or a behavior, it is also sometimes seen as a personality
trait.
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10 Summary of main findings
As our analyses have shown, intergenerational transmission of trust between
parents and children does seem to take place in the studied generation. We have found a
statistically and practically significant, and surprisingly strong, agreement between the
two generations in the question of trusting others. Contrary to our expectations it seems
however to only be influenced marginally, if at all, by the character of the parent-child
relationship. Closeness of the relationship, parenting style, or position in the sibling
structure have not been found to play any role in the genesis or transmission of
generalized trust:
– Close relationship between parents and children, no matter how operationalized, does
not translate into a stronger positive association of parental and child‟s trust, nor to a
more trusting attitude of the child in adulthood.
– Children raised in a democratic way do not show any more willingness to trust others
than children with authoritative or disinterested parents.
– Whether children grew up with siblings or not, or whether they were the eldest child,
does not have a measurable impact on their willingness to trust, nor the strength of the
association between their level of trust of that of their parents.
Parental divorce has also not shown to have the feared detrimental effect on trust
that would still be noticeable in adulthood. We are thus forced to reject all our initial
hypotheses about the effect of the parent-child relationship quality but #4, which
postulated a difference in the degree of trust transmission between different parent-child
dyads, since we did find a marginally higher transmission of trust among the motherchild couples.
Comparing all the estimated models and contrasting them with findings of other
Czech studies, we conclude that accounting for the character of the relationship with
parents does not significantly increase our ability to explain Czech 30-year-olds
(dis)trust towards others. Parental willingness to trust is on its own is, on the other hand,
a surprisingly strong indicator of child‟s level of generalized trust – of all the considered
variables it seems in fact to be its best predictor.
Our attempt to verify the validity of the personality theory of trust in the Czech
environment has brought mixed results. While the usual correlates of trust, namely
optimism and extraversion, were not found to be significantly associated, locus of
control has proven to be significantly positively correlated with it.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
This paper attempted to address two goals, namely to:
1) ascertain the linkage between parent‟s and children„s wilingness to trust
2) delineate the relative importance of child‟s relations with parents in explaining it.
While we have found a positive and significant correlation between parent‟s and
chilren‟s willingness to trust, virtually all our findings with regard to the character of the
parent-child relationship were negative. Two observations can be made regarding this
outcome.
First, we have to acknowledge the limitations of our analysis and thus the
relativity of such findings. The character of the data used posed important limitations to
the strength of our findings. The core of the used survey instrument centered on
a retrospective evaluation of the functioning of respondents‟ primary family in the
1990s, when the children were mere adolescents. So one comment to be made here is the
possible bias introduced by the subjective recollections as well as the time gap. Being a
cross-sectional, observational study based on a survey, it also presented limited
possibilities for causal analysis. Unlike methods such as instrumental variable analysis,
OLR does not allow to clearly isolate the direct effect of a single variable from all the
other possible confounding influences. Even our conclusions regarding the transmission
of trust taking place are therefore observations that are likely but not certain, and
different analysis could in fact find that the covariance in the two observed variables was
in fact due to some common underlying factor. While we tried as much as possible to
limit this possibility by including control variables, we cannot rule out this scenario.
Then there is the limited space in contrast to the complexity of the problematic.
Even though we tried to be nuanced and account for possible subgroup differences in
our analysis of the different influences, the sheer number of operationalizations and
combinations of variables means that further analysis could still bring different results.
Taking for example the case of divorce, our analysis could take inspiration from Emery
and Forehand (1996) who suggest that it is in fact not divorce but the upheaval and
growing up in incomplete family that is harmful so looking instead of the separation of
biological parents at the completeness of the family may bring more interesting results.
Lastly, it is quite obvious that it is difficult to measure a concept as intricate as
trust and the related factors via a standardized questionnaire. The single question by
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which trust was operationalized in the survey, as well as the limited measures of related
variables represent probably the biggest limitation for our analysis. It is exactly due to
their character there are so few studies in which individual trust theories were tested, and
in those rare cases when they are, they are operationalized through an extremely limited
set of variables. A longitudinal, and importantly, qualitative, exploration of the question
would probably be able to yield a much deeper understanding of the processes and
mechanisms of trust genesis and transmission.

Second, it is possible that our findings reflect the reality, and parental
relationship simply does not represent an important factor in the genesis of trust. This
would be a likely explanation for the very low number of published studies concerned
with this question. If that is the case, there is value in this paper in that it at least fills in
the gap of the traditionally underreported negative findings in published research.
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