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Abstract: Generalized trust is fundamental to solving collective action problems and 

contributing to social cohesion. Our analysis addresses the determinants of generalized trust 

through a study of Romanian migrants. We test the extent to which trust in strangers is facilitated 

through strong social relationships, theorizing that such relationships facilitate the creation of 

sympathy, mutual concern, and caring, all of which become building blocks for generalized trust. 

We find that for migrants, the depth of social relationships is an important predictor of 

generalized trust and that the presence or absence of family members within a migrant household 

is an intervening factor that leads to different types of relationships being important. Although 

migrants carry many unique characteristics as a population, the findings hold implications for 

further investigation of the role relationships play in generating generalized trust. 
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1. Introduction 

Generalized trust is the faith you place in people whom you do not know. Trusting 

strangers increases the possibilities that groups will overcome collective action problems and 

encourages cooperative behavior among people who do not otherwise have a relationship 

(Coleman 1990; Newton 1999; Putnam 1993; Uslaner 2002). In addition, generalized trust has 

been shown to serve as a bond that enhances social cohesion, bringing and keeping people 

together with a sense of community (Marschall and Stolle 2004; Putnam 1993, 2000; Uslaner 

2002; Woolcock 2001).  

 Generalized trust is usually understood as something that does not vary with our 

experiences on a day-to-day basis. As an eduring concept, we do not expect generalized trust to 

change based on a distasteful encounter with another, or after falling victim to theft. Equally 

however, we do not expect observable increases in generalized trust when we experience 

kindness from a stranger. Yet experiences that accumulate overtime may lead to increases or 

decreases in faith in others (Dehay and Newton 2005, 318; Pettigrew 1998, 78). Closely 

interacting with the variability of experience, but analytically distinct, is the role context plays in 

shaping the level of generalized trust. The faith we place in others whom we do not know is 

largely based on favorable perceptions held by the truster about others in the community. As a 

form of self-identification, our moral values guide these perceptions and project them onto other 

in the community so that we imagine a community of shared values. Given these parameters, the 

extent to which individuals extend trust to strangers also will depend on contextual differences, 

especially with regard to how diversity is perceived within that context and the degree to which 

individuals perceive that diversity to carry with it diverging moral values (Dinesen 2011a). 
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 Recent studies show that the level of trust among migrants tends to adjust to that of the 

destination country population, related in part to perceptions migrants hold of natives and host 

country institutions (Dinesin and Hooghe 2010; Kumlin and Rothstein 2010). Although the 

findings are clear, the causal mechanism through which trust is transmitted remains 

underspecified. In order to refine our understanding of this transmittal process, we evaluate 

survey data and consider determinants of generalized trust among Romanian migrants in Italy 

and Spain. We are particularly interested in the extent to which the intensity of social 

relationships that migrants have explains the level of trust they hold in strangers. Is generalized 

trust partly a product of friendships? The question is intriguing because it implies that perhaps 

context is important not for what migrants observe but because of who they meet. We evaluate 

the depth of relationships that migrants have with compatriot Romanians and citizens of the host 

country and the impact these have on generalized trust, juxtaposed to the presence or absence of 

family in the host country. The distinction between non-family and family relationships is 

important because friendships are theoretically linked to shared emotions such as sympathy, 

concern, and care to the broader community (Blum 1980, 71). Family ties certainly engender 

similar emotions but we postulate that these reinforce particularized views of the world that are 

les compatible with a disposition to trust strangers. 

 Concerning context, the ethnic make-up and other socially relevant categories vary across 

the communities in which Romanian migrants settle. In our analysis, we evaluate the relative 

effect of community diversity among a population who has the common characteristic of 

experiencing the upheaval of resettlement. More specifically, we consider generalized trust 

among those living in different neighborhoods: non-Western European dominant, Romanian 

migrant enclave, or host country dominant. 
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 We propose hypotheses derived from theoretical assertions and empirical findings in the 

literature. We briefly describe the pattern of Romanian migration after developing the concept of 

generalized trust and how it relates to the context of labor migration. Then, we evaluate these 

hypotheses with data collected from Romanian migrants in Italy and Spain, two countries with 

large numbers of Romanian migrants. Our concluding discussion considers the relative impact of 

social relationships and other determinants of generalized trust within the context of migration 

and the extent to which we might generalize of our findings. Studying the dynamic of 

relationships in a new context for Romanian migrants brings advantages in seeing how these 

aspects of social cohesion might vary with levels of trust within an immigrant population. 

Moreover, establishing a link between social relationships (friendships) and generalized trust has 

implications many other populations and contexts. 

2. Conceptualizing of generalized trust 

 Having faith in strangers describes either a behavioral intention or a personality 

disposition. Either way, generalized trust is often characterized as a choice with rational 

foundations (Hardin 2002; Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995). However, rationality does not 

mean that extending trust to strangers need be a strategy for realizing narrow self-interest. We 

might make a conscious choice to place faith in strangers for no other reason than a shared sense 

of community. 

 Others have viewed generalized trust as the extent to which one is open to the world and 

thus is a disposition or personality trait (Rotter 1971). ―Disposition to trust is a propensity to 

believe in the positive attributes of others in general‖ (McKnight, Kacmar, and Choudhury 2004, 

36). As disposition, generalized trust comes with an inherent assumption that others will not 

intentionally harm us (Offe 1999, 45). This optimism about others hinges on a perception that 
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someone you do not know shares your core values and is working toward a similar vision of a 

good society. Disappointments stemming from others letting us down are minimized so that: 

―Optimists believe that they control their own destinies‖ (Uslaner 2002, 33). Trust in strangers 

suggests that the truster has a strong faith in his or her own power and thus perceives 

considerably less risk in trusting strangers than individuals with less optimistic viewpoints. Thus, 

trust is meaningless in the absence of others and entails risk, however minimal that risk might be 

(Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995, 711).  

 Generalized trust is a relational concept and it includes perceptions of others in its 

definition. It has been shown to be positively linked to a stock of ―social intelligence‖ which 

facilitates a subtle if not sub-conscious system of communication (Yamagishi 2001, 126-28). 

Characterized as mutual displays of social recognition one guesses the intentions of others and 

gages their trustworthiness, which becomes the link in a reinforcing cycle of communication and 

cooperation (Ostrom 2005, 34). The expectancies we develop regarding our level of generalized 

trust ―are determined not only by the specific experiences in that situation but also, to some 

varying degree, by experiences in other situations that the individual perceives as similar‖ 

(Rotter 1980, 2).  

 Introducing even this modest element of perception of others necessitates that we 

consider the role perceived social differences play in shaping generalized trust. Thus, generalized 

trust interacts with perceptions of difference since an individual may feel more secure in social 

situations and relationships if they share relevant social characteristics. Ethnic, linguistic or racial 

backgrounds, religious adherence, class status, or ideological beliefs all might serve as markers 

that make it particularly difficult to trust people who you consider to be different from yourself 

(Uslaner 2002, 38). 
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Such perceptions of difference suggest that we distinguish between trust we have for 

people who we know or perceive to be ―like us‖ and a more inclusive trust we have in strangers. 

The distinction is addressed through dividing trust into two categories: particularized trust and 

generalized trust (Stolle 2003; Uslaner 2002; Yamagishi and Yamagishi 1994). The former refers 

to the trust we have in people with whom we have regular interactions, including family, friends 

and co-workers but can extend to others with similar social characteristics like ethnicity. By 

contrast, generalized trust refers to the way we perceive our relationship with society at large. 

Uslaner shows that trust in ―people you know‖ loads as a different factor relative to ―people you 

do not know‖ (2002, ch.3; also see Yamagisha and Yamagisha 1994; Freitag and Traunmüller 

2009; Woolcock 2001). The question of a possible causal relationship between the two is less 

clear. Among Americans, there is no relationship between the two forms of trust (Uslaner 2002, 

ch.5).
1
 However among Germans, ―particularized trust seems to spill over to generalized trust‖ 

although the reverse is not found (Freitag and Traunmüller 2009, 796). The contradiction found 

between the United States and Germany might be explained as a difference in social 

environments. However, striking it up to context does little to inform us about the nature of the 

causal mechanism behind the findings.  

Particularized trust suggests a rationalized, almost utilitarian faith placed in others, which 

necessarily requires information about another’s trustworthiness. Generalized trust carries with it 

the assumption of positive expectations from the act, even if one must stand vulnerable to the 

world in doing so. Such an assumption is not based on experience or knowledge about the 

trustworthiness of a specific person, or even an extrapolation that the stranger reminds you of 

someone you trust (perhaps through an ethnic or religious affinity). Instead, trust in strangers 

                                                           
1
 Uslaner contends that diversity and ethnic discord will make it difficult to translate our particularized trust into 

generalized trust. Trust in people we know does not logically extend to trust in an unknown group of individuals 

who are likely different than ourselves (2002, 42). 
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operates parallel to the notion of sympathy in that both raise the capacity of one’s imagination to 

understand and identify moral commonalities with strangers (Farr 2004, 16). Also, like 

sympathy, trust forms the foundation for moral judgment based on repeated observations 

(experiences) and a determination of community norms (Weinstein 2006, 86)  

Such a conceptualization of generalized trust suggests that it is rooted deeply within our 

social psyches. Indeed, trust in strangers is considered to be rigid yet not entirely unmovable. 

Therefore, if social context contributes to our understanding of cross-national differences, we 

would at least expect these differences to be stable. Often, those who work as migrants expose 

themselves to a context with which they are only vaguely familiar and thus offer an excellent 

opportunity to evaluate determinants of generalized trust. ―Experiences outside one’s narrow 

circle of everyday interactions, such as contact with unknown people and the evaluation of the 

more distant representative political institutions . . . have an impact on generalized trust‖ (Freitag 

and Traunmüller 2009, 791).  

Migrants plunge into an entirely new situation, changing the nature and level of perceived 

risks in trusting. The decision to migrate is not an easy one since migration suggests increased 

uncertainty, and consequently increased risks. Migration entails removing oneself from a 

familiar social, economic and political context. Its promised advantages, for example of earning 

a better income, balance against upsetting well-established social networks and familiar contexts. 

In essence, an underlying cost of migration is the loss of social networks and the trust that 

accompanies those relationships. Thus, migration opens the possibility of realigning one’s 

worldview, changing the level of generalized trust, based on new social relationships and social 

context. However, the extent to which a migrant relies on known networks, relying on previous 
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trust relationships such as those built among family members (particularized trust), may have a 

mitigating effect on changes to generalized trust levels in the context. 

Research supports the assertion that transnational experiences impact attitudes and 

identity (Glick-Schiller, Basch, and Szanton-Blanc 1992; Guarnizo, Portes, and Haller 2003). For 

example, individuals of all ages who have migrated to democratic-capitalist countries are 

consistently shown to have adopted compatible profiles of citizenship and entrepreneurial spirit 

(Bilodeau and Kanji 2006; Black 1987; Black, Niemi, and Powell 1987; Cho 1999; McCormick 

and Wahba 2001; Pérez-Armendariz and Crow 2010; Wong 2000). Focusing specifically on the 

acquisition of trust, Dinesen and Hooghe show that among non-western migrants, acculturation 

of trust occurs and is enhanced over generations in Western Europe (2010). However even here, 

transformations are not smooth nor are they linear. 

Migrants risk losing the benefits of social networks they have accumulated in their home 

countries, meaning less availability of social capital, or the ―benefits accruing to individuals or 

families by virtue of their ties with others‖ (Portes 2000, 2; see also Bourdieu 1986 and Coleman 

1988). Such ties may be available in the destination country to varying degrees but they take 

time to cultivate even when they involve close friends or family members (Espinosa and Masey 

1998, 158). The degree to which these social networks encourage generalized trust is even less 

clear. In some cases, social networks may assist in settling a migrant, but they do not provide 

continued social support afterwards (Akcapar 2010, 185). 

Migration produces a context in which one’s core values are challenged; however, an 

even more important issue is that the migrant must be open to this challenge and willing to 

reconsider his or her moral foundations. In this way, the experiences of the migrant impact 

generalized trust through a more direct relationship than normally exists. In the next section, we 
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explore potential determinants for generalized trust among migrants, keeping in mind that 

generalized trust among this class of people may be shaped by the relationships they build within 

the destination country. 

3. Romanian migration 

Romanian migration has been a mass phenomenon since the 1989 Revolution, reflecting 

a regional trend of people migrating away from the transitions from communism (Massey and 

Taylor 2004). Conservative figures estimate that 10 percent of the Romanian population 

migrated between 1990 and 2005 (Sandu 2006, 14). Others place this as high as one-third of the 

labor force, arguing that Romanians have fully embraced geographic mobility (Daniel 2011, 2-

4). Relying on a method of sampling households rather than individuals, approximately 23 

percent of Romanians live in a household who had at least one member abroad between 1990 

and 2001 (Lazaroiu and Alexandru 2005, 4). Romanians residing in Italy number more than one 

million. Spanish officials estimated 840,682 Romanians living in Spain in 2011. Thus 

Romanians make up the largest immigrant group in Spain, a country which has just over five 

million immigrants living among a total country population of just under 47 million people 

(Evenimentul Zilei 2011).  

Although the Romanian migration levels have been rather consistent throughout the post-

communist period, there have been identifiable waves of migration since 1990 (Sandu 2006, 14). 

The first, from 1990-1995, was an initial phase of exploration for better working and living 

conditions. Migrants were overwhelmingly young, male, and from urban areas. They drew 

heavily on ethnic-based networks, and as such Hungary, Germany, and Israel were the primary 

destination countries. In the second phase, 1996-2001, exploration routes solidified and social 

networks paved the way for many to follow the paths of those who succeeded. After 2002, 
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migration became a mass phenomenon, with a more balanced demographic profile of migrants 

(Sandu 2006). The latter phase also saw a preference toward Italy and Spain as destinations. 

With less restrictive visa requirements to EU countries, the costs of migration went down 

resulting in a more evenly distributed migration in terms of demographic indicators. The strength 

of social networks in providing avenues of exit diminished in favor of forms of irregular, shuttle 

migration which better served individual preferences (Anghel 2008, 792). Within the broad 

regions of Europe and Central Asia, the ninth and tenth most heavily traveled migrant corridors 

are from Romania to Italy and Romania to Spain, and other than the corridor from Turkey to 

Germany, these are the only routes outside the former Soviet Union geographic space (World 

Bank 2011, 25). 

 The Romanian migrant communities in Italy and Spain have become more reflective of 

the general population of Romania over the post-communist period. For our purposes, the 

Romanian migrant population serves as an interesting sub-group to study determinants of 

generalized trust because they offer a window into a setting where we might expect core values 

and perceptions of one’s moral community to be reevaluated. Thus, the Romanian mass 

phenomenon of migration holds implications for our understanding of generalized trust more 

broadly. 

4. Predictors of trust: Two sets of hypotheses 

 A great deal of intellectual energy has been applied to understanding the causes of 

generalized trust. Despite making strides in conceptualization and developing models, and 

despite the lively and productive scholarly debates, the consistency of results among a wide 

range of studies is low (Hardin 2006, 74; Nannestad 2008, 431). The lack of consistency relates 

in part to differences in conceptualization and measurement (Colquitt, Scott, and LePine 2007). 
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However, differences in determinants of trust may vary according to the context in which they 

are investigated. Further differences might materialize based on the many ways our experiences 

with others have taught us to perceive others (Dinesen 2011b). We develop two sets of 

hypotheses that estimate the relative effect of these two points about context and social 

relationships. The first considers the effects of environmental diversity in the neighborhood in 

which a migrant lives. Our second set of hypotheses considers the depth of social relationships, 

conceptualized as a progression of qualities that contribute to friendship. Our dependent variable 

for each is generalized trust.
2
 We rely on general assertions from contact theory to provide 

theoretical foundation for the hypotheses. 

 Contact theory predicts that human interaction results in a host of positive social 

outcomes. Among the findings, interpersonal contact is associated with an erosion of group 

distinctions; and, exposure to people who you perceive to be different builds solidarity with 

members of that out-group (Allport 1954; Amir 1969; Forbes 1997; Pettigrew 1998).
3
 The 

impact of contact varies considerably over different contexts, group characteristics, and 

individual attributes; however, applications of contact theory generally bear out the relationship: 

contact among people enhances social solidarity and trust (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). Critically 

absent from many studies is the modeling of the contact itself—what sort of relationships are 

created within what kind of context? (Harell and Stolle 2010, 240). For example, a context of 

fairly well-integrated diversity may not have any effect, positive or negative, on levels of 

                                                           
2
 Measurement of trust is on a 10-point scale asking how much people can be trusted these days, where ―10‖ means 

most people can be trusted and ―1‖ means you can’t be too careful these days, applied to a sample of Romanian 

migrants in Italy and Spain in 2008. 
3
 In contrast, conflict theory asserts that diversity enhance distinctions between in-groups and out-groups, 

strengthening in-group solidarity or bonding social capital, thus increasing ethnocentrism (Blalock 1967; Bobo and 

Tuan 2006; Taylor 1998). Putnam (2007) proposes another hypothesis that he labels constrict theory. He asserts that 

in-group and out-group attitudes need not be reciprocally related but can vary independently, and that exposure to 

diversity actually might result in lower levels of both in-group and out-group solidarity. 
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generalized trust if people do not take advantage of the opportunities to interact with people of 

different backgrounds (Uslaner, in press). 

 We evaluate the hypotheses using data collected from Romanian migrants in Italy and 

Spain collected in 2008. Data consist of 1,066 total Romanian migrants from Italy and 1,144 

Romanian migrants in Spain. The selection process for each country produced a sample that is 

geographically proportionate and has balance among basic demographic indicators. We treat the 

two samples as a single aggregate data set of 2,200 respondents and add a dichotomous host 

country control variable, Italy or Spain, to our analysis.
4
 

4.1. Hypotheses on context 

We conceptualize context in terms of the make-up of one’s neighborhood, 

operationalizing it through the self-reporting of respondents to the surveys limiting the variable 

attributes to three categories. Diversity within the context is that as it is perceived from a 

Romanian migrant’s perspective. We consider three possibilities based on the availability of data 

resulting in three different hypotheses. The first considers respondents whose residence is within 

a community made-up of primarily host country citizens, either Italian or Spanish. The second 

considers migrants who live in neighborhoods where non-Europeans are the dominant group. 

This second operationalization considers diversity that likely would be recognized as difference 

by many host country citizens and Romanian migrants. For these two contexts, we test the extent 

                                                           
4
 The surveys were commissioned by The Romanian Agency for Governmental Strategies and were conducted by 

Metro Media Transilvania in Italy and by Totem Communications in Spain. Each sample was the result of 

stratification by region (20 regions in Italy, 7 regions in Spain) and proportion of Romanians in a locality (as 

determined by the two national statistical institutes; 58 localities were selected in Italy and 62 in Spain) and a 

selection method that combined snow ball and proximity criteria: it started with a number of households of 

immigrants, and then, based on the responses, selected other households in proximity; the maximum number of 

interviews conducted in the same building was two, whereas the maximum for the same street was five; the 

respondents were selected with "last birthday" method and interviewed at their residence. When the respondents 

were unavailable, they were replaced after at least three visits. The response rate (RR1, as defined by AAPOR at 

www.aapor.org) was 65% in Italy and 68% in Spain. The refusal rate (REF1) was 24% in Italy and 18% in Spain. 

Data and reports can be found at http://www.publicinfo.gov.ro/pagini/sondaje-de-opinie.php. 

https://red001.mail.microsoftonline.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=fac3333657b14784a36716c1a0eba536&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.aapor.org%2f
https://red001.mail.microsoftonline.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=fac3333657b14784a36716c1a0eba536&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.publicinfo.gov.ro%2fpagini%2fsondaje-de-opinie.php
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to which these two types of diversity affect generalized trust. Lastly, we consider migrants who 

report living in a neighborhood with other Romanians. For respondents, this third contextual 

possibility would not likely be perceived as diverse, mimicking cultural norms and relationships 

for the migrant. Indeed, in several large Italian cities, Romanians have concentrated settlements 

so as to approximate relatively homogeneous ethnic enclaves. Although these areas see many 

Romanians living together, the neighborhoods are embedded within the larger host-community 

with broader access to culture and norms, e.g. media options. Therefore, we consider this 

situation to validate the null hypothesis regarding contact; regular contact with Romanians within 

that context will counteract against effects drawn from exposure to the wider host country 

context. The result is the development of three interrelated hypotheses regarding community 

context: 

H1a: Romanian migrants who live in neighborhoods of diversity, defined as neighbors 

from the host country, will exhibit higher levels of generalized trust 

  

H1b: Romanian migrants who live in neighborhoods of diversity, defined as Arab and 

African neighbors, will exhibit higher levels of generalized trust  

 

H1c: Romanian migrants who live in neighborhoods that lack diversity, defined as 

Romanians neighbors, will not exhibit levels of generalized trust different from rest of the 

sample population (null hypothesis) 

 

4.2. Hypotheses on social relationships 

A second avenue of inquiry addresses diversity through the depth of relationships 

migrants have with others. After all, trust is a relational concept; yet generalized trust has been 

shown to have an ambiguous connection to particularized trust that is found among people we 

know. Our second set of hypotheses evaluates not particularized trust but the depth of 

relationships migrants have with others. Migrants have left the Romanian social context and in 

many cases struck up new relationships. Some of these are with host country citizens and some 
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of these are with other Romanians. The former suggests a deeper exposure to the ―diversity‖ of 

their new experience as a migrant. We argue that although generalized trust is not malleable, 

meaning not subject to variance from the day-to-day experiences one has with others, the context 

of migration enhances the impact of experiences since such individuals will fall away from the 

familiar patterns of the migrant’s country of origin. From their perspective, community 

integration would not look the same as it would to a native of the host country. Thus, our 

expectations from contact theory are more likely to be realized among those who have deeper 

relationships with citizens from the host country.
5
  

The importance of these relationships is not simply the transference of values from host 

country citizen to migrant. Rather, we expect relationships to bring new opportunities for mutual 

understanding to develop. Friendships that develop among migrants and natives may be 

associated with a higher level of generalized trust. We expect that migrants who have deeper 

relationships with other Romanians also to contribute to generalized trust but to a lesser extent. 

Opportunity for strengthened friendships among Romanians exists but will probably be mitigated 

somewhat by the cultural baggage Romanians carry. They are more likely to fall into old patterns 

of relationship building. Finally, migrants who have family members living with them may limit 

their experience in the new context. Family members compete with a migrant’s social time that 

might otherwise be spent exploring their environment. It is also possible that living with family 

members may reinforce cultural traits from the country of origin, thus inhibiting the full potential 

of interpersonal contact that other migrants experience. Nevertheless, these factors may have an 

                                                           
5
 The depth of relationship variables (H2a and H2b) are operationalized through self-reported responses to a battery 

of questions regarding the frequency of contact respondents have with citizens of the host country, and then the 

same battery of questions referring to other Romanians (not family). The index includes how often you visit, borrow 

things or money, party together, and discuss serious matters with members of this group (see appendix). Factor 

analysis shows that each relationship index load favorably as a single conceptual phenomenon with Cronbach’s 

alpha = 0.838 (N = 2188) for relationships with host country citizens and Cronbach’s alpha = 0.837 (N = 2172) for 

relationships with other Romanians. 
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indirect but not a direct effect on levels of generalized trust. Based on this reasoning, we develop 

the following hypotheses: 

H2a: Migrants who have deeper relationships with citizens of the host country are more 

likely to have a higher level of generalized trust 

 

H2b: Migrants who have deeper relationships with other Romanian migrants are more 

likely to have higher levels of generalized trust 

 

H2c: Migrants who live with family members in the host country will not have higher or 

lower levels of generalized trust than those who do not have family members present 

(null hypothesis) 

 

4.3. Control variables used in the model 

The model includes seven control variables: the opinion of host country citizens, opinion 

of Romanians in the host country, trust in host country institutions
6
, the host country 

(dichotomous with Italy as ―one‖ and Spain as ―zero‖), time spent in the host country, frequency 

of Internet usage, and frequency of contact with those in Romania through telephone or postal 

services. An additional four demographic variables are included in the model: gender, age, 

education, and whether the respondent lives in one of the major urban centers in Italy (Milan, 

Rome, or Torino) and Spain (Madrid) to where Romanians have gravitated and created 

substantial communities in terms of their numbers. A full description of all variables included in 

the models is presented in the appendix. 

5. Results 

 Table 1 reports the level of generalized trust among our sample relation to that in the host 

countries and country of origin. The mean among Romanian migrants is equal to, or slightly 

                                                           
6
 If a migrant perceives ambivalence or hostility from the community, a sense of recourse through effective and just 

institutions may provide some level of comfort through which higher levels of trust may be achieved (Kumlin and 

Rothstein 2010). ―[S]ocial trust and political distrust are connected in a bi-directional negative relationship: social 

trust leads to less political distrust and political distrust can cause a downward spiral in less trust in others in 

general‖ (Schyns and Koop 2010, 160; also see Jamal and Nooruddin 2010, 57; Kaase 1999, 19; Newton and Norris 

2000, 53-54). 
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higher than, generalized trust among Italians and Spanish in their respective countries.
7
 The 

percentage of trusting respondents is calculated as the proportion of the sample that is higher 

than the mid-point of the scale. The most dramatic difference is between Romanian migrants and 

their compatriots who remain in Romania. The gap may be due to a self-selection process, so 

those who migrate are more trusting. The plausibility of such an interpretation is supported when 

we consider that the correlation (Pearson’s r) between the number of years spent in the country 

and generalized trust is a mere 0.017 (p-value = 0.433), and even lower, 0.004 (p-value = 0.844) 

when we operationalize ―time‖ as the wave in which a migrant arrived.
8
 However, equally 

plausible is that generalized trust levels increase as a result of migration and decrease when a 

migrant returns so that migrants adjust their trust to meet that of the host community (Dinesen 

and Hooghe 2010).  In other words, trust may be highly sensitive to context and more fluid with 

changing community settings than theory has predicted. Soros Foundation Barometer data, 2000-

2007,
9
 shows that the level of generalized trust among migrants who return to Romania is 

slightly lower than trust levels among Romanians who never migrated, Pearson’s r = -0.016, p-

value = 0.01 (Bădescu and Sum 2009). 

 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

5.1. Results from OLS regression on generalized trust 

                                                           
7
 The level of trust among Romanian migrants contradicts what we see among non-western migrants to Europe who, 

on average, have lower levels of trust as a group compared to the national average of trust in their host countries 

(Dinesen and Hooghe 2010, 711). 
8
 As noted above, Romanian migration has occurred in phases representing different opportunities and subsequently 

different migrant profiles: 1990-1995; 1996-2001; 2002-2007; 2007-2008.  
9
 The Soros Foundation for an Open Society conducted national public opinion polls in Romania between 1998 and 

2007. For a full description of the data see http://www.soros.ro/en/publicatii.php?cat=2.  

http://www.soros.ro/en/publicatii.php?cat=2
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 Table 2 (model 1) shows the results from running OLS regression on generalized trust. 

The first set of hypotheses developed above evaluates the impact of neighborhood context. Our 

regression results show that none of these variables are statistically significant, or have a direct 

impact on trust. The finding contradicts our first two hypotheses; however, it is not inconsistent 

with contact theory (e.g. Forbes 1997). The context of one’s neighborhood does not imply more 

or less contact based on the level of diversity. The quality of relationships that are struck would 

seem to be more important, and in line with the optimal conditions outlined through contact 

theory (Allport 1954). Although we expect some migrants to have contact with neighbors, this is 

likely to be highly varied among the population and, in this case not a correlate with generalized 

trust. 

 Turning to the second set of hypotheses regarding relationships, we see that migrants who 

have deeper relationships also have relatively higher levels of generalized trust, as shown in 

Table 2 (model 1). The finding is consistent with contact theory which maintains that the 

establishment of relationships with people who you perceive to be different from yourself (in this 

case Italian or Spanish), leads to a more trusting attitude toward others within the community 

that you do not know. The causal mechanism is consistent with the notion that interpersonal 

relationships build a sense of common concern and caring, which can serve as a building-block 

for generating higher levels of generalized trust. 

 Model 1 in Table 2 also evaluates the impact of relationships one has with other 

Romanians, i.e. individuals who do not represent perceived diversity. Our expectation was that 

migrants who had deeper relationships with other migrants would have higher levels of 

generalized trust. Deeper relationships with compatriots would minimize exposure to the 

diversity of the context. The finding is also consistent with predictions from contact theory: 
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migrants acquire more positive feelings about not only the people with whom they have direct 

relationships but toward ―the entire outgroup, outgroup members in other situations, and even 

outgroups not involved in the contact‖ (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006, 766). In other words, 

individuals with deeper interpersonal relationships project outwardly so that they also have 

higher levels of generalized trust. 

 

[Table 2 about here] 

 

 Relationships of all kinds that approach the level of friendship should contribute to one’s 

sense of common concern and caring, resulting in a higher level of generalized trust. The table 

reflects this expectation among migrants who have relationships with other Romanians, although 

the effect (coefficient value), despite being positive and statistically significant, is much smaller 

than the effect of relationships with host country citizens. Thus, for Romanian migrants, deeper 

relationships seem to have a positive effect regardless of the nationality. Individuals who develop 

stronger relationships with others tend to be more trusting of strangers. Indeed, certain 

individuals may have a propensity to develop deeper relationships. There is a significant 

correlation between respondents who develop stronger relationships with natives and those who 

do the same with other Romanians (Pearson’s r = 0.240, p-value < .01). 

 Table 2 also estimates the effect having family members living in the household has on 

generalized trust. In this case, we cannot reject the null hypothesis, fulfilling our expectation. 

Respondents without family members residing with them are no more likely to trust strangers 

than those with family. Thus, the effects of sociability derived from friendships do not seem to 

extend to family relationships. However the distinction between migrants with and without 
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family may hold indirect effects in terms of providing a stable social structure through which 

other relationships might occur. We explore this possibility below. 

 Finally, our model included a number of control variables. Two of particular note are the 

―opinions‖ respondents hold of native citizens and Romanians who live in the host country. In 

both cases, the more favorable a respondent views either native citizens or Romanians in the host 

country, the more likely he or she is to have a higher level of generalized trust. How opinions 

interact with relationships is less clear cut. The correlation between the opinion of native citizens 

and depth of relationships with natives is fairly weak but significant (Pearson’s r = 0.177, p-

value < .01). The correlation between opinions of natives and relationships with other 

Romanians is weaker still, yet also significant (Pearson’s r = 0.052, p-value <.05). A more 

favorable opinion of Romanians who are in the host country does not correlate with relationships 

with natives (Pearson’s r = -0.030, p-value = .168) and only weakly when migrants have deeper 

relationships with other Romanians (Pearson’s r = 0.105, p-value <.01). 

In Table 2, we introduce model 2 to test the degree to which ―opinions‖ operate through 

―relationships‖ creates a spurious finding despite relatively weak correlations among these 

variables. The second model in Table 2 shows that when we exclude ―opinions,‖ both 

relationships with natives and other Romanians strengthen slightly and remain significant. The 

finding suggests that ―relationships‖ have a direct effect on generalized trust and one that is not 

operating through respondent ―opinions‖ of others. The finding is consistent with our contention 

that trust in strangers relates to the relationships one holds, and not one’s opinions of a particular 

group, which clearly has its own effect as shown in model 1.  

 Four other variables result in a significant impact on generalized trust. The first is trust in 

the host country institutions, which is a finding consistent with other recent studies (e.g. Kumlin 
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and Rothstein 2010). Because institutional trust has such a strong effect and may possibly 

interact with ―relationships,‖ we excluded institutional trust from model 2 and found no large 

change in the impact relationships have on generalized trust. Therefore, like ―opinions‖ we 

conclude that institutional trust is not creating a spurious finding regarding the correlation 

between strength of relationships and generalized trust. 

 The models show that three control variables are positively associated with generalized 

trust: Internet usage, education level, and origins from the Transylvanian region in Romania. 

Several control factors that do not hold statistical significance in the models are equally 

interesting. Host-county contexts, in terms of cultural climate and institutional provisions, have 

been shown to have a large impact on the experience of migrants (e.g. Portes and Rumbaut 

1996). However, with regard to generalized trust among our sample population, the dichotomous 

host-county variable (Italy or Spain) is weak and insignificant. The finding suggests that with 

regard to generalized trust, being a migrant holds more similarities than the differences between 

our two European consolidated democracies.  

The time spent in the host country also lacks significance. This result is consistent with 

other studies that have shown the amount of time spent in a country does not predict the level of 

acculturation among migrant populations (Gaurnizo, Portes, and Haller 2003, 1234). However, 

the amount of time within the host country would seem to influence the opportunities to build 

deep relationships. The number of years a migrant has been in the host country does correlate, 

albeit weakly, with depth of relationships with natives (Pearson’s r = 0.143; p-value < 0.01) but 

not with relationships with other Romanians (Pearson’s r = 0.023; p-value = 0.287). So building 

friendships with natives takes time. The depth of relationships with other migrants does not vary 
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with time, probably because of the high variance of migrants who reconnected to social networks 

from Romania. 

5.2. The presence of family as an intervening variable influencing other social relationships  

The results presented in Table 2 show that depth of relationships, either with natives or 

other Romanian migrants increase the likelihood that a respondent will have a higher level of 

generalized trust. The finding is consistent with the theoretical premise that, like sympathy, an 

outgrowth of social relationships is more faith in people we do not know. In this respect, the 

mutual concern and caring generated through friendships provide a causal mechanism for the 

realization of predictions from contact theory.
10

 However, our data analysis leaves open 

questions regarding the directional flow of the causal mechanism. Do such relationships lead to 

higher generalized trust, or could trust in strangers be a preexisting condition that helps create 

and then strengthen social relationships? If the former is the case, then what component of these 

social relationships contributes to enhancing generalized trust? Recalling that our operationalized 

variables for ―relationships‖ include things like how often you borrow things or money, and how 

often you party together, the variables are capturing an element of social life that quite likely 

means more than a mere acquaintance.  

The absence of any significant effect for family present in the household is a curious 

result. We explore the possibility that family members in the household may be interacting with 

other social relationships, specifically the intensity of contact between the migrant and local 

citizens as well as with other Romanians. Splitting the data set between migrants with family 

members who reside with them in-country and those respondents who are without their family 

                                                           
10

 Allport’s optimal conditions for contact theory include equality between groups, common goals, intergroup 

cooperation, and favorable institutions (1954). Through deeper relationships, we might imagine the first three being 

approximated. 
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allows us to evaluate possible interaction effects, while otherwise using the same variables as 

shown above. The findings for the split-sample analysis are reported in Table 3. 

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

The interaction effect of family and our measures of neighborhood diversity has virtually 

no impact on generalized trust. The exception occurs among migrants without family members 

who live in neighborhoods that are primarily non-European (not host country or ethnic 

Romanian). Among this portion of the sub-sample, generalized trust is systematically lower. 

Perhaps individuals who live in these neighborhoods without their family feel particularly 

isolated, although the data is insufficient for us to confirm this. 

The presence of one’s family interacts with the ―relationships‖ variable in important 

ways. Among respondents without family members present, those who have deeper relationships 

with other Romanians tend to have higher levels of generalized trust. For the sub-sample whose 

family is present, more intensive relationships with natives correlate significantly with 

generalized trust. The results in Table 3 suggest that for migrants, social relationships are an 

important associative factor for generalized trust but the nationality of the person with whom 

they have a relationship is dependent on whether a migrant’s home life includes family members. 

Although we did not find a direct relationship between family presence and generalized trust, we 

see an indirect effect. The finding converges with other research showing that positive in-group 

dynamics contribute to generalized trust in an indirect manner (Yamagisha and Kiyonari 2000, 

128-29).  
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Overall, we find that family plays an intervening role. The presence of family members 

may provide a level of familiarity that is comforting within the confines of the home so that the 

migrant feels freer to explore social relationships beyond his or her own ethnic community. The 

level of comfort may also account for why environmental diversity has no significant effect on 

migrants who are with their family members. Alternatively, we might interpret the finding in 

terms of a multiplicative effect for family members present: there are more opportunities for 

social relationships of all sorts to evolve because more people are within the household. 

However, the data does not directly verify this interpretation: the correlation between ―family‖ 

and relationships with natives is weak (Pearson’s r = 0.044; p-value < .05); the correlation 

between ―family‖ and relationships with other Romanians is also weak and not statistically 

significant (Pearson’s r = 0.018; p-value = 0.391). 

The amount of time (in years) might contribute to our understanding of this finding. In 

keeping with other studies of migrants, we would expect that time to be associated with 

acculturation and perhaps a fuller adoption of host country values (Pérez-Armendariz and Crow 

2010; Dinesen and Hooghe 2010). In Table 2, when we did not split the sample according to 

family, we see that time has no statistically significant effect. However, in Table 3 we see that 

―family‖ interacts with ―time‖ in predicting generalized trust. Model 1 in Table 3 shows that for 

respondents who are not with family members, the longer they are in the host country, the higher 

their generalized trust. For respondents with family, time has no consequence in model 1 but 

strengthens considerably in terms of the b-coefficient (an inverse relationship) in model 2. So 

when we exclude opinions of natives and opinions of Romanians, as well as institutional trust, 

migrants with family become less trusting of strangers over time. The impact of ―time‖ in the 
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truncated model seems to operate as a proxy for the absence of institutional trust.
11

 This finding 

suggests that those with family become less trusting over time when we do not control for the 

level of institutional trust. They do not have faith that the local institutions can provide recourse 

for grievances they might have, or wrongs committed against them. The sense of supportive 

institutions is the fourth optimal condition which increased the likelihood that contact begets 

tolerance (Allport 1954). Nevertheless, institutional trust has a strong and direct impact on the 

level of generalized trust for respondents with and without family members within the 

household.  Migrants who have confidence in governing institutions likely perceive institutions 

as generally efficient, just, and corruption-free, and thus may feel more secure in trusting others 

(Kumlin and Rothstein 2010, 77). The link to perceived security may be particularly important 

since the coefficient for institutional trust is larger among those without family members present. 

6. Discussion and conclusion 

 We explored determinants of generalized trust through an analysis of Romanian migrants 

in Italy and Spain. The characteristics of this population provide insight into the relative impact 

of two factors: community diversity and depth of relationships. By definition, migrants have left 

the familiar and entered the unfamiliar. The communities to which they migrate offer us the 

opportunity to test for effects of context, in terms of diversity, on generalized trust. The 

population also gives us a chance to evaluate how the relationships that migrants develop within 

their new settings influence their levels of generalized trust. 

 With regard to exposure to community diversity, we find no evidence that the ethnic 

make-up of the neighborhood in which a migrant lives significantly impacts generalized trust. 

                                                           
11

 Rerunning the model with institutional trust but not ―opinions,‖ the b-coefficent for ―time‖ is -0.237 (s.e. = 0.080, 

p-value = 0.003), which is nearly identical to the coefficient generated by the full model. When we exclude 

institutional trust but include both ―opinion‖ variables, the standard error shoots up and the coefficient looses 

statistical significance at the p-value < 0.05 level. Thus, we conclude that ―opinions‖ interacts with ―time.‖ 
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This was the case even for migrants who live in predominantly Italian or Spanish neighborhoods. 

The finding reinforces the idea that simple exposure or ―contact‖ is not enough to impact our 

view of strangers. Instead, the intensity of interactions we have with individuals in our 

community would seem to be more important. Indeed, we find that migrants with deeper 

relationships tend to be more trusting of strangers, especially if the relationships are with people 

we perceive to be different. 

 The importance of interpersonal relationships contributes to our general understanding of 

generalized trust. The notion of ―deep relationships‖ implies something that touches upon 

elements of a friendship. We consider these friendships to produce sympathy, mutual concern, 

and caring for others, which strengthens community bonds.  Friendship, or other relationships of 

depth, fosters an imagining which contributes to the construction of our moral community. If 

generalized trust is best conceptualized as possessing moral foundations, as we contend, then the 

caring for others that develops through friendship logically extends to the broader community. 

 We also find that the presence of one’s family serves as an intervening factor regarding 

the type of people to whom we become close. Relationships with natives and relationships with 

other Romanians both correlate positively with trust although the former has a larger effect 

compared to the latter. Our model does not allow us to explain this finding in detail but we 

speculate that basic needs for sociability are met in the home for migrants with family leading to 

less desire to strike up relationships with other Romanians. Having such a support base at home 

then increases the chances that a migrant will assume the greater risk and extend the necessary 

patience to build more meaningful relationships with host country citizens. We further speculate 

that such friendships may transmit values that are somewhat more supportive of generalized trust 
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compared to relationships with other Romanian migrants, and this is in keeping with our 

empirical findings. 

 The analysis also points to the relative malleability of generalized trust among the 

migrant population. Romanian migrants demonstrate levels of trust similar to that of citizens in 

Italy and Spain as well as a higher level of generalized trust than their compatriots in Romania. 

Yet, we also know that Romanian migrants who return to their home country have levels of 

generalized trust that are systematically lower than those of Romanians who never migrated 

(Bădescu and Sum 2009, 22). Although some of this variance may be accounted for through 

selection bias (more trusting individuals migrating and less trusting returning), it seems plausible 

that some variance also relates to levels of trust being influenced by the social context. By 

implication, we might look for the explanation in the relationships held. Migration involves 

engaging in a new social context with new relationships, which may be the key to the observed 

effect. However, the impact may not be lasting and as Romanian migrants return to their home 

country, they may not carry with them a heightened trust in strangers. 

 An additional theoretical point raised in the findings is the positive correlation between 

confidence in the institutions of the host country and the level of generalized trust. The data do 

not reveal the causal mechanism behind the level of institutional trust. However, it seems 

reasonable to assume that it includes a combination of both experiences and dispositions. 

Experiences that migrants have with local police and bureaucracy that are positive may very well 

lead to enhanced levels of generalized trust. Migrants who are predisposed to favor Italian or 

Spanish institutions, perhaps in comparison with their perceptions of Romanian institutions, may 

also then carry a higher level of generalized trust—when in the host country. Again, the 
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important theoretical point for us is that perceptions of political and social institutions seem to 

shape the level of generalized trust. 

 Related to institutional trust is the lack of a correlation between generalized trust and host 

country (Italy or Spain). Throughout Europe, the issue of immigration has taken on greater 

importance. Policies designed to address immigrant communities, and their relationship to native 

communities, vary widely. However, differences in policies between Italy and Spain cannot be 

linked to an explanation of generalized trust. The relationships that migrants foster within and 

across their communities are more important. 

 The analysis suggests that the context of migration, with its high level of uncertainty and 

detachment from established social networks, is one where social relationships and institutions 

can shape, and potentially reshape, one’s trust in strangers. Generalized trust, as a manifestation 

and extension of our understanding of a moral community, entails making a leap of faith about 

the benevolent intentions of others. The trust one places in strangers provides an avenue through 

which cooperation is possible, which in turn provides a basis for the creation and maintenance of 

many collective goods including social cohesion. Migrants would seem to be gaining much more 

from their experiences than the opportunity for mobility and income which drew them in the first 

place. 
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Appendix: Variable description and coding 

Generalized trust (dependent variable): Where do you place yourself on the following scale, 

where 1 means ―I have very little trust in people‖ and 10 means ―I have very much trust in 

people‖? (1-10 scale) 

 

Neighborhood context 

 Host country: Do you have among your neighbors, Italians/ Spanish? 1 = yes; 0 = no 

 Romanian: Do you have among your neighbors, Romanians? 1 = yes; 0 = no 

Non-European: Do you have among your neighbors Africans and/or Arabs? 1 = yes; 0 = 

no 

 

Relationships with Italians/ Spanish: Additive index of four questions, scaled 1-4 where 4 = 

often and 1 = never 

 How often do you visit with…? 

 How often do you borrow money or other things from…? 

 How often do you party with…? 

 How often do you discuss issues that worry you with? 

 

Relationships with other Romanians: Additive index of four questions, each scaled 1-4 where 4 = 

often and 1 = never 

 How often do you visit with…? 

 How often do you borrow money or other things from…? 

 How often do you party with…? 

 How often do you discuss issues that worry you with? 

 

Family present: Of the people who live with you, how many are family members? 1 = at least 

one family member living with them; 0 = no family members present 

 

Opinion of host country citizens: What is your opinion of Italians/ Spanish? 5 = very favorable; 1 

= very unfavorable 

 

Opinion of Romanians: What is your opinion of Romanians in Italy/ Spain? 5 = very favorable; 1 

= very unfavorable 

 

Institutional trust: Additive index of five questions, each scaled 1-4 where 4 = trust very much; 1 

= do not trust at all 

 Trust Italian/ Spanish Parliament 

 Trust Italian/ Spanish justice system 

 Trust Italian/ Spanish Government 

 Trust Italian President/ Spanish King 

 Trust the Catholic Church in Italy/ Spain 

 

Host country: 1 = Italy; 0 = Spain 

 

Time spent in host country: What year was the first time you came to Italy for work? (range = 

1990 – 2008) recoded according to year of survey (2008 = 0; 1990 = 17)  
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Internet usage: How often do you use the internet? 6 = everyday; 1 = never 

Contact with Romania: Additive index of four questions, each scaled 1-6 where 6 = everyday; 1 

= never. How often do you… 

 …telephone Romania? 

 …call Romanian through the Internet? 

 …exchange letters with persons in Romania? 

 …send/ receive packages to/ from Romania? 

 

Demographic variables: 

 Gender: female = 1; male = 0 

 Age: 18-24 = 1; 25-29 = 2; 30-34 = 3; 35-39 = 4; 40+ = 5 

 Education: 1 = less than high school; 2 = high school; 3 = more than high school 

 Urban centers: Milan, Rome, or Torino = 1 for Italy, and Madrid = 1 for Spain 

 Transylvania origins: 1 = respondent is from Transylvania (including Banat) 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Trust among Romanian migrants, Romanians, Italians and Spaniards 

 

  Mean s.d. Percent who trust 

Romanian migrants (2008)     

 Pooled: 4.90 2.36 29.4 

 Italy: 5.02 2.53 31.8 

 Spain: 4.77 2.16 27.0 

     

Trust in Romania (2008)  3.79 2.67 17.3 

Trust in Italy (2003)  4.54 2.34 20.9 

Trust in Spain (2003)  4.86 2.27 27.3 

Trust in Spain (2008)  4.90 2.02 24.2 
Sources: Romanian migrant data from the Romanian Agency for Governmental Strategies 

(http://www.publicinfo.gov.ro/pagini/sondaje-de-opinie.php). Country data are from the second and third 

waves of the European Social Survey (http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/). 
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Table 2: Determinants of generalized trust 

 Model 1  Model 2 

 b se  B se 

Neighbors:      

Host county: .077 .247  .007 .223 

Romanian: .046 .118  -.124 .113 

Non-European: -.168 .121  .059 .108 

      

Relationships:      

Host country: .073*** .018  .098*** .016 

Romanians: .033* .016  .058*** .014 

Family present: -.059 .128  .153 .117 

      

Opinion of host citizens: .466*** .066    

Opinion of Romanians: .310*** .064    

Institutional trust: .079*** .015    

Host country (Italy = 1): -.072 .122  -.098 .107 

Time spent in host country: -.005 .021  -.126 .071 

Internet usage: .334* .139  .320* .129 

Contact with Romania: .001 .023  -.039 .021 

      

Demographics:      

Gender (female = 1): .136 .116  .131 .107 

Age: -.014 .042  .062 .038 

Education: .173* .082  .166* .077 

Urban centers: -.153 .123  -.120 .118 

Transylvanian origins: .250* .114  .198 .106 

Constant: -.536 .484  3.059*** .373 

      

N: 1550   2008  

R²/ Adj. R² .146/ .136   .054/ .047  
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001 
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Table 3: Determinants of generalized trust with split file along family presence 

 Without family  With Family 

 Model 1 Model 2  Model 1 Model 2 

 b se b se  B se b se 

Neighbors:          

Host county: .522 .438 .622 .385  -.229 .301 -.442 .276 

Non-European: -.573* .237 -.415* .214  .002 .141 .008 .133 

Romanian: .186 .234 .126 .206  .009 .137 .059 .127 

          

Relationships:          

Host country: .015 .036 .055 .031  .087*** .020 .109*** .019 

Romanians: .081* .032 .110*** .027  .012 .019 .031 .017 

          

Opinion of host citizens: .404*** .124    .512*** .077   

Opinion of Romanians: .289* .126    .318*** .074   

Institutional trust (host): .102*** .029    .066*** .017   

          

Host country (Italy = 1): -.040 .248 -.204 .206  -.071 .140 -.046 .126 

Time spent in host country: .099* .047 .053 .040  -.036 .023 -.049* .022 

Internet usage: .613* .275 .506* .246  .262 .161 .291 .152 

Contact with Romania -.080 .046 -.094* .041  .020 .026 -.031 .024 

          

Demographics:          

Gender (female = 1) .441 .245 .462* .216  .017 .131 -.011 .123 

Age .001 .083 .112 .074  -.016 .048 .046 .045 

Education .350* .171 .198 .155  .105 .094 .152 .088 

Urban centers -.381 .246 -.190 .226  -.090 .142 -.092 .138 

Transylvanian origins .154 .240 .169 .215  .281* .130 .228 .123 

Constant: -1.293 .905 1.896** .649  -.006 .582 3.816*** .437 

          

N: 444  596   1105  1411  

R² .190  .106   .150  .048  

Adj. R² .158  .084   .136  .038  
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001 
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