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Abstract

The capacity to enhance people’s general trustclwie proved to be important for
economic growth and individual well-being, is udyaattributed to the family and
education. This paper first draws attention to amkward facts: that placing a great deal
of importance on family ties has detrimental eech general trust (although it brings
well-being); and that education tends to be designeenhance competition rather than
cooperation. The paper then proposes people’sdkaill’ as the target variable for
research and policy, since it is both proximatgeaeral trust and can be learned as an
enjoyable experience, especially, but not onlythe first part of people’s lives. The
family and education should be thus orientated tieg to this new specific perspective.
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1. Introduction

People’s general trust is expected to contributih bo economic growth and to
individual well-being because it facilitates economction and social interaction. A great
deal of empirical work has been done to measurergétrust and to support this expected
finding, and comforting results have been obtainEde origin of general trust thus
becomes interesting; and the family and educairoparticular, become the natural focus
of research. However, the family does not seemetaltvays a good producer of general
trust, and formal education, though performingdretteems inefficient, and in some cases
even counterproductive. The underlying reasonas ltloth the family and the educational
system are usually designed to pursue aims otherfdrming people’s general trust. This
paper indicates another line of inquiry to find arensecure origin of general trust: the
development of people’s social skill. Economic sgsh on how people’s skills develop
over their lives is still in its infancy, and it vows heavily from psychology and related
disciplines. The results are promising, howeved suggest that the family and education
should be considered anew.

General trust is measured in surveys, like the Wydlues Survey (WVS) or the
General Social Survey (GSS), by using the followiyge of question: “Generally
speaking, would you say that most people can tstemiuor that you can'’t be too careful in
dealing with people?”. This measure of generaltthas proved to be a good predictor of
economic growth (Dearmon & Grier 2009; Algan & Cahz010; Tabellini 2010) and
subjective well-being at the individual level (He#ll et al. 2009; Bartolini et al. 2013).
Unfortunately, it is not an accurate measure ofegantrust, because some authors find
significant correlations between this measure aifterdnt specific facets of trust.
Nevertheless, it has been commonly recognisedtltieabrigin of general trust is “general
knowledge about the population of agents, the itnes they face, and the upbringing
they have received”, which is an origin differefrom repeated interpersonal interaction”
as typical of “personalized trust” (Durlauf and éf@mps 2005, p.1646; see also Soroka et
al. 2006). Indeed, the generational transmissiogeoferal trust and the positive role of

! For example, Ben-Ner (2010) finds significant etations with ‘optimism’ and with the view that eits
are not cheating. Albanese et al. (2013) find $icgmit negative correlations with preference partanse
such as impatience and risk aversion. Sapienzh @0.3) claim that the survey measure of trugptwaes

mostly the belief-based component of a trust gamhich is a behavioural measure of trust.



education in developing it have been widely asaeth(Algan & Cahuc 2010; Dohmen
et al. 2012; Huang et al. 2009).

This paper, however, observes two problems with fémilial and educational
origin of general trust, at least when this is wedi in the survey question. The first
problem is the puzzling contrast between two effaliie to the “excessive” importance
placed by people on family ties. On the one hahd, dffect on subjective well-being
seems to be positive; on the other, the effect eneral trust seems to be negative,
although causality is not always proved (Helliw&llWang 2011; Alesina & Giuliano
2010, 2011; Ermish & Gambetta 2010; Tabellini 20IHe underlying reason may be
that the purpose of the family is to strengthentib® among its members and to consume
in competition with others, rather than formingstievith strangers and facing the
uncertainty of cooperating with others.

The second problem concerns the efficiency of ditutan enhancing trust, as
illustrated by the case of the USA, where formalcadion has increased substantially
over recent decades while trust has declined (Aot al. 2001; Robinson and Jackson
2001; Bartolini et al. 2013). The underlying reasoay be that modern educational
systems aim to serve the labour market by traistoglents for competition, rather than
for cooperation. Indeed, forming new ties and leaycooperation are usually side-effects
of education both in the family and at schools,tlsat they may disappear under the
pressure of the market through the expansion ofpetiton from the economy to society.
Therefore, simple reliance on the family and oncation does not guarantee that general
trust increases and spreads among people so avedokneficial effects on the economy
and on their well-being.

This paper suggests a way out of both problemdtirghithe focus to the
development of people’s social skills as an enjtgyadctivity. In this regard, two
interesting lines of inquiry can be found in theomamic literature: the research on the
“technology of skill development” and early eduoati as undertaken by James Heckman
and colleagues among others (e.g. Heckman 2008)thenresearch on individual well-
being as the outcome of social relationships awdbskills (Gui & Sugden 2005; Konow
& Earley 2008; Becchetti et al. 2008). This newu®enay inspire new priorities in policy
interventions (e.g., Doyle et al. 2009; Layard &uwhn 2009; Pugno 2015).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows:i&e& shows the puzzling role of
the family when it damages people’s general trusnehough it brings individual well-



being. Section 3 briefly discusses the efficien€yoomal education in forming general
trust. Section 4 focuses on ‘social skill' to gdietter understanding of the origin of

general trust. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. The puzzle of the “excessive” familism: negativeffects on general trust, positive

effects on well-being

The case of the family as an obstacle to genenat and economic growth was
originally raised by Banfield (1958), who coinedetlefficacious term of ‘amoral
familism’. On observing the community of a villagethe South of Italy in the 1950s, he
put forward the hypothesis that a social equilitbrimay emerge within the relationships
of the community, where people trust and care atmitmembers of their family, distrust
and lack concern about all the others, and expettaverybody behaves in the same way.
This extreme focus on the family thus becomes ‘afdrecause it excludes any interest
in people external to the family. This hypothesmswesumed by Putnam’s (1993) study
on lItaly, in which he gave account of the North-thodualism, and put forward the
alternative and desirable equilibrium where trust generalised and reinforced by
cooperative behaviours in social participation. Sehéwo social equilibria, according to
Putnam, are thus characterised by poor or highids@apital’ respectively, where the
latter would make democracy work and contributedonomic developmet.

Banfield’s (1958) hypothesis of ‘amoral familismasibeen tested on a worldwide
sample of individuals in the weaker form of cortiglas between family ties and general
trust, and between family ties and some relevaoh@mic indicators. For example,
Alesina & Giuliano (2011) first construct an indéot the strength of family ties on the
basis of survey questions on the importance ofahely, indisputable respect for parents,
and parents’ complete dedication to their childiBmey then find a negative, significant,
and sizeable correlation between this index an@émgérrust, having controlled for socio-

economic factors and for country dummieBhey also find that this index is positively

2 For an attempt to formalise these two types ofliégium, see Antoci et al. (2008), and Pugno (2009

% In particular, they find that, besides family tigscome, education, and being male are the mgsoitant
correlates of general trust. Other important soctatelates seems to be social fragmentation acwirie
inequality, but not crime, although family ties doeot appear in these other estimates (Alesinaland
Ferrara, 2002; Bjgrnskov 2007).



and significantly correlated with trust in the féynithe importance of obedience, and an
index for the attitude of resistance to social ¢eanThe direction of causality from the

strength of family ties to general trust is supedrtby applying the test to second-
generation immigrants. This direction of causaliis been confirmed more rigorously in
an experimental setting by Ermish & Gambetta (20B0hough Ermish and Gambetta

measured general trust by means of a trust gartiesrréthan the usual survey question,
they showed that an instrument for the frequencyisiting family members reduces

general trust. They also showed that some conditibat foster or limit the exposure to
social relationships, such as the need to carefaioily members or divorce, stand,

respectively, in a positive or negative correlatiath general trust.

To complete the test of Banfield’s (1958) hypothe#hie link to the economy has
been studied. Alesina & Giuliano (2010, 2013) arldsia et al. (2010) used a measure
for the strength of family ties very similar to tleamployed by Alesina & Giuliano (2011),
and showed that this measure is negatively andfis@ntly correlated with geographical
mobility, participation in the labour market, wagesd per-capita GDP, and positively
and significantly correlated with living at home tlwiparents, support for market
regulations, and perceived corruption. Tabellifil@) first constructed a proxy at country
level, called "obedience’, drawn from the questamrenof the World Values Survey, which
is the preferred quality, out of eight, that respemts thought that children should be
encouraged to acquire at home. Tabellini then fotlnad "obedience’' is negatively and
significantly related to the per-capita GDP of theropean regions. Conversely, he also
found that general trust is positively and sigrifidy related to GDP. Beugelsdijk and
Smulders (2009) used the importance in people’®slivof family, friends, and
acquaintances for bonding ties, and found thatrtteasure was negatively related to the
economic growth of the European regions. Converseiyeasure of social participation
such as the density of associational activity emr@s positively correlated with
economic growth. Finally, Billari & Tabellini (20)}0showed that the phenomenon of
young adults living in the parental home was negéti and significantly related to
economic growth in the European Union between 280d 2005. This phenomenon
seems to had substantial negative effects on eangeche in Italy, where the proportion
of males aged 18-33 living with their parents w&808 while it was 35% in the USA
towards the end of the 1990s (Manacorda & Moré&xfi&). This effect seems to be due to



reduced participation in the labour market, lessitplto learn on the job because of
employment at a later age, and less independerdediress.

The family puzzle arises because, although attgcpneat importance to family
ties causes general trust to deteriorate, it gigears to make people feel well. Indeed,
Alesina & Giuliano (2010, 2013) find, for a worlda sample of individuals, that the
strength of family ties is positively correlatedtiviboth happiness and life satisfaction.
Unexpectedly, the impact seems to be greater fershtisfaction, even though this has
more cognitive content. Similarly, Pugno & Verm@®12) find that life satisfaction has
positive and significant (partial) correlations hwvithe importance of the family and with
the indicator ‘obedience’, but also with generaktr Leung et al. (2011) find, for a sample
of Canadian individuals, that while trust in themily is significantly and positively
correlated with happiness, trust in neighboursositpvely but not significantly correlated
with happiness, and trust in strangers is even tivaiy but non-significantly correlated
with it. Similarly, Growiec & Growiec (2014) findior a sample of individuals of the
Central and Eastern European countries, that tip@riance of the family has a greater
impact on happiness than spending time with friecd#eagues, and engaging in other
social religious activities. Manacorda & MorettiO@6) show that parents cohabiting with
their young adult sons are happier than other psiartaly, while they are less happy in
the USA.

This evidence is especially puzzling as regardgpamnplications. Favouring the
geographical mobility of labour, for example, magvlh a desirable effect and an
undesirable effect. On the one hand, it will ineeedhe efficiency of the economy by
allocating work better; on the other hand, it wihkmage the closest family ties, with
negative effects on the well-being of people (seetlRdge & Amsberg 2003). General
trust would be challenged in this case, with ambiguconsequences. Conversely, policies
aimed at emphasizing the tradition of close faniigs may be popular, but they may

hamper economic development. In this case, getresilis expected to diminish.

3. Can formal education increase general trust?

The answer to the title question of this Sectioans® to be positive. In Helliwell

and Wang’'s (2011, p.53) words: “The [positive] libktween social trust and education



[...] appears to be an almost universal finding irstrequations® This statement refers to
Helliwell & Putnam (2007), which is a cross-sectibstudy of US individuals. But the
positive answer to the title question is also sstgpeby a meta-analysis of cross-sectional
studies concerning different countries (Huang €2@09).

However, although this result appears robust onieapgrounds, it does not on
theoretical ones. People usually choose to allcaagdy resources to education in order to
earn more income in the future, thanks to the iiseproductivity (Restuccia &
Vandenbroucke 2012), while changes in general atestside-effects. Specifically, these
are internal effects in the case of people’s owstirand external effects when changes
regard others’ trust. Internal effects are expedtetbe positive because the individuals
learn information and evaluation skills. Externdfeets are instead expected to be
ambiguous because the positive effects due to itegarftom others coexist with the
negative effects due to the concern for educatietatus. If the external effects are
negative and offset the internal effects, then atlos has negative net effects on the
general trust of the community (Nie et al. 199&)eefore, since developing general trust
is not the aim of education, the positive link &t warranted, as the possibility of opposite
side-effects makes clear.

Helliwell & Putnam’s (2007) evidence is comfortibgcause it shows a positive
link of individuals’ trust not only with their edation but also with the education of their
geographical neighbours. However, Huang et al%2 evidence is less comforting. In
fact, it shows that the external effects are nggaind not significant, and that the internal
effect is significantly reduced for surveys subsaguo the 1990s.

The USA is a special case in this regard, becaeasergl trust in that country has
declined in the most recent decades, while the adu@l level has greatly increased
(Aaronson et al. 2001; Robinson and Jackson 20@ttolni et al. 2013). According to
Helliwell & Putnam (2007), this remains a puzzlejieh is further reinforced by their
evidence.

An attempt to solve the puzzle of the decline afagal trust in the USA has been
made by studying the possible deleterious effetthe diffusion of television and other
media. In fact, these media over-represent crinmiesrand other social risks, thus

damaging general trust. Helliwell & Putnam (200ifdfsome evidence supporting this

* They further add that this link: “provide[s] oné the strongest pieces of evidence for positiveerx]

effects of increasing education levels.” For comta@m this statement, see below.



hypothesis by focusing on the generation of peoyte began to be most exposed to
television, and who thus report themselves as tiesting of others. Also Huang et al.
(2009), who perform a meta-analysis on differenintoes, find some evidence on the
negative relation between the use of media andrgereist® It emerges from this
evidence, that education has not been able to teachle how to make proper use of
information regarding their social lives, thus doming that the social effect of education
is weakened.

Another source of caution in positively answerihg title question of this Section
concerns causality, for which the evidence is rohforting. In fact, both Helliwell &
Putnam (2007) and Huang et al. (2009) perform taromal analysis, while the title
guestion is causal. Heckman et al. (2011) studycthgsal effects of schooling for a
longitudinal sample of people aged between 14 #&ngears old. They find that the effect
of an individual's education on her/his trust i significant.

Finally, the title question could be turned ints d@pposite, i.e. whether education
deteriorates general trust, if the important casedoication in economics is considered.
Indeed, Frank et al. (1993) argue, on the basis sidirvey of the literature and on their
own experiments, that students of economics, vatpect to other students, behave less
cooperatively and expect that others do the sarhesd authors also find that students
exhibit more cooperation by moving towards gradwatat a slower rate if they study
economics. However, these findings are affectethbyproblem of self-selection, which
Wang et al. (2011) attempted to circumvent by agkion-economics students to read a
text on economic self-interest before the experisewere run. The conclusions were
similar, and can be even extended because coapeggipears to be malleable. Education
in economics may be a special case, but it is goitant one because the individualistic
principles of economics are becoming popular atsather disciplines and fields.

Therefore, education emerges as a powerful meaesdourage general trust, but

it also appears to be improperly used.

4. Enhancing both trust and well-being through soail skill

® For a causal analysis see Frey et al. (2007) dkeh@2009).



The family as measured by the strength of its nakties, and education as
measured by the years of enrolment at schools anersities, are not robust and efficient
determinants of general trust, at least as it iBneéé in the more common surveys
guestions. This is also expected to be so in therdu because family ties bring much
well-being to the family members, and formal edigratbrings more income, while the
changes of general trust are instead side-eff@diese facts raise a problem because
failing to maximise general trust may result in ®@weconomic growth and, eventually,
less well-being. Therefore, family ties and forredlucation are not the right variables to
be considered and possibly used by policy makers.

People’s ‘social skill’ is a preferable variablechase ‘social skill' and general
trust are joint products of healthy human developmehich thus also guarantees well-
being. ‘Social skill may become the key variabfeao approach that aids understanding
of both the puzzle of Section 2 and the questioBexdtion 3. This approach is based on
psychology, and in particular on developmental psymgy, but also on some related
recent works in economics, such as the researctiucted by James Heckman and co-
authors, and some studies in the ‘economics ofihapg’ (Frey and Stutzer 2002, 2013;
Bruni and Porta 2005).

‘Social skill' can be first defined according toethmeasures used in social
psychology of education, which include cooperat@ssertion, self-control, empathy, and
responsibility (Demaray et al. 1995). For a theladen definition of ‘social skill’, the
‘attachment approach’ of John Bowlby (1969) carcited. According to this theory — the
individual relates with others according to a memégporesentation of this relationship,
called the ‘internal working model’, which origirat during infancy when the attachment
to caregivers takes place. ‘Secure attachmentesnghen the infant forms an internal
working model of successful proximity-seeking aggsnand security attainment, so that
s/he feels secure in exploring the outside wonhdl @ relating with unknown others. In
adults, ‘secure attachment’ can be measured byn@pasite variable that provides a
general definition of ‘social skill' because it Indes the following: ease in approaching
others, feeling of comfort when being approachedobyers, and a lack of worry if
dependent on them, or if being abandoned by theikulMcer & Shaver 2010, p.27).

® The recent developments of Sen’s ‘capability apphothat focused on ‘agency’ should also be meeiib
(Alkire 2008; Pugno 2014).



Therefore, the ‘attachment approach’ predicts thatdevelopment of social skill
is a process unitary with the development of irdlial autonomy, both of which provide a
solid grounding for well-being (Simpson 2007; Ryral. 2008). In particular, social skill
combined with autonomy makes the individual ableot@rcome adverse shocks, i.e.
makes her/him ‘resilient’ (Luthar 2006). This isportant for giving substance to the
definition of general trust. In fact, general trusis the expectation of cooperative
behaviour from others, implies the unfortunate pmisty that others may defect, either
intentionally or because of an inability to dealthwiunexpected changed conditions.
Resilience thus helps the individual not to ovareahis possibility, and to be trustful.

The social skill approach evidences how the stien§family ties and the years of
formal education are poor variables for studyingagal trust. Both variables should be
better qualified.

An interesting way to qualify family ties has besmggested by the influential
developmental psychologist Baumrind (1978), whoppseed three distinct parenting
styles: authoritativeauthoritarian, and permissiveAuthoritative parents are warm and
responsive to their children, provide affection aswpport for their explorations and
autonomy, and maintain high expectations concerttiegy achievements. Authoritarian
parents are neither warm nor responsive to thelidreim; nevertheless they maintain high
expectations in their children by requiring obedrerand exerting control. Permissive
parents are changeable in their responsivene$®itochildren’s needs; however, they are
lax in their expectations concerning their childseachievements and tolerate their
misbehaviours.

The variable "obedience' constructed by Tabelf6ilQ) to indicate the strength of
family ties (see Section 2) seems to capture thboatarian quality of parenting. The
authoritative style seems also to be captured bgefliai (2010) with the variable
‘independence’ as the preferred quality that ckildshould be encouraged to acquire at
home. The contrast between the two parenting stdaghus be supported by the finding
that ‘independence’ is negatively correlated withedience'. In this way, some indirect
and tentative evidence emerges that authoritatarenting is good and authoritarian

parenting bad for children’s general trust.

" This distinction has recently been used also @memics in order to analyse familial education (P&
Zilibotti 2014; Cosconati 2009).
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The outcomes of the two parenting styles appeaosifgoto each other as well.
The authoritative style seems to make childrenebetdtf in well-being, self-esteem, and
relationships with others relatively to both theéhauwitarian and the permissive style (Chan
et al. 2011; see also Roth et al. 2009). Furthezmdrabellini (2010) finds that
‘independence’ is positively related to GDP, whileedience' is negatively related to it.

Common to the authoritative and authoritarian stytegreater attention paid by
parents to their children, but the two styles happosite underlying ideas on the social
skills of children. The authoritative style rests the idea that children are active in
pursuing stimulations, including social ones, amgoy them if properly offered by
parents. Their social predisposition can thus dgveds a social skill. Instead, the
authoritarian style rests on the idea that childrenpassive, and that parents should shape
their skills by inculcating norms and rules (Landtyal. 2008).

The predisposition of children to develop sociall dkas been demonstrated by a
large body of evidence, so that the authoritariarepting style would be a dangerous
intrusion. Harbaugh et al. (2003) find that 8-ye#t-children already exhibit trust and
trustworthiness in a trust game. Similarly, childexhibit cooperative behaviours in the
public good game (Harbaugh & Krause 20@6) dictator game (Harbaugh et al. 2001),
although to a less pronounced extent than adultsstWorthiness in the form of
spontaneous cooperative behaviour can also be fioucildren at even earlier ages. For
example, Warneken & Tomasello (2013) conducted x@erment in which 2-year-old
children had the opportunity to help an unfamibaiult to obtain an out-of-reach object.
The experimenters observed that the children dasie lhelp both when the accompanying
parent was present and when s/he was absent f@modim, even if the children had to
disengage from a ‘fun activity’ to help. Kanakogjia¢ (2013) conducted an experiment in
which 10-month-old children viewed an aggressiveiadointeraction between a victim
and an aggressor, both of which were representeghimgated objects like triangles and
circles on a computer screen. The experimentererobd that infants exhibited a
preference for the victim relatively to a neutrdljext, and avoided the aggressor. The
infants thus revealed an ability to clearly identi$ocial patterns in interpersonal
relationships even if the individuals were in tleeni of symbols, and to take part by

avoiding uncooperative behaviours in others. Froqpeements of this type, including

8 By contrast, chimpanzees are rational maximizethé ultimatum game (Jensen et al. 2007).
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other experiments in which also non-human indivisiweere involved, Tomasello (2009)
concluded that humans are unique in that they Hudlch experience at a very early age
cognitive representations of social relationshpg@verned by norms, where cooperation
is spontaneous and intrinsically motivated.

Social skill can thus be conceived as a componetiteoset of skills which are
more or less variable over time, and which charasgendividual personality. Heckman
and co-authors use this idea very extensively @irtetudy on the technology of skill
formation. In fact, they consider both cognitivalisklike intelligence as measured by 1Q,
and non-cognitive skills, which in their turn indkisocial skill. They also show that these
skills are rather variable over people’s lives (Bar& Heckman 2007). In particular,
social skill seems to develop until mature age whmxied by the facet called “social
vitality' of the personality trait Extraversion (Bfans et al. 2008). Furthermore,
Heckman and co-authors are able to provide evidendde influence of the social skill
that individuals have acquired in the past on tiseibsequent social behaviour. For
example, if social skill is proxied by the tendenty lie or to cheat”, "to steal”, "to play
truant” during childhood, the person seems sigaifily more likely to experience
incarceration during adulthood, while cognitivellskdo not seem to have such important
effects (Heckman et al. 2012).

Individuals’ social skill is thus a stock which cae changed through experience
and investments, especially those offered by psrertd which produces general trust.
The development of a satisfying social life is melgal by psychologists, and recently also
by economists, as a good predictor of individuallAveing. Deci and Ryan (2000) claim
that human development is psychologically healthndividual autonomy is effectively
pursued in connection with satisfying relatedndé®sgfio 2008). Studies in happiness
economics have shown that voluntary work, whicltamsintrinsically motivated social
activity, is linked to both education and generast, and able to provide happiness or life
satisfaction (Meier & Stutzer 2008; Binder & Freyt2013; see also Becchetti et al.
2013). A more comprehensive concept of individuall\weing has been proposed by
Ryff and Singer (2008). It is termed Psychologi¢étll-Being (PWB), which includes
‘autonomy’, ‘positive relationships’, ‘personal gvth’, and it has been found to be strictly
linked with observed physical health. The econasnigdnow & Earley (2008) and Koch
(2013) have used the concept of PWB in order tainbby using controlled experiments,

two results that indirectly support our social skibproach. First, PWB seems to cause
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trustful and cooperative behaviours, which also enaéople happier. Second, non-trusters
and free-riders experience a reduction of happiness

Individuals’ autonomy has also been captured bwHr@able ‘locus of control’ of
their actions. The psychologist Rotter (1966), whooposed this new variable,
distinguished individuals between those who attebihe outcomes of their actions to
internal factors such as their own efforts andlskdnd those who tend to attribute the
outcome of their own actions to external factorshsas fate. By using the German Socio-
Economic Panel, the economists Albanese et al.3)20dd that individuals’ ‘locus of
control’ is a positive, significant and sizeableretate with their general trust by also
controlling for their personal traits (see also Ikedll 2011). Using the World Values
Survey, Verme (2009) clearly shows that individudtscus of control’, as captured by
the survey question “how much freedom of choice ematrol do you feel you have over
the way your life turns out,” is a positive, veigraficant and sizeable correlate with life
satisfaction.

Therefore, as observed in Section 2, the strenigthnaily ties does not guarantee
the spread of general trust; rather, it seemsve Hae contrary effect if excessive, despite
being associated with more well-being. Howeverthés Section shows, qualifying family
ties by distinguishing parenting styles reveald tha authoritarian style seems to induce
less well-being and more anti-social behaviourgshildren than does the authoritative
style. Rearing children to obedience may make tlgamd citizens, i.e. trustworthy in
specific predictable behaviours as prescribed bgmsp provided that the economic
conditions are not as miserable as those studieBamfield (1958 But it is harder to
teach general trust, because this implies the Ipiigsthat others may defect because they
are unable to maintain the promise of cooperationhe case of unexpected changed
conditions. In other words, it is harder to teaekilrence, which, by contrast, children
would spontaneously develop if supported in theitoaomy and trained in their social
skill.

This approach to the development of general trespecially within the family,
needs ample research to be confirmed, but the pieicevidence reported in this paper,
including psychological evidence, are encouragMgre research is in particular needed

to better identify two paths to well-being: fromrastg family ties to well-being despite

® In fact, Ljunge (2013) finds that family ties aresely and negatively linked to opportunistic bebars,
like cheating on taxes, using public transporhwiitt ticket, or dropping litter in a public place.
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reduced general trust; and from people’s socidl akd autonomy to well-being, which
would also bring them to more general trifst.

Formal education, as in the case of family tiegush be qualified so that its
contribution to general trust can be better stud®tidents are motivated to receive
education so that they can increase their knowlesigecompetence for the final aim of
being competitive on the labour market. This madtorais extrinsic, and passing tests and
examinations may work as intermediate incentiveStudents usually also learn norms
and rules which help them to gain better understgndf the specific conditions where
trust and trustworthiness apply. However, becongegerally trustful persons requires
them to have an intrinsic motivation, i.e. theyddoendorse this quality and defend it for
their own reputation as socially skilled. Are sclsoand universities the right places to
stimulate intrinsic motivation to learn social $kahd trust?

Unfortunately, a thorough study on this questiofarking. A step forward has
been taken by the PISA survey, which observed Hs-gkl students’ engagement in
school. It emerged that, on average across OECDtiges in 2000, almost half of the
students “feel bored at school”, and almost a thaidl that “school is a place where they
do not want to go” (OECD 2002, p.330). In the USA proportions rose to 61% and 35%
respectively. The lack of intrinsic motivations av® go to school is worrying, but large
variations across countries suggest that therebadgest practices in schools.

A very informative economic study in this regardAilgan et al. (2013). On the
basis of two data-sets including OECD and some Easipean countrie$,they identify
two main teaching practices, called ‘vertical’ ahdrizontal’. “Teaching lectures” and
“copying notes from the board during lessons” akeh as proxies for ‘vertical’ teaching
practice; “working together in groups in class omj@cts” is taken as a proxy for
‘horizontal’ teaching practice. On a country bagie ‘vertical’ teaching practice is a

negative, significant, and sizeable correlate ofegal trust, while the ‘horizontal’ teaching

9 The hypothesis of these two paths emerges frorm¥€R009, table 3). He shows that people who are
married, and regard religion and ‘obedience’ asartgnt also enjoy more life satisfaction, but hiess
control over their lives, while people who are moarried and regard religion as unimportant and
‘independence’ as important enjoy less life satigden, but have more control over their lives, whis
nevertheless strongly associated with life sattgfac

! On the importance of motivation, whether intrinsicstrategic, for the outcomes, see Bruni et24100).

2 These datasets are the 1999 Civic Education Sindythe 1995 Trends in International Mathematias an
Science Study.
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practice is a positive, significant, and sizealde@ate. The estimate has been controlled
for income per capita, expenditure on educationl, @erage years of education. On an
individual basis, a similar result emerges for cagive beliefs and behaviours.
Education can thus be effectively qualified to stitd contribution to general trust in a
way better than using the simple number of enrotmears. Distinguishing between
teaching practices takes a step forward to idantifyhe role of intrinsic motivations and,

behind it, of social skill.

5. Conclusions

This paper has shown that increasing people’s gétreist, which is so important
for economic growth and individual well-being, istra trivial issue. It is tempting to see
the family and formal education as the natural gdagvhere general trust develops.
However, this paper has drawn attention to the fhat both the family and formal
education have different aims, while general tmsty be possibly enhanced only as a
side-effect.

A body of empirical studies has been cited in suppbthis claim. In particular, it
seems that placing “excessive” importance on fartidg has detrimental effects on
general trust, while, at the same time, it hastp@seffects on the well-being of the family
members. This fact poses a puzzle as well as aypdiiemma, because general trust and
individual well-being seem not to go together. @thudies have found that education
may be designed to enhance competition more thapecation, and that there is ample
room for improving efficiency in producing genetalst.

This paper has proposed people’s ‘social skilltlees target variable for research
and policy. It is proximate to general trust and ba learned as an enjoyable experience
especially, but not only, in the first part of p&dp lives. If the family and formal
education are encouraged to develop ‘social skilkn both general trust and individual
well-being are expected to emerge. A variety ofl&s, not only in economics but also in
psychology and related disciplines, report ressggporting this claim, thus marking out a

line of inquiry to furnish it with a more solid emmigal grounding.
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