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Abstract
Relationships with parents, teachers, and peers can expose youth to different types 
of authority and legal orientations. In particular, parents are expected to play a key 
role in shaping youth’s perceptions of authority, as they are considered the primary 
agents of socialization throughout childhood and adolescence. However, few have 
directly assessed the intergenerational transmission of trust in authorities from par-
ent to child and the mechanisms by which transmission is more or less effective. 
The current study assesses to what extent parental trust in criminal justice authori-
ties (i.e., police and judges) is associated with trust in criminal justice authorities 
among a diverse sample of young adults in the Netherlands. Drawing from research 
on socialization and youth development, we also evaluate to what extent the quality 
of relationship with the parent conditions the degree of intergenerational transmis-
sion of trust in criminal justice authorities. Overall, we found that parental trust in 
criminal justice authorities measured when the youth were aged 19–20 was posi-
tively related to youth trust 1 year later. The quality of the relationship between par-
ents and children was not directly related to youths’ trust in authorities, and for the 
most part did not moderate the effect of parent trust on youth trust.
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Introduction

There is increasing attention to the role of non-legal actors in shaping perceptions 
of trust and legitimacy of criminal justice authorities among youth (Cavanagh & 
Cauffman, 2015; Fine et al., 2016; Forrest, 2021; Nivette et al., 2020; Trinkner & 
Cohn, 2014; Wolfe et al., 2017). Relationships with parents, teachers, and peers can 
expose youth to different types of authority and legal orientations (Tyler & Trinkner, 
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2018). Through these different social interactions, youth come to internalize societal 
laws and develop attitudes towards legal institutions and authorities, such as police 
and judges (Tapp & Levine, 1974). In particular, parents are expected to play a key 
role in shaping youth’s perceptions of authority, as they are considered the primary 
agents of socialization throughout childhood and adolescence (Grusec, 2011; Smet-
ana et al., 2014). However, much of the research on parental influences has focused 
on how parental bonds and involvement are associated with attitudinal outcomes 
with a focus on police (Nihart et  al., 2005; Sargeant & Bond, 2015). Few studies 
have directly assessed the intergenerational transmission of trust from parent to child 
(Sindall et  al., 2017), most of which used specific youth offender samples in the 
USA (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015; Wolfe et  al., 2017). To our knowledge, none 
of these studies have examined the mechanisms by which parent attitudes are more 
or less likely to relate to youth attitudes. Furthermore, through an oversampling of 
second-generation immigrant youth, we are able to assess legal socialization among 
groups that were raised in different legal contexts than where they currently reside 
with their children. Particularly, the legal contexts of some of the origin countries 
could be considered (much) less fair than the context of the Netherlands.

In light of these gaps, the current study aims to examine processes of intergen-
erational transmission in legal socialization. Specifically, we assess to what extent 
parental trust in criminal justice authorities (i.e., police and judges) is associated 
with trust in criminal justice authorities among a diverse sample of young adults in 
the Netherlands. Drawing from research on socialization and youth development, we 
also evaluate to what extent the quality of relationship with the parent conditions the 
degree of intergenerational transmission of trust in criminal justice authorities.

Legal Socialization in Adolescence

While the legal socialization process begins in childhood, the period of adolescence 
is particularly important as it is characterized by changes in moral reasoning, cog-
nitive development, and exposure to new and different social interactions (Baz & 
Fernández-Molina, 2018; Granot & Tyler, 2019). In later stages of moral reason-
ing development, beginning in adolescence, moral reasoning is not autonomous and 
adolescents still depend on approval from others (Kohlberg, 1970). Only in mid- 
or late adolescence, when entering the fourth stage, awareness of legal authorities 
and the obligation to obey them emerge. Additionally, the need for external approval 
becomes smaller. Alongside these moral development processes, cognitive capaci-
ties and social interactions are changing during the transition from childhood to ado-
lescence. Cognitive development during this period enables abstract thinking, ques-
tioning, and judgements about the fairness of authorities (Fine et al., 2019; Granot 
& Tyler, 2019). During adolescence, youth may also experience their first encounter 
with discrimination and unfair treatment by authorities such as teachers and police 
(Okonofua et al., 2016). During this time, youth are also more likely to be stopped 
and searched by the police (McAra & McVie, 2016; Sharp & Atherton, 2007). In 
particular, ethnic minority youth tend to be proactively stopped by the police more 
frequently (Svensson & Saharso, 2015) and often feel more discriminated by police 
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(Haller et al., 2020; Solhjell et al., 2019) and other authorities (e.g., teachers, van 
Bergen et  al., 2021) based on ethnic background. These new and different social 
interactions can subsequently shape how youth view the police, as well as other 
legal authorities (Sindall et al., 2017).

While experiences with discrimination are important to legal socialization, this 
process typically begins well before youth have their first encounter with authorities 
other than their parents (Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Youth are vicariously exposed to 
evaluations of the law and police through interactions with different social actors in 
their environment (Fine et al., 2016; McLean et al., 2019; Wolfe et al., 2017). Mod-
els of legal socialization have evaluated a wide variety of social influences, includ-
ing parents (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015; Sargeant & Bond, 2015), teachers (Fer-
dik et al., 2014; Nivette et al., 2021; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014), and peers (Fine et al., 
2016). Immigrant parents occupy a special position when socializing their children, 
as they themselves were raised in different contexts. The beliefs and practices that 
immigrant parents were socialized with are often carried on into the host society 
(Coopmans et  al., 2016) and can thus be a counterforce to wider societal sociali-
zation. The current study elaborates particularly on the role of diverse parents and 
parent-child relationships in the socialization process.

It is important to note that the current study focuses specifically on trust in two 
criminal justice authorities, the police and judges. The correlation between trust in 
these two authorities tends to be relatively high (e.g., r = 0.68 including all coun-
tries, European Social Survey, 2023). Trust reflects an internalized state and con-
cerns expectations about future behavior (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012) and is consid-
ered by some to be a core component of institutional legitimacy (Jackson & Gau, 
2016; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Measures of trust tend to be correlated with other 
legal attitudes, such as procedural fairness, normative alignment, obligation to obey, 
trustworthiness, and cooperation (Gau, 2014; Hamm et al., 2017). Theoretically, the 
expectation is that perceptions of police and judges develop in a similar way through 
personal and vicarious experiences with fair treatment and decision-making (Tyler, 
2001). However, there is some evidence that perceptions of police may be based 
more strongly on experiences, since the general public is more likely to encounter 
the police compared to judges (Röder & Mühlau, 2012). By contrast, individuals are 
less likely to interact with judges in their lifetime, and so perceptions may be based 
more generally on feelings about the quality of institutions, or other sources. Still, 
there is little research on youth perceptions of judges specifically (Cavanagh et al., 
2021), although there is some evidence that parental supervision and procedural jus-
tice are correlated with a combined measure of police and court legitimacy (Fagan 
& Tyler, 2005). Our focus on trust in both police and judges allows us to explore 
to what extent there may be similarities and differences in the relationship between 
parent and youth attitudes.

Parental Influence

In the early stages of the life course, parents are considered the primary source of 
socialization (Grusec, 2011), and their influence can extend into young adulthood 
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(Johnson et al., 2011). In relation to legal socialization, parents may directly com-
municate and reinforce certain values (April et al., 2022; Burt et al., 2012), but can 
also serve as a source of vicarious exposure to experiences with and evaluations of 
criminal justice authorities (Sindall et al., 2017). Children and adolescents may also 
adopt certain attitudes through observation and modeling of their parents’ behaviors 
(Jennings & Niemi, 1968; Smetana et al., 2014; Wolfe et al., 2017).

Research examining the intergenerational transmission of legal attitudes has 
found strong correlations between parent and child measures of trust, police legiti-
macy, and obligation to obey (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015, 2019; Fine et al., 2020; 
Sindall et al., 2017; Wolfe et al., 2017). An age-graded legal socialization framework 
would expect that parental attitudes are more likely to influence youth attitudes ear-
lier in the life course, particularly in childhood and early adolescence when parents 
are primarily responsible for the child’s care and environment (Grusec, 2011). In 
adolescence, youth are increasingly exposed to different socialization agents, includ-
ing teachers, peers, and police (Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Sindall et al. (2017) found 
that adolescents whose parents held more positive views of the police tend to hold 
more positive views themselves and that this attitudinal alignment between adoles-
cents and their parents was strongest for older adolescents (up to age 15). Similarly, 
Cavanagh and Cauffman (2015) showed that maternal attitudes towards the legal 
justice system were closely related to their sons’ attitudes (aged 13 to 17). Likewise, 
Wolfe et  al. (2017) evaluated to what extent parental legitimacy beliefs about the 
criminal justice system were associated with legitimacy beliefs held by their chil-
dren (ages 14 to 17). The authors found that even when controlling for individual 
characteristics and experiences with the legal system, parental legitimacy remained 
an important predictor of adolescents’ legitimacy beliefs (but see Cavanagh et al., 
2022). Taken together, this suggests that the relationship between parental and youth 
attitudes can persist well into (later) adolescence, and so is not only relevant among 
children or early adolescents.

These studies suggest that parental attitudes play a central role in shaping the atti-
tudes of their children, such as trust in the police, over and above their individual 
characteristics and experiences. Therefore, we expect that adolescents’ level of trust 
in criminal justice authorities will be closely associated with their parents’ trust in 
these authorities. Specifically, we expect that adolescents whose parents have higher 
levels of trust in the police will have higher trust in the police themselves (H1a) and 
that adolescents whose parents have higher levels of trust in judges will have higher 
trust in judges themselves (H1b).

The Importance of Quality of Parental Contact

In addition to the transmission of attitudes from parents to children, parenting 
practices that establish good quality relationships, with consistent and fair treat-
ment, can generate a broader sense of trustworthiness in authorities, including the 
police (Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). The quality of the parent-child relationship can 
be measured in a number of ways. Parent-child relationships that are character-
ized by warmth, acceptance, and involvement and that are emotionally supportive 
are considered beneficial to adolescent development and socialization (Steele & 
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McKinney, 2019). Poor quality parent-child relationships may also be character-
ized by the presence of conflict, including disagreement and hostility (Weymouth 
et al., 2016). While some conflict is also considered a normative and functional 
part of adolescent development (Branje, 2018; Smetana et  al., 2014), reviews 
have shown that the presence of parent-child conflict is associated with greater 
maladjustment problems among adolescents (Laursen & DeLay, 2011; Weymouth 
et al., 2016). Conflict can also disrupt socialization processes, particularly among 
children of immigrants, which can result in problem behaviors (Choi et al., 2008; 
McQueen et al., 2003; Schofield et al., 2008; Stevens et al., 2007). Studies exam-
ining both parent-child attachment and conflict suggest that high levels of parent-
child conflict are likely to coincide with low levels of parental-child warmth or 
bonds (Choi et al., 2008; Trentacosta et al., 2011). For these reasons, both parent-
child bond and parent-child conflict may work to influence attitudes as well as the 
adoption of similar attitudes among youth.

Generally, legal socialization research has found that adolescents who report 
strong bonds with their parents are more likely to trust and support the police (Fer-
dik et al., 2014; McLean et al., 2019; Nivette et al., 2020; Sargeant & Bond, 2015; 
Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). For example, Nihart and colleagues (Nihart et al., 2005) 
examined adolescents’ attitudes toward the police in the USA and found that those 
who held more positive feelings towards their parents and teachers also reported 
more positive feelings towards the police. Based on these findings, we expect that 
adolescents who report higher quality relationships with their parents will have 
higher levels of trust in police (H2a), and we expect that adolescents who report 
higher quality relationships with their parents will have higher levels of trust in 
judges (H2b).

The quality of the relationship between parents and children may also condition the 
transmission of attitudes from parent to child. Broader research on socialization and 
development suggests that the adoption of attitudes and behaviors from parents by chil-
dren depends on the quality of the parent-child relationship (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; 
Kochanska et  al., 2019). Positive parent-child relationships are expected to promote 
conditions under which children are most willing to accept parental values (Grusec & 
Davidov, 2010; Tsai et al., 2015). Positive parent-child relationships, characterized by 
high attachment, responsiveness, and low conflict, work to promote clear communica-
tion about given values and a willingness to accept said values among children (Grusec 
& Goodnow, 1994). Children are willing to accept parents’ values because they pro-
vide a sense of identity and a stable relationship with their parents (Tsai et al., 2015). 
Previous research has shown that positive parent-child relationships have been asso-
ciated with greater intergenerational adoption of social, cultural, and political values 
among adolescents (Aggeborn & Nyman, 2021; Erzinger & Steiger, 2014; Kim-Spoon 
et al., 2012; Meeusen & Boonen, 2022; Quintelier, 2015; Rico & Jennings, 2016). To 
our knowledge, no study has yet examined this conditional effect on trust in criminal 
justice authorities. We therefore formulate the following hypotheses (H3a): the qual-
ity of the parent-child relationship will moderate the effect of parent trust in police on 
the youth’s trust in police, whereby for higher quality relationships, the strength of the 
association between parent and youth trust will be stronger compared to lower quality 
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relationships. Likewise, the quality of the parent-child relationship will moderate the 
effect of parent trust in judges on the youth’s trust in judges (H3b).

Methods

This study’s hypotheses, methods, and planned analyses were pre-registered on the 
Open Science Framework [OSF] on 8 December 2022 (see: https:// osf. io/ usy8v/). Any 
deviations from the original plan are noted below. This study has been approved by the 
Faculty Ethics Review Board of Utrecht University under number 22-0664. The data 
used in the current study are available from the third author upon request. The analyti-
cal code is available from OSF (https:// osf. io/ usy8v/).

The current study assesses these hypotheses using data collected as part of the Chil-
dren of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey in the Netherlands (CILSNL, (Jaspers & van 
Tubergen, 2019a, b). Specifically, we use wave 6 (2016/ages 19–20), where both par-
ents and children were interviewed about a range of social relationships and values, 
and wave 7 (2017, ages 20–21). The CILSNL is the follow-up study of a broader three-
wave longitudinal study conducted in four European countries (i.e., the Netherlands, 
Germany, Sweden, England, CILS4EU), which aimed to examine the social integra-
tion of immigrant and non-immigrant children (Kalter et al., 2016) and which started 
in 2010.

The initial sample of the CILS4EU project was drawn via a three-stage sampling 
design with all individuals selected within some school classes and schools. The origi-
nal 2010 sample consisted of a sample of schools stratified by education level and the 
percentage of non-western immigrants. Schools with a higher percentage of immi-
grants were oversampled. Schools were selected with a probability relative to their size, 
meaning that smaller schools were less likely to be sampled than larger schools. School 
level response was 34.9%. A number of Grade 9 classes in each school was selected 
(class-level response rate was 94.5%), and within each class, all pupils were invited to 
participate (pupil-level response rate in the first wave was 91.1%). Follow-up waves, 
from the third wave onwards, no longer took place in schools. In this paper, we primar-
ily draw on waves 6 and 7 of the CILSNL (Jaspers & van Tubergen, 2019a, b).

The sampling procedure aimed to enable inferences for Dutch adolescents of one 
cohort of students from the same grade, at one point in time (Kalter et al., 2016). The 
data should not be interpreted as representative for the entire Dutch population of 
14-year-olds in 2010, as its sampling frame was complex and purposefully oversam-
pled certain schools. Furthermore, even though CILSNL maintained good response 
rates of over 50% until wave 7, attrition was not random. Males and participants with a 
minority background were more likely to attrite (Baalbergen & Jaspers, 2022).

Adolescent Data Collection Waves 6 and 7

The aim of waves 6 and 7 was to have a well-balanced mix between questions that 
were already asked in previous waves and new questions in order to capture pos-
sible changes in the situation of the respondents and to cover contextual changes 

https://osf.io/usy8v/
https://osf.io/usy8v/
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like the rise of online social media platforms. All Dutch youth who were ever 
approached to participate in waves 1, 2, or 3 of CILS4EU (N = 7912), excluding 
all youth who at one point in time refused future participation in the panel study 
(N = 1255), formed the target sample for the sixth wave of CILSNL (N = 6657). 
Youth were invited to complete the online self-administered questionnaire by 
postal mail and by e-mail and received a 10 euro gift certificate after completion 
of the questionnaire. After 6 weeks, all participants who had not yet responded 
were approached for a telephone interview. In total, 3541 respondents partici-
pated in wave 6, which is a gross response rate of 53.2%. The majority filled out 
the questionnaire online (90.6%), and some participated via telephone interviews 
(9.4%). For wave 7, a similar strategy was employed, resulting in the participation 
of 3561 respondents (gross response rate 56.6%), of which 86.7% participated in 
the online questionnaire and 13.3% participated via the telephone.

Parent Data Collection Wave 6

For the first time since wave 1, parents of the youth target sample were surveyed. 
The parental target sample equals the number of youth respondents who are in 
the target sample (N = 6657), using contact information from the first and second 
waves. Also for parents, a mixed mode design was used, but unlike for their off-
spring, parents could not participate via an online questionnaire. A postal invita-
tion was sent that contained the questionnaire and a prepaid return envelope. In 
the second stage, respondents who had not responded yet were approached by 
interviewers for a telephone interview. The parental questionnaire covered simi-
lar themes as the youth questionnaire: (1) participation in the labor market; (2) 
norms, values, lifestyle, and attitudes; and (3) social networks and social partici-
pation. A shortened version of the questionnaire was also developed. This short 
questionnaire was offered in telephone interviews to parents who were not willing 
to answer the main questionnaire. This questionnaire provides some information 
about contact with the participating child, general trust, political views, back-
ground characteristics, social contacts, and health. In total, the parents of 2402 
respondents participated in wave 6, which is a gross response rate of 36.1%. The 
majority filled out the self-administered questionnaire (87.7%).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables used in the current study are child-reported trust 
in police and trust in judges. Both items are measured in wave 7 (ages 20–21) 
using two questions that ask how much trust the respondent has in the police and 
judges, respectively. Responses were measured on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 
reflects “no trust at all” and 10 reflects “a lot of trust.”
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Independent Variables

The key independent variables used to assess the hypotheses include parent-reported 
trust in police and the quality of the parent-child relationship measured in wave 6 
(ages 19–20). Parent trust in police is measured in the same way as child trust in 
police and judges, using a single item, respectively, with responses ranging from 1 
“no trust at all” to 10 “a lot of trust.”

The quality of the parent-child relationship was measured in two ways. As 
outlined in the pre-registration, the original plan was to use measures of parent-
reported relationship with their child at wave 6. However, the distributions of these 
variables were highly skewed such that there was little to no variation to evaluate 
(see distributions in Figure A1, Appendix A). Instead, we opted for two measures 
of youth-reported relationship and contact with their parents measured at wave 5 
(ages 18–19). Items asked to what extent youth get along with each of their parents 
(mother and father) and how often they see each of their parents every day. Par-
ent-child bond was measured using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “not well 
at all” to 4 “very well.” For contact, responses ranged from 1 “never” to 5 “every 
day.” Due to the skewed distribution of these two variables (see Fig. 1), we opted to 
dichotomize both variables for analyses. Parent-child bond was therefore dichoto-
mized to reflect 0 “not well” and 1 “well,” and contact was dichotomized to reflect 0 
“not every day” and 1 “every day.”1 We matched the wave 5 item referring to mother 
or father with the gender of the parent who participated in wave 6. In this way, the 
quality of relationship most likely refers to the parent completing the survey.

Fig. 1  Frequency distributions for child-reported frequency of contact with parent and quality of rela-
tionship

1 We also note that this is a deviation from our pre-registration, in which we were not aware of the extent 
to which the distributions were highly-skewed (see Fig. A1). Although dichotomization can come at a 
loss to information and variance, we argue that in this case, the division can facilitate estimation and 
interpretation. Specifically, we used the conceptual categories to dichotomize the variables. For parent-
child bond, categories “not well at all” and “not so well” were combined into “not well,” and categories 
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The second scale measures the extent to which the parent has been in conflict 
with their child over eight issues in the past 3 months: money, house rules, other 
practical things, norms and values, (social) media use, their relationship with their 
child, their child’s friends, and their child’s partner. Parent respondents in wave 6 
could answer either “yes” or “no” to each issue. We summed the responses to create 
a variety scale that reflects the degree to which there is greater conflict in different 
domains between parent and child.

Controls

We controlled for a range of parent and child characteristics that are likely to influ-
ence child-reported trust in criminal justice authorities and therefore may confound 
the relationship between parent and child trust. Regarding child characteristics, vic-
timization has been shown to be correlated with trust in criminal justice institutions, 
as victims of crime may develop more fear of crime, consequently worsening their 
views of the police and criminal justice authorities (Singer et al., 2019). Impulsiv-
ity and low self-control have been linked to perceptions of police, as individuals 
who are impulsive and seek immediate gratification are also likely to be involved in 
criminal behavior and avoid attachments to all institutions (Wolfe, 2011). Similarly, 
individuals involved in deviant or criminal behavior may be less likely to trust the 
police, as negative attitudes may be a by-product of antisocial norms and/or justifi-
cation for rule-breaking (Ameri et al., 2019; Nivette et al., 2020; Wolfe et al., 2016). 
General trust has also been shown to be correlated with institutional trust, although 
there is a debate as to the causal order of this relationship (Daskalopoulou, 2019). 
We also include a measure of discrimination, which can lead to feelings of injus-
tice and distrust in police, especially among ethnic minorities who are more likely 
to experience discrimination (Solhjell et  al., 2019). In addition, we controlled for 
socio-demographic characteristics such as education level, sex, and age.

Impulsivity was measured in wave 6 using a single item that asks how often the 
statement “I act without thinking” is true of them. Responses include “often true,” 
“sometimes true,” “rarely true,” and “never true.” Responses were recoded so higher 
values equate to higher impulsivity. Victimization is measured in wave 6 using six 
items that ask whether or not the respondent has been a victim of a particular crime 
or harmful act in the past 12 months. This includes bullying on the internet, burglary, 
stolen bicycle, stolen mobile phone, laptop or tablet, physically attacked or threat-
ened, and ripped off on the internet. Responses were summed to create a variety 
scale ranging from 0 to 6. Delinquency is measured in wave 6 using seven items that 
ask whether or not the respondent has engaged in a particular crime or deviant act in 
the past 12 months. This includes ordering illegal drugs on the internet, deliberately 
damaging things that were not theirs, stealing something from a shop/someone else, 

“well” and “very well” were combined into “well” For parent-child contact, the categories “never,” “less 
often,” “1 + per month,” and “1 + per week” were combined into “not every day,” and the category “every 
day” was kept as is.

Footnote 1 (continued)
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carrying a knife or weapon, hitting or kicking someone, pretending to be someone 
else on the internet, and downloading illegal software, music, or movies. Responses 
were summed to create a variety scale of delinquency ranging from 0 to 7. General 
trust was measured in wave 6 using a single item that asks whether most people can 
be trusted or you can not be too careful dealing with people. Respondents could 
answer either “most people can be trusted” or “you can’t be too careful.”

Socio-economic status was measured using the parent-reported total household 
monthly income (in euros) at wave 6, after tax and compulsory deductions, from 
all sources. In order to capture feelings of discrimination that are likely to be expe-
rienced by ethnic minorities, we included four items measuring whether or not the 
youth has felt discriminated in the past 12 months in school or work, in public trans-
portation, in shops, cafes, restaurants, nightclubs, or by police or security guards. 
Feelings of discrimination were measured at wave 3 (ages 16–17). We created a 
variety scale ranging from 0 to 4 to reflect different discrimination experiences by 
summing responses. The participant’s level of education was drawn from waves 
1 and 2 (ages 14–16), when they were still enrolled in school. Possible responses 
were grouped into four ordinal levels: level 1 (vmbo basis/kader), level 2 (vmbo 
gt/t), level 3 (havo), and level 4 (atheneum/gymnasium). The Dutch school system is 
tracked, with students grouped in these levels by cognitive ability from the age of 12 
onward. In addition, we include a measure indicating whether or not the child lives 
at home at wave 6. Specifically, the participant was asked who lives in their house-
hold other than themselves. Based on these responses, we created three categories: 
lives with both parents (i.e., biological, step, adopted, or foster parent), lives with 
one parent, and neither.

Analyses

In order to test our hypotheses, we conducted three main analyses. First, in order 
to estimate the intergenerational transmission of trust from parent to child (H1a, 
H1b), we regressed child-reported trust in police on parent-reported trust in police. 
Second, we examined the direct association between parent-child relationship and 
child’s trust in police using measures of involvement and conflict (H2a, H2b). 
Finally, we evaluated the moderating effect of parent-child relationship on the asso-
ciation between parent and child trust in police (H3a, H3b). We evaluate the mod-
erating effects of bond, contact, and conflict in separate models. Continuous vari-
ables included in the interaction were z-standardized with a mean of 0 in order to 
aid interpretation in the model. All models used ordinary least squared regression 
techniques and control for the set of covariates outlined above. In waves 6 and 7, 
participants are no longer in the original school settings and classrooms, and so it 
is unlikely that clustering from the original design should influence later waves. 
Nevertheless, because the original design sampled using clusters (i.e., schools, see 
Abadie et al., 2022), as an additional check, we estimate all models using standard 
errors clustered at the school level.

We use listwise deletion to account for missing observations in all models. Out of 
a maximum of 2402 possible observations based on parent participation, the largest 
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listwise sample is n = 1306. The proportion of missingness is greatest for parent-
reported household income (22.9%), discrimination experiences (22.2%), impulsiv-
ity (15.3%), and deviance (15.3%). Among parents, a number of questions were not 
asked in the short version, resulting in missing values (5.33%). Missingness from 
discrimination experiences, measured in wave 3, can be largely attributed to attrition 
between waves. In order to assess to what the exclusion of missing observations for 
household income affects the results, we conduct an additional analysis without this 
variable.

Results

Descriptive statistics for all variables included in the analyses are reported in 
Table  1. On average, both parents and youth report relatively high trust in police 
and judges, scoring around 7 on a scale from 1 to 10. This is generally in line with 
national surveys of adults in the Netherlands and other Northern European coun-
tries, which show that roughly 85% and 78% of respondents in 2018 scored a 6 or 
higher when answering the question whether they trust the police or judges, respec-
tively (0 = no trust at all, 10 = completely trust).2 Youth-reported bond with parents 
is skewed, with 95% reporting that they get along well with the parent that com-
pleted the questionnaire. Overall, youth in the sample also report fairly low levels of 
deviance, victimization, and discrimination experiences.

Pairwise correlations are reported in Figure  A2, Appendix A. The correlation 
between trust in criminal justice authorities between parents and youth is moder-
ate (rjudges = 0.21, rpolice = 0.21). The next strongest bivariate relationship with youth 
trust in criminal justice authorities is general trust (rjudges = 0.24, rpolice = 0.22).

Table 2 provides the OLS regression results for youth trust in judges. Model 1 
shows that controlling for relevant covariates, parent trust in judges is significantly 
associated with youth trust in judges (b = 0.13, 95%CI = 0.08, 0.19, B = 0.14), pro-
viding support for H1a. Regarding H2a, model 2 includes all parent-child relation-
ship variables, none of which are significantly associated with youth trust in judges. 
Models 3–5 separately assess the moderating effect of parent-child relationship 
variables on parent-youth transmission of trust in judges. The results show that 
parent-child relationship does not moderate the relationship between parent and 
youth trust in judges (H3a). Youth who reported more general trust (i.e., “most 
people can be trusted”) were also more likely to trust judges (Model 1: b = 0.48, 
95%CI = 0.31,0.65, B = 0.15). In addition, youth who reported having discrimina-
tion experiences in wave 3 (ages 16–17) showed lower trust in judges when con-
trolling for parent-child relationship (Model 2: b =  −0.13, 95%CI =  −0.26, −0.006, 
B =  −0.06). Overall, the variables explained about 13% of the variance in trust in 
judges across models.

The results for trust in police are provided in Table 3. Similar to trust in judges, 
parent trust in police is significantly associated with youth trust in police (H1b) 

2 See https:// opend ata. cbs. nl/#/ CBS/ en/ datas et/ 80518 ENG/ table? dl= 6A7CF.

https://opendata.cbs.nl/#/CBS/en/dataset/80518ENG/table?dl=6A7CF
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Table 1  Descriptive statistics for variables included in the analyses

a. Wave 6 (youth aged 19–20)
b. Wave 7 (youth aged 20–21)
c. Wave 5 (youth aged 18–19)
d. Wave 3 (youth aged 16–17)
e. Waves 1 and 2 (youth aged 13–15)

Characteristic N (%) Mean (SD) Min Max

Parent-reporteda 
  Trust in judges 2260 6.88 (1.62) 1 10
  Trust in police 2263 6.87 (1.42) 1 10
  Parent-child conflict 2073 1.10 (1.54) 0 8
  Household income 1853 6.78 (2.74) 1 10

Youth-reported
  Trust in  judgesb 3532 7.04 (1.64) 1 10
  Trust in  policeb 3532 6.85 (1.69) 1 10

Parent-child  bondc 
  Not well 94 (4.5%)
  Well 1987 (95%)

Parent-child  contactc 
  Not every day 487 (23%)
  Every day 1610 (77%)
   Deviancea 3490 0.77 (0.85) 0 6
   Victimizationa 3490 0.47 (0.79) 0 5
   Impulsivitya 3482 2.26 (0.89) 1 4
  Discrimination  experiencesd 4130 0.31 (0.78) 0 4
   Agea 3505 20.58 (0.73) 16 31

General  trusta 
  Can’t be too careful 1826 (52%)
  Most people can be trusted 1715 (48%)

Sexa 
  Female 2095 (60%)
  Male 1411 (40%)

Lives with  parentsa 
  Both parents 1953 (56%)
  One parent 469 (13%)
  Neither 1068 (31%)

Level of  educatione 
  Level 1 (basis/kater) 1643 (23%)
  Level 2 (gt/t) 2231 (32%)
  Level 3 (havo) 1768 (25%)
  Level 4 (athen/gym) 1394 (20%)



1 3

Intergenerational Transmission of Trust in Criminal Justice…

Ta
bl

e 
2 

 O
rd

in
ar

y 
le

as
t s

qu
ar

es
 re

gr
es

si
on

 re
su

lts
 fo

r y
ou

th
 tr

us
t i

n 
ju

dg
es

 a
t a

ge
s 2

0–
21

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

(I
nt

er
ce

pt
)

7.
00

 (1
.3

8)
**

*
6.

23
 (1

.5
1)

**
*

7.
18

 (1
.5

0)
**

*
7.

20
 (1

.5
0)

**
*

7.
20

 (1
.5

0)
**

*
[4

.2
9,

 9
.7

1]
[3

.2
7,

 9
.2

0]
[4

.2
4,

 1
0.

11
]

[4
.2

7,
 1

0.
14

]
[4

.2
7,

 1
0.

14
]

Tr
us

t i
n 

ju
dg

es
 (p

ar
en

t)
0.

13
 (0

.0
3)

**
*

0.
14

0.
14

 (0
.0

3)
**

*
0.

14
0.

21
 (0

.1
0)

*
0.

13
0.

07
 (0

.2
2)

0.
04

0.
21

 (0
.0

5)
**

*
0.

13
[0

.0
8,

 0
.1

9]
[0

.0
8,

 0
.1

9]
[0

.0
1,

 0
.4

1]
[−

0.
35

, 0
.5

0]
[0

.1
0,

 0
.3

2]
D

ev
ia

nc
e

0.
06

 (0
.0

5)
0.

03
0.

07
 (0

.0
6)

0.
03

0.
07

 (0
.0

6)
0.

03
0.

07
 (0

.0
6)

0.
03

0.
07

 (0
.0

6)
0.

03
[−

0.
04

, 0
.1

7]
[−

0.
05

, 0
.1

8]
[−

0.
05

, 0
.1

8]
[−

0.
05

, 0
.1

8]
[−

0.
05

, 0
.1

8]
V

ic
tim

iz
at

io
n

 −
0.

12
 (0

.0
6)

−
0.

05
−

0.
12

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
05

−
0.

12
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

05
−

0.
12

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
05

−
0.

12
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

05
[−

0.
23

, 0
.0

02
]

[−
0.

25
, 0

.0
08

]
[−

0.
25

, 0
.0

09
]

[−
0.

25
, 0

.0
08

]
[−

0.
25

, 0
.0

1]
Im

pu
ls

iv
ity

−
0.

02
 (0

.0
5)

−
0.

01
−

0.
04

 (0
.0

5)
−

0.
03

−
0.

04
 (0

.0
5)

−
0.

03
−

0.
04

 (0
.0

5)
−

0.
03

−
0.

05
 (0

.0
5)

−
0.

03
[−

0.
11

, 0
.0

7]
[−

0.
14

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
14

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
14

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
14

, 0
.0

5]
M

os
t p

eo
pl

e 
ca

n 
be

 tr
us

te
d 

(r
ef

: c
an

’t 
be

 to
o 

ca
re

fu
l)

0.
48

 (0
.0

9)
**

*
0.

15
0.

46
 (0

.0
9)

**
*

0.
15

0.
46

 (0
.0

9)
**

*
0.

15
0.

46
 (0

.0
9)

**
*

0.
15

0.
46

 (0
.0

9)
**

*
0.

15

[0
.3

1,
 0

.6
5]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
−

0.
11

 (0
.0

6)
−

0.
05

−
0.

13
 (0

.0
6)

*
−

0.
06

−
0.

13
 (0

.0
6)

*
−

0.
06

−
0.

13
 (0

.0
6)

*
−

0.
06

−
0.

13
 (0

.0
6)

*
−

0.
06

[−
0.

23
, 0

.0
07

]
[−

0.
26

, −
0.

00
6]

[−
0.

26
, −

0.
00

6]
[−

0.
26

, −
0.

00
4]

[−
0.

26
, −

0.
00

5]
M

al
e

0.
24

 (0
.0

9)
**

0.
08

0.
23

 (0
.0

9)
*

0.
07

0.
23

 (0
.0

9)
*

0.
07

0.
23

 (0
.0

9)
*

0.
07

0.
23

 (0
.0

9)
*

0.
07

[0
.0

7,
 0

.4
1]

[0
.0

5,
 0

.4
1]

[0
.0

5,
 0

.4
1]

[0
.0

5,
 0

.4
1]

[0
.0

5,
 0

.4
2]

A
ge

−
0.

08
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

03
−

0.
04

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
02

−
0.

04
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

02
−

0.
04

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
02

−
0.

04
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

02
[−

0.
21

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
18

, 0
.0

9]
[−

0.
18

, 0
.1

0]
[−

0.
18

, 0
.0

9]
[−

0.
18

, 0
.0

9]
H

ou
se

ho
ld

 in
co

m
e

0.
01

 (0
.0

2)
0.

02
0.

02
 (0

.0
2)

0.
03

0.
02

 (0
.0

2)
0.

03
0.

02
 (0

.0
2)

0.
03

0.
02

 (0
.0

2)
0.

03
[−

0.
02

, 0
.0

4]
[−

0.
02

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
02

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
02

, 0
.0

5]
[−

0.
02

, 0
.0

5]
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

(r
ef

: l
ev

el
 1

)
Ed

uc
at

io
n:

 le
ve

l 2
0.

43
 (0

.1
5)

**
0.

13
0.

41
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

12
0.

41
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

12
0.

41
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

12
0.

41
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

12



 A. Nivette et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
2 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

[0
.1

5,
 0

.7
2]

[0
.1

0,
 0

.7
2]

[0
.1

0,
 0

.7
2]

[0
.1

0,
 0

.7
2]

[0
.1

0,
 0

.7
2]

Ed
uc

at
io

n:
 le

ve
l 3

0.
60

 (0
.1

5)
**

*
0.

17
0.

52
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

15
0.

52
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

15
0.

51
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

15
0.

52
 (0

.1
6)

**
0.

15
[0

.3
1,

 0
.9

0]
[0

.2
0,

 0
.8

3]
[0

.2
0,

 0
.8

3]
[0

.2
0,

 0
.8

3]
[0

.2
0,

 0
.8

3]
Ed

uc
at

io
n:

 le
ve

l 4
0.

80
 (0

.1
5)

**
*

0.
25

0.
75

 (0
.1

6)
**

*
0.

23
0.

75
 (0

.1
6)

**
*

0.
23

0.
74

 (0
.1

6)
**

*
0.

23
0.

75
 (0

.1
6)

**
*

0.
23

[0
.5

0,
 1

.1
0]

[0
.4

3,
 1

.0
7]

[0
.4

3,
 1

.0
7]

[0
.4

2,
 1

.0
7]

[0
.4

3,
 1

.0
7]

Li
vi

ng
 si

tu
at

io
n 

(r
ef

: b
ot

h 
pa

re
nt

s)
Li

ve
s w

/ o
ne

 p
ar

en
t

−
0.

10
 (0

.1
4)

−
0.

02
−

0.
08

 (0
.1

5)
−

0.
02

−
0.

08
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

02
−

0.
09

 (0
.1

5)
−

0.
02

−
0.

08
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

02
[−

0.
37

, 0
.1

7]
[−

0.
37

, 0
.2

1]
[−

0.
37

, 0
.2

0]
[−

0.
38

, 0
.2

0]
[−

0.
37

, 0
.2

1]
Li

ve
s w

/ n
ei

th
er

 p
ar

en
t

0.
06

 (0
.0

9)
0.

02
0.

02
 (0

.1
0)

0.
00

5
0.

02
 (0

.1
0)

0.
00

5
0.

02
 (0

.1
0)

0.
00

6
0.

02
 (0

.1
0)

0.
00

6
[−

0.
12

, 0
.2

4]
[−

0.
19

, 0
.2

2]
[−

0.
19

, 0
.2

2]
[−

0.
19

, 0
.2

2]
[−

0.
18

, 0
.2

2]
Pa

re
nt

–c
hi

ld
 c

on
ta

ct
 e

ve
ry

 d
ay

 (r
ef

: n
ot

 
ev

er
y 

da
y)

−
0.

16
 (0

.1
1)

−
0.

04
−

0.
16

 (0
.1

1)
−

0.
04

−
0.

15
 (0

.1
1)

−
0.

04
−

0.
16

 (0
.1

1)
−

0.
04

[−
0.

37
, 0

.0
6]

[−
0.

38
, 0

.0
6]

[−
0.

36
, 0

.0
6]

[−
0.

37
, 0

.0
5]

Pa
re

nt
–c

hi
ld

 b
on

d 
“g

et
 a

lo
ng

 w
el

l”
 

(r
ef

: n
ot

 so
 w

el
l)

0.
24

 (0
.2

1)
0.

03
0.

25
 (0

.2
1)

0.
03

0.
26

 (0
.2

1)
0.

03
0.

24
 (0

.2
1)

0.
03

[−
0.

17
, 0

.6
6]

[−
0.

17
, 0

.6
7]

[−
0.

16
, 0

.6
8]

[−
0.

17
, 0

.6
6]

Pa
re

nt
–c

hi
ld

 c
on

fli
ct

−
0.

02
 (0

.0
3)

−
0.

02
−

0.
02

 (0
.0

3)
−

0.
02

−
0.

02
 (0

.0
3)

−
0.

02
−

0.
02

 (0
.0

3)
−

0.
02

[−
0.

07
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

08
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

08
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

08
, 0

.0
4]

C
on

ta
ct

*P
ar

en
t t

ru
st 

in
 ju

dg
es

0.
02

 (0
.1

1)
 0

.0
1

[−
0.

20
, 0

.2
4]

B
on

d*
Pa

re
nt

 tr
us

t i
n 

ju
dg

es
0.

16
 (0

.2
2)

0.
10

[−
0.

28
, 0

.6
0]

C
on

fli
ct

*P
ar

en
t t

ru
st 

in
 ju

dg
es

0.
02

 (0
.0

3)
0.

02



1 3

Intergenerational Transmission of Trust in Criminal Justice…

Ta
bl

e 
2 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

[−
0.

04
, 0

.0
8]

N
um

.O
bs

13
04

11
56

11
56

11
56

11
56

R2
0.

12
9

0.
13

0.
13

0.
13

0.
13

R2  A
dj

0.
11

9
0.

11
7

0.
11

6
0.

11
7

0.
11

6

N
ot

e.
 T

he
 p

ar
en

t t
ru

st 
in

 ju
dg

es
 v

ar
ia

bl
e 

in
 M

od
el

s 3
–5

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
z-

tra
ns

fo
rm

ed



 A. Nivette et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 O
rd

in
ar

y 
le

as
t s

qu
ar

es
 re

gr
es

si
on

 re
su

lts
 fo

r y
ou

th
 tr

us
t i

n 
po

lic
e 

at
 a

ge
s 2

0–
21

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

(I
nt

er
ce

pt
)

7.
68

 (1
.3

8)
**

*
7.

47
 (1

.5
1)

**
*

8.
70

 (1
.4

9)
**

*
8.

61
 (1

.4
8)

**
*

8.
70

 (1
.4

9)
**

*
[4

.9
6,

 1
0.

40
]

[4
.5

2,
 1

0.
43

]
[5

.7
8,

 1
1.

61
]

[5
.7

0,
 1

1.
52

]
[5

.7
8,

 1
1.

62
]

Tr
us

t i
n 

po
lic

e 
(p

ar
en

t)
0.

17
 (0

.0
3)

**
*

0.
15

0.
17

 (0
.0

3)
**

*
0.

16
0.

15
 (0

.1
0)

0.
10

−
0.

12
 (0

.1
9)

−
0.

08
0.

23
 (0

.0
6)

**
*

0.
15

[0
.1

1,
 0

.2
3]

[0
.1

1,
 0

.2
4]

[−
0.

04
, 0

.3
4]

[−
0.

50
, 0

.2
6]

[0
.1

2,
 0

.3
4]

D
ev

ia
nc

e
−

0.
02

 (0
.0

5)
−

0.
01

−
0.

01
 (0

.0
6)

−
0.

00
6

−
0.

01
 (0

.0
6)

−
0.

00
7

−
0.

00
6 

(0
.0

6)
−

0.
00

3
−

0.
01

 (0
.0

6)
−

0.
00

5
[−

 0.
12

, 0
.0

9]
[−

 0.
13

, 0
.1

0]
[−

0.
13

, 0
.1

0]
[−

0.
12

, 0
.1

1]
[−

0.
13

, 0
.1

1]
V

ic
tim

iz
at

io
n

−
0.

17
 (0

.0
6)

**
−

0.
08

−
0.

18
 (0

.0
6)

**
−

0.
08

−
0.

18
 (0

.0
6)

**
−

0.
08

−
0.

17
 (0

.0
6)

**
−

0.
08

−
0.

18
 (0

.0
6)

**
−

0.
08

[−
0.

29
, −

0.
05

]
[−

0.
31

, −
0.

05
]

[−
0.

30
, −

0.
05

]
[−

0.
30

, −
0.

05
]

[−
0.

31
, −

0.
05

]
Im

pu
ls

iv
ity

0.
02

 (0
.0

5)
0.

00
9

−
0.

00
5 

(0
.0

5)
−

0.
00

3
−

0.
00

4 
(0

.0
5)

−
0.

00
3

−
0.

00
3 

(0
.0

5)
−

0.
00

2
−

0.
00

5 
(0

.0
5)

−
0.

00
3

[−
0.

08
, 0

.1
1]

[−
0.

10
, 0

.0
9]

[−
0.

10
, 0

.0
9]

[−
0.

10
, 0

.0
9]

[−
0.

10
, 0

.0
9]

M
os

t p
eo

pl
e 

ca
n 

be
 tr

us
te

d 
(r

ef
: c

an
’t 

be
 to

o 
ca

re
fu

l)
0.

44
 (0

.0
9)

**
*

0.
14

0.
46

 (0
.0

9)
**

*
0.

15
0.

46
 (0

.0
9)

**
*

0.
15

0.
46

 (0
.0

9)
**

*
0.

15
0.

46
 (0

.0
9)

**
*

0.
15

[0
.2

7,
 0

.6
1]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

[0
.2

8,
 0

.6
4]

D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
−

0.
16

 (0
.0

6)
**

−
0.

07
−

0.
15

 (0
.0

6)
*

−
0.

07
−

0.
14

 (0
.0

6)
*

−
0.

07
−

0.
15

 (0
.0

6)
*

−
0.

07
−

0.
15

 (0
.0

6)
*

−
0.

07
[−

0.
28

, −
0.

04
]

[−
0.

27
, −

0.
02

]
[−

0.
27

, −
0.

02
]

[−
0.

27
, −

0.
02

]
[−

0.
27

, −
0.

02
]

M
al

e
−

0.
08

 (0
.0

9)
−

0.
03

−
0.

12
 (0

.0
9)

−
0.

04
−

0.
12

 (0
.0

9)
−

0.
04

−
0.

13
 (0

.0
9)

−
0.

04
−

0.
12

 (0
.0

9)
−

0.
04

[−
0.

25
, 0

.0
9]

[−
0.

30
, 0

.0
7]

[−
0.

30
, 0

.0
6]

[−
0.

31
, 0

.0
5]

[−
0.

30
, 0

.0
7]

A
ge

−
0.

11
 (0

.0
6)

−
0.

05
−

0.
10

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
04

−
0.

11
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

04
−

0.
10

 (0
.0

7)
−

0.
04

−
0.

11
 (0

.0
7)

−
0.

04
[−

0.
24

, 0
.0

2]
[−

0.
24

, 0
.0

3]
[−

0.
24

, 0
.0

3]
[−

0.
24

, 0
.0

3]
[−

0.
24

, 0
.0

3]
H

ou
se

ho
ld

 in
co

m
e

0.
02

 (0
.0

2)
0.

04
0.

02
 (0

.0
2)

0.
04

0.
02

 (0
.0

2)
0.

04
0.

02
 (0

.0
2)

0.
04

0.
02

 (0
.0

2)
0.

04
[−

0.
01

, 0
.0

6]
[−

0.
01

, 0
.0

6]
[−

0.
01

, 0
.0

6]
[−

0.
01

, 0
.0

6]
[−

0.
01

, 0
.0

6]
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

(r
ef

: l
ev

el
 1

)
Ed

uc
at

io
n:

 le
ve

l 2
0.

23
 (0

.1
5)

0.
07

0.
22

 (0
.1

6)
0.

07
0.

22
 (0

.1
6)

0.
06

0.
21

 (0
.1

6)
0.

06
0.

22
 (0

.1
6)

0.
07



1 3

Intergenerational Transmission of Trust in Criminal Justice…

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

[−
0.

06
, 0

.5
2]

[−
0.

09
, 0

.5
3]

[−
0.

09
, 0

.5
2]

[−
0.

10
, 0

.5
2]

[−
0.

09
, 0

.5
3]

Ed
uc

at
io

n:
 le

ve
l 3

0.
39

 (0
.1

5)
**

0.
12

0.
38

 (0
.1

6)
*

0.
11

0.
38

 (0
.1

6)
*

0.
11

0.
36

 (0
.1

6)
*

0.
11

0.
38

 (0
.1

6)
*

0.
11

[0
.1

0,
 0

.6
9]

[0
.0

6,
 0

.6
9]

[0
.0

7,
 0

.7
0]

[0
.0

5,
 0

.6
8]

[0
.0

6,
 0

.6
9]

Ed
uc

at
io

n:
 le

ve
l 4

0.
25

 (0
.1

5)
0.

08
0.

22
 (0

.1
6)

0.
07

0.
23

 (0
.1

6)
0.

07
0.

21
 (0

.1
6)

0.
07

0.
22

 (0
.1

6)
0.

07
[−

0.
05

, 0
.5

5]
[−

0.
10

, 0
.5

4]
[−

0.
09

, 0
.5

4]
[−

0.
11

, 0
.5

3]
[−

0.
10

, 0
.5

4]
Li

vi
ng

 si
tu

at
io

n 
(r

ef
: b

ot
h 

pa
re

nt
s)

Li
ve

s w
/ o

ne
 p

ar
en

t
−

0.
08

 (0
.1

4)
−

0.
02

−
0.

03
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

00
7

−
0.

03
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

00
7

−
0.

04
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

00
8

−
0.

03
 (0

.1
5)

−
0.

00
7

[−
0.

34
, 0

.1
9]

[−
0.

32
, 0

.2
6]

[−
0.

32
, 0

.2
5]

[−
0.

33
, 0

.2
5]

[−
0.

32
, 0

.2
6]

Li
ve

s w
/ n

ei
th

er
 p

ar
en

t
0.

06
 (0

.0
9)

0.
02

0.
04

 (0
.1

0)
0.

01
0.

04
 (0

.1
0)

0.
01

0.
04

 (0
.1

0)
0.

01
0.

04
 (0

.1
0)

0.
01

[−
0.

12
, 0

.2
3]

[−
0.

16
, 0

.2
4]

[−
0.

17
, 0

.2
4]

[−
0.

16
, 0

.2
4]

[−
0.

16
, 0

.2
4]

Pa
re

nt
–c

hi
ld

 c
on

ta
ct

 e
ve

ry
 d

ay
 (r

ef
: 

no
t e

ve
ry

 d
ay

)
−

0.
09

 (0
.1

1)
−

0.
02

−
0.

10
 (0

.1
1)

−
0.

03
−

0.
08

 (0
.1

1)
−

0.
02

−
0.

09
 (0

.1
1)

−
0.

02

[−
0.

30
, 0

.1
2]

[−
0.

31
, 0

.1
1]

[−
0.

29
, 0

.1
3]

[−
0.

30
, 0

.1
2]

Pa
re

nt
–c

hi
ld

 b
on

d 
“g

et
 a

lo
ng

 w
el

l”
 

(r
ef

: n
ot

 so
 w

el
l)

0.
20

 (0
.2

1)
0.

03
0.

22
 (0

.2
1)

0.
03

0.
27

 (0
.2

1)
0.

04
0.

21
 (0

.2
1)

0.
03

[−
0.

21
, 0

.6
2]

[−
0.

20
, 0

.6
3]

[−
0.

15
, 0

.6
9]

[−
0.

21
, 0

.6
2]

Pa
re

nt
–c

hi
ld

 c
on

fli
ct

−
0.

02
 (0

.0
3)

−
0.

02
−

0.
02

 (0
.0

3)
−

0.
02

−
0.

01
 (0

.0
3)

−
0.

01
−

0.
01

 (0
.0

3)
−

0.
01

[−
0.

07
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

08
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

07
, 0

.0
4]

[−
0.

07
, 0

.0
4]

C
on

ta
ct

*P
ar

en
t t

ru
st 

in
 p

ol
ic

e
0.

13
 (0

.1
1)

0.
07

[−
0.

08
, 0

.3
4]

B
on

d*
Pa

re
nt

 tr
us

t i
n 

po
lic

e
0.

39
 (0

.2
0)

0.
24

[−
0.

00
1,

 0
.7

8]
C

on
fli

ct
*P

ar
en

t t
ru

st 
in

 p
ol

ic
e

0.
02

 (0
.0

3)
0.

02



 A. Nivette et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

M
od

el
 3

M
od

el
 4

M
od

el
 5

Va
ria

bl
e

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

b 
(S

E)
β

[−
0.

04
, 0

.0
8]

N
um

.O
bs

13
06

11
57

11
57

11
57

11
57

R2
0.

10
0

0.
10

6
0.

10
7

0.
10

9
0.

10
6

R2  A
dj

0.
09

0.
09

2
0.

09
2

0.
09

4
0.

09
2

N
ot

e.
 T

he
 p

ar
en

t t
ru

st 
in

 p
ol

ic
e 

va
ria

bl
e 

in
 M

od
el

s 3
 −

 5 
ha

s b
ee

n 
z-

tra
ns

fo
rm

ed



1 3

Intergenerational Transmission of Trust in Criminal Justice…

across Models 1 and 2 (Model 1: b = 0.17, 95%CI = 0.11, 0.23, B = 0.15). Parent-
child relationship variables are not significantly related to youth trust in police 
(H2b). Again, the quality of the parent-child relationship does not moderate the 
effect of parent trust on youth trust in police (H3b). Aside from the main explana-
tory variables, it is notable that generalized trust (Model 1: b = 0.44, 95%CI = 0.27, 
0.61, B = 0.14), discrimination experiences (Model 1: b = −0.16, 95%CI = −0.28, 
−0.04, B = −0.07), and victimization (Model 1: b = −0.17, 95%CI = −0.29, −0.05, 
B = −0.08) were consistently related to youth trust in police. The proportion of 
variance explained was slightly lower across trust in police models (about 10%) 
compared to trust in judges. In order to investigate to what extent discrimination 
experiences with specific actors drove this relationship, we conducted additional 
exploratory analyses using the disaggregated discrimination items. The results pre-
sented in Table B1 (Appendix B) show that it is primarily discriminatory experi-
ences with the police and security guards that are associated with trust in police 
(b = −0.79, 95%CI = −1.21, −0.37) and judges (b = −0.68, 95%CI = −1.10, −0.26). 
However, experiences in shops and nightlife are also significantly negatively related 
to trust in police (b = −0.37, 95%CI = −0.70, −0.04).

Additional Analyses

As pre-registered, we re-estimated all models using cluster robust standard errors 
at the school level. The results remained the same, with one notable exception (for 
full results, see Tables B2 and B3 in Appendix B). In Table B3 Model 4, parent-
child bond significantly moderated the relationship between parent and youth trust 
in police (b = 0.39, 95%CI = 0.07, 0.71), which is nearly identical to what is reported 
in the main analyses. To visualize this moderation, we plotted predicted values of 
trust in police by parent-child bond and parent trust in police (z-standardized, with a 
mean of 0). Figure B1 in Appendix B shows that for youth who reported that they do 
not get along well with their parent, the relationship between parent and youth trust 
in police is negative, such that higher parent trust is associated with lower youth 
trust. For youth who reported that they get along well with police, the relationship 
is positive, i.e., higher parent trust is associated with higher youth trust in police. It 
is important to note that this is based on a small number of observations in the “not 
well” category (n = 51).

We also re-analyzed all models excluding the variable with the highest propor-
tion of missing values: parent-reported household income (not pre-registered). The 
results remain substantively similar, with again the exception that parent-child bond 
moderated the relationship between parent and youth trust in police (see Tables B4 
and B5 in Appendix B). However, again this is based on a relatively small number of 
observations in the “not well” category (n = 62).

As requested by reviewers, we conducted a number of further analyses. First, 
we ran two additional analyses controlling for youth trust measured at wave 6 (ages 
19–20). However, we note that including this variable introduces indirect pathways 
from parent to youth trust at wave 7 (ages 20–21), whereby parent trust may also be 
related to youth trust at wave 6, which subsequently influences youth trust at wave 
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7. In addition, it is likely that youth trust at wave 6 will mediate the relationship 
between variables measured at earlier waves (i.e., discrimination experiences) and 
youth trust at wave 7. For these reasons, we present two models: first, we estimated 
the relationship between parent and youth trust at wave 6, and second, we estimated 
the relationship between parent and youth trust at wave 7, controlling for youth trust 
at wave 6 as suggested. The results for the first set of models were in line with the 
main analyses. The results for the second set of models showed that controlling for 
youth trust at wave 6, parent trust is still significantly related to youth trust at wave 
7, although the size of the coefficient is relatively smaller. Including prior youth trust 
indeed seems to fully mediate the relationship between earlier discrimination and 
youth trust at wave 7. The full results can be found in Tables C1–C4 in Appendix C.

Second, in response to concerns about the skewed parent-child bond and contact 
variables, we searched for alternative available measures of parent-child relationship 
to test the hypotheses. We found three items in wave 3 (ages 16–17) that capture 
aspects of parental involvement, a concept closely related to parent-child bond and 
support (Gault-Sherman, 2012). The three items ask youth to what extent they agree 
or disagree on a 5-point Likert-type scale that their parents say they must tell them 
everything that they do, tell them where and what they are doing if not home, and 
that their parents know the people they hang out with. These items were fairly nor-
mally distributed, although the mean scale was not strongly reliable (alpha = 0.53).3 
The results are substantively similar to those presented in the main analyses, with 
again one exception (for full results, see Tables  D1–D2, Appendix D). Parental 
involvement significantly moderated the relationship between parent and youth trust, 
whereby the relationship is stronger for youth who report higher levels of parental 
involvement (see Fig. D1, Appendix D).

Third, we included two additional control variables that theoretically may also 
relate to trust in police: religiosity (i.e., how important religion is to the respondent) 
and national identity (i.e., how strongly they feel Dutch) (Roché et al., 2017). Includ-
ing these variables does not alter the original findings. Notably, youth who identify 
strongly as Dutch have higher trust in both judges and police (for full results, see 
Tables E1–E2, Appendix E).

Discussion

This study aimed to assess the intergenerational transmission of trust in criminal jus-
tice authorities from parents to children and to what extent the quality of the parent-
child relationship plays a role in this process. Overall, we found that parental trust 
in criminal justice authorities measured when the youth was 19–20 was positively 
related to youth trust 1 year later. The quality of the relationship between parents 
and children was not directly related to youths’ trust in authorities, and for the most 
part did not moderate the effect of parent trust on youth trust. However, there was 

3 We also estimated the same models using a 2-item version of the scale, which has slightly better reli-
ability (alpha = .62). The results remained the same (see Tables D3–D4).
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some tentative evidence that parent-child bond conditioned the relationship between 
parent and youth trust, whereby among youth who did not get along well with their 
parents, higher parental trust was associated with lower youth trust in authorities. 
In the following discussion, we outline three findings that have implications for 
research on legal socialization and trust in criminal justice authorities.

First, our results suggest that trust in authorities is transmitted from parents to 
children. Even at ages 20–21, when many youth had left their parents’ home, we 
found a robust positive relationship between parent and youth trust in judges and 
police. This is in line with previous research on intergenerational transmission of 
perceptions of police (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015; Wolfe et  al., 2016), lending 
further support to the notion that attitudes towards criminal justice authorities are 
in part shaped by non-legal actors early in the life course (Nagin & Telep, 2020; 
Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). This transmission process may 
operate through a number of mechanisms, including directly through socialization, 
modeling, genes, and operant/classical conditioning, and indirectly through inher-
ited social status (Meeusen & Boonen, 2022; Min et al., 2012; Sturgis et al., 2010). 
Parents may communicate with their children directly about the trustworthiness of 
criminal justice authorities. For example, in research on parental ethnic socialization 
in the Netherlands, parents used different strategies to communicate information 
about intergroup relations, including promoting egalitarianism, emphasizing societal 
biases, inequality, and mistrust of out-groups (van Bergen et al., 2021).

Given that much of the research on trust in criminal justice authorities is focused 
on the role of direct experiences in shaping perceptions of authorities (in particu-
lar the police; see Mazerolle et al., 2013; Nagin & Telep, 2020), more research is 
needed to examine to what extent trust in police and judges is an extension of paren-
tal trust and to what extent it can be shaped by subsequent experiences throughout 
the life course.

It is also possible that there is a reciprocal relationship between parent and child 
attitudes, as research shows that youth can also play an active role in shaping paren-
tal and family values (e.g., Perez-Brena et al., 2015). Youth may influence parental 
attitudes in a number of ways (Knafo & Galansky, 2008). For example, youth may 
actively change parents’ views about trustworthiness of criminal justice authorities 
through sharing their (positive or negative) personal experiences, or parents may 
adapt their perceptions in line with changing attitudes among their children. Alter-
natively, parent and youth attitudes may more passively diverge as youth encounter 
new and different socialization agents throughout adolescence and early adulthood. 
This divergence may be more salient among children of immigrants, whose parents 
maintain a dual frame of reference regarding legal socialization and experiences 
with authorities from their countries of origin and destination (Perez-Brena et  al., 
2015; Umaña-Taylor et al., 2013).

Our results suggest that trust is influenced by some combination of both inter-
generational and experiential inputs, since we found that individual feelings of dis-
crimination were also related to trust in criminal justice authorities. Specifically, 
youth who reported feelings of discrimination by police and security guards during 
adolescence (ages 16–17) reported lower trust in police and judges at ages 20–21. 
This suggests that these feelings were relatively persistent into young adulthood. 
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Youth who reported feeling discriminated in shops, restaurants, or nightlife venues 
also reported lower trust in police. These discrimination experiences may overlap, as 
experiences in shops, for example, may involve contact with security guards or the 
police (Saarikkomäki, 2016; Saarikkomäki & Alvesalo-Kuusi, 2020).

Second, aside from parent trust, youths’ general trust was strongly associated 
with their trust in judges and police. Empirical research on political and social trust 
suggests that the two are intertwined (Newton & Zmerli, 2011); however, the causal 
direction is less clear and the relationship may be reciprocal (Newton et al., 2018). 
People’s willingness to trust institutions and in general may depend on their “win-
ning” or “losing” positions in society (Zmerli & Newton, 2011). Indeed, our results 
show that respondents who were enrolled in “higher” educational tracks (levels 
3 and 4) that prepare for polytechnic or scientific tertiary education report gener-
ally higher trust in criminal justice institutions. Alternatively, Rothstein and Stolle 
(2008) argue that institutional trust, particularly of “street-level” law and order insti-
tutions, creates conditions for citizens to feel that “most people can be trusted” by 
effectively and fairly punishing those who do not cooperate and break the law. This 
relationship may be stronger in societies characterized by stable democratic institu-
tions and low levels of crime and corruption, such as the Netherlands (Delhey & 
Newton, 2005). Future research on trust in criminal justice authorities should evalu-
ate to what extent generalized and institutional trust (co-)develop over the life course 
and whether these attitudes simply co-vary or mutually reinforce each other over 
time.

Third, our results show that the quality of the relationship between parents 
and children, as measured by bonds, contact, and conflict, was not directly asso-
ciated with trust in authorities. While the relationships were for the most part in 
the expected direction, none of the estimates were statistically significant. This is 
not in line with previous research that finds that parental involvement and attach-
ment are significantly positively associated with perceptions of police legitimacy 
and trust (e.g., Sargeant & Bond, 2015; Sindall et  al., 2017). While our measures 
provided some variability in the quality of relationship, we note that these measures 
were largely skewed towards positive relationships. This may reflect a more general 
issue with parental non-response in the wave 6 survey. It may be that parents with 
very poor relationships with their children chose not to participate in the survey. The 
parent sample and results may therefore be biased towards youth with more positive 
familial relationships. However, it is important to note that the results were similar 
when using less skewed measures of parent-child conflict and parental involvement 
(used in the robustness checks). This suggests that the null result may not be entirely 
dependent on measurement issues.

Alternatively, the direct effect of the quality of the parent-child relationship may 
be age-graded, whereby parents play a stronger role in directly shaping attitudes ear-
lier in childhood and adolescence (McLean et al., 2019). Parents may also indirectly 
influence youth attitudes by shaping how they understand and interpret their own 
experiences with the police. By adolescence, youth are spending more time outside 
of the home at school and with peers. During this stage, they are also more suscep-
tible to social influences (Granot & Tyler, 2019), and research has shown that youth 
who have delinquent peers tend to have more negative attitudes towards the police 
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(Fine et al., 2016; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Nivette et al., 2020; Wolfe et al., 2016). 
More research is needed to examine how parents and the quality of the parent-child 
relationship work to shape child attitudes in the earlier stages of the life course com-
pared to other socialization agents, such as peers and teachers.

Relatedly, we do not find consistent evidence that the relationship between par-
ents and their children moderates the association between parent and youth trust. We 
hesitate to draw strong conclusions from this finding, since the number of observa-
tions in one category was relatively small and the significance of the findings was 
inconsistent across different measures of relationship quality. However, given the 
importance of parent-child relationship in the adoption of values within broader 
socialization research, we instead call for more theoretical development and research 
on the different ways in which parents can influence the adoption (or rejection) of 
similar values. For example, research on political socialization suggests that devia-
tions from parental attitudes are the likely result of new environmental inputs and 
peers (Dinas, 2014), which may be more likely and more frequent when the parent-
child relationship is more fractious. Alternatively, the socialization processes may 
vary with immigrant status and the countries of origin of parents in our study. Par-
ents were not always themselves raised in the Dutch legal context; moreover, immi-
grant parents were purposefully oversampled. Analyzing the congruence between 
the legal systems of origin countries and the Dutch case is beyond the scope of this 
paper, especially given the very low prevalence of some immigrants in our data. 
More research is needed to better understand under what circumstances parent and 
child legal attitudes converge and/or diverge over the life course.

Limitations and Conclusions

There are limitations to the current study that are important to consider. First, the 
sample was restricted to youth who participated in multiple waves and whose par-
ents also participated in the sixth wave. Parents with more positive relationships 
with their children may have been more likely to participate. Indeed, the parental 
and youth measures of parent–child relationship and conflict were skewed towards 
those with less conflict, more contact, and more positive relationships (i.e., most 
youth got along well with their parents). In addition, it is notable that more mothers 
participated in the parent wave 6 survey, who are considered to play a larger role 
in moral socialization compared to fathers who tend to socialize outdoor behaviors 
(Hallers-Haalboom et  al., 2016; Volling et  al., 2009). This means that our results 
are likely biased towards those with positive parent-child relationships, particu-
larly mothers, and may also be a reason why we did not find any clear association 
between relationship quality and trust in police. The initial response bias of the sur-
vey is—as always—a concern when studying topics related to trust in authorities. 
However, at the individual level, response at wave 1 was over 90%, reducing the bias 
at least to some extent. Furthermore, although the youth panel saw some systematic 
attrition of especially male and ethnic minority youth, the attrition did not seem to 
be dependent on the level of parent-child attachment.
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Second, the measurement of several key variables was less than ideal. For exam-
ple, previous studies have measured the quality of relationships using items reflect-
ing dimensions of attachment, involvement, and adverse parenting practices (Fagan 
& Tyler, 2005; Nivette et  al., 2020; Sargeant & Bond, 2015). It may be that our 
measures of quality did not fully capture the parenting practices and emotional 
attachments that can influence youths’ perceptions of authorities and facilitate inter-
generational transmission of values. More research is needed to evaluate the direct 
and conditional effects of parental influence across different dimensions of parenting 
practices, relationship quality, and family structure. In addition, trust in police and 
judges was measured using one item each. While single items are limited in internal 
reliability, measures of trust tend to correlate strongly with other related constructs 
such as normative alignment, procedural justice, and general willingness to coop-
erate (Hamm et  al., 2017). Nevertheless, future research should examine to what 
extent parents influence their children’s views on different dimensions of trust in 
authorities (e.g., trust in effectiveness, trust in fair treatment) and related concepts 
such as legitimacy.

Third, our measures of trust in criminal justice agents were measured during late 
adolescence or early adulthood, a period in which the influence of parents is declin-
ing. While the majority of our youth sample still reported seeing their parents every 
day, during this life stage, youth are nevertheless increasingly exposed to more and 
different socialization agents outside the home, including at school, work, or among 
peers. This may explain the relatively small association between parent and youth 
trust in authorities, although these effect sizes are generally in line with previous 
research among adolescents (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015; Wolfe et al., 2016). Still, 
these studies on intergenerational transmission of legal attitudes rely on samples of 
during mid-adolescence. More research is needed to understand how parents and 
other socialization agents (e.g., school, peers) influence legal attitudes in early child-
hood and pre-adolescence. Furthermore, while the current study provides a new con-
text and diverse sample in which to examine parent and child trust, we acknowledge 
that the Netherlands is a “high trust” society, with relatively lower rates of police 
contact and violence compared to other countries such as the USA (Pierson et al., 
2020). As such, the ways in which parents and youth are encountering and learning 
about police may differ within this context of policing. More research is needed to 
explore socialization processes in different institutional and societal contexts (e.g., 
authoritarian, low/high corruption, low/high violence societies), particularly outside 
the USA. This would allow us to better evaluate the shared or unique processes by 
which children learn and adopt attitudes towards criminal justice authorities and to 
what extent these views persist over the life course.

In addition, it is important to investigate the underlying mechanisms of transmis-
sion. In research on intergenerational transmission of crime, some argue that the 
association between parent and child outcomes may simply be spurious (Besemer 
et al., 2017). In this case, both parent and child trust in criminal justice authorities 
would be accounted for by some third common explanation in their shared back-
ground and environment. For example, both parents and children may have simi-
lar levels of exposure to criminal justice authorities, particularly the police. Fam-
ily members may therefore be exposed to the same sources of discrimination and 
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treatment by criminal justice authorities, which in turn shapes their respective feel-
ings of trust.

Taken together, our study shows that youths’ trust in police and judges may in 
part stem from their parents’ views on these authorities. This study contributes to 
research on legal socialization that suggests that attitudes towards criminal justice 
authorities are not only influenced by experiences with authorities, but develop 
throughout the life course through relationships and interactions with different 
agents across multiple social domains (Forrest, 2021; Trinkner & Reisig, 2021; 
Tyler & Trinkner, 2018) .
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