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Abstract: The aim of this research was to examine whether trust influences the functioning of
various forms of collective entrepreneurship in rural areas. The study focused on organizations
which are most common in rural Poland: agricultural producer organizations, rural women’s circles,
and local action groups. Hence, the survey sample included people engaged in these types of
collective entrepreneurship. Data collection was based on a standardized questionnaire distributed
online utilizing the computer-assisted web interviewing method. The statistical analysis of the
empirical material obtained from 132 respondents involved Pearson and Spearman correlation and
principal component analysis. The conducted research shows (1) the superior role of personal
trust over institutional trust in the emergence and functioning of the studied forms of collective
entrepreneurship in rural areas, (2) the greater importance of social than economic factors determining
the functioning of rural collective entrepreneurship, (3) the positive impact of generalized trust on
trust placed in the forms of entrepreneurship covered by the analysis, (4) the increase in trust over time
of cooperation, and (5) the impact of trust on the functioning of collective entrepreneurship, in both
the economic and the social dimensions, with a slight advantage of the latter. By focusing on trust,
this article contributes to the literature on the role of trust in developing collective entrepreneurship
in rural areas. The authors point out that this article only opens the space for a discussion on trust in
the concept of the economics of trust.

Keywords: agricultural producer organizations; rural women’s circles; local action groups

1. Introduction

In Poland, rural areas have great social, environmental, and economic importance.
This is mainly due to the fact that they cover the vast majority of the country’s area and
are inhabited by a high percentage of the population. The political transformation in
Poland in 1989 revealed that, despite the fact that most of the farms were privately owned,
farmers were not prepared for the changes that followed. One of the negative effects of
the transformation was unemployment, practically unknown in Poland after World War
II. It became obvious that unprofitable agricultural production had to be replaced by new
off-farm jobs or additional on-farm activities. The structure of Polish agriculture is highly
fragmented. Private sector farms dominate, including family farms, which account for
slightly more than 99% of the total number of farms. As for the farm size, in 2019, more than
half of the households were small farms with agricultural land not exceeding 5 ha (53.5%).
The largest farms with an area of 50 ha of agricultural land accounted for only 2.4%. The
average agricultural land per farm has remained at the level of approximately 10 ha for
several years [1]. The agricultural policy implemented after the political transformation
and after Poland’s accession to the European Union has not led to an improvement in the
structure of Polish agriculture. The productivity of the factors of production, especially
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labor, is unsatisfactory. It is visible mainly in the weak flow of land from farms that are
not very productive or use land poorly to farms that are more effective in this respect.
The agrarian structure of Polish agriculture remains flawed, especially when compared
to other European Union countries. Currently, over 70% of economically active people
living in rural areas do not derive any income from agriculture [2]. Micro-enterprises based
on self-employment dominate in the employment structure. Thus, there is an increase in
nonagricultural jobs in rural areas, but it is too low to meet the needs of the existing rural
surplus of labor. For this reason, Polish rural areas and agriculture require continuous
support for modernization and restructuring, as well as strengthening their competitive
position in global markets.

The socioeconomic development of rural areas is a derivative of many factors, the
importance of which cannot be overestimated. Some of them are exogenous, partly or
totally independent of the activities of the local community, while others are endogenous.
Research on the use of available resources (endogenous and exogenous) located in rural
areas is necessary in order to stimulate positive attitudes toward entrepreneurial initiatives,
including collective endeavors. In the literature, attitudes of this type are referred to as
entrepreneurial attitudes [3–5].

The concept of entrepreneurship is often discussed in the literature. Entrepreneurship
is a multidimensional phenomenon. All attempts to define the concept of “entrepreneur-
ship” prove its interdisciplinarity. It has been a point of interest for researchers representing
scientific disciples, such as psychology, sociology, economics, and management. Most of-
ten, entrepreneurship is associated with economic issues and a certain attitude involving
looking for opportunities and achieving specific goals. In the literature on management
and economics, entrepreneurship is most often treated as a process. In this case, the
essence of entrepreneurship lies in initiating projects, as well as new forms of activity that
would satisfy the needs and generate profits, and it would enable the reproduction and
development of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship understood as a process involves
activities undertaken in a specific space and time, with the use of specific resources by
entities characterized by the features and skills desired in this process.

Entrepreneurship in the economic dimension involves the following [6,7]:

• creating new companies;
• increasing efficiency;
• creating new products, services, and techniques;
• revitalizing competition in the market.

Another understanding of entrepreneurship as a process assumes that it is the course
of action involving setting up and running a business, including the following components:
identifying opportunities and possibilities for operating on the market, developing a
business plan and gathering the necessary resources, setting up an enterprise, and leading
it through the subsequent phases of its development. Therefore, we can risk a statement
that entrepreneurship is an organized activity, focused on the ability to generate and
use innovative ideas in order to obtain measurable benefits, carried out under risk
conditions [5,8–10].

When considering entrepreneurship in rural areas, one should not only focus on setting
up and running a business [11]. Such an approach would considerably narrow the concept
itself, as it also includes other activities contributing to the multidimensional development
of rural areas, such as the activities of rural women’s circles or local action groups. Then,
entrepreneurship is associated with the attitude of a person toward the outside world
and is expressed in a creative and active pursuit of new activities or expansion of the
existing ones. Entrepreneurship can also be understood as a specific type of human activity,
defined by behavior, the ability to use ideas, and opportunities that come unnoticed
or are underestimated by others. Entrepreneurship, understood as a specific type of
human endeavor, may take the form of an individual or collective activity. Collective
entrepreneurship can be understood as organized, conscious, and voluntary cooperation
of people aimed at achieving a common goal [12]. Its essence is the expression of the
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interests of the group and the representation of these interests in the external environment.
It requires close working relationships between people, utilization of their talents and
creative abilities, and mutual trust.

Trust can appear at different levels of social life. It may arise as a result of direct
contacts and strong family and friendship ties in the traditional culture of the community,
as well as in communities where secondary groups dominate, as a result of participation
in the workplace environment, associations, and civic groups [13]. In the former case,
the trust phenomenon derives from mutual relations: the more reciprocal the relations
between individual members of the community or positive experiences in neighborly
cooperation, the greater the credit of trust. In the latter case, trust is generalized and is
based on a generally positive attitude toward others and public institutions. Trust in a
situation of cooperation means that there is a widespread belief that others will participate
in cooperation to a similar extent, that cooperation will be based on the principles of fair
play, and that it is “profitable”, i.e., brings benefits for all partners [14,15].

Collaborative networks are mutual relations that take place between individual mem-
bers of a community, informal groups, and formal organizations. Through them, the
community establishes strategic contacts, selects leaders, defines and agrees with local
interests, identifies problems, and mobilizes material resources and residents to solve
them [16]. People and organizations within such networks often gain two benefits: influ-
ence and power. They have greater opportunities to negotiate various types of transactions,
because they have easier access to information, as well as greater control over its circulation
and, thus better chances to use the emerging opportunities. Local leaders play a huge
role in their use [14]. One of the programs facilitating the network cooperation in rural
areas is the LEADER program, which contributes to the activation of rural communities
by involving social and economic partners in the planning and implementation of local
initiatives. It is a program implemented by local action groups (LAGs), which by linking
representatives of three sectors, public, economic, and social, contribute to strengthening
social capital and economic development of rural areas. Another manifestation of the
cooperation network in rural areas, which has tradition dating back to the 19th century, is
represented by rural women’s circles. They represent the interests and work to improve the
social and professional situation of rural women and their families, as well as support the
comprehensive development of rural areas. Next, there are agricultural producer organiza-
tions, created to enable farmers to become partners for large buyers of agricultural products,
as well as means of production. As an organization, farmers are able to meet the increasing
requirements imposed by the market regarding the quality of agricultural and food prod-
ucts, but also share expenses on the purchase of equipment or organization of transport,
negotiate contracts, trade together in the marketplace, or undertake marketing activities.

The abovementioned forms of collective entrepreneurship are part of the new direction
of rural development by creating conditions for effective, efficient, and partnership-based
implementation of territorially oriented development activities. The literature suggests that,
in this area, it is important to support the so-called collective trust, so that the participants
can share their experiences, be open to creative ideas, and find new directions for their
enterprises through mutual help and support [17–20].

A manifestation of favorable changes in the perception of the impact of various factors
on the economy, including the “soft” ones, is the development of a new trend in economic
sciences—the economics of trust. Traditional (neoclassical) economics, despite being a so-
cial science, took into account only one type of human behavior, based on rational principle
and driven by the maximization of utility [21,22]. The exclusion of social aspects from the
analyses, which has been described in the literature as “desocialization” [23], was one of
the levels of criticism of mainstream economics and the reason for a significant limitation
of its ability to explain many phenomena. Evidence provided by behavioral economics [24],
experimental economics [25], or game theory [26] shows that individuals not only as-
sume the existence of noneconomic values, but also make choices guided by these values.
One of such values is trust, which plays a crucial role in both social and economic life [27].
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In business, trust is recognized as an important component of success [28,29]. The eco-
nomics of trust is detectable at various levels of social and economic life, from saving
money that would have to be spent on security, to improving the functioning of the po-
litical system. However, primarily, trust fosters business relationships. Employees who
trust each other are more collaborative and more willing to share ideas and informa-
tion, which facilitates innovation and ultimately increases productivity [30,31]. Lack of
trust may stimulate hesitant attitudes toward teamwork or even antisocial attitudes when
team members hold back good ideas or vital observations and do not share their experi-
ences with each other [32]; they also have lower tolerance for organizational change [33].
Consequently, absence of trust leads to lower wages, profits, and employment, while its
presence facilitates trade and encourages activities that add economic value [34]. In this
sense, trust is like an interdependent network that connects all actors in an economy and
determines how they interact to drive the economic growth [35,36].

Research in the field of the economics of trust is based on the thesis that trust is related
to equality understood in two dimensions: economic equality and equal opportunities [37].
In countries with a high level of generalized trust, the level of economic equality and equal
opportunities is high [38], in contrast to countries with a low level of generalized trust. It is
also visible in the approach to entrepreneurship. Specifically, societies characterized by
economic equality and equal opportunities, i.e., open, knowledge-based societies with a
well-developed welfare state, have the best conditions for intrapreneurship and ultimately
economic growth [39]. It is worth emphasizing that trust, both institutional and individual,
tends to decline when socioeconomic conditions deteriorate [40,41].

Nature of the relationship between generalized trust and economic dynamics is still
minimally explored and understood, and the research carried out so far is mainly positioned
in a macroeconomic perspective [42].

The aim of the presented research was to find an answer to the question whether and
to what extent trust influences the functioning of various forms of collective entrepreneur-
ship in rural areas. We focused on those forms of collective entrepreneurship that are
common in Poland—agricultural producer organizations, rural women’s circles, and local
action groups.

The issue of trust and its role in the creation and management of an enterprise have
been widely discussed in the literature. However, the researchers mostly focused on its
role in three areas of economic behavior: consumption of goods and services, relations
between enterprises, and the superior–subordinate relationship. Unfortunately, the rural
context has largely been neglected. As emphasized by Gillath, Ai, Branicky, Keshmiri,
Davison, and Spaulding [43], the lack of trust (whatever the cause) can result in limited
cooperation, efficiency, and productivity. Few researchers have focused on trust in collective
entrepreneurship, which makes this study fit into the existing research gap.

Given the lack or a very limited scale of research focused on trust in collective en-
trepreneurship in rural areas, and having taken into account its role in business man-
agement and in economic and social development, the following research hypotheses
were formulated:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). People engaged in the studied forms of collective entrepreneurship in rural
areas have greater personal than institutional trust.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Social factors determine the functioning of the studied forms of collective
entrepreneurship to a greater extent than economic factors.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). According to the concept of the economics of trust, the higher the level of
generalized trust is, the higher the trust in various forms of cooperation will be.



Agriculture 2021, 11, 1151 5 of 26

2. Research Methods

The empirical research made it possible to verify the formulated research hypothe-
ses. The survey based on a standardized questionnaire was carried out online using
the computer-assisted web interviewing method (CAWI), which, in the situation of the
COVID-19 pandemic and restrictions on direct social contacts, was one of very few pos-
sibilities to collect empirical data. The CAWI method enables quantitative measurement
through questionnaires provided via the Internet. The method makes it possible to reach
large samples, while ensuring the respondents’ anonymity [44]. The proprietary ques-
tionnaire was prepared on the ProfiTest platform between June and July 2021. The link
to the survey was made available via social media on profiles related to agriculture and
rural areas, as well as posted to organizations whose e-mail addresses were obtained from
registers kept by the Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture: Register
of Pre-Recognized Producer Organizations, Recognized Producer Organizations, and their
Associations, as well as Transnational Producer Organizations and their Associations on the
Fruit and Vegetables Market, Register of Agricultural Producer Groups, National Register
of Rural Women’s Circles, and Local Action Groups Register 2014–2020 held by the Na-
tional Network of Rural Areas. We also planned to include members of the voluntary fire
brigades, which have a large representation in the rural areas. The link to the questionnaire
was posted on thematic Internet forums and sent by e-mail to all the Voivodship Branches
of the Volunteer Fire Brigade Associations of the Republic of Poland. Unfortunately, only
a few incomplete questionnaires were received in response; therefore, they could not be
included in further analysis.

The survey questionnaire consisted mainly of closed rating questions with an 11-point
Likert scale. In total, correctly completed questionnaires were obtained from 132 respon-
dents representing the types of organizations selected for the study.

As can be seen from the data presented in Table 1, both the size of the studied
population and its structure indicate that the sample cannot be treated as representative of
a larger population. However, the overall number of correctly completed questionnaires
justifies further analysis of the results.

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.

Form of Collective Entrepreneurship

Agricultural Producer
Organization

(G1)

Local Action Group
(G3)

Rural Women’s Circle
(G4)

Gender
Women 6 42 59

Men 11 14 -

Education

Primary/lower
secondary/vocational 1 4

Secondary/post-secondary 8 24

Higher 8 56 31

Average length of participation in the organization
(years) 8.9 10.7 8.6

The questionnaire examining various aspects of trust related to the studied forms
of entrepreneurship was designed in such a way that the respondents, when answering
each question, had the same 11-degree span. In questions Q8, Q9, Q10, and Q13 (for
code descriptions, see Table 2), the scale was defined from −5 through 0 to +5, so that the
respondent could give negative and positive ratings. Neutral opinions could be indicated
by choosing 0 or values close to it. Question Q11, which examined the importance of trust
impact on various aspects of collective activities, involved a scale from 0 (not important)
to 10 (very important). The initial dataset collected in this way was cleared of incomplete



Agriculture 2021, 11, 1151 6 of 26

questionnaires. Finally, 132 data records were left for statistical analysis. Initially, the
results were divided into three groups according to the type of organization represented
by the respondent: agricultural producer organizations (G1), rural women’s circles (G3),
and local action groups (G4), for which basic statistics were calculated, including mean
scores (Table 2).

Pearson and Spearman correlation analyses were conducted between the age of the
respondents, the length of participation in an organization, and all answers from questions
Q8 to Q13. A correlation matrix with dimensions of 54 × 54 was obtained (Appendix A,
Tables A1–A4).

In the survey, we asked the respondents to assess their level of generalized trust.
Depending on their answers, they fell into one of the three categories: (1) people who are
generally trustful, (2) people who are cautious and distrustful in relations with others, and
(3) people who cannot identify their attitude in this respect. As the declared trust was a
very important factor in our research, further analyses were performed on the basis of
a further division of respondents within the three existing groups (G1, G3, and G4) into
three more groups depending on the declared trust (T1—trustful, T2—distrustful, and
T3—unable to identify their attitude). Therefore, in further analyses, a division into nine
groups was used, which were combinations of forms of collective entrepreneurship and
the declared level of trust (G1T1, G1T2, G1T3, . . . , G4T3).

For question Q8, in which the respondents assessed the degree of trust in a given
organization at three stages of their engagement, an analysis of variance was performed,
where the factor at nine levels was the division of respondents according to the form of
entrepreneurship and the declared level of trust. A significance level of 0.05 was assumed.

For questions Q9 to Q13, due to a fairly large and detailed set of possible answers,
principal component analysis (PCA) was performed. The main purpose of PCA was to
facilitate the presentation of the relationship between the studied groups and the obtained
results. In addition, a varimax rotation was used, which changes the position of the tested
objects so that the individual components contain objects that are strongly correlated with
each other and have little correlation with other components. The synthesis and the basis
for the discussion were the biplots that contained plotted variants of responses correlated
with the components in the two-dimensional space of the first two components (PC1 and
PC2). The position of the tested nine groups in relation to the answers and components
was also added to biplots. All analyses and graphical presentation of data were executed
using IBM SPSS Statistics ver. 26.

Table 2. Mean values of ratings by three types of organizations (G1, G3, and G4).

Question/Answer Code
Organization Type Code

G1 G3 G4

Q8—Question 8 (scale −5 to 5)
Please assess the degree of trust in the organization of which you are a member at three stages.

Q8.1—before deciding to join 2.824 3.109 3.175
Q8.2—at the beginning of cooperation 3.471 3.655 3.684
Q8.3—currently 3.471 3.618 3.614

Q9—Question 9 (scale −5 to 5)
Do you trust or not trust the following?

Q9.1—immediate family—parents, children, spouse 4.824 4.691 4.702
Q9.2—your friends 3.059 3.455 3.456
Q9.3—extended family 2.882 3.182 3.175
Q9.4—people with whom you work on a daily basis 2.647 2.636 2.649
Q9.5—neighbors 2.353 2.309 2.333
Q9.6—the local parish priest 0.706 1.236 1.281
Q9.7—people who work voluntarily in your place of residence 1.471 2.455 2.474
Q9.8—local entrepreneurs 1.294 2.127 2.140
Q9.9—local teachers 2.176 2.127 2.140
Q9.10—people with whom you cooperate in the organization 3.176 3.345 3.368
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Table 2. Cont.

Question/Answer Code
Organization Type Code

G1 G3 G4

Q10—Question 10 (scale −5 to 5)
Do you trust or not trust the following institutions?

Q10.1—agricultural advisory centers 2.412 2.782 2.860
Q10.2—private consulting/advisory firms 0.588 1.345 1.368
Q10.3—local government 1.118 1.236 1.298
Q10.4—agricultural chambers 1.353 1.927 1.965
Q10.5—Polish Agency for Enterprise Development (PARP) 0.765 1.545 1.596
Q10.6—non-governmental organizations supporting entrepreneurship, e.g., business
incubators and technology parks 0.882 1.909 1.930

Q10.7—commercial banks 0.529 0.509 0.544
Q10.8—cooperative banks 1.706 1.836 1.842
Q10.9—scientific institutions/universities 1.706 2.491 2.491

Q11—Question 11 (scale 0 to 10)
How do you think trust influences the functioning of the collective activity?

Q11.1—improves financial results 8.059 7.727 7.719
Q11.2—influences the optimization of the use of resources available to the members of
the organization 7.588 7.836 7.825

Q11.3—optimizes business processes 7.059 7.255 7.263
Q11.4—facilitates teamwork 8.294 8.673 8.649
Q11.5—enables knowledge transfer 7.706 8.000 8.000
Q11.6—enhances entrepreneurial behavior 7.059 7.655 7.667
Q11.7—reduces the risk of failure 7.765 7.818 7.807
Q11.8—strengthens the sense of social identity (belonging to the social environment) 8.412 8.436 8.421
Q11.9—enhances self-esteem and development opportunities 8.412 8.618 8.596
Q11.10—promotes integration 9.294 8.836 8.807

Q13—Question 13 (scale −5 to 5)
Please assess the impact of the proposed factors on the development of collective entrepreneurship.

Q13.1—personality of the leader 3.765 4.236 4.246
Q13.2—ability to manage a team by the leader 4.353 4.400 4.421
Q13.3—close interpersonal relationships 3.941 4.091 4.088
Q13.4—creativity/resourcefulness of the group 4.294 4.255 4.281
Q13.5—focus on achieving a common goal 4.412 4.236 4.263
Q13.6—individual risk appetite 1.824 2.400 2.456
Q13.7—using talents in the team 4.471 4.455 4.474
Q13.8—qualifications of group members 4.294 3.873 3.912
Q13.9—family patterns 3.000 3.600 3.632
Q13.10—quick and flexible adaptation to changes 4.118 3.964 4.000
Q13.11—the climate of social trust 4.059 4.127 4.158
Q13.12—the environment 2.941 3.364 3.404
Q13.13—access to external financing sources 3.824 3.909 3.947
Q13.14—macroeconomic situation 2.824 3.273 3.333
Q13.15—legibility and knowledge of legal acts 3.588 3.800 3.842
Q13.16—fiscal/tax system 1.941 2.473 2.474
Q13.17—access to economic information 2.824 2.964 2.947
Q13.18—condition and development of local technical infrastructure 3.176 3.291 3.298
Q13.19—activities of business support institutions 3.000 3.127 3.140
Q13.20—activities of local authorities 3.588 3.473 3.421

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Personal and Institutional Trust

The main question relating to trust is whether one should put trust in someone or
something. According to Munns [45], “trust can be defined as a decision to become
vulnerable to or dependent on another in return for the possibility of a shared positive
outcome”. Trust has many levels and dimensions. It is also dynamic and changes over time
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and in different environments. Blomqvist [46] noted that, in psychology, some researchers
see trust as a personal trait, while others stress its social aspect. This means that each
person has their own predisposition to trust. One can trust another person or a system
(an institution). In economics, trust is seen as a mutual trust or “informal agreement” in
which an individual or an organization trusts another person or organization that they
will act as promised [47–49]. Trust, therefore, is the foundation for building relationships
between business partners. However, the very existence of trust inherently entails risk and,
consequently, risk is embedded in any entrepreneurial activity [50].

When considering the issue of trust in the context of entrepreneurship, two categories
of trust—personal and institutional—need to be distinguished. Personal trust is based on
unwritten rules and values that are shared by people in informal relationships. It derives
from personal experience in contact with the other party and stimulates further actions
according to the assumption of good will of all parties. Institutional trust concerns the
relationship between an individual and organizations, as well as formal structures; more-
over, apart from generally accepted operating standards, it also has its source in the rules
applicable in a given industry or sector. Personal trust is particularly important at the
beginning of an entrepreneur’s activity on the market. Nevertheless, along with the devel-
opment of the company, institutional trust also starts playing an important role. In order
to perform successfully, an organization needs to have both types of trust [51]. Lack of
trust in representatives of various institutions may be a significant obstacle in undertaking
entrepreneurial activities.

The literature shows that the higher level of social trust is positively correlated with
the level of entrepreneurship [52]. For example, the Japanese trust strangers less compared
to the Americans. Managers in collectivist societies (such as Japan) show a lower overall
level of trust than their counterparts in individualistic societies (such as the United States)
but tend to have more trust in other managers in the same group. According to the research
by Ding et al. [53], Turkey has the lowest level of social trust, and Sweden has the highest.
Thus, what is the level of trust in the case of Poland? The study of interpersonal trust
among the Polish population showed that, despite relatively limited trust in strangers,
Poles generally trust people with whom they maintain regular contacts. The vast majority
of respondents trust their immediate family (98%), their friends (95%), extended family
(89%), people they work with on a daily basis (88%), and neighbors (80%) [54].

For the purpose of this analysis, we distinguished two types of trust, personal and
institutional. A hypothesis was formulated that people operating within the studied forms
of collective entrepreneurship in rural areas show more personal than institutional trust.

Personal trust, also known as interpersonal trust, is placed in the people with whom
we have close relationships. The most trusted group is usually the family tied by close and
intimate relationships, followed by friends and acquaintances, neighbors, coworkers, and
business partners, i.e., people we know personally and with whom we interact directly.
This type of trust is also placed in people fulfilling specific social and professional roles.
In Polish literature, it is referred to as position-related trust [55].

Institutional trust is aimed at institutions and organizations, understood as sets of
structural rules within which actions and interactions take place. This group includes
schools, universities, the army, churches, courts, the police, banks, stock exchanges, the
government, the parliament, and enterprises.

The scale from −5 to 5, designed to measure trust, allowed the respondents to indicate
either the level of existing trust or the lack of it. All the mean scores obtained in questions
Q9 and Q10 in the three types of organizations were positive (Table 2). The highest mean
score (higher than 4.69) represented trust in family and the loved ones (Q9.1). Interestingly,
the next highly trusted groups included friends (Q9.2) and people cooperating in a given
organization (Q9.10); the mean score ranged from 3.059 to 3.456. This may indicate that
members of rural organizations are also friends. People like the extended family, coworkers,
and neighbors (Q9.3, Q9.4, Q9.5, and Q9.7 (for two groups)) received average trust scores
of 2.30–3.18. The remaining groups of people from question Q9 and most of institutions
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from question Q10 also received positive mean scores, but at a level closer to the neutral
rating. In question Q10, a relatively rating of 2.4–2.9 was given to agricultural advisory
centers, i.e., the institutions that implement the mission of supporting the development of
rural areas and their residents.

As the survey covered many dimensions, divided into three groups and three sub-
groups (nine groups in total), principal component analysis was performed to reduce
dimensionality. As a result, 19 variants of answers were reduced to first five principal
components (Appendix A, Table A5). PC1 explained 25.21% of the general variance by
including variants of trust assessment such as those included in questions Q9.1, Q9.4, Q9.8,
Q9.9, Q10.3, and Q10.7. The second component explained 18.94% of the general variance,
including variants of trust assessment such as those included in questions Q9.6, Q9.10,
Q10.8, and Q10.9 (Figure 1).
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components PC1 and PC2.

The analysis of the results obtained from questions Q9 and Q10 allowed us to positively
verify Hypothesis 1, assuming a greater importance of personal trust over institutional trust
in the formation and functioning of the studied forms of collective entrepreneurship in rural
areas. As our research is one of the few that concerns trust in collective entrepreneurship
in rural areas, we can only refer our results to the available analyses carried out as part
of the report “2018 Edelman Trust Barometer” [56]. This study showed that the trust in
institutions in Poland in 2018 was below global average (the index for Poland was 39/100
compared to the average global index of 48/100).

We believe that, in the case of the studied forms of entrepreneurship, these two types
of trust are correlated and, therefore, should not be analyzed separately.
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3.2. Social and Economic Determinants of Collective Entrepreneurship Development

An attempt was made to evaluate the factors determining the development of collec-
tive entrepreneurship. The designed rating scale was from −5 (inhibiting development)
through 0 (having no influence) to 5 (stimulating development). Twenty determinants
were presented to be evaluated. All determinants obtained average positive scores, which
suggests that, according to the respondents, they stimulate the development of collective
entrepreneurship in rural areas. The highest mean scores (within the range from 4.00 to
4.65 depending on a group) were achieved by factors related to the leader—personality and
managerial skills (Q13.1, Q13.2). Other highly stimulating determinants included working
toward a common goal (Q13.5), as well as talents and creativity present in the team (Q13.4,
Q13.7), which, in individual groups, were assessed at an average level of 2.94 to 4.42. The
remaining determinants were also assessed positively but depending on the studied group
at a lower level (Table 2).

The applied PCA reduced the studied space from 20 dimensions to the first four
principal components. PC1 accounted for 37.73% of the overall variance, concentrating
on determinants such as Q13.4, Q13.5, Q13.6, Q13.7, Q13.8, Q13.10, Q13.12, Q13.13, and
Q13.20 (Appendix A, Table A6). This group contained high- and medium-rated deter-
minants. The applied varimax rotation revealed that they are mutually correlated. PC2
accounted for 25.62% of the total variance and the determinants most strongly correlated
with it were variables Q13.1, Q13.2, Q13.3, Q13.11, Q13.14, Q13.18, and Q13.19. The first
three determinants also had some of the highest ratings. Therefore, this component can
be interpreted as gathering the most important features of collective entrepreneurship
development (Figure 2). PC3 accounted for 17.76% of the overall variance. Determinants
related to family patterns (Q13.9), fiscal systems (Q13.16), and the availability of economic
information (Q13.17) correlated with it most strongly. Interestingly, PC4 was strongly
correlated with only one feature related to the legibility and knowledge of legal acts, and it
explained 10.57% of the overall variance.
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The reduction of 20 initial variables to four principal components enabled explanation
in a simplified manner of 91.69% of the total variance.

The PCA allowed for the positive verification of Hypothesis 2, assuming that social
factors determine the functioning of the studied forms of collective entrepreneurship to a
greater extent than economic factors.

A significant correlation (at the level of 0.35) was revealed between how the respon-
dents assessed the impact of family relationships, neighborly relations, friendship, and the
performance of social roles on the level of trust and the assessment of the importance of
social factors influencing the development of collective entrepreneurship (Appendix A,
Table A7).

A similar comparative analysis of the impact of social and economic factors on the
development of cooperatives was carried out by Pan [57]. This study showed that the
influence of social factors on this collective form of entrepreneurship is stronger than
of the economic ones. According to Brodziński, the influence of social and economic
factors on the development of entrepreneurship among agricultural producers is the same,
although the author pointed to creativity, optimism and commitment as the primary drive
of entrepreneurship [58]. Furthermore, studies of other researchers indicated a greater
impact of these factors on the development of entrepreneurship in rural areas [59,60].
According to Björklund, it is easier for entrepreneurs to overcome barriers to innovation if
they have specific cognitive abilities. These abilities include sufficient knowledge, access
to information, and decision flexibility. Positive attitudes facilitate the implementation of
innovations, while negative attitudes make it difficult. A positive attitude toward work and
others can enhance individual performance and creativity, foster new relationships, and
expand the use of intellectual and social resources [61]. Colombo and Perujo-Villanueva,
on the other hand, emphasized that relations between agricultural neighbors are the
main determinant of cooperation, not only between small entities [62]. In the research
by Krzyżanowska [63] conducted on a group of 132 leaders of agricultural producer
groups, trust was assessed as one of the most important interpersonal skills essential
in leadership processes. It was rated 3.98 on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 meant
unimportant and 5 meant very important. The importance of trust in entrepreneurial
teams was also confirmed by the results of the research conducted by Falkowski et al. [64]
among members of agricultural producer organizations in Poland. In this case, 70% of
the surveyed farmers most often indicated lack of trust as a factor hindering the creation
of producer organizations. Only in the case of producer organizations based on family
ties was this aspect not so important. This is probably a manifestation of the mentality
barrier resulting from the negative experiences of farmers in the times of centrally planned
economy and forced collectivization of agricultural sector, which now still influences the
preference for private (family) farming. In rural areas in Poland, the generalized trust index
is still relatively low compared to larger cities (on a seven-point scale from −3 to +3, the
mean value was −0.88 for rural areas, 0.22 for larger cities, and −0.90 for farmers) [54].

3.3. Trust in Collective Entrepreneurship

It was assumed in the study (H3) that, according to the concept of the economics
of trust, a higher level of generalized trust would result in a greater trust in various
forms of cooperation; furthermore, as participants gain common experiences, the level of
trust in group cooperation increases. The analysis performed with the use of descriptive
statistics, i.e., the statistics of the distribution of the feature value (location and dispersion)
confirmed this hypothesis (H3). The data presented in Figure 3 show that those people who
believed that most people could be trusted (T1) (and, therefore, showed a higher level of
generalized trust than the remaining respondents) were more likely to trust joint ventures.
It is interesting, however, that, regardless of the level of generalized trust, after starting
cooperation under the researched forms of entrepreneurship, the trust in the organization
visibly increases. The highest increase was recorded in the G3T3 group. The exceptions
were respondents representing rural women’s circles, who did not define their level of
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trust by indicating the answer “I do not know” (G4T3). In this group, a slight decrease in
trust in the circle was noticeable during its operation.
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The confirmation of Hypothesis 3 is extremely important from the point of view
of the development of collective entrepreneurship in rural areas. Since trust affects the
quality of cooperation, it lowers transaction costs and has a positive impact on its durability.
In addition, trust can reduce intergroup conflicts and strengthen collaboration between
different social groups [53]. This was confirmed by the results of studies by Adro and
Franco [65]. The study looked at local and national collaborative networks based on the
example of Casa Agrícola dos Arais (CAA). The authors described how a rural farming
network operates in a specific sector of Protected Denomination of Origin (PDO) and
what its success factors are. Economic benefits, self-confidence, trust, mutual respect, and
resilience were the words that the respondents used to identify the factors behind the
network’s success and the ones that helped them to endure more difficult periods. Despite
the fact that the contracts are not formalized, all partners (CAA, milk suppliers, and Tio
Careca) had great confidence in the network. On the Likert scale, where 1 meant no trust
and 5 meant high trust, all rated the level of trust at 4 or 5 points. Older or less educated
producers trusted the given word more than a written contract, which they said they did
not need.

The aim of this study was to find an answer to the question whether and to what
extent trust affects the functioning of collective entrepreneurship in rural areas. Taking into
account the conducted analyses, it can be concluded that trust plays a crucial role, and that
the level of trust increases with the length of cooperation.

In Q10, we sought an answer to the question of how, in the respondents’ opinion,
trust affects the functioning of selected forms of collective activities. Ten aspects that
may be affected by trust were selected. The impact was measured on an 11-point scale
from 0 (no impact at all) to 10 (very high impact). This scale made it possible to flexibly
assess the degree of this impact. All variants of the answers were highly rated by the
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respondents. For individual groups, the mean score was from 7.28 to 8.98 (Table 2). The
range of assessment, expressed in the mean values of the answers, was about 1.5, which, on
an 11-point scale, can be considered small. PCA was performed, where 10 dimensions were
reduced to the first two components which accounted for 85.62% of the overall variance.
PC1 explained 44.89% of the overall variance and was most strongly correlated with the
following response variants: Q11.5, Q11.6, Q11.7, Q11.9, and Q11.10. PC2 explained 40.73%
of the overall variance and was most strongly correlated with the following responses:
Q11.1, Q11.2, Q11.3, Q11.4, and Q11.8 (Figure 4).
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The conducted analysis showed that, in the opinion of the respondents, the impact of
trust on the functioning of the selected forms of collective entrepreneurship is noticeable
in both the economic and the social dimensions. In our study, the respondents rated the
impact of trust higher in social areas, such as strengthening the sense of social identity,
self-esteem, and development opportunities, as well as a positive impact on teamwork or
social integration. The exceptions were people representing the G1T3 group (members
of agricultural producer organizations who did not define their level of trust), for whom
these aspects were not as important as the economic ones, e.g., improving financial results
or optimizing the use of resources. A completely different opinion was expressed by the
respondents qualified to the G3T3 group (women from rural women’s circles who did
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not define their level of generalized trust), for whom these economic aspects were the
least important.

4. Conclusions

The development of entrepreneurship in rural areas has been, for many reasons,
a more difficult process than in urbanized areas [7,66]. This is caused by many factors
including location, dispersion, small scale of activity, shallowness of local markets, the
level of infrastructure development, and the level of education of rural residents.

Due to the fact that the sample selected for this research was not representative,
it does not allow for generalizations. However, as our findings correspond with the results
of other authors, as shown in the paper, they provide sufficient grounds for verification of
the research hypotheses.

The literature implies that entrepreneurial activity is related to both the most basic
trust we place in people with whom we maintain social relations and other types of trust,
including trust in institutions. Trust is a value that facilitates cooperation between en-
trepreneurs and their partners [67–69]. This was confirmed by our research. The conducted
PCA showed that the respondents are more likely to trust their family, friends, people
they work with, local entrepreneurs, and teachers. In the conducted analysis, institutional
trust was rated much lower. The exceptions were agricultural advisory centers, which
obtained higher trust mean scores (2.4–2.9) compared to other institutions. This result can
be explained by the fact that their activity is directly dedicated to rural residents, and the
respondents are familiar with it. Moreover, the PCA analysis revealed that the respondents
were also willing to trust institutions such as local authorities, commercial and cooperative
banks, and scientific centers. Hypothesis 1 was, thus, confirmed.

The socioeconomic development of rural areas is, inter alia, determined by the effective
cooperation between entities operating locally. There is no doubt that the main factor
limiting cooperation is insufficient knowledge and, above all, the uncertainty resulting
from limited trust. This study shows that trust is a necessary condition for effective
cooperation. This was also confirmed by the studies of other researchers [70]. Apart
from the influence of trust on the development of collective entrepreneurship, this study
shows that other factors, of both a social and an economic nature, also play an important
role. The respondents highly rated the impact of social factors including personality traits
and skills such as the leader’s ability to manage a team, creativity of the members, and
orientation toward a common goal. Moreover, conditions such as the climate of trust
play an important role. In the opinion of the respondents who actively participate in the
analyzed forms of collective entrepreneurship, equally important were economic factors
such as the availability of external sources of financing, the macroeconomic situation of
the country, the condition of infrastructure, and access to business support institutions.
The abovementioned social factors, highly rated by respondents, basically constitute the
social capital, which in rural areas is identified mainly with local organizations such as
associations, civic groups or producer organizations, rural women’s circles, and local action
groups covered by this research. Summing up, Hypothesis 2 was positively verified, as the
prevalence of social factors over economic factors was demonstrated.

There seems to be a consensus among researchers that a higher level of trust facilitates
forming multi-actor networks of entrepreneurs and their successful performance [71,72].
Trust has a considerable impact on cooperation between entrepreneurs in small networks
where the relationships are more personal [64]. Our research also shows that people with a
higher level of generalized trust are more likely to trust joint ventures, especially before
joining a collective endeavor. This confirms Hypothesis 3. However, a new relationship
emerged. The local action group members who did not indicate their level of generalized
trust declared that their trust increased with the length of participation. Unfortunately,
in the remaining groups, i.e., agricultural producers and rural women’s circles, such trust
growth was not statistically confirmed. The most surprising results were obtained in
the group of people who indicated a low level of generalized trust. In this case, in all
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the studied groups, the level of trust increased along with the length of participation in
the organization.

We are aware that our study is one of the first undertaken in this field. The positively
verified hypotheses formulated in the research do not, however, justify the formulation
of general conclusions. Firstly, to make this possible, further in-depth research would be
required in this area, with particular emphasis on the dominant character of the activities
typical for different forms of entrepreneurship. Agricultural producer organizations pursue
mainly economic goals, while rural women’s circles and local action groups focus rather
on the social aspects of local community life. Secondly, there was an overrepresentation of
women in the sample. This was due to the following reasons: the survey was carried out
using the CAWI method, which subjected the process of sampling to a large extent to fate
and, despite targeting a diverse population including producer groups, local action groups,
rural women’s circles, and volunteer fire brigades, responses were obtained mostly from
rural women’s circles and local action groups represented mainly by women. While our em-
pirical research contributes to the existing literature on trust in collective entrepreneurship
in rural areas, it does show some limitations. We believe that the conducted analysis will
inspire future research on the role of trust in the development of collective entrepreneurship
in rural areas. It seems important to consider the following research areas:

(1) the role of trust in the economics of trust paradigm in the perspective of rural development,
(2) the conditions for the formation and functioning of collective entrepreneurship in

rural areas, which is an impulse stimulating the local community to undertake en-
trepreneurial activity,

(3) defining the factors strengthening the social trust of rural residents.

We hope that the presented research areas will serve as inspiration for future studies.
By focusing on trust, this paper contributes to the literature examining the role of trust
in the development of collective entrepreneurship in rural areas. Trust is a complex,
difficult-to-study topic, both theoretically and methodologically. The limitation of this type
of research is the credibility of the respondents in terms of competence and perception. To
counteract that, in-depth, qualitative research using the interview technique is required. We
believe that our study, which is one of the first in this field, should be seen as a pilot study.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Pearson’s correlation matrix, * significant at the alpha 0.05 level, ** significant at the alpha 0.01 level.

Age Years
Partyc Q8.1 Q8.2 Q8.3 Q9.1 Q9.2 Q9.3 Q9.4 Q9.5 Q9.6 Q9.7 Q9.8 Q9.9 Q9.10

age 1 0.301 ** 0.058 0.108 0.113 0.036 −0.006 0.013 0.027 0.067 0.067 0.024 0.105 0.114 0.110
years
partyc 0.301 ** 1 −0.062 −0.120 0.138 0.137 0.115 −0.017 −0.050 0.036 0.038 −0.021 0.032 0.071 0.090

Q8.1 0.058 −0.062 1 0.540 ** 0.079 0.026 0.279 ** 0.200 * 0.008 0.192 * −0.007 0.233 ** 0.315 ** 0.273 ** 0.138
Q8.2 0.108 −0.120 0.540 ** 1 0.208 * 0.015 0.166 0.212 * 0.100 0.220 * 0.059 0.240 ** 0.353 ** 0.261 ** 0.224 **
Q8.3 0.113 0.138 0.079 0.208 * 1 0.005 −0.005 −0.012 0.127 0.141 −0.024 0.158 0.220 * 0.195 * 0.419 **
Q9.1 0.036 0.137 0.026 0.015 0.005 1 0.416 ** 0.331 ** 0.185 * 0.111 −0.035 0.138 0.145 0.111 0.068
Q9.2 −0.006 0.115 0.279 ** 0.166 −0.005 0.416 ** 1 0.670 ** 0.345 ** 0.440 ** 0.206 * 0.373 ** 0.456 ** 0.392 ** 0.305 **
Q9.3 0.013 −0.017 0.200 * 0.212 * −0.012 0.331 ** 0.670 ** 1 0.401 ** 0.445 ** 0.277 ** 0.486 ** 0.498 ** 0.477 ** 0.236 **
Q9.4 0.027 −0.050 0.008 0.100 0.127 0.185 * 0.345 ** 0.401 ** 1 0.442 ** 0.312 ** 0.251 ** 0.298 ** 0.300 ** 0.345 **
Q9.5 0.067 0.036 0.192 * 0.220 * 0.141 0.111 0.440 ** 0.445 ** 0.442 ** 1 0.503 ** 0.390 ** 0.506 ** 0.435 ** 0.372 **
Q9.6 0.067 0.038 −0.007 0.059 −0.024 −0.035 0.206 * 0.277 ** 0.312 ** 0.503 ** 1 0.375 ** 0.455 ** 0.501 ** 0.228 **
Q9.7 0.024 −0.021 0.233 ** 0.240 ** 0.158 0.138 0.373 ** 0.486 ** 0.251 ** 0.390 ** 0.375 ** 1 0.738 ** 0.597 ** 0.423 **
Q9.8 0.105 0.032 0.315 ** 0.353 ** 0.220 * 0.145 0.456 ** 0.498 ** 0.298 ** 0.506 ** 0.455 ** 0.738 ** 1 0.722 ** 0.467 **
Q9.9 0.114 0.071 0.273 ** 0.261 ** 0.195 * 0.111 0.392 ** 0.477 ** 0.300 ** 0.435 ** 0.501 ** 0.597 ** 0.722 ** 1 0.370 **
Q9.10 0.110 0.090 0.138 0.224 ** 0.419 ** 0.068 0.305 ** 0.236 ** 0.345 ** 0.372 ** 0.228 ** 0.423 ** 0.467 ** 0.370 ** 1
Q10.1 −0.005 0.072 0.155 0.143 −0.067 0.006 0.178 * 0.093 0.046 0.189 * 0.125 0.099 0.200 * 0.145 0.243 **
Q10.2 0.035 −0.049 0.203 * 0.174 * 0.022 0.145 0.235 ** 0.322 ** 0.217 * 0.283 ** 0.175 * 0.275 ** 0.439 ** 0.362 ** 0.228 **
Q10.3 0.049 0.045 0.157 0.261 ** 0.154 0.177 * 0.248 ** 0.205 * 0.210 * 0.292 ** 0.203 * 0.372 ** 0.439 ** 0.327 ** 0.304 **
Q10.4 −0.001 0.071 0.160 0.076 −0.063 0.133 0.234 ** 0.264 ** 0.088 0.273 ** 0.194 * 0.268 ** 0.365 ** 0.284 ** 0.295 **
Q10.5 −0.062 0.099 0.220 * 0.272 ** 0.111 0.077 0.308 ** 0.242 ** 0.201 * 0.402 ** 0.231 ** 0.287 ** 0.544 ** 0.318 ** 0.228 **
Q10.6 −0.054 0.108 0.071 0.176 * 0.131 0.109 0.270 ** 0.237 ** 0.295 ** 0.290 ** 0.175 * 0.339 ** 0.416 ** 0.278 ** 0.312 **
Q10.7 0.042 0.048 0.010 0.084 0.101 0.238 ** 0.334 ** 0.302 ** 0.266 ** 0.254 ** 0.161 0.294 ** 0.428 ** 0.403 ** 0.355 **
Q10.8 0.125 0.170 −0.033 0.083 0.031 0.179 * 0.238 ** 0.265 ** 0.112 0.242 ** 0.254 ** 0.299 ** 0.360 ** 0.368 ** 0.256 **
Q10.9 0.029 0.067 0.082 0.168 0.126 0.027 0.263 ** 0.210 * 0.257 ** 0.243 ** 0.230 ** 0.313 ** 0.331 ** 0.294 ** 0.339 **
Q11.1 −0.156 −0.281 ** 0.142 0.010 −0.026 0.078 0.288 ** 0.309 ** 0.067 0.138 0.187 * 0.153 0.122 0.156 0.113
Q11.2 −0.147 −0.211 * 0.066 −0.034 0.063 −0.019 0.225 ** 0.250 ** 0.051 0.155 0.181 * 0.223 * 0.177 * 0.162 0.270 **
Q11.3 −0.128 −0.328 ** 0.024 −0.055 0.103 −0.110 0.093 0.174 * 0.023 0.060 0.065 0.106 0.115 0.104 0.146
Q11.4 −0.193 * −0.254 ** −0.053 −0.050 −0.002 0.050 0.253 ** 0.224 ** 0.137 0.211 * 0.184 * 0.222 * 0.143 0.137 0.241 **
Q11.5 −0.190 * −0.161 −0.039 −0.009 0.025 0.111 0.257 ** 0.258 ** 0.154 0.135 0.081 0.237 ** 0.195 * 0.239 ** 0.236 **
Q11.6 −0.127 −0.205 * 0.028 0.013 0.028 0.104 0.317 ** 0.343 ** 0.201 * 0.188 * 0.157 0.318 ** 0.269 ** 0.281 ** 0.222 *
Q11.7 −0.059 −0.234 ** 0.159 0.166 0.102 0.093 0.273 ** 0.270 ** 0.148 0.143 0.112 0.217 * 0.126 0.157 0.246 **
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Table A1. Cont.

Age Years
Partyc Q8.1 Q8.2 Q8.3 Q9.1 Q9.2 Q9.3 Q9.4 Q9.5 Q9.6 Q9.7 Q9.8 Q9.9 Q9.10

Q11.8 0.024 −0.106 0.095 0.050 0.105 −0.026 0.222 * 0.136 0.053 0.195 * 0.123 0.208 * 0.191 * 0.163 0.227 **
Q11.9 0.016 −0.069 0.161 0.096 0.099 0.059 0.287 ** 0.233 ** 0.086 0.180 * 0.105 0.241 ** 0.229 ** 0.239 ** 0.270 **

Q11.10 0.000 −0.004 0.073 0.149 0.108 0.022 0.086 0.019 −0.066 0.070 0.028 0.095 0.125 0.150 0.072
Q13.1 0.134 −0.146 0.092 0.040 0.022 0.085 0.233 ** 0.118 0.052 0.204 * 0.187 * 0.260 ** 0.226 ** 0.179 * 0.140
Q13.2 0.140 −0.042 0.154 0.164 0.075 0.319 ** 0.260 ** 0.180 * 0.062 0.173 * 0.157 0.250 ** 0.267 ** 0.265 ** 0.124
Q13.3 0.152 0.073 0.117 0.079 0.160 0.074 0.089 0.039 0.114 0.290 ** 0.212 * 0.126 0.163 0.161 0.159
Q13.4 0.098 −0.032 0.064 0.154 0.089 0.042 0.064 0.046 0.142 0.173 * 0.107 0.078 0.164 0.105 0.016
Q13.5 0.136 −0.108 0.022 0.223 * 0.083 0.081 0.042 0.142 0.135 0.067 0.075 0.139 0.216 * 0.193 * 0.049
Q13.6 −0.036 −0.093 0.187 * 0.337 ** 0.256 ** 0.017 0.048 0.122 0.226 ** 0.113 0.040 0.191 * 0.221 * 0.183 * 0.182 *
Q13.7 0.102 0.002 0.086 0.144 0.180 * 0.048 −0.012 0.049 −0.068 0.032 −0.018 0.116 0.141 0.161 −0.011
Q13.8 0.158 −0.057 0.063 0.098 0.082 0.065 0.063 0.041 −0.080 0.069 0.111 0.113 0.097 0.182 * 0.098
Q13.9 0.141 0.094 0.224 ** 0.245 ** 0.121 0.197 * 0.255 ** 0.331 ** 0.010 0.312 ** 0.231 ** 0.312 ** 0.359 ** 0.328 ** 0.203 *

Q13.10 0.094 −0.113 0.249 ** 0.279 ** 0.102 0.158 0.220 * 0.253 ** 0.105 0.143 0.077 0.266 ** 0.313 ** 0.283 ** 0.141
Q13.11 0.172 * −0.035 0.190 * 0.209 * 0.107 0.015 0.136 0.079 −0.110 0.193 * 0.099 0.235 ** 0.284 ** 0.208 * 0.179 *
Q13.12 −0.010 0.085 0.221 * 0.196 * 0.087 0.187 * 0.192 * 0.109 0.106 0.189 * 0.112 0.194 * 0.275 ** 0.273 ** 0.054
Q13.13 0.155 −0.042 0.170 0.130 0.023 0.115 0.192 * 0.155 0.087 0.073 0.048 0.222 * 0.257 ** 0.285 ** 0.061
Q13.14 0.171 0.168 0.249 ** 0.151 −0.018 0.140 0.148 0.071 0.052 0.020 −0.055 0.133 0.206 * 0.194 * 0.028
Q13.15 0.149 0.008 0.126 0.192 * −0.007 0.147 0.214 * 0.248 ** 0.042 0.225 ** 0.104 0.236 ** 0.303 ** 0.359 ** 0.054
Q13.16 0.087 −0.025 0.076 0.184 * 0.078 0.040 0.147 0.211 * 0.139 0.260 ** 0.077 0.229 ** 0.359 ** 0.353 ** 0.249 **
Q13.17 0.079 −0.044 0.050 0.167 0.029 0.129 0.208 * 0.206 * 0.149 0.205 * 0.058 0.204 * 0.288 ** 0.275 ** 0.136
Q13.18 0.055 −0.051 0.136 0.149 0.048 0.176 * 0.276 ** 0.215 * 0.011 0.116 0.048 0.252 ** 0.315 ** 0.330 ** 0.164
Q13.19 0.025 −0.100 0.048 0.150 −0.007 0.249 ** 0.355 ** 0.348 ** 0.181 * 0.168 0.106 0.319 ** 0.376 ** 0.381 ** 0.172 *
Q13.20 0.010 −0.037 0.016 −0.006 0.043 0.033 0.105 0.129 −0.093 0.040 0.055 0.160 0.219 * 0.196 * −0.025

Table A2. Pearson’s correlation matrix, * significant at the alpha 0.05 level, ** significant at the alpha 0.01 level.

Q10.1 Q10.2 Q10.3 Q10.4 Q10.5 Q10.6 Q10.7 Q10.8 Q10.9 Q11.1 Q11.2 Q11.3 Q11.4 Q11.5 Q11.6

age −0.005 0.035 0.049 −0.001 −0.062 −0.054 0.042 0.125 0.029 −0.156 −0.147 −0.128 −0.193 * −0.190 * −0.127
years
partyc 0.072 −0.049 0.045 0.071 0.099 0.108 0.048 0.170 0.067 −0.281 ** −0.211 * −0.328 ** −0.254 ** −0.161 −0.205 *

Q8.1 0.155 0.203 * 0.157 0.160 0.220 * 0.071 0.010 −0.033 0.082 0.142 0.066 0.024 −0.053 −0.039 0.028
Q8.2 0.143 0.174 * 0.261 ** 0.076 0.272 ** 0.176 * 0.084 0.083 0.168 0.010 −0.034 −0.055 −0.050 −0.009 0.013
Q8.3 −0.067 0.022 0.154 −0.063 0.111 0.131 0.101 0.031 0.126 −0.026 0.063 0.103 −0.002 0.025 0.028
Q9.1 0.006 0.145 0.177 * 0.133 0.077 0.109 0.238 ** 0.179 * 0.027 0.078 −0.019 −0.110 0.050 0.111 0.104
Q9.2 0.178 * 0.235 ** 0.248 ** 0.234 ** 0.308 ** 0.270 ** 0.334 ** 0.238 ** 0.263 ** 0.288 ** 0.225 ** 0.093 0.253 ** 0.257 ** 0.317 **
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Table A2. Cont.

Q10.1 Q10.2 Q10.3 Q10.4 Q10.5 Q10.6 Q10.7 Q10.8 Q10.9 Q11.1 Q11.2 Q11.3 Q11.4 Q11.5 Q11.6

Q9.3 0.093 0.322 ** 0.205 * 0.264 ** 0.242 ** 0.237 ** 0.302 ** 0.265 ** 0.210 * 0.309 ** 0.250 ** 0.174 * 0.224 ** 0.258 ** 0.343 **
Q9.4 0.046 0.217 * 0.210 * 0.088 0.201 * 0.295 ** 0.266 ** 0.112 0.257 ** 0.067 0.051 0.023 0.137 0.154 0.201 *
Q9.5 0.189 * 0.283 ** 0.292 ** 0.273 ** 0.402 ** 0.290 ** 0.254 ** 0.242 ** 0.243 ** 0.138 0.155 0.060 0.211 * 0.135 0.188 *
Q9.6 0.125 0.175 * 0.203 * 0.194 * 0.231 ** 0.175 * 0.161 0.254 ** 0.230 ** 0.187 * 0.181 * 0.065 0.184 * 0.081 0.157
Q9.7 0.099 0.275 ** 0.372 ** 0.268 ** 0.287 ** 0.339 ** 0.294 ** 0.299 ** 0.313 ** 0.153 0.223 * 0.106 0.222 * 0.237 ** 0.318 **
Q9.8 0.200 * 0.439 ** 0.439 ** 0.365 ** 0.544 ** 0.416 ** 0.428 ** 0.360 ** 0.331 ** 0.122 0.177 * 0.115 0.143 0.195 * 0.269 **
Q9.9 0.145 0.362 ** 0.327 ** 0.284 ** 0.318 ** 0.278 ** 0.403 ** 0.368 ** 0.294 ** 0.156 0.162 0.104 0.137 0.239 ** 0.281 **
Q9.10 0.243 ** 0.228 ** 0.304 ** 0.295 ** 0.228 ** 0.312 ** 0.355 ** 0.256 ** 0.339 ** 0.113 0.270 ** 0.146 0.241 ** 0.236 ** 0.222 *
Q10.1 1 0.507 ** 0.318 ** 0.471 ** 0.385 ** 0.341 ** 0.292 ** 0.367 ** 0.323 ** 0.301 ** 0.065 0.055 0.007 −0.003 0.026
Q10.2 0.507 ** 1 0.310 ** 0.424 ** 0.455 ** 0.312 ** 0.462 ** 0.394 ** 0.269 ** 0.224 ** 0.044 0.100 −0.009 −0.060 0.086
Q10.3 0.318 ** 0.310 ** 1 0.464 ** 0.434 ** 0.421 ** 0.476 ** 0.448 ** 0.404 ** 0.093 0.115 0.057 0.135 0.088 0.025
Q10.4 0.471 ** 0.424 ** 0.464 ** 1 0.514 ** 0.504 ** 0.427 ** 0.421 ** 0.376 ** 0.244 ** 0.128 0.020 0.107 0.100 0.056
Q10.5 0.385 ** 0.455 ** 0.434 ** 0.514 ** 1 0.669 ** 0.426 ** 0.418 ** 0.459 ** 0.163 0.099 0.104 0.058 0.141 0.118
Q10.6 0.341 ** 0.312 ** 0.421 ** 0.504 ** 0.669 ** 1 0.532 ** 0.386 ** 0.506 ** 0.159 0.153 0.105 0.111 0.195 * 0.113
Q10.7 0.292 ** 0.462 ** 0.476 ** 0.427 ** 0.426 ** 0.532 ** 1 0.713 ** 0.490 ** 0.179 * 0.230 ** 0.147 0.160 0.201 * 0.249 **
Q10.8 0.367 ** 0.394 ** 0.448 ** 0.421 ** 0.418 ** 0.386 ** 0.713 ** 1 0.610 ** 0.109 0.156 0.035 0.143 0.092 0.150
Q10.9 0.323 ** 0.269 ** 0.404 ** 0.376 ** 0.459 ** 0.506 ** 0.490 ** 0.610 ** 1 0.170 0.309 ** 0.161 0.298 ** 0.274 ** 0.255 **
Q11.1 0.301 ** 0.224 ** 0.093 0.244 ** 0.163 0.159 0.179 * 0.109 0.170 1 0.685 ** 0.702 ** 0.483 ** 0.493 ** 0.550 **
Q11.2 0.065 0.044 0.115 0.128 0.099 0.153 0.230 ** 0.156 0.309 ** 0.685 ** 1 0.793 ** 0.715 ** 0.691 ** 0.707 **
Q11.3 0.055 0.100 0.057 0.020 0.104 0.105 0.147 0.035 0.161 0.702 ** 0.793 ** 1 0.645 ** 0.641 ** 0.657 **
Q11.4 0.007 −0.009 0.135 0.107 0.058 0.111 0.160 0.143 0.298 ** 0.483 ** 0.715 ** 0.645 ** 1 0.796 ** 0.731 **
Q11.5 −0.003 −0.060 0.088 0.100 0.141 0.195 * 0.201 * 0.092 0.274 ** 0.493 ** 0.691 ** 0.641 ** 0.796 ** 1 0.829 **
Q11.6 0.026 0.086 0.025 0.056 0.118 0.113 0.249 ** 0.150 0.255 ** 0.550 ** 0.707 ** 0.657 ** 0.731 ** 0.829 ** 1
Q11.7 0.033 0.025 0.078 0.091 0.070 0.160 0.128 0.117 0.237 ** 0.601 ** 0.661 ** 0.579 ** 0.644 ** 0.629 ** 0.655 **
Q11.8 0.112 −0.003 0.100 0.022 0.058 0.080 0.137 0.105 0.189 * 0.436 ** 0.602 ** 0.502 ** 0.704 ** 0.609 ** 0.586 **
Q11.9 0.045 −0.061 0.115 0.098 0.068 0.139 0.146 0.119 0.274 ** 0.407 ** 0.574 ** 0.443 ** 0.679 ** 0.708 ** 0.642 **

Q11.10 −0.015 −0.029 0.180 * 0.099 0.125 0.193 * 0.174 * 0.136 0.147 0.296 ** 0.424 ** 0.396 ** 0.551 ** 0.546 ** 0.428 **
Q13.1 0.074 0.131 0.140 0.167 0.005 0.091 0.164 0.108 0.196 * 0.334 ** 0.433 ** 0.293 ** 0.470 ** 0.294 ** 0.303 **
Q13.2 0.050 0.071 0.132 0.202 * 0.076 0.101 0.204 * 0.120 0.159 0.307 ** 0.307 ** 0.203 * 0.345 ** 0.337 ** 0.292 **
Q13.3 0.139 0.205 * 0.113 0.352 ** 0.138 0.251 ** 0.224 ** 0.165 0.195 * 0.343 ** 0.232 ** 0.144 0.226 ** 0.191 * 0.153
Q13.4 0.059 0.095 0.116 0.130 0.171 * 0.171 * 0.088 0.011 0.079 0.206 * 0.200 * 0.232 ** 0.245 ** 0.212 * 0.151
Q13.5 −0.037 0.036 0.051 0.036 0.093 0.120 0.093 −0.005 0.014 0.238 ** 0.205 * 0.243 ** 0.224 ** 0.265 ** 0.262 **
Q13.6 −0.061 0.142 0.176 * 0.191 * 0.145 0.179 * 0.158 0.019 0.216 * 0.300 ** 0.210 * 0.287 ** 0.107 0.231 ** 0.252 **
Q13.7 −0.057 −0.030 0.017 0.140 −0.018 0.018 0.002 −0.046 −0.057 0.209 * 0.261 ** 0.220 * 0.225 ** 0.257 ** 0.185 *
Q13.8 −0.035 0.125 0.155 0.056 −0.138 −0.109 −0.002 −0.064 −0.133 0.176 * 0.151 0.196 * 0.213 * 0.121 0.037
Q13.9 0.107 0.254 ** 0.217 * 0.369 ** 0.172 * 0.209 * −0.003 0.079 0.015 0.156 0.095 0.047 0.144 0.114 0.044

Q13.10 0.046 0.140 0.090 0.141 0.111 0.055 0.061 −0.059 0.128 0.356 ** 0.288 ** 0.240 ** 0.288 ** 0.343 ** 0.328 **
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Table A2. Cont.

Q10.1 Q10.2 Q10.3 Q10.4 Q10.5 Q10.6 Q10.7 Q10.8 Q10.9 Q11.1 Q11.2 Q11.3 Q11.4 Q11.5 Q11.6

Q13.11 0.109 0.150 0.209 * 0.247 ** 0.135 0.105 0.177 * 0.138 0.105 0.279 ** 0.307 ** 0.189 * 0.304 ** 0.225 ** 0.268 **
Q13.12 0.129 0.194 * 0.300 ** 0.404 ** 0.299 ** 0.413 ** 0.307 ** 0.165 0.120 0.199 * 0.060 0.009 0.060 0.197 * 0.092
Q13.13 0.225 ** 0.279 ** 0.217 * 0.210 * 0.110 0.158 0.225 ** 0.183 * 0.159 0.189 * 0.122 0.058 0.151 0.162 0.156
Q13.14 0.188 * 0.142 0.229 ** 0.253 ** 0.179 * 0.274 ** 0.230 ** 0.211 * 0.245 ** 0.111 0.103 0.070 0.069 0.170 0.130
Q13.15 0.052 0.218 * 0.314 ** 0.217 * 0.103 0.172 * 0.395 ** 0.369 ** 0.228 ** 0.145 0.174 * 0.084 0.201 * 0.291 ** 0.265 **
Q13.16 0.196 * 0.282 ** 0.356 ** 0.309 ** 0.213 * 0.273 ** 0.422 ** 0.357 ** 0.231 ** 0.201 * 0.165 0.169 0.136 0.227 ** 0.241 **
Q13.17 0.118 0.277 ** 0.230 ** 0.165 0.214 * 0.169 0.337 ** 0.260 ** 0.184 * 0.299 ** 0.232 ** 0.283 ** 0.216 * 0.384 ** 0.399 **
Q13.18 0.156 0.238 ** 0.276 ** 0.197 * 0.138 0.172 * 0.317 ** 0.192 * 0.131 0.303 ** 0.229 ** 0.231 ** 0.220 * 0.301 ** 0.326 **
Q13.19 0.167 0.339 ** 0.284 ** 0.253 ** 0.242 ** 0.318 ** 0.313 ** 0.209 * 0.181 * 0.399 ** 0.297 ** 0.298 ** 0.314 ** 0.411 ** 0.425 **
Q13.20 0.117 0.154 0.332 ** 0.241 ** 0.221 * 0.131 0.243 ** 0.173 * 0.041 0.266 ** 0.216 * 0.226 ** 0.240 ** 0.221 * 0.193 *

Table A3. Pearson’s correlation matrix, * significant at the alpha 0.05 level, ** significant at the alpha 0.01 level.

Q11.7 Q11.8 Q11.9 Q11.10 Q13.1 Q13.2 Q13.3 Q13.4 Q13.5 Q13.6

age −0.059 0.024 0.016 0.000 0.134 0.140 0.152 0.098 0.136 −0.036
years partyc −0.234 ** −0.106 −0.069 −0.004 −0.146 −0.042 0.073 −0.032 −0.108 −0.093

Q8.1 0.159 0.095 0.161 0.073 0.092 0.154 0.117 0.064 0.022 0.187 *
Q8.2 0.166 0.050 0.096 0.149 0.040 0.164 0.079 0.154 0.223 * 0.337 **
Q8.3 0.102 0.105 0.099 0.108 0.022 0.075 0.160 0.089 0.083 0.256 **
Q9.1 0.093 −0.026 0.059 0.022 0.085 0.319 ** 0.074 0.042 0.081 0.017
Q9.2 0.273 ** 0.222 * 0.287 ** 0.086 0.233 ** 0.260 ** 0.089 0.064 0.042 0.048
Q9.3 0.270 ** 0.136 0.233 ** 0.019 0.118 0.180 * 0.039 0.046 0.142 0.122
Q9.4 0.148 0.053 0.086 −0.066 0.052 0.062 0.114 0.142 0.135 0.226 **
Q9.5 0.143 0.195 * 0.180 * 0.070 0.204 * 0.173 * 0.290 ** 0.173 * 0.067 0.113
Q9.6 0.112 0.123 0.105 0.028 0.187 * 0.157 0.212 * 0.107 0.075 0.040
Q9.7 0.217 * 0.208 * 0.241 ** 0.095 0.260 ** 0.250 ** 0.126 0.078 0.139 0.191 *
Q9.8 0.126 0.191 * 0.229 ** 0.125 0.226 ** 0.267 ** 0.163 0.164 0.216 * 0.221 *
Q9.9 0.157 0.163 0.239 ** 0.150 0.179 * 0.265 ** 0.161 0.105 0.193 * 0.183 *
Q9.10 0.246 ** 0.227 ** 0.270 ** 0.072 0.140 0.124 0.159 0.016 0.049 0.182 *
Q10.1 0.033 0.112 0.045 −0.015 0.074 0.050 0.139 0.059 −0.037 −0.061
Q10.2 0.025 −0.003 −0.061 −0.029 0.131 0.071 0.205 * 0.095 0.036 0.142
Q10.3 0.078 0.100 0.115 0.180 * 0.140 0.132 0.113 0.116 0.051 0.176 *
Q10.4 0.091 0.022 0.098 0.099 0.167 0.202 * 0.352 ** 0.130 0.036 0.191 *
Q10.5 0.070 0.058 0.068 0.125 0.005 0.076 0.138 0.171 * 0.093 0.145
Q10.6 0.160 0.080 0.139 0.193 * 0.091 0.101 0.251 ** 0.171 * 0.120 0.179 *
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Table A3. Cont.

Q11.7 Q11.8 Q11.9 Q11.10 Q13.1 Q13.2 Q13.3 Q13.4 Q13.5 Q13.6

Q10.7 0.128 0.137 0.146 0.174 * 0.164 0.204 * 0.224 ** 0.088 0.093 0.158
Q10.8 0.117 0.105 0.119 0.136 0.108 0.120 0.165 0.011 −0.005 0.019
Q10.9 0.237 ** 0.189 * 0.274 ** 0.147 0.196 * 0.159 0.195 * 0.079 0.014 0.216 *
Q11.1 0.601 ** 0.436 ** 0.407 ** 0.296 ** 0.334 ** 0.307 ** 0.343 ** 0.206 * 0.238 ** 0.300 **
Q11.2 0.661 ** 0.602 ** 0.574 ** 0.424 ** 0.433 ** 0.307 ** 0.232 ** 0.200 * 0.205 * 0.210 *
Q11.3 0.579 ** 0.502 ** 0.443 ** 0.396 ** 0.293 ** 0.203 * 0.144 0.232 ** 0.243 ** 0.287 **
Q11.4 0.644 ** 0.704 ** 0.679 ** 0.551 ** 0.470 ** 0.345 ** 0.226 ** 0.245 ** 0.224 ** 0.107
Q11.5 0.629 ** 0.609 ** 0.708 ** 0.546 ** 0.294 ** 0.337 ** 0.191 * 0.212 * 0.265 ** 0.231 **
Q11.6 0.655 ** 0.586 ** 0.642 ** 0.428 ** 0.303 ** 0.292 ** 0.153 0.151 0.262 ** 0.252 **
Q11.7 1 0.666 ** 0.626 ** 0.549 ** 0.326 ** 0.307 ** 0.206 * 0.233 ** 0.350 ** 0.250 **
Q11.8 0.666 ** 1 0.842 ** 0.637 ** 0.427 ** 0.348 ** 0.246 ** 0.319 ** 0.288 ** 0.071
Q11.9 0.626 ** 0.842 ** 1 0.638 ** 0.351 ** 0.452 ** 0.280 ** 0.305 ** 0.297 ** 0.197 *

Q11.10 0.549 ** 0.637 ** 0.638 ** 1 0.311 ** 0.363 ** 0.363 ** 0.466 ** 0.502 ** 0.191 *
Q13.1 0.326 ** 0.427 ** 0.351 ** 0.311 ** 1 0.704 ** 0.483 ** 0.457 ** 0.427 ** 0.040
Q13.2 0.307 ** 0.348 ** 0.452 ** 0.363 ** 0.704 ** 1 0.567 ** 0.623 ** 0.591 ** 0.193 *
Q13.3 0.206 * 0.246 ** 0.280 ** 0.363 ** 0.483 ** 0.567 ** 1 0.580 ** 0.421 ** 0.300 **
Q13.4 0.233 ** 0.319 ** 0.305 ** 0.466 ** 0.457 ** 0.623 ** 0.580 ** 1 0.766 ** 0.322 **
Q13.5 0.350 ** 0.288 ** 0.297 ** 0.502 ** 0.427 ** 0.591 ** 0.421 ** 0.766 ** 1 0.369 **
Q13.6 0.250 ** 0.071 0.197 * 0.191 * 0.040 0.193 * 0.300 ** 0.322 ** 0.369 ** 1
Q13.7 0.228 ** 0.298 ** 0.384 ** 0.494 ** 0.358 ** 0.536 ** 0.435 ** 0.598 ** 0.517 ** 0.347 **
Q13.8 0.151 0.231 ** 0.210 * 0.303 ** 0.348 ** 0.457 ** 0.362 ** 0.491 ** 0.373 ** 0.172 *
Q13.9 0.142 0.124 0.231 ** 0.199 * 0.267 ** 0.304 ** 0.346 ** 0.315 ** 0.266 ** 0.353 **

Q13.10 0.327 ** 0.376 ** 0.489 ** 0.353 ** 0.390 ** 0.609 ** 0.361 ** 0.530 ** 0.548 ** 0.518 **
Q13.11 0.329 ** 0.444 ** 0.397 ** 0.440 ** 0.554 ** 0.437 ** 0.482 ** 0.411 ** 0.423 ** 0.147
Q13.12 0.174 * 0.133 0.292 ** 0.406 ** 0.106 0.256 ** 0.416 ** 0.314 ** 0.300 ** 0.428 **
Q13.13 0.182 * 0.307 ** 0.307 ** 0.256 ** 0.341 ** 0.380 ** 0.372 ** 0.452 ** 0.380 ** 0.059
Q13.14 0.099 0.188 * 0.306 ** 0.258 ** 0.144 0.303 ** 0.242 ** 0.365 ** 0.324 ** 0.339 **
Q13.15 0.283 ** 0.281 ** 0.365 ** 0.419 ** 0.349 ** 0.425 ** 0.428 ** 0.346 ** 0.340 ** 0.259 **
Q13.16 0.220 * 0.242 ** 0.289 ** 0.225 ** 0.211 * 0.264 ** 0.293 ** 0.193 * 0.207 * 0.326 **
Q13.17 0.309 ** 0.314 ** 0.361 ** 0.278 ** 0.282 ** 0.327 ** 0.302 ** 0.243 ** 0.261 ** 0.254 **
Q13.18 0.370 ** 0.347 ** 0.358 ** 0.312 ** 0.300 ** 0.368 ** 0.296 ** 0.223 * 0.273 ** 0.185 *
Q13.19 0.405 ** 0.324 ** 0.354 ** 0.327 ** 0.338 ** 0.366 ** 0.309 ** 0.297 ** 0.339 ** 0.257 **
Q13.20 0.203 * 0.305 ** 0.222 * 0.322 ** 0.302 ** 0.263 ** 0.270 ** 0.220 * 0.197 * 0.043
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Table A4. Pearson’s correlation matrix, * significant at the alpha 0.05 level, ** significant at the alpha 0.01 level.

Q13.7 Q13.8 Q13.9 Q13.10 Q13.11 Q13.12 Q13.13 Q13.14 Q13.15 Q13.16 Q13.17 Q13.18 Q13.19 Q13.20

age 0.102 0.158 0.141 0.094 0.172 * −0.010 0.155 0.171 0.149 0.087 0.079 0.055 0.025 0.010
years
partyc 0.002 −0.057 0.094 −0.113 −0.035 0.085 −0.042 0.168 0.008 −0.025 −0.044 −0.051 −0.100 −0.037

Q8.1 0.086 0.063 0.224 ** 0.249 ** 0.190 * 0.221 * 0.170 0.249 ** 0.126 0.076 0.050 0.136 0.048 0.016
Q8.2 0.144 0.098 0.245 ** 0.279 ** 0.209 * 0.196 * 0.130 0.151 0.192 * 0.184 * 0.167 0.149 0.150 −0.006
Q8.3 0.180 * 0.082 0.121 0.102 0.107 0.087 0.023 −0.018 −0.007 0.078 0.029 0.048 −0.007 0.043
Q9.1 0.048 0.065 0.197 * 0.158 0.015 0.187 * 0.115 0.140 0.147 0.040 0.129 0.176 * 0.249 ** 0.033
Q9.2 −0.012 0.063 0.255 ** 0.220 * 0.136 0.192 * 0.192 * 0.148 0.214 * 0.147 0.208 * 0.276 ** 0.355 ** 0.105
Q9.3 0.049 0.041 0.331 ** 0.253 ** 0.079 0.109 0.155 0.071 0.248 ** 0.211 * 0.206 * 0.215 * 0.348 ** 0.129
Q9.4 −0.068 −0.080 0.010 0.105 −0.110 0.106 0.087 0.052 0.042 0.139 0.149 0.011 0.181 * −0.093
Q9.5 0.032 0.069 0.312 ** 0.143 0.193 * 0.189 * 0.073 0.020 0.225 ** 0.260 ** 0.205 * 0.116 0.168 0.040
Q9.6 −0.018 0.111 0.231 ** 0.077 0.099 0.112 0.048 −0.055 0.104 0.077 0.058 0.048 0.106 0.055
Q9.7 0.116 0.113 0.312 ** 0.266 ** 0.235 ** 0.194 * 0.222 * 0.133 0.236 ** 0.229 ** 0.204 * 0.252 ** 0.319 ** 0.160
Q9.8 0.141 0.097 0.359 ** 0.313 ** 0.284 ** 0.275 ** 0.257 ** 0.206 * 0.303 ** 0.359 ** 0.288 ** 0.315 ** 0.376 ** 0.219 *
Q9.9 0.161 0.182 * 0.328 ** 0.283 ** 0.208 * 0.273 ** 0.285 ** 0.194 * 0.359 ** 0.353 ** 0.275 ** 0.330 ** 0.381 ** 0.196 *
Q9.10 −0.011 0.098 0.203 * 0.141 0.179 * 0.054 0.061 0.028 0.054 0.249 ** 0.136 0.164 0.172 * −0.025
Q10.1 −0.057 −0.035 0.107 0.046 0.109 0.129 0.225 ** 0.188 * 0.052 0.196 * 0.118 0.156 0.167 0.117
Q10.2 −0.030 0.125 0.254 ** 0.140 0.150 0.194 * 0.279 ** 0.142 0.218 * 0.282 ** 0.277 ** 0.238 ** 0.339 ** 0.154
Q10.3 0.017 0.155 0.217 * 0.090 0.209 * 0.300 ** 0.217 * 0.229 ** 0.314 ** 0.356 ** 0.230 ** 0.276 ** 0.284 ** 0.332 **
Q10.4 0.140 0.056 0.369 ** 0.141 0.247 ** 0.404 ** 0.210 * 0.253 ** 0.217 * 0.309 ** 0.165 0.197 * 0.253 ** 0.241 **
Q10.5 −0.018 −0.138 0.172 * 0.111 0.135 0.299 ** 0.110 0.179 * 0.103 0.213 * 0.214 * 0.138 0.242 ** 0.221 *
Q10.6 0.018 −0.109 0.209 * 0.055 0.105 0.413 ** 0.158 0.274 ** 0.172 * 0.273 ** 0.169 0.172 * 0.318 ** 0.131
Q10.7 0.002 −0.002 −0.003 0.061 0.177 * 0.307 ** 0.225 ** 0.230 ** 0.395 ** 0.422 ** 0.337 ** 0.317 ** 0.313 ** 0.243 **
Q10.8 −0.046 −0.064 0.079 −0.059 0.138 0.165 0.183 * 0.211 * 0.369 ** 0.357 ** 0.260 ** 0.192 * 0.209 * 0.173 *
Q10.9 −0.057 −0.133 0.015 0.128 0.105 0.120 0.159 0.245 ** 0.228 ** 0.231 ** 0.184 * 0.131 0.181 * 0.041
Q11.1 0.209 * 0.176 * 0.156 0.356 ** 0.279 ** 0.199 * 0.189 * 0.111 0.145 0.201 * 0.299 ** 0.303 ** 0.399 ** 0.266 **
Q11.2 0.261 ** 0.151 0.095 0.288 ** 0.307 ** 0.060 0.122 0.103 0.174 * 0.165 0.232 ** 0.229 ** 0.297 ** 0.216 *
Q11.3 0.220 * 0.196 * 0.047 0.240 ** 0.189 * 0.009 0.058 0.070 0.084 0.169 0.283 ** 0.231 ** 0.298 ** 0.226 **
Q11.4 0.225 ** 0.213 * 0.144 0.288 ** 0.304 ** 0.060 0.151 0.069 0.201 * 0.136 0.216 * 0.220 * 0.314 ** 0.240 **
Q11.5 0.257 ** 0.121 0.114 0.343 ** 0.225 ** 0.197 * 0.162 0.170 0.291 ** 0.227 ** 0.384 ** 0.301 ** 0.411 ** 0.221 *
Q11.6 0.185 * 0.037 0.044 0.328 ** 0.268 ** 0.092 0.156 0.130 0.265 ** 0.241 ** 0.399 ** 0.326 ** 0.425 ** 0.193 *
Q11.7 0.228 ** 0.151 0.142 0.327 ** 0.329 ** 0.174 * 0.182 * 0.099 0.283 ** 0.220 * 0.309 ** 0.370 ** 0.405 ** 0.203 *
Q11.8 0.298 ** 0.231 ** 0.124 0.376 ** 0.444 ** 0.133 0.307 ** 0.188 * 0.281 ** 0.242 ** 0.314 ** 0.347 ** 0.324 ** 0.305 **
Q11.9 0.384 ** 0.210 * 0.231 ** 0.489 ** 0.397 ** 0.292 ** 0.307 ** 0.306 ** 0.365 ** 0.289 ** 0.361 ** 0.358 ** 0.354 ** 0.222 *
Q11.10 0.494 ** 0.303 ** 0.199 * 0.353 ** 0.440 ** 0.406 ** 0.256 ** 0.258 ** 0.419 ** 0.225 ** 0.278 ** 0.312 ** 0.327 ** 0.322 **



Agriculture 2021, 11, 1151 22 of 26

Table A4. Cont.

Q13.7 Q13.8 Q13.9 Q13.10 Q13.11 Q13.12 Q13.13 Q13.14 Q13.15 Q13.16 Q13.17 Q13.18 Q13.19 Q13.20

Q13.1 0.358 ** 0.348 ** 0.267 ** 0.390 ** 0.554 ** 0.106 0.341 ** 0.144 0.349 ** 0.211 * 0.282 ** 0.300 ** 0.338 ** 0.302 **
Q13.2 0.536 ** 0.457 ** 0.304 ** 0.609 ** 0.437 ** 0.256 ** 0.380 ** 0.303 ** 0.425 ** 0.264 ** 0.327 ** 0.368 ** 0.366 ** 0.263 **
Q13.3 0.435 ** 0.362 ** 0.346 ** 0.361 ** 0.482 ** 0.416 ** 0.372 ** 0.242 ** 0.428 ** 0.293 ** 0.302 ** 0.296 ** 0.309 ** 0.270 **
Q13.4 0.598 ** 0.491 ** 0.315 ** 0.530 ** 0.411 ** 0.314 ** 0.452 ** 0.365 ** 0.346 ** 0.193 * 0.243 ** 0.223 * 0.297 ** 0.220 *
Q13.5 0.517 ** 0.373 ** 0.266 ** 0.548 ** 0.423 ** 0.300 ** 0.380 ** 0.324 ** 0.340 ** 0.207 * 0.261 ** 0.273 ** 0.339 ** 0.197 *
Q13.6 0.347 ** 0.172 * 0.353 ** 0.518 ** 0.147 0.428 ** 0.059 0.339 ** 0.259 ** 0.326 ** 0.254 ** 0.185 * 0.257 ** 0.043
Q13.7 1 0.519 ** 0.428 ** 0.565 ** 0.370 ** 0.367 ** 0.321 ** 0.339 ** 0.385 ** 0.194 * 0.201 * 0.253 ** 0.254 ** 0.282 **
Q13.8 0.519 ** 1 0.357 ** 0.394 ** 0.360 ** 0.191 * 0.361 ** 0.178 * 0.279 ** 0.161 0.155 0.232 ** 0.229 ** 0.257 **
Q13.9 0.428 ** 0.357 ** 1 0.440 ** 0.362 ** 0.436 ** 0.292 ** 0.347 ** 0.286 ** 0.227 ** 0.139 0.179 * 0.304 ** 0.147

Q13.10 0.565 ** 0.394 ** 0.440 ** 1 0.510 ** 0.362 ** 0.391 ** 0.302 ** 0.356 ** 0.286 ** 0.369 ** 0.375 ** 0.440 ** 0.288 **
Q13.11 0.370 ** 0.360 ** 0.362 ** 0.510 ** 1 0.427 ** 0.527 ** 0.269 ** 0.467 ** 0.354 ** 0.366 ** 0.412 ** 0.460 ** 0.431 **
Q13.12 0.367 ** 0.191 * 0.436 ** 0.362 ** 0.427 ** 1 0.368 ** 0.461 ** 0.450 ** 0.293 ** 0.230 ** 0.320 ** 0.378 ** 0.166
Q13.13 0.321 ** 0.361 ** 0.292 ** 0.391 ** 0.527 ** 0.368 ** 1 0.581 ** 0.538 ** 0.316 ** 0.388 ** 0.509 ** 0.457 ** 0.376 **
Q13.14 0.339 ** 0.178 * 0.347 ** 0.302 ** 0.269 ** 0.461 ** 0.581 ** 1 0.518 ** 0.378 ** 0.278 ** 0.368 ** 0.336 ** 0.139
Q13.15 0.385 ** 0.279 ** 0.286 ** 0.356 ** 0.467 ** 0.450 ** 0.538 ** 0.518 ** 1 0.704 ** 0.678 ** 0.706 ** 0.607 ** 0.490 **
Q13.16 0.194 * 0.161 0.227 ** 0.286 ** 0.354 ** 0.293 ** 0.316 ** 0.378 ** 0.704 ** 1 0.781 ** 0.730 ** 0.649 ** 0.581 **
Q13.17 0.201 * 0.155 0.139 0.369 ** 0.366 ** 0.230 ** 0.388 ** 0.278 ** 0.678 ** 0.781 ** 1 0.807 ** 0.767 ** 0.648 **
Q13.18 0.253 ** 0.232 ** 0.179 * 0.375 ** 0.412 ** 0.320 ** 0.509 ** 0.368 ** 0.706 ** 0.730 ** 0.807 ** 1 0.833 ** 0.690 **
Q13.19 0.254 ** 0.229 ** 0.304 ** 0.440 ** 0.460 ** 0.378 ** 0.457 ** 0.336 ** 0.607 ** 0.649 ** 0.767 ** 0.833 ** 1 0.621 **
Q13.20 0.282 ** 0.257 ** 0.147 0.288 ** 0.431 ** 0.166 0.376 ** 0.139 0.490 ** 0.581 ** 0.648 ** 0.690 ** 0.621 ** 1
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Table A5. Eigenvalues and proportion of the total variance in 9 groups of collective entrepreneurship, as explained by the
first three principal components for the original 19 traits and the correlation coefficients between these traits and the first
three PCs on for questions Q9 and Q10.

Component

1 2 3 4 5

Q9.1 0.945 −0.018 0.146 0.217 0.115
Q9.2 0.423 0.015 0.715 0.202 0.462
Q9.3 0.075 −0.086 0.901 0.213 0.259
Q9.4 0.884 0.119 −0.079 0.283 −0.227
Q9.5 0.542 −0.257 0.630 0.066 0.204
Q9.6 0.365 0.670 −0.528 0.246 −0.022
Q9.7 0.278 0.489 0.009 0.774 0.021
Q9.8 0.693 0.298 −0.015 0.641 0.113
Q9.9 0.698 0.357 −0.041 0.471 0.164

Q9.10 0.543 0.616 0.212 0.299 0.347
Q10.1 −0.154 −0.049 0.299 −0.113 0.917
Q10.2 0.090 0.209 0.188 −0.026 0.873
Q10.3 0.557 0.271 0.633 0.050 −0.421
Q10.4 −0.194 0.293 0.862 0.049 0.180
Q10.5 0.454 −0.281 0.208 0.695 −0.122
Q10.6 0.228 −0.208 0.246 0.893 −0.134
Q10.7 0.714 0.526 0.197 0.178 −0.318
Q10.8 0.126 0.922 −0.002 −0.327 0.090
Q10.9 −0.006 0.879 0.106 0.072 0.031

Total Variance Explained—Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total 4.789 3.598 3.495 3.042 2.504
% of Variance 25.207 18.936 18.397 16.009 13.178
Cumulative % 25.207 44.143 62.540 78.548 91.727

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Table A6. Eigenvalues and proportion of the total variance in 9 groups of collective entrepreneurship, as explained by the
first three principal components for the original 20 traits and the correlation coefficients between these traits and the first
three PCs on for questions Q13.

Component

1 2 3 4

Q13.1 0.157 0.935 0.111 −0.131
Q13.2 0.657 0.740 0.012 −0.034
Q13.3 0.366 0.891 0.165 0.061
Q13.4 0.922 0.194 0.303 −0.043
Q13.5 0.840 0.224 0.455 −0.021
Q13.6 0.687 −0.235 −0.231 0.286
Q13.7 0.888 0.114 0.284 0.218
Q13.8 0.771 0.203 0.529 0.233
Q13.9 0.215 0.066 0.856 0.047
Q13.10 0.967 0.170 0.069 −0.155
Q13.11 0.458 0.711 0.507 0.045
Q13.12 0.807 0.206 0.410 0.162
Q13.13 0.786 0.349 0.378 −0.064
Q13.14 0.306 0.751 0.272 0.473
Q13.15 0.147 0.053 0.076 0.980
Q13.16 −0.255 −0.457 −0.630 0.553
Q13.17 −0.145 −0.084 −0.862 0.008
Q13.18 0.301 −0.629 −0.443 0.462
Q13.19 0.317 −0.889 0.079 0.049
Q13.20 0.833 −0.204 −0.269 0.378
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Table A6. Cont.

Component

1 2 3 4

Total Variance Explained—Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total 7.546 5.124 3.552 2.115
% of Variance 37.732 25.621 17.761 10.574
Cumulative % 37.732 63.353 81.114 91.688

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Table A7. Eigenvalues and proportion of the total variance in 9 groups of collective entrepreneurship,
as explained by the first three principal components for the original 10 traits and the correlation
coefficients between these traits and the first three PCs on for questions Q11.

Component

1 2

Q11.1 0.171 0.949
Q11.2 0.160 0.976
Q11.3 0.164 0.963
Q11.4 0.597 −0.674
Q11.5 0.938 0.082
Q11.6 0.679 0.166
Q11.7 0.935 0.081
Q11.8 0.544 0.795
Q11.9 0.889 0.392
Q11.10 0.866 0.106

Total Variance Explained—Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total 4.489 4.073
% of Variance 44.889 40.733
Cumulative % 44.889 85.622

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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44. Parzonko, A.; Balińska, A.; Sieczko, A. Pro-Environmental Behaviors of Generation Z in the Context of the Concept of Homo
Socio-Oeconomicus. Energies 2021, 14, 1597. [CrossRef]

45. Munns, A. Potential influence of trust on the successful completion of a project. IJPM 1995, 13, 19–24. [CrossRef]
46. Blomqvist, K. The many faces of trust. SJM 1997, 13, 271–286. [CrossRef]
47. Hotte, N.; Kozak, R.; Wyatt, S. How institutions shape trust during collective action: A case study of forest governance on Haida

Gwaii. For. Policy Econ. 2019, 107, 101921. [CrossRef]
48. Miller, G.J.; Whitford, A.B. Trust and incentives in principal-agent negotiations: The “insurance/incentive trade-off”. JTP 2002,

14, 231–267. [CrossRef]
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