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ABSTRACT 

In which respects do the social networks of members of voluntary associations differ 

from those of non-members? We derive contrasting predictions on the effects of characteristics 

of social networks of participants in voluntary associations from two types of social capital 

theory. Lin (2001), Flap (1999), Burt (2001) and others conceive of social capital as access by 

individuals to the resources of others through social ties. We call this perspective ‘individual 

social capital theory’ because it focuses on the benefits of social capital for individuals. Because 

resources embedded in social relations do not only advance individual careers, but also facilitate 

participation and attract the attention of voluntary associations who are ‘prospecting for 

participants’ (Brady, Schlozman & Verba, 1999), persons with larger networks containing more 

social resources should be more likely to participate in voluntary associations, especially in 

instrumental associations. In contrast, Putnam (2000) and Coleman (1990) conceive of social 

capital as resources inherent in relationships among members of groups or communities that are 

productive for social solidarity. In this perspective, which we call ‘collective social capital 

theory’, membership of voluntary associations is often regarded as an indicator of social capital. 

Because dense networks with a high degree of trust produce a higher level of solidarity, persons 

in such networks should be more likely to participate in voluntary associations, especially in 

expressive associations. Using data from the first wave of the Survey of the Social Networks of 

the Dutch (n=1,007), we find strong support for individual social capital theory. Members of 

expressive and instrumental associations have more extensive access to social resources. In 

contrast, no relations with trust and density were found. These results cast doubt on the 'virtuous 

circles' in social capital assumed by Putnam. Access to social resources partly explained the 

relation of human capital with membership.  
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Introduction 

This paper investigates the effects of two different types of network structures on membership 

of voluntary associations. In the influential conceptualisations by James Coleman (1990) and Robert 

Putnam (1993, 2000), social capital is regarded as a resource of societies or groups in the production 

of social solidarity.1 The presence of social capital is indicated by a high degree of trust, dense social 

networks, and high degrees of participation in collective action, such as volunteering, philanthropy or 

associational membership. These elements are said to reinforce one another in a virtuous circle: trust, 

for example, increases participation, which increases trust (Putnam 1993; 2000). The study of social 

capital has gained momentum in sociology and political science because of its alleged benefits for 

society as a whole: social capital promotes health, good government and economic growth, and 

decreases crime and suicide rates. We call this perspective on social capital ‘collective social capital 

theory’. 

A different perspective on social capital, which has been advocated by Nan Lin, Ron Burt, 

Henk Flap and others, argues that social capital is important primarily for the success and well being 

of individuals: people with a large stock of social capital have more social resources that they can call 

upon in realizing their goals, for instance when searching for a job, for social support, or political 

power (Burt, 2001; Flap, 1999; Lin 2001: 19-28). We call this perspective on social capital ‘individual 

social capital theory’. 

The two perspectives on social capital do not exclude one another: they are simply interested 

in different types of outcomes of social networks (Lin 2001: 24). ‘Collective social capital theory’ 

does not negate the importance of studying networks of individuals; neither does ‘individual social 

capital theory’ negate the importance of studying collective consequences of individual choices. 

However, the two perspectives do compete with each other when they identify different types of 

network structures as sources of social capital. Collective social capital theory assumes that dense 

networks with a high degree of cohesion and trust are crucial for the production of social capital. 

Individual social capital theory argues that social networks are more useful the larger they are, and the 

greater the diversity of resources that can be accessed. 

This paper addresses the issue which theory on social capital is most useful in the study of one 

particular example of social behavior: membership in voluntary associations. Both theories on social 

capital recognize voluntary associations as interesting phenomena, but for different reasons. Collective 

social capital theory views participation in voluntary associations and other forms of civic engagement 

such as volunteering, charitable giving and voting as indicators of the stock of social capital (Paxton, 

1999; Putnam 2000). Individual social capital theory regards participation in voluntary associations as 

a means for realization of individual goals, e.g. an investment in social relations with expected returns 

in the marketplace (Lin 2001). Which types of network characteristics are related to participation in 

voluntary associations also tells us to what extent voluntary associations are places where individuals 

produce community or advance their careers. 
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Theory and hypotheses 

 

Collective social capital 

Collective social capital theory assumes that social networks are sources of cohesion that 

manifest themselves in the presence of voluntary organizations. In this view, social capital is not so 

much a property of individuals, but of the social network in which the individual is embedded and the 

relationships between ego and alters. Collective social capital theory suggests that denser, less 

heterogeneous social networks, consisting of more durable, intense relationships with a higher degree 

of trust are more likely to produce solidary behavior.  

Size and density. Dense social networks are sources of social cohesion: a network made up of 

individuals who have strong ties to many other individuals is less likely to fall apart than a loosely 

connected network. In most social groups, a norm exists that prescribes membership of associations as 

a form of pro-group behavior. Because norm enforcement through social control is more likely in 

dense social networks (Coleman, 1990), they should be conducive to participation in associations. It 

can be expected that density is inversely related to network size: a large network is less likely to 

contain a large number of ties because maintaining a tie requires investments and the resources to do 

so are scarce. In smaller networks, it is easier for any given individual to know all the others and to 

have more intense relations. According to collective social capital theory, more dense – and hence, 

smaller – networks are more likely to engage people in voluntary associations. 

However, empirical studies usually refute this reasoning. Fischer (1982) showed that members 

of voluntary associations have more personal contacts with others, indicating a larger network. A less 

well-known study from France showed that participation in associations is related to the number of 

weekly contacts with others (Héran, 1988). In the US, Putnam (2000) and Rotolo (2000) also found 

that members of voluntary associations have larger networks than non-members. In a study of 

volunteering, Wilson & Musick (1998) have shown that the number of friends and the frequency of 

contact with friends are positively related to volunteering activities. We will return to the effect of size 

below, because individual social capital theory predicts that larger networks are more likely to engage 

people in voluntary associations – matching the empirical findings. Results with regard to density are 

mixed. Rotolo (2000) found no relation of membership with network density. Wilson & Musick 

(1998) also found that network density was not related to volunteering, but this null finding concealed 

opposite effects among lower and higher incomes: density was related to more volunteering among 

high-income people, but to less volunteering among low-income people. Studies of mobilization 

strategies of voluntary organizations, focusing on members only, have shown that members are often 

recruited through informal strong ties (Booth & Babchuk, 1973; Klandermans, 1997; Snow, Zurcher & 

Ekland-Olson, 1980). A recent study in the Netherlands shows that potential volunteers are not only 

more likely to say yes to a request when recruited through strong ties, but are also less likely to 

discontinue participation (Bekkers, 2004a). 
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Heterogeneity. Next to size and density, homogeneity is also a characteristic of cohesive 

networks that may affect the likelihood of membership in voluntary associations. Theoretically, social 

norms in homogeneous networks are clearer than in heterogeneous networks. Because in most groups 

membership of voluntary associations is evaluated positively, homogeneous networks should have 

higher membership rates. Rotolo (2000) indeed found that persons living in towns with more 

homogeneous populations were more likely to be members of voluntary associations. The effect of 

race homogeneity was stronger than the effects of education, income, and industry homogeneity, 

which were also positive. The town-level effect of race homogeneity was independent of the effect of 

race at the individual level. Marsden (1990) found that organizational membership was more common 

among persons in more homogeneous networks with respect to religion.  

However, there are good reasons to expect somewhat different results in the Netherlands. In 

contrast to the USA, race heterogeneity is relatively low in the Netherlands, and the crucial forms of 

heterogeneity in networks in the Netherlands involve religion and education. Until the 1960s, social 

and political life in the Netherlands was neatly divided along religious lines: Catholics and Protestants 

did not have many contacts with each other. Each religious group had their own grocery stores and  

voluntary associations. This system of pillarization (Lijphart, 1975) can be characterized as a state of 

relatively low cohesion between groups and a high cohesion within groups. Members of different 

social groups were unlikely to meet each other and to be married. Also in voluntary associations 

people usually met persons from their own religion (Kruijt & Goddijn, 1962). After the 1960s, Dutch 

society witnessed a massive secularisation and a strong depillarization: membership rates of 

associations that belong to the old pillarized social system declined (Bekkers & De Graaf, 2002). In 

the meantime, new associations emerged which were not based on religious identities. Cross-national 

research suggests that the important role of religion in civic engagement in the pillarized system 

diminished the effects of education (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1979). The decline of religious involvement in 

Dutch society has increased the influence of education on voluntary association membership has 

increased: members of secular associations are more highly educated than members of pillarized 

associations. However, religion is still an important factor in voluntary associations in the Netherlands 

(Bekkers, 2003a; Dekker & De Hart, 2002). Therefore, we expect positive effects of religious 

homogeneity and educational homogeneity (negative effects of religious and educational 

heterogeneity). 

Intensity, trust and duration. The arguments on the role of intensity of ties, trust in network 

members and duration of contact in social networks for voluntary association membership are mainly 

theoretical. Coleman (1990) suggested that dense networks create trust. Theoretically, intensity and 

duration of contact can also be expected to promote trust. It is unlikely that people invest in intense 

relations with untrustworthy others. The ties that survive are more likely to involve trustworthy alters. 

Putnam (2000) has argued forcefully that trust, in turn, fosters voluntary association membership. 

However, empirical studies at the micro-level have failed to show a close connection – if any – 
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between membership and 'general social trust', the agreement with general statements on trust in others 

(Delhey & Newton, 2003; Dekker, 2002; Dekker & De Hart, 2001; De Hart, 1999). This is partly 

because the trust measure commonly used in cross-sectional studies of civic engagement refers to a 

general attitude towards human nature (Rosenberg, 1956), which is part of a cluster of personality 

characteristics that is relatively stable across the life course (Scheufele & Shah, 2000). Therefore, it is 

not surprising that more sophisticated studies have concluded that the weak relation of generalized 

trust with civic engagement is probably mainly due to a selection-effect instead of a socialization-

effect (Stolle, 2001; Wollebaek & Selle, 2002). However, measures of trust in network members may 

be related to participation (Lin, 2001). 

In sum, collective social capital theory predicts that size and educational and religious 

heterogeneity are negatively related to membership of voluntary associations, and that network 

density, trust in network members, the intensity and duration of ties in the network are positively 

related to membership. 

 

Individual social capital 

In the literature on health, social stratification and social mobility, social capital is often 

regarded in a very different way: as a resource of individuals. In this tradition social capital is not so 

much a characteristic of the social network, but of the specific alters in the social network that the 

individual is connected to: it matters whom you know. The access to resources of alters in the social 

network is useful for finding a job (Granovetter, 1973; Lin & Dumin, 1986; De Graaf & Flap, 1988; 

Moerbeek, 2001; Bartus, 2001), for social support (Van Leeuwen, Flap & Tijhuis, 1993), for academic 

achievement (Coleman, 1988), and mental and physical health (Lin, Dean & Ensel, 1986; House, 

Landis & Umberson, 1988). Likewise, access to social resources can be expected to facilitate 

membership of voluntary associations. There are three mechanisms that may create the relation 

between access to resources and civic engagement. The first mechanism refers to the recruitment 

activities of voluntary associations (Brady, Schlozman & Verba, 1999). Voluntary associations will try 

to engage persons with more resources because they are more valuable to the association. Persons with 

more social resources are more likely to be asked to participate in voluntary associations (Bekkers, 

2004a). The second mechanism is accessibility. Persons with more social resources are not only more 

attractive for voluntary associations, they are also more accessible for mobilization networks because 

they have larger networks (Klandermans, 1997). The third mechanism refers to the role of costs and 

benefits of participation in the decision to participate. Access to resources also lowers the costs of 

membership. 

The position generator methodology (Lin & Dumin, 1986) provides a powerful tool to 

measure the access to social resources. The position generator generates measures of the number of 

occupations accessed, the range in accessed prestige and the highest accessed prestige. Although 

empirically these measures are closely related (see chapter 4 of this volume), they may have different 
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consequences for participation in voluntary associations. Extensity, range and upper reachability of 

access to occupations may play different roles in the three mechanisms outlined above that link 

resources with participation. Persons with access to a greater number of occupations are more 

accessible for voluntary associations. Persons accessing a higher prestige are more attractive for 

voluntary associations. Persons accessing a greater range of resources, reflecting a greater diversity of 

their social resources, may obtain more satisfaction from participation because it is more successful 

and productive. 

Access to social resources. People who have access to a larger network and to a network of 

persons with a higher social status are more likely to know people who are members of voluntary 

associations. Large networks are more likely to contain association members than small networks, and 

people with higher social status are more likely to be members. Because the majority of members are 

recruited through face-to-face interactions with people who are already participating (Booth & 

Babchuk, 1973; Klandermans, 1997; Snow et al, 1980; Bekkers, 2004a) people who are acquainted 

with association members are more likely to be asked to become a member. In addition, requests to 

join voluntary associations from members are more effective than requests by non-members (Bekkers, 

2004a).  

Social networks provide access to valuable social resources that are useful not only for 

individuals, but also for associations. Individuals with more social resources are therefore more 

attractive as members of voluntary associations: they bring access to resources with them into the 

organization. Associations will try to attract and keep members with more social capital. Because new 

members are often recruited through informal strong ties, persons who know many members of 

associations are more likely to become members themselves. 

The results on the relationship of size with membership discussed above are in line with the 

resource perspective. It has to be taken into account, however, that a large network may not only be 

the ‘cause’ of association membership, but also the effect: people meet new friends in voluntary 

associations. Of course, this reverse direction of causality is most likely to occur in local associations, 

where members meet face-to-face regularly, such as church groups, neighborhood organizations or 

other grass roots associations. It is unlikely that an enlarged network is the outcome of participation in 

(inter)national, cheque-writing organizations such as Greenpeace or Amnesty International. There is 

not much research available focusing explicitly on social resources. Lin (2000) showed that members 

of voluntary associations in Taiwan indeed know more prestigious alters than non-members. In the 

same study, it was shown that the level of trust in these alters has nothing to do with association 

membership.  

In sum, the resource perspective on social capital implies that the size and the mean prestige of 

alters in the network are positively related to membership. The prediction on size is important, because 

it runs counter to the prediction from collective social capital theory that small networks are conducive 

to participation. 
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Instrumental versus expressive participation 

 Above, we have assumed that social capital indicators have similar relations to participation in 

different types of voluntary associations. However, there are good reasons to expect differential effects 

of indicators of collective and individual social capital on different types of participation. A classical 

distinction among voluntary associations that can be useful in this regard is between instrumental and 

expressive forms of participation (Gordon & Babchuk, 1959), reflecting the main goals that are 

assumed to be realized through participation. The distinction is based on Max Webers typology of 

social action (Weber, 1978). Instrumental participation is a form of instrumentally rational action 

(‘Zweckrationalität’), serving purposes beyond the enjoyment of participation itself. Expressive 

participation is a form of affective or value rational behavior because it constitutes its own reward. 

Examples of instrumental voluntary associations are interest groups, unions, and political parties. 

Expressive participation occurs in neighborhood associations, youth and elderly groups, musical 

groups, church choirs, and sports clubs. Recently, Lin (2001) has argued that the distinction between 

instrumental and expressive action can be used to predict differential effects of networks. Lin views 

instrumental action as directed at obtaining new resources, while expressive action is directed at 

preserving or maintaining resources. For obtaining resources, large, open networks with bridges to 

dissimilar alters are most useful. Dense, closed networks block access to new resources outside the 

network, but are also effectively preserving and maintaining existing resources. Putting these 

arguments together, we can expect that individual social capital indicators (extensive access to a large 

range of social resources) are more strongly related to instrumental participation than to expressive 

participation. We expect the converse for indicators of collective social capital. Similar hypotheses are 

advanced and supported in studies by Glanville (2003) and Lin (2000).  

 

Human capital in the production of social capital 

It is well known that people with more human capital are more likely to be members of 

voluntary associations (Bekkers & De Graaf, 2002; Kraaykamp, 1996; Lindeman, 1995; Brady, Verba 

& Schlozman, 1995; Wilson & Musick, 1997). Explanations for the effect of human capital on 

membership have focused on civic skills (Brady, Verba & Schlozman, 1995): the higher educated 

have acquired more skills that are useful in voluntary associations. Members who possess more skills 

have lower costs for participation, and they are more useful for associations. Therefore they are more 

likely to be asked, and if asked, they are more likely to honor requests for participation (Bekkers, 

2004a; Brady, Verba & Schlozman, 1999). However, a part of the relationship between human capital 

and association membership may also be due to higher levels of social capital among the higher 

educated (Wilson & Musick, 1997; Brown, 2002). Research on social networks consistently shows 

that the higher educated are more likely to have the kind of networks that are conducive to 

participation than lower educated people. The higher educated are not only more valuable for 
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associations because they have more skills, but also because they have access to more social resources 

(Lin, 2001). In addition, the larger networks of the higher educated make them more accessible for 

mobilization attempts. Therefore, it may be expected that social resources mediate the effect of 

education on membership. Wilson & Musick (1997) confirmed this expectation. Brown (2002) found 

evidence for the mediating role of social capital for charitable giving.  

Not only do we expect that measures of social capital mediate the effect of human capital on 

participation, but we also expect that financial and human capital moderate the effect of social capital. 

There are at least three reasons for this. The first has to do with norms: "Middle-class people are more 

likely than working-class people to be surrounded by others for whom social participation is the norm 

and who are already participating" (Verba & Nie, 1972, p. 133). Among higher classes, participation 

in voluntary associations and taking responsibility for public welfare is considered as more laudable 

(Homans, 1974). Another explanation stresses the value of the volunteer for the organization: the 

social capital of the higher status groups is more valuable for a voluntary organization than that of the 

lower status groups because of the homophily principle: networks of higher status groups are not only 

larger, but also contain more higher status alters than networks of lower status groups (Wilson & 

Musick, 1998, p. 802). Finally, it may be surmised that it takes human capital to take advantage of 

social capital. People with more cognitive skills probably know better how to use a given stock of 

social resources. Wilson & Musick (1998) showed that social capital amplifies the role of human 

capital: network size and density are more strongly correlated with volunteering among the higher 

educated and the higher income groups. We investigate hypotheses on mediation as well as 

moderation of financial and human capital effects by social capital indicators. 

 

Data and methods 

 

 Sampling procedure 

The data for this study were gathered in 1999-2000, in the course of the program ‘Creation and 

Returns of Social Capital’. The dataset is called SSND1 (see Völker & Flap 2002; the Survey of the 

Social Networks of the Dutch, First wave; a second wave is currently under way). The data include 

information on 1007 individuals between the ages 18-65 representing the Dutch population. The 

sample consists of forty municipalities representing the different Dutch provinces and regions and 

taking into account size differences in these municipalities. As our data are also used for research on 

neighbourhoods, we randomly selected four neighbourhoods within each of the forty municipalities. 

For the neighbourhood identification the Dutch zip-code system was used.2 Finally, we randomly 

sampled 25 addresses in every neighbourhood and attempted to interview about 8 of them. Because 

our observations are clustered within neighborhoods, a cluster correction was applied in order to avoid 

underestimation of the standard errors using the Huber/White/sandwich estimator of variance (Huber, 

1967).  
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We realized an overrepresentation of the working population by asking splitting the sampled 

addresses within neighborhoods in two, and asking only the individuals with paid work in one group 

and asking everybody who was selected in the other group. In this way we realized one sample 

representing the Dutch active labour force and one that represents the Dutch population. In the final 

realized sample, 758 respondents are at work. The response rate for both samples together was 40%. 

Totally, we ended up with a data set consisting of 1007 individual respondents in 161 neighbourhoods 

(since the neighbourhoods of one particular municipality were very small there were 5 

neighbourhoods sampled, thus the number of 161).  

A comparison of socio-demographic characteristics of respondents with statistics on the Dutch 

population showed that not only persons having paid work, but also married and higher educated 

persons were overrepresented. In the analyses we use the whole sample controlling for having paid 

work, being married and the level of education. The interviews took on average one hour and 50 

minutes and were held usually at the respondent’s home. In some cases respondents were interviewed 

at their work place because this was more convenient. Before the interviewers started the fieldwork, 

they were intensively trained and had become familiar with the questionnaire.  

 

 Measures 

To measure participation in voluntary associations, we first presented the respondents a list of 

ten different types of voluntary associations: sports clubs, interest groups and idealistic organizations, 

unions, professional organization, political parties, neighborhood organizations, caring groups, 

dancing clubs, musical clubs or another kind of organization. Membership of sports clubs is most 

common (almost 40%), followed by interest groups and idealistic organizations (34%). Less common 

are memberships in trade unions, professional organizations, political parties and other associations. 

We distinguished between memberships in voluntary associations that mainly serve instrumental goals 

(interest and idealistic organizations, unions, professional organizations, political parties) and 

associations that mainly serve expressive goals (sports clubs, neighborhood organizations, caring 

groups, dancing clubs, musical clubs). Memberships of ‘other organizations’ were excluded because it 

was unclear to which type they belonged. Instrumental memberships were held by 58.3% of the 

respondents in the sample. 36.0% held one membership, 16.9% two, 4.8% three, and 0.6% held 

memberships in four instrumental types of associations. Expressive memberships were held by 65.2% 

of the respondents, with 42.9% holding one membership, 17.9% two, 3.8% three, and 0.7% holding 

four expressive memberships.  

In addition to the questions about memberships in associations, we asked the respondents in a 

separate question whether they performed voluntary work in their leisure time. About one third of the 

respondents (32.2%) indicated being active as an unpaid volunteer, which is in line with other research 

on volunteering in the Netherlands (Bekkers, 2004b). Volunteering is a more costly form of 

participation in voluntary associations than membership: one can be a member without actually being 
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active in the association, and without actually meeting any co-members. Collective social capital 

theory argues that dense, closed networks are particularly characteristic of volunteers.  

Finally, we asked how often the respondents gave money to charities in door-to-door 

collections. A majority of 61.2% reported giving in ‘(almost) all cases’, which is somewhat lower than 

in other research (Bekkers, 2004a). This form of charitable giving is not a major source of support for 

voluntary associations, because people tend to give small amounts in door-to-door fundraising 

campaigns. Large gifts are usually made in response to direct mail (Bekkers, 2004a). However, door-

to-door fundraising is a very common practice in the Netherlands, often organized by local volunteers. 

Thus, to many people, charitable giving symbolizes civic engagement. 

 

Measures of collective social capital 

 The SSND contains many different types of ego-centric network measures using name 

generators as well as a few position generators. For a detailed description of these measures we refer 

to Van der Gaag (see chapter 4 of this volume). Network size is the total number of persons mentioned 

in responses to all the network delineating questions included in the survey. ‘Ties’ to foes were 

excluded.  

Network density is the degree to which the alters have contact with each other. The density 

measure is the number of existing contacts divided by the potential number of contacts among the 

network members who were mentioned first in five name generating questions (on getting and giving 

advice at work, informal helping behavior, having a house key, and emotional support). For example, 

if 5 different persons are mentioned first in these name generators, the maximum number of ties is 10. 

If the respondent stated that 4 of the 5 people have contact with each other, there would be 8 ties, 

resulting in a density of 8/10=0.8. 

Heterogeneity refers to the index of qualitative variation (IQV) in religion and education, 

calculated as follows (see Agresti & Agresti 1978): 
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where k is the number of categories and pi the fraction of observations (alters and ego) in category i. 

The respondent (ego) is included in the analysis. The index ranges from 0 to 1 and measures the 

chance that two randomly selected network members belong to different categories. An index of 1 

equals maximal heterogeneity, an index of 0 maximal homogeneity. Because the IQV-measures of 

heterogeneity were not normally distributed which could cause biased estimates, we recoded the IQV-

values into four categories of about equal size.  
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Intensity, trust, and duration refer to properties of the relationships with the alters in the core 

network. For each of the alters mentioned, the respondents indicated how intense their relationship 

with this person was, how much they trusted this person, how much they liked him or her, and for how 

long they had known each other. Intensity, liking and trust were originally measured on four point 

scales. Duration was measured in the number of years, and was recoded in four categories of about 

equal size to reduce problems with non-normality. 

In a preliminary analysis, we analysed bivariate correlations between the various indicators of 

collective social capital. In contrast to theoretical analyses of the virtuous circles of trust and 

participation, measures of collective social capital showed mainly weak correlations with each other 

(see upper part of table 1). A cluster of weakly positive correlations (ranging from .140 to .456) was 

found among density, duration, trust and intensity, indicating that social relations in dense networks 

tended to be more durable, with higher levels of intensity and trust. In line with collective social 

capital theory, larger networks tended to contain less durable relationships, with a lower degree of 

trust. However, density was unrelated to network size. More homogeneous networks with respect to 

religion tended to be somewhat smaller and contained slightly more durable relationships. 

Relationships of indicators of collective social capital with age, gender and education were also weak. 

Older persons tend to have networks with a higher level of collective social capital. In contrast, 

indicators of collective social capital decline with the level of education. Finally, the majority of 

collective social capital indicators was not substantially related to the indicators of participation in 

voluntary associations. Although the correlations of participation indicators with duration and some of 

their correlations with trust are in line with collective social capital theory, they are very weak (all 

below .12). In contrast to collective social capital theory, correlations of density, trust, intensity and 

homogeneity with expressive participation are not substantially stronger than correlations with 

instrumental participation. Somewhat less discouraging are the relations of collective social capital 

indicators with volunteering and charitable giving. On the whole, these results do not give much 

confidence in the predictions of collective social capital theory. 

 

Measures of individual social capital 

Access to occupations was measured with a position generator (Lin, 2001). For a detailed 

exposition of this method we refer to chapter 1 in this volume. In the SSND, the respondent received a 

list of thirty occupations, and was asked to indicate whether she knew someone with this occupation, 

and if so, in what kind of relation (family, friend, or acquaintance - 'someone that you would talk to if 

you met him or her outside the house'). Respondents were asked to indicate access through family ties 

first; if they had no access to a given occupation through family ties, the respondents indicated 

whether they had access to the occupation through ties with friends, and, finally, through ties with 

acquaintances. We computed the number of occupations accessed separately for access through family 

ties, friends, and acquaintances.  
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The variable highest accessed prestige indicates the highest prestige of the occupations in the 

network of the respondent among all types of relationships (family, friends and acquaintances). The 

variable range in accessed prestige indicates the range in social status of all types of the network 

members of the respondent. Together, these variables indicate the level of social resources of the 

respondent. Although the range in accessed prestige was not expected to have any effects, we included 

the measure in the analyses for exploratory purposes. 

In a preliminary analysis, we investigated the correlations of the various measures of 

individual social capital (see middle right hand side of table 1). All correlations among measures of 

access to occupations exceeded .15 and were significant at the p<.000 level, except the correlation of 

highest accessed prestige and the range and number of occupations accessed. Having access to 

occupations with high prestige is rather independent of having access to a high number of occupations 

and a large range of occupations. Access to occupations through family ties is negatively related to 

access through friends or acquaintances. Access to occupations through acquaintances is most strongly 

correlated to the other access measures, particularly to highest accessed prestige and the range and 

number of occupations accessed. Apparently, access through acquaintances makes the difference 

between those with low or high social capital.  

An examination of the correlations of individual and collective social capital measures (see 

middle left hand side of table 1) shows they are rather independent of each other. For instance, there 

are no substantial relationships between density and access to social resources – in contrast to a 

hypothesis formulated by Lin (2001). In line with individual social capital theory, more homogeneous 

networks with respect to religion confined access to social resources. Inspection of correlations of 

collective and individual social capital indicators with socio-demographic characteristics and 

participation variables reveals some interesting findings (see bottom part of table 1). Males have more 

extensive access through acquaintances; greater age decreases the access through friends; and a higher 

level of education increases total access, especially through ties with friends and acquaintances, the 

range in accessed prestige and the highest prestige accessed. The positive correlations of individual 

social capital indicators with the number of instrumental and expressive memberships are promising. 

As predicted by individual social capital theory, instrumental participation is more strongly related to 

access to social resources than expressive participation.  

 

Direction of causality 

We have argued above how network structure affects participation in voluntary associations. 

However, it is very likely that participation in voluntary associations also affects network structure. 

Putnam (2000) assumes that participation in voluntary associations breeds trust in fellow citizens. 

‘Meeting others’ is often mentioned as a reason for joining voluntary associations (Van Daal & 

Plemper, 2003). Voluntary associations constitute an important part of the marriage market (Kalmijn 

& Flap, 2001). Instrumental participation in voluntary associations has been found to increase access 
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to resources in general (Davis & Aldrich, 2000), the likelihood of finding a job among Dutch 

managers (Boxman, De Graaf & Flap, 1991) and occupational status among female volunteers in the 

US (Wilson & Musick, 2003). Expressive participation has been found to increase educational, 

religious and age homogeneity, especially among females (McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Cook, 2001) 

because expressive voluntary associations are more often locally based and smaller and females more 

often participate in these associations. These differential returns of instrumental and expressive 

organizations are in line with Lin’s theory (2001) on expressive and instrumental action. 

Unfortunately, the data of the SSND do not allow definite conclusions with regard to the causal order 

of membership and network characteristics. The data contain no information on the timing of 

membership. However, we do have some information on the timing of engaging in relationships with 

alters in the social network: we know where ego met the alters in the present network for the first time, 

and whether the relationship is a family relationship or an acquaintance or friend. Alters who were first 

met in an association were excluded from the analyses. This eliminates some of the problems with the 

causal order. The information on the kind of relationship ego has with the alters in the access-network 

further reduces the problem. Because one does not choose his family - or at least not as much as his 

friends and acquaintances - we can be more confident on the causal order: it is likely that the social 

capital accessed through family ties is prior to voluntary association membership. However, with 

regard to ties with acquaintances and friends we do not know which came first: the tie or the 

membership.  

In the regression analyses, a first model including socio-demographic characteristics and 

indicators of human and financial capital serves as a baseline. In the second model, indicators of 

collective social capital inherent in the total network are included. The third model introduces 

indicators of access to social resources. It is investigated whether network characteristics mediate the 

effects of human and financial capital. We expect that differences with regard to income and education 

will decrease or disappear when social resources are introduced. In a final model, interactions among 

human and social capital indicators are included to investigate whether social capital amplifies the 

effects of human capital.  

All non-categorical variables were z-standardized to facilitate the comparison of their effect 

sizes in logistic regression analyses. 

 

Results 

Table 2 contains the results of a logistic regression analysis of membership in ‘instrumental’ 

voluntary associations. Model 1 shows that instrumental memberships are more likely to be held by 

males, older persons, the higher educated, and respondents with paid work. Model 2 shows two 

significant effects of indicators of collective social capital: instrumental memberships are more likely 

among persons with larger networks and among respondents with a more heterogeneous social 

network with respect to religion. These relations run counter to the predictions from collective social 
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capital theory. In addition, the predicted relations of network density, trust, intensity, durability of 

relations and educational heterogeneity do not appear. Together, the introduction of collective social 

capital indicators hardly increases the proportion of explained variance, and the Chi-Square statistic in 

model 2 is actually lower than in model 1. Network size mediates a part of the relationship of the level 

of education with instrumental membership: the higher educated are more likely to participate because 

they have larger networks. Model 3 shows a positive effect of the number of occupations accessed 

through family members. More extensive access to occupations through friends and acquaintances 

does not increase the likelihood of instrumental participation. Due to the introduction of access to 

occupations the effect of the level of education drops further, indicating that a part of the relationship 

of education with instrumental participation is due to the more extensive access to occupations among 

the higher educated. In addition, the effect of network size declines to nonsignificance. Together, 

individual social capital indicators increase the proportion of explained variance. Model 4 shows no 

significant interactions of the level of education or income with total access to occupations, indicating 

that the higher educated do not profit more strongly from their access to occupations than the lower 

educated.  

Table 3 repeats the same analysis for expressive memberships. Remember that we expect 

stronger relationships of indicators of collective social capital to this type of membership, and weaker 

relationships with individual social capital indicators. Model 1 shows that the socio-demographic 

profile of participants in expressive voluntary associations is very different than the profile of 

instrumental participants. Expressive participation is hardly related to indicators of financial and 

human capital, but shows a strongly negative relation with the level of urbanization and a weakly 

positive relation with church attendance. In contrast to our expectations, we see in model 2 that none 

of the indicators of collective social capital is substantially related to expressive membership. The 

weakly positive and marginally significant relationship of religious heterogeneity with expressive 

participation runs counter to the prediction of collective social capital theory. The results in model 2 

indicate that participants in neighborhood associations, caring groups, musical groups and so on, 

which are often supposed to generate bridging social capital (Putnam, 2000), do not display a higher 

level of trust in their network members, nor do they have more dense networks containing more 

durable and intense relations. Model 3, however, shows that access to occupations is positively related 

to expressive participation, and rather strongly. Participants in expressive voluntary associations have 

more extensive access to occupations through family ties and through friends and acquaintances. 

Access to occupations does reduce the relationship of the level of education with expressive 

participation, although this relationship was very weak and not significant to start with. Access to 

occupations is not more strongly related among persons with a higher education or a higher income. 

We ran separate regressions of instrumental and expressive participation for males and females 

to investigate whether the same gender differences occur in the Netherlands as in the US. McPherson, 

Smith-Lovin and Cook (2001) have argued that expressive participation reinforces homophily, 
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especially for women, reducing their access to networks with a wide diversity of resources. Although 

tables 2 and 3 indicated that – if anything – participation in voluntary associations in the Netherlands 

is associated with a larger degree of heterogeneity in social networks, the relationships of religious and 

educational heterogeneity might differ by gender (see table 4). In contrast to findings in research from 

the US, the relation of educational and religious homogeneity to expressive participation are more 

strongly positive among females than among males, while no such difference occurred in the analysis 

of instrumental participation. On the other hand, access to social resources through acquaintances is 

more strongly related to expressive participation among males than among females. This may indicate 

that men widen their access to resources through expressive participation more strongly than women 

do – in case ties to acquaintances are the result of participation rather than the cause. Finally, access to 

social resources through family ties are more strongly related to instrumental participation among 

females than among males. This result may indicate that females are more often recruited into 

instrumental associations through family ties. On the whole, the effects of network structure on 

participation in voluntary associations do not seem to differ strongly by gender. 

Table 5 shows how network structure is related to volunteering activity. Because volunteering is 

more costly than mere membership, collective social capital is expected to have a stronger effect than 

individual social capital. In model 1, we find that volunteering is more common among females, older 

persons, married persons, persons who do not have paid work, inhabitants of less urbanized 

municipalities, and frequent church attendees. In line with collective social capital theory, model 2 

shows that network density promotes volunteering. However, the other effects predicted by collective 

social capital theory do not appear. Model 3 shows that volunteers have more access to occupations, 

especially through acquaintances, but also through family ties. However, the highest prestige accessed 

is lower among volunteers than among non-volunteers. Model 4 shows that the effect of access to 

occupations does not vary with the level of education or income.  

Table 6 shows a similar analysis of giving to charities in door-to-door collections. Charitable 

giving is higher among females, married persons and persons engaged in paid work, increases with 

church attendance, and decreases with the level of urbanization. Model 2 shows two significant effects 

of collective social capital indicators: trust and religious homogeneity. Both effects are in line with 

collective social capital theory. The positive effect of trust in network members is in line with the 

positive effect of generalized trust in other research (Bekkers, 2003a). The negative effect of religious 

heterogeneity is in line with previous research indicating that religious homogeneous networks 

generate social pressure to contribute to charitable causes (Bekkers, 2003b). In contrast to the results 

of previous analyses, access to occupations has no substantial relationship with charitable giving in 

door-to-door collections.  
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Conclusions and discussion 

The results of our analyses are quite destructive for collective social capital theory. Almost 

none of the effects of network characteristics hypothesized by collective social capital theory were 

found, except in the analysis of giving to charities in door-to-door fundraising campaigns. In contrast 

to collective social capital theory (exemplified by Putnam, 2000), participants in voluntary 

associations do not have higher levels of trust in the people in their network; they do not know them 

for a longer period, and ties in networks of participants are just as in intense as the ties in networks of 

non-participants. In contrast, the results strongly support individual social capital theory (Lin, 2001). 

Social networks of participants in voluntary associations are mainly characterized by their more 

extensive access to social resources. The access to large and prestigious networks mediates a part of 

the effect of education on membership. No evidence was found that access to social resources was 

more strongly related to membership among the higher educated than among the lower educated.  

However, the results also violate an important prediction from individual social capital theory. 

We expected that individual social capital would be more strongly related to instrumental participation 

than to expressive participation and volunteering, while the converse was expected for collective 

social capital. The analyses showed quite the opposite pattern. Expressive membership and 

volunteering were more strongly related to individual social capital than instrumental membership. 

Our results are at odds with those reported by Glanville (2003), who relied on the Pittsburgh 

Neighborhood Study conducted in 1980, and found considerable support for the hypotheses we had to 

reject. Charitable giving, however, was not related to individual social capital but showed clearly 

positive relations with trust and religious homogeneity.  

We measured trust using questions referring to concrete persons in the network, and not using 

questions on general attitudes towards human nature (the ‘generalized trust’ item was originally 

formulated by Rosenberg (1956) as part of a ‘misanthropy scale’), which has become commonplace in 

the literature on collective social capital (e.g., Delhey & Newton, 2003). We believe that a network 

measure of trust allows for a better test of collective social capital theory than a measure of attitudes 

because collective social capital argues that trust arises from interactions with other persons (Putnam, 

2000) and not from a cluster of personality characteristics that is rather stable throughout the life 

course (Dekker, 2003). However, we also conducted analyses with an attitude measure of trust: 

disagreement with the statement ‘Before I trust others, I must be certain about their intentions’. This 

attitude showed a weakly positive correlation with network size (.106), but did not correlate 

substantially with the network measure of trust (.054, p<.090) or with the other measures of collective 

social capital. However, introducing this measure in model 2 of the analyses of membership revealed a 

significantly positive effect on instrumental participation (z-standardized effect of 1.18). In addition,  a 

trusting attitude also had a significantly positive relationship with charitable giving (also 1.18) that 

was independent of trust in network members. The attitudinal trust item was not related to expressive 

participation or volunteering. These results suggest that the extensive literature on social capital 
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inspired by Putnam (2000) has looked in the wrong direction. Analyses of civic engagement as an 

indicator of social capital have focused on membership and volunteering (e.g., Baer, Curtis & Grabb, 

2001; Delhey & Newton, 2003; Paxton, 1999). These analyses have largely ignored philanthropic 

behavior. This is quite understandable, because Putnam argued that civic engagement could generate 

trust, while it is hard to imagine how giving money could be a cause of trust. It is more likely that trust 

is a cause of charitable giving rather than the effect (Bekkers, 2003a). At least in the Netherlands, 

charitable giving is a much better indicator of collective social capital than membership and activity in 

voluntary associations.  

Another conclusion – that was not the main focus of this study, but still worth mentioning – is 

that measures of individual and collective social capital are largely independent of each other. To 

some, it may not come as a surprise that what is often assumed to be good for communities (dense 

networks with a high level of trust) is not necessarily good or bad for individuals (extensive access to 

resources). To others, the absence of negative correlations may be surprising. Lin (2000) has argued 

that dense networks should be a barrier for access to a wide diversity of resources. However, our data 

seem to indicate that dense networks are not a liability for achieving instrumental goals.  

The results we have presented should be interpreted with some caution on the issue which 

came first: network structure or participation. We have tried to reduce potential concerns about the 

direction of causality by excluding alters who were met first in voluntary associations in the measures 

of collective social capital and by distinguishing resources accessed through family, friends and 

acquaintances. Network members who were not met for the first time in a voluntary association but in 

some other context (work, family, neighborhood) are less likely to have entered the network because 

of participation. Resources accessed through family ties are also unlikely to be the result of 

participation. Despite these efforts, we could not eliminate our concerns on the causality issue 

altogether. Alters who were met outside the association may have joined the association together with 

the respondent, they may have asked the respondent to join, or the respondent may have joined the 

association in order to meet (a specific type of) alter(s). It is likely that the true causal effects of 

collective social capital indicators are even smaller than they appear in our tables. A similar concern 

remains for the effects of access to social resources through friends and acquaintances. Individual 

social capital theory suggests that participation in voluntary associations, especially instrumental 

participation, increases access to a greater diversity of resources. The desire to broaden the scope of 

the network may even be a salient motive to join voluntary associations. It is likely that a substantial 

part of the relation between participation access to resources through friends and acquaintances is the 

result of participation. However, access through family ties can only be the result of participation if 

these family ties still exist because of co-membership in the same voluntary associations, and would 

have been broken without co-membership. We think that this is rather unlikely. Nevertheless, we can 

hardly wait until a next wave of the SSND has been completed to discern causes and effects in the 

relations between social network structure and participation in voluntary associations.  
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Notes 

 

1. The conceptualisation of social capital as a meso- or macro-level resource does not mean that tests 

of hypotheses on the effects of social capital should be confined to these levels. We follow Coleman in 

his commitment to methodological individualism, testing hypotheses on effects of network properties 

at the individual level. When we refer to networks, we mean ego-networks, and not complete 

networks. 

 

2. The Netherlands has a zip-code system consisting of six positions, four numbers and two letters. 

The complete six-position zip code consists on average of 20 addresses, a five-position zip code (four 

numbers and one letter) consists of 230 addresses on average and the four-position code consists of on 

average 2500 addresses. 
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Table 1. Correlations among indicators of collective and individual social capital (Source: SSND01; 

n=997) 

 
 A B C D E F G H I J K L M

A 1.000      

B -.019 1.000     

C -.099 .191 1.000    

D -.082 .150 .257 1.000   

E -.032 .140 .221 .456 1.000   

F .006 -.018 -.036 -.006 -.027 1.000   

G -.082 .005 .089 -.010 .017 .000 1.000   

H .209 .010 -.034 .038 -.016 -.056 -.071 1.000   

I .174 .022 -.032 .015 -.025 -.028 -.015 .453 1.000   

J .172 -.007 -.026 .017 -.043 .010 -.024 .051 .054 1.000   

K .082 -.041 .097 .069 .061 -.042 -.048 .268 .173 .103 1.000  

L .212 .025 -.250 -.016 -.051 -.024 -.044 .389 .261 .284 -.251 1.000 

M .138 .007 -.014 -.019 -.083 -.027 -.017 .622 .464 .336 -.161 .167 1.000

N .009 -.066 .079 .033 -.021 -.004 .055 .059 .002 -.027 -.048 -.040 .131

O -.120 .083 .611 .162 .112 -.053 .057 -.029 -.001 .078 .063 -.242 -.021

P .254 -.113 -.271 -.078 -.187 .099 -.041 .142 .105 .303 -.045 .318 .142

Q .118 -.011 .068 -.011 -.033 .063 .058 .190 .137 .186 .034 .103 .138

R -.012 .038 .078 .051 .031 -.003 .039 .138 .092 .011 .083 .021 .111

S -.040 .111 .103 .060 .048 -.038 .013 .087 .038 -.034 .076 -.030 .058

T -.036 .037 .096 .119 .045 -.033 -.084 .050 -.011 -.021 .061 -.019 -.010

 

A: Size; B: Density; C: Duration; D: Trust; E: Intensity; F: Educational heterogeneity; G: Religious 

heterogeneity; H: Number of occupations accessed; I: Range in accessed prestige; J: highest accessed 

prestige; K: Number of occupations accessed through family ties; L: Number of occupations accessed 

through friends; M: Number of occupations accessed through acquaintances; N: Gender (1=male); O: 

Age; P: Level of education; Q: Number of instrumental memberships; R: Number of expressive 

memberships; S: Volunteering activity; T: Charitable giving in door-to-door-collections 

Correlations >.053 p<.10; >.063 p<.05; r>.083 p<.01 ; r>.100 p<.001. 
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Table 2. Logistic regression analysis of instrumental membership 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Female 0.75 * 0.77 (*) 0.75 * 0.75 * 

Age 1.43 *** 1.32 ** 1.34 ** 1.35 ** 

Married 1.27  1.25  1.19  1.20  

Level of education 1.42 *** 1.36 *** 1.31 *** 1.31 *** 

Paid work 1.68 ** 1.52 * 1.52 * 1.54 * 

Income 0.98  0.99  0.98  0.98  

Level of urbanization 1.03  1.00  0.99  0.99  

Church attendance 1.09  1.10  1.09  1.09  

Network size  1.17 * 1.11  1.11  

Network density  1.03  1.02  1.02  

Duration  1.14  1.15  1.14  

Trust  0.97  0.95  0.95  

Intensity  0.93  0.94  0.95  

Educational heterogeneity  1.09  1.11  1.11  

Religious heterogeneity  1.12 (*) 1.14 (*) 1.15 * 

Access through family ties   1.19 * 1.21 * 

Access through friends   1.13  1.15  

Access through acquaintances  1.12  1.12 

Range of prestige accessed  1.07  1.07 

Highest prestige accessed  1.03  1.04 

Total access * education    1.11 

Total access * income     1.07 

Pseudo R Square .0580  .0626  .0743  .0764 

Chi Square 76.9 *** 76.0 *** 106.7 *** 119.4 *** 

*** p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 (*) p<.10. 

Entries represent odds ratios for z-standardized independent variables 
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Table 3. Logistic regression analysis of expressive membership 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Female 1.15  1.10  1.15 (*) 1.15 (*) 

Age 1.04  0.99  1.05  1.05 * 

Married 1.21  1.18  1.16  1.15  

Level of education 1.11  1.09  1.01  1.01 

Paid work 1.26  1.33  1.23  1.22  

Income 0.93  0.97  0.96  0.96 

Level of urbanization 0.75 *** 0.74 *** 0.74 *** 0.74 *** 

Church attendance 1.14 (*) 1.14 (*) 1.13  1.13  

Network size 1.08 0.99  0.99  

Network density 1.11 1.09  1.09  

Duration 1.09 1.10  1.10  

Trust 1.05 1.01  1.02  

Intensity 0.94 0.96  0.96  

Educational heterogeneity 1.04 1.08  1.08  

Religious heterogeneity 1.13 (*) 1.15 (*) 1.14 (*) 

Access through family ties 1.29 ** 1.29 *** 

Access through friends 1.38 *** 1.38 *** 

Access through acquaintances 1.40 *** 1.41 *** 

Range of prestige accessed 1.02  1.02  

Highest prestige accessed 0.89  0.89  

Total access * education   0.98 

Total access * income   0.94 

Pseudo R Square .0250 .0319 .0624  .0631 

Chi Square 35.7 *** 41.4 *** 72.8 *** 73.1 *** 

*** p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 (*) p<.10. 

Entries represent odds ratios for z-standardized independent variables 
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Table 4. Logistic regression analysis of instrumental membership by gender  

 

 Expressive Instrumental 

 Females Males Females Males 

Age 1.11  1.02  1.44 * 1.30 * 

Married 1.43  1.01  1.35  1.11  

Level of education 0.98  1.07  1.33 * 1.33 ** 

Paid work 1.15  1.25  1.41  1.56 (*) 

Income 1.08  0.85  0.99  0.95  

Level of urbanization 0.82 (*) 0.69 *** 1.11  0.90  

Church attendance 1.23 (*) 1.09  0.96  1.17  

Network size 1.03  0.95  1.08  1.15  

Network density 1.09  1.08  0.95  1.06  

Duration 1.03  1.14  1.04  1.24 (*) 

Trust 0.97  1.05  0.85  1.04  

Intensity 1.10  0.89  0.96  0.95  

Educational heterogeneity 1.17  1.03  1.11  1.09  

Religious heterogeneity 1.24 (*) 1.07  1.14  1.16  

Access through family ties 1.31 * 1.26 * 1.34 * 1.15  

Access through friends 1.36 * 1.38 ** 1.18  1.12  

Access through acquaintances 1.20  1.60 *** 1.16  1.10  

Range of prestige accessed 0.90  1.13 0.96  1.13 

Highest prestige accessed 1.00  0.81 1.08  0.99  

Total access * education 0.89  1.01 0.99  1.14 

Total access * income  0.89  1.01 1.08  1.05 

Pseudo R Square .0684  .0844  .0788  .0750 

Chi Square 35.6 *** 60.5 *** 43.6 *** 54.7 *** 

*** p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 (*) p<.10. 

Entries represent odds ratios for z-standardized independent variables  
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Table 5. Logistic regression analysis of volunteering  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Female 1.39 * 1.39 * 1.51 * 1.51 * 

Age 1.25 ** 1.39 *** 1.51 *** 1.51 *** 

Married 1.40 * 1.34 * 1.26  1.26  

Level of education 1.04  1.01  1.04  1.04 

Paid work 0.57 *** 0.59 ** 0.55 ** 0.55 ** 

Income 1.07  1.11  1.10  1.10 

Level of urbanization 0.85 * 0.85 * 0.87  0.87  

Church attendance 1.43 *** 1.45 *** 1.44 *** 1.44 *** 

Network size 1.05 1.00  1.00  

Network density 1.19 * 1.20 * 1.19 * 

Duration 0.87 0.85  0.85  

Trust 1.00 0.99  0.99  

Intensity 0.98 0.99  1.00  

Educational heterogeneity 0.98 1.01  1.01  

Religious heterogeneity 1.04  1.05  1.05  

Access through family ties 1.19 * 1.19 * 

Access through friends 1.16  1.16  

Access through acquaintances 1.34 *** 1.34 *** 

Range of prestige accessed 1.19  1.19  

Highest prestige accessed 0.69 *** 0.69 *** 

Total access * education   1.00 

Total access * income   1.03 

Pseudo R Square .0708 .0784 .0985  .0986 

Chi Square 75.0 *** 85.9 *** 118.0 *** 120.6 *** 

*** p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 (*) p<.10. 

Entries represent odds ratios for z-standardized independent variables 
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Table 6. Logistic regression analysis of giving to charities in door-to-door collections 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Female 1.49 ** 1.47 * 1.46 * 1.45 * 

Age 1.09  1.05  1.05  1.05  

Married 1.37 * 1.37 * 1.39 * 1.39 * 

Level of education 0.91  0.89  0.87  0.87 

Paid work 1.63 ** 2.00 *** 1.97 *** 1.94 *** 

Income 1.14  1.15  1.15  1.17 

Level of urbanization 0.68 *** 0.67 *** 0.67 *** 0.67  

Church attendance 1.30 *** 1.29 ** 1.30 ** 1.30 ** 

Network size 0.93 0.93  0.93  

Network density 1.08 1.08  1.08  

Duration 1.01 1.01  1.02  

Trust 1.30 *** 1.30 *** 1.31 *** 

Intensity 0.93 0.92  0.92  

Educational heterogeneity 0.92 0.92  0.92  

Religious heterogeneity 0.86 * 0.86 * 0.85 * 

Access through family ties 1.01  1.00  

Access through friends 1.05  1.04  

Access through acquaintances 0.96  0.96  

Range of prestige accessed 0.94  0.94  

Highest prestige accessed 1.06  1.05  

Total access * education   0.95 

Total access * income   0.96 

Pseudo R Square .0633 .0827 .0831  .0836 

Chi Square 61.2 *** 70.3 *** 69.5 *** 72.6 *** 

*** p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 (*) p<.10. 

Entries represent odds ratios for z-standardized independent variables 


