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Abstract 

The civic core is the part of the population that is responsible for a disproportionately large part 

of civic participation. This paper shows how the level of activity and the composition of the civic 

core have changed in the Netherlands between 1997 and 2009 using data from the Giving in the 

Netherlands Survey. The results show that - despite ongoing secularization - the civic core in the 

Netherlands is increasingly religious. At the same time, the prevalence of higher educated 

individuals in the civic core has diminished. Engagement in charitable giving is increasingly 

related to engagement in volunteering. In sum, the increasing concentration of activity in the 

civic core is especially visible among religious persons and volunteers. 
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The Civic Core 

In many countries, civic engagement is unevenly distributed among the population. 

Usually charitable giving and volunteering are concentrated among a relatively small group of 

citizens. This relatively small group of citizens that is responsible for a disproportionately large 

part of the total amount of civic engagement has been called the ‘civic core’ (Reed & Selbee, 

2001). The best documentation of the civic core is available from studies on charitable giving 

and volunteering in the US and Canada. Reed & Selbee (2001) report that 80% of contributions 

in Canada come from 18% of adults, leading them to infer an 80/20 rule. While the distribution 

of amounts donated is heavily skewed, the 80/20 rule is not a universal constant. Using data on 

the US from 2001, Havens, O’Herlihy & Schervish (2006) find that 68% of all charitable 

contributions come from 23% of households. In 1994 67% of contributions was made by 20% of 

the population. For volunteering, the distribution is even more skewed. Using data from the 

Independent Sector, Musick & Wilson (2008, p.27) report that 8% of Americans contributed 

68% of all volunteer hours. Reed & Selbee (2001) report that 9% of Canadians contribute 80% 

of the hours volunteered.1 The existence of a civic core in countries other than the US and 

Canada has not been documented earlier. 

It may not be much of a surprise to find that charitable giving is heavily concentrated 

among a relatively small group. The highly publicized examples of multimillion dollar gifts by 

wealthy donors in the US such as Bill Gates and Warren Buffett speak to the imagination of 

many, also outside of the US. The skewness in charitable giving is a function of the skewness in 

income and wealth. In the Netherlands, however, income and wealth inequality are relatively 

small compared to the US (Atkinson & Brandolini, 2001). At the same time, there are not many 

                                                 
1 Musick & Wilson (2008, p. 27) report that 7% of Canadians contributed 73% of all volunteer hours. 
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multimillion Euro gifts in the Netherlands (Boonstoppel & Wiepking, 2011). The distribution of 

donations in the Netherlands is more equal than in the US. Given this distribution, it is not so 

much the level of income and wealth, but religious affiliation and the level of religious 

engagement of citizens that distinguish larger from smaller donors (Bekkers & Boonstoppel, 

2011), even among the wealthy (Boonstoppel & Wiepking, 2011). It is surprising to find that the 

distribution of volunteering is even more unequal than the distribution of amounts donated. 

While there is no ceiling to the income and wealth distribution, each day does not have more 

than twenty-four hours available to spend volunteering. Yet the skewness in volunteer hours 

emerging from the US and Canadian statistics is stronger than the skewness in amounts donated.  

 

Religion and the Civic Core 

Religion is one of the prime correlates of civic participation. In many countries, including 

the US, Canada, the Netherlands, and Belgium, religious persons are more likely to participate in 

voluntary associations, as members, volunteers, or donors (Smith, 1975; 1994; Berger, 2006; 

Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006; Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).2 In the Netherlands, Catholics are giving 

about €200 per year to charitable causes (including the Church itself), and for Protestants the 

amount is almost €600; this is only €120 among the non-religious (Bekkers & Boonstoppel, 

2011). For volunteering, the group differences show the same ranking: among the non-religious, 

36% volunteers in the course of a calendar year; among Catholics 49%; and among Protestants 

this is 70% (Bekkers & Boezeman, 2011). Roughly the same order of religious groups is found 

in studies on volunteering and charitable giving in other countries, such as the US (Hoge & 

Yang, 1994; Brooks, 2006) and Canada (Berger, 2006).  

                                                 
2 In the remainder of this paper I focus on giving and volunteering as the main indicators of civic participation. 
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The question I will not answer in the present paper is why the level of civic participation 

differs between religious groups.3 Instead, I seek to answer the question: how has the relationship 

between religion, giving and volunteering changed over time in the past decade in the 

Netherlands? This is an important question given the strong trend towards secularization in the 

Netherlands. While in 1966 two thirds of the Dutch population (67%) reported affiliation with 

organized religion (35% Catholic, 25% Protestant, 7% other), the most recent statistics from 

2006 show that less than four in ten (39%) did so (16% Catholic, 14% Protestant, 9% other) 

(Dekker, 2006). Despite the decline in organized religion, however, amounts donated to 

charitable causes and levels of volunteering have not declined. It is puzzling why this is the case. 

As religious affiliation and practice become less common, have other social structures gained 

influence, such that the effects of the decline in religion are compensated?  

The other prime correlate of charitable giving and volunteering is the level of education 

(Smith, 1994; Wilson, 2000; Musick & Wilson, 2008; Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). One could 

imagine that the expansion of education in the past decades has resulted in an increase of 

donations and hours volunteered, which may have undone the negative effects of secularization. 

Bekkers & De Graaf (2002) suggest that such a pattern can be found in memberships in 

voluntary associations: since World War II many new but secular social movements have 

emerged. This emergence coincides with the rising level of education in the Netherlands and 

                                                 
3 Many previous studies have dived into the origins of the relationship between religion, giving and volunteering. A 

general overview of the literature on volunteering is given in Musick & Wilson (2008), but this book does not 

include a chapter on religion. Lincoln, Morrissey & Mundey (2008) and Bekkers & Wiepking (2011) review the 

literature on charitable giving. While some of the hypotheses below rely on both bodies of literature, I do not offer 

additional insights into the question how the relationship between religion and giving and volunteering can be 

explained. 
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supports a ‘compensation hypothesis’. The general form of this hypothesis is: The smaller the 

group of citizens that traditionally showed the highest level of civic engagement, the larger the 

proportion of citizens with high levels of engagement from other social groups. In the 

Netherlands, it seems that as the composition of the population has changed and became less 

religious in the past decades, education has become a new source of civic engagement. In other 

words the compensation hypothesis predicts that in the past decades, the civic core in the 

Netherlands became less religious and more educated. 

The questions on changes in the relationships between education and religion on the one 

hand and giving and volunteering on the other can be phrased as questions on the changes in the 

composition and level of activity of the civic core. While many studies examine correlations 

between giving, volunteering and religion and education at one point in time, few studies to date 

have investigated how educational expansion and secularization have affected levels of giving 

and volunteering over time. The three studies that have been conducted in this area do not 

support the ‘compensation hypothesis’. In fact the studies suggest an entirely different pattern: as 

the group of religious individuals became smaller, the level of activity among the religious has 

increased. This pattern fits a ‘concentration hypothesis’. In its most general form, the 

concentration hypothesis states: The smaller the group of citizens that forms the civic core, the 

higher its level of activity.  

The first study supporting a concentration hypothesis (Bekkers, 2007) shows that 

donations to charitable causes among the religious in the Netherlands have increased in the 

period 1995-2005 – especially among Protestants – while the share of the population that is 

religious declined in that period. This result suggests that the correlation between religious 

affiliation and donation behavior has increased. The second study supporting a concentration 
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hypothesis, by Van Ingen & Dekker (2011), shows that the relationship between volunteering 

and church attendance in the Netherlands has become stronger between 1975 and 2005, while 

educational differences have largely disappeared. The third study supporting a concentration 

hypothesis, by Botterman, Hooghe & Bekkers (2008) shows that the relationship between 

membership of voluntary associations and church attendance in Flanders, the predominantly 

Catholic and Dutch speaking northwestern part of Belgium, has increased between 1996 and 

2008. 

The results of both studies are consistent: the correlation with religious affiliation and 

activity has increased for both giving and volunteering. The results on education and 

volunteering in the study by Van Ingen & Dekker (2011) raise the question whether a similar 

pattern can also be found for charitable giving. I will answer this question in the present paper. 

Also one wonders how the relationship between contributions of time and money have changed 

over time. Giving and volunteering are two distinct yet closely related forms of civic 

engagement, that are usually found to be complements, not substitutes (Brown & Lankford, 

1992; Andreoni, Gale, & Scholz, 1996; Bekkers, 2001). The question I ask here is whether the 

relationship between giving and volunteering has become stronger over time in the Netherlands 

in the past decade. 

To answer these questions, the present study examines changes in the level of activity in 

the civic core and  its level of concentration, and changes in the correlates of contributions of 

time as well as money over time in the period 1997-2009. I examine how the amounts donated 

and hours volunteered have changed, how the correlation between giving and volunteering has 

changed, and how the correlations between giving, volunteering, education and two indicators of 

religiosity (affiliation and attendance) have changed. 
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Data and Methods 

In the present paper I use data from the Giving in the Netherlands (GIN) surveys that 

have been conducted biennially by the Center for Philanthropic Studies at VU University 

Amsterdam since 1996.4 The GIN survey is conducted online among a sample of 1,000+ 

respondents roughly representative of the Dutch population with respect to age, gender, level of 

education, household size, and region in the month of May of the even years (1996, 1998, 2000, 

2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, and 2010). The GIN survey consists of several modules, including a 

module on charitable giving, social values and attitudes, volunteering, and sociodemographic 

background variables (Bekkers & Boonstoppel, 2010).5  

The survey asks about contributions made by members of the household to charitable 

causes in nine specific sectors (church & religion, health, education, international relief & 

development, arts & culture, environmental & nature conservation & animal rights, 

sports/recreation, public/society benefit) and a category ‘other’ in the past calendar year 

(1995,…2009, for the respective surveys). The questions on giving are asked after a series of 

prompts about more than 20 methods of giving to charitable causes (e.g., a street collection, TV 

                                                 
4 I do not use the data from the first Giving in the Netherlands wave because the amounts donated as reported in this 

edition seem to be too high. While other data sources on giving in the Netherlands (CBF, 2009) suggest a continous 

increase in donations from the early 1990s onwards, the first Giving in the Netherlands survey yielded amounts that 

are higher than in the subsequent editions. Since the second wave in 1997, however, amounts donated are increasing 

in line with other data sources. 

5 In the 1997 and 1999 surveys, the household giving module was placed first, followed by questions on values and 

attitudes, and sociodemographic questions. In 1997 the questions on volunteering were asked in a separate survey; in 

1999 they were placed after the questions on values and attitudes. Since the 2001 edition, the values and attitudes 

module is placed first, followed by the household giving module, the volunteering module, and module asking about 

sociodemographics.  
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campaign, workplace giving, etc.). This increases recall (Rooney, Steinberg & Schervish, 2001, 

2004). 

Questions on volunteering are more refined, asking about contributions of time by the 

respondent herself to nonprofit organizations in 20+ sectors in the past 12 months. At the end of 

the module on volunteering, respondents reported how many hours they typically volunteered 

per month in the past 12 months. To minimize the influence of outliers, all hours exceeding 75 

were recoded to 75.  

For the purposes of this paper, the data on giving were recoded into four variables: (1) 

whether or not the respondent reported household donations to church/religion (religious giving 

incidence) and (2) to other causes (non-religious giving incidence); (3) the total amount donated 

to church/religion; and (4) the total amount donated causes other than church/religion.6 The 

amounts donated were adjusted for inflation using data from Statistics Netherlands (Bekkers & 

Boonstoppel, 2011). Amounts represent the value of donations in Euros in the year 2009.7 The 

data on volunteering were recoded into three variables: (1) whether or not the respondent 

reported any volunteering for a non-profit organization in the past 12 months, (2) the number of 

hours volunteered. In each survey year, the amounts donated and hours volunteered were 

recoded into quintiles.8  

                                                 
6 In the 1999, 2003, and 2009 waves, several very high amounts donated were reported. These outliers were 

removed from the data. 

7 Amounts originally reported in Dutch guilders (fl.) were converted using the official exchange rate at the 

introduction of the Euro (€1 = fl. 2,20371). 

8 The ‘zeros’ (non-donors and non-volunteers) were included in the quintiles. The bottom quintile for amounts 

donated includes the non-donors; the bottom quintile for volunteer hours includes the 60% of the population that 

does not volunteer. As a result only two quintiles (4 and 5) were created for volunteer hours. 
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Respondents reported religious affiliation in the question ‘To which religious group do 

you belong?’ with response categories ‘none’, ‘Catholic’, ‘Reformed Protestant’ (“Nederlands 

Hervormd”), ‘Rereformed Protestant’ (“Gereformeerd”), ‘Hindu’, ‘Muslim’, ‘Buddhist’, or 

‘other’. For most analyses, Reformed and Rereformed Protestants were combined into one group 

of Protestants. 9 Because of low numbers of observations, all other religions were combined into 

a group ‘other religion’.10 Church attendance was reported in a question ‘How often do you go to 

church?’. Response categories varied somewhat over time and were recoded to four categories: 

‘never’, ‘monthly or less frequent’, ‘several times per month’, ‘weekly or more’. 

Based on the respondents’ age, ten year birth cohorts were created. Those born after 1971 

are the reference group. Respondents born before 1930 were combined into one cohort. The data 

on level of education refer to the highest level of education the respondents have achieved. Based 

on the original 7 to 9 categories provided to respondents in the questionnaire, three groups were 

created: lower education (respondents with primary education only or lower vocational 

education); secondary education (respondents with middle or higher secondary education); and 

                                                 
9 In 2004, several Protestant churches (including the major part of the Reformed Church (“Hervormde Kerk”) and 

most Rereformed Churches (“Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland”)) merged into one Protestant Church of the 

Netherlands (PKN). In the subsequent surveys, respondents reported first whether they considered themselves as 

members of the Protestant Church of the Netherlands, and reported whether they felt a stronger affiliation with one 

of the original denominations (and if so, which). 

10 The ‘other religion’ group includes very small numbers of Muslims that do not constitute a representative sample 

of all Muslims in the Netherlands. The underrepresentation is a result of low levels of internet access in this group, 

consisting predominantly of immigrants and their children. Better coverage of this group was achieved in specific 

oversamples in 2008 and 2010, but these samples are left out in the present analyses. 
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tertiary education (respondents with higher vocational education, a university degree, or a 

postgraduate diploma). 

The pooled data file includes 9,689 observations from 7 survey waves (1996 to 2008). 

Since the 2002 wave, a panel data structure was introduced by tracking the same households over 

time as much as possible. Here I ignore this panel data structure; I treat each edition as a separate 

cross-section. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of the variables included in the dataset. 

 

Results 

First we answer the descriptive questions on the level of activity in the civic core in the 

Netherlands and the changes therein since 1997. Tables 2 and 3 show the mean amounts donated 

and hours volunteered among the five giving and volunteering quintiles.  

Table 2 shows that the mean amount donated varies from zero in the first quintile of the 

giving distribution to amounts in the range €700 to €900. The average amount donated in the top 

quintile is €830. The mean amount donated across all the years is €221. This means that in the 

period 1997-2009 the top quintile is responsible for exactly 80% of the total amount donated as 

reported by the respondents. This number fits the 80/20 rule inferred by Reed & Selbee (2001). 

Table 3 shows that the mean hours volunteered varies from zero in the first to third 

quintile (remember that about 60% does not volunteer) to about 19 to 31. The average number of 

hours volunteered in the top quintile is 27.5. The average number of hours volunteered among all 

respondents is 6.5. This means that across the years 1997-2009 the top quintile is responsible for 

86% of all hours volunteered. While it is difficult to compare this number to previous studies 

because volunteer hours have not been reported in quintiles earlier, but it seems to be lower than 

the 9% of Canadians volunteering 80% of the hours as reported in Reed & Selbee (2001). 
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Long term stability in amounts donated 

The results in table 2 show that the differences in amounts donated between quintiles in 

1997 are roughly similar to the differences 12 years later. In the first half of this period, however, 

the total amount donated per household has increased in the second, third and fourth quintile 

(from 1997 to 2003). Amounts donated in the top quintile have also increased from 1999 to 2003 

(after an initial drop from 1997 to 1999) and have declined since 2003. Taken together, these 

developments result in an increasing skewness in the giving distribution from 1999 to 2003, and 

a decline in the years thereafter to a level comparable to that in 1999. 

 

Increasing activity among most active volunteers  

Changes in the number of hours volunteered show a different pattern. Table 3 shows that 

the mean hours volunteered have increased from 1997 to 2001, then declined to 2005, and rose 

again in the two last waves. The table also shows that an increasing level of activity in the top 

quintile is driving the changes, while the number of hours volunteered was fairly stable in the 

fourth quintile. In other words: the most active volunteers have become more active, while the 

number of hours volunteered among the less active have remained about the same. 

 

Increasing concentration of giving and volunteering 

Next we look at the joint concentration of giving and volunteering. Table 4 shows how 

the proportion of volunteers has changed in the five donation quintiles since 1997. Note that in 

each of the waves the proportion of volunteers is higher in the higher donation quintiles, 

indicating that giving and volunteering are positively correlated. After an initial convergence 

from 1997 to 1999 due to a drop in the proportion of volunteers in the two top quintiles and a 
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period of stability to 2001, the proportions of volunteers in the five donation quintiles show 

increasing divergence since 2003. This is evidence of increasing concentration of volunteering 

among those who donate higher amounts. 

Table 5 looks at the correlation between giving and volunteering from another 

perspective, distinguishing amounts donated to religion and other causes by non-volunteers and 

volunteers. The table shows higher amounts donated by volunteers in all years, indicating 

concentration of donations of money and time. The concentration of giving and volunteering 

increases over time because amounts donated by non-volunteers decline after 2005, while they 

are relatively stable among volunteers. Among non-volunteers, religion receives higher 

donations in all years. Interestingly, volunteers also gave more to religion in the years 1997, 

1999 and 2001, but gave more to other causes than to religion since 2003. 

 

Increasing dominance of religious persons in the civic core 

In table 6 we see how the relationship between religious affiliation and charitable 

donations has changed since 1997. Donations by non-religious households have declined from 

about €140 in 1997-1999, about €120 in 2001-2005, to about €100 in 2007-2009. Donations by 

Catholics and Protestants, on the other hand, have increased since 1997, albeit with some 

fluctuations. Donations by Rereformed Protestants have declined since 2005. Amounts donated 

by households with an ‘other religion’ show strong fluctuations. This result should be viewed in 

light of the low numbers of observations in this group. 

Decomposing the total amount donated into giving to religion and other sectors reveals 

differential patterns. The amount donated to church per household among Catholics increased 

from 1997 to 2001, then declined and remained stable at about €70, while donations to other 



 13

sectors by Catholics increased further after 2003. Amounts donated to church by Reformed 

Protestants fluctuated between 1997 and 2003, but are substantially higher since 2005 than in the 

years before. Donations by Reformed Protestants to other sectors, however, have declined since 

2001 after initial increases from 1997 to 2001. Amounts donated to church by Rereformed 

households increased from 1997 to 2003, declined in 2005, and declined further in 2009. 

Donations to other sectors by Rereformed households have been fluctuating from 1997 to 2005 

and declined afterwards.  

In a series of regression analyses, formal tests of the changes in the composition of the 

civic core with respect to religious affiliation, church attendance and the level of education have 

been conducted. Tables 7 to 10 show the results of regressions of the likelihood of household 

giving, the amount donated, the likelihood of volunteering, and hours volunteered (respectively). 

Note that the analyses of the levels of activity (amounts donated and hours volunteered) exclude 

the non-participants (non-donors and non-volunteers). The tests are obtained by interacting 

characteristics of households with the survey year. A statistically significant interaction of a 

household characteristic indicates that the relationship of this characteristic with the dependent 

variable has changed significantly over time. Positive interactions are found for Catholic 

affiliation with the likelihood of giving and the amount donated, indicating that Catholics 

became more prevalent among households making donations and donating larger amounts. We 

do not see significant interactions of Catholic affiliation for volunteering incidence and hours 

volunteered. The positive interaction of Protestant affiliation in the analyses of amounts donated 

and the likelihood of volunteering show that amounts donated by Protestant households have 

increased more strongly than among the non-religious, and that Protestants became more 

prevalent among volunteers. No interactions of Protestant affiliation are found in the analyses of 
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giving incidence and hours volunteered. A look at the size of the interaction coefficients 

indicates that the changes are important. The amounts donated by Protestants and Catholics 

increase with about €7 and €10 per year, respectively.11  

The analyses also reveal that the increasing dominance of religious persons in the civic 

core is found particularly among those with higher levels of church attendance. Positive 

interactions are found of church attendance and survey year with the amount donated and 

volunteering incidence. The interaction of church attendance with survey year in the analysis of 

hours volunteered is also positive but fails to reach conventional levels of significance (p<.105). 

Including the interaction of church attendance with survey year reduces the magnitude of the 

interactions of Protestant affiliation in the analyses of amounts donated and volunteering 

incidence such that they are no longer statistically significant. This indicates that the increasing 

prevalence of Protestants in the civic core is associated with their higher level of church 

attendance. The interaction of Catholic affiliation with giving incidence, however, is not affected 

by including the interaction of church attendance with survey year. 

 

Increasing prevalence of lower educated persons in the civic core 

The results in tables 7 to 10 also show evidence of changing educational gradients in the civic 

core. While traditionally the higher educated are more active in giving and volunteering, these 

differences have diminished over time. The significantly negative interactions of the education 

variables with survey year in tables 7 and 9 indicate that the level of participation of households 

                                                 
11 The negative coefficients for Catholic affiliation in table 8 seem at odds with the amounts reported in table 6. The 

negative coefficient is due to the inclusion of church attendance in model 1 of table 8. In a model excluding church 

attendance the coefficient for Catholic affiliation is 36.000 (13.185), p < .006. Thus the negative coefficient in 

model 1 indicates that if it were not for their church attendance Catholics would give less than the non-religious. 
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with lower levels of education in giving and volunteering has increased. Table 8 shows evidence 

of increasing donations among the lower educated over time. The interactions are of similar 

magnitude for secondary education and tertiary education, indicating that the differences in 

giving and volunteering between lower educated households and households with secondary and 

tertiary education diminished to the same extent over time.  

 

Concentration among volunteers due to values and networks 

Table 11 presents an OLS regression of (log transformed) amounts donated to test whether the 

increasing correlation between giving and volunteering emerging from tables 4 and 5 are 

statistically significant. Indeed the analysis shows that the interaction of volunteering with 

survey year is statistically significant (see model 4). Substantively speaking the interaction is 

sizeable. On average, donations by volunteers are 39% higher than by non-volunteers. Each year, 

donations by volunteers increase with an additional 6.7%.  

This analyses also includes four variables that partly explain the correlation between 

giving and volunteering: two variables measuring social values that are associated with both 

giving and volunteering, and two variables measuring exposure to mobilization attempts. The 

social values are the philanthropy scale (Schuyt, Bekkers, & Smit, 2010) and altruistic values 

(Bekkers & Schuyt, 2008; Bekkers & Bowman, 2008). The mobilization variables are whether 

the respondent was asked to volunteer in the past two years (1=yes) and the number of 

solicitations for charitable contributions in the two weeks preceding the survey. Each of these 

variables is positively related with the amount donated. Controlling for the philanthropy scale 

and altruistic values (model 5) reduces the difference between volunteers and non-volunteers in 

the amount donated to 23.5%, which is a reduction of the difference in model 4 by about two 
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fifths. Controlling for mobilization attempts (model 6) further reduces the difference in the 

amount donated between volunteers and non-volunteers, to a non-significant 12% (p < .237). 

The final model includes an interaction between the variable ‘requests’ (adding up the 

number of solicitations and whether the respondent was asked to volunteer) and survey year, to 

test whether the relationship between exposure to mobilization attempts and the amount donated 

changed over time. The coefficient for this interaction is positive and marginally significant, 

indicating that over time the amount donated is increasingly related to mobilization attempts. In 

this model the interaction between volunteering and survey year is weaker. This indicates that 

the increasing prevalence of volunteers among the larger donors is related to their higher 

exposure to mobilization attempts. 

Table 12 repeats the analysis excluding donations to church. Broadly speaking, the results 

are similar to the results in table 11, indicating that the findings reported above are not specific 

for religious giving. However, a few differences are noteworthy. In the final model, the 

interactions of Catholic affiliation and volunteering with survey year are no longer significant 

due to the inclusion of the interaction between exposure to mobilization attempts with survey 

year. In the preceding analyses these interactions were still significant and stronger in the final 

model. This difference suggests that the increasing prevalence of Catholics and volunteers 

among households donating higher amounts to causes other than religion is more strongly a 

result of increasing exposure to mobilization than their prevalence among households donating 

higher amounts to church. 
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Conclusion and Discussion 

Data from the Giving in the Netherlands Survey from the period 1997-2009 reveal the existence 

of a civic core. In this period, the top quintile of the household giving distribution was 

responsible for 80% of the total value of donations reported in the survey. The skewness in 

volunteer hours is somewhat stronger: the top quintile is responsible for 86% of all hours 

volunteered. The analyses show that giving and volunteering are increasingly concentrated 

among the same persons: in inflation adjusted Euros, the mean amounts donated by households 

in which the respondent did not volunteer has declined since 2003, while the amounts donated by 

volunteering households has remained fairly stable. 

The analyses also show that differences in total giving between religious groups in the 

Netherlands have increased in the period 1997-2009, primarily because donations among 

Catholics and Protestants increased while donations among the non-religious declined. At the 

same time, differences in amounts donated between households with different levels of education 

declined because of increasing levels of giving among lower educated households.  

These results do not support the compensation hypothesis. Instead, the concentration 

hypothesis is supported. With ongoing secularization in the Netherlands, the proportion of the 

population that is religious declines. At the same time, levels of education increase. As the 

differences in giving and volunteering between levels of education get smaller and the 

differences between religious groups increase, the level of concentration of activity among 

religious citizens increases. This pattern does not bode well for the future of civic participation in 

the Netherlands. A shrinking group of religious citizens forms the increasingly active civic core. 

Nonprofit organizations relying on voluntary contributions of time and money will have to find 

access to ‘new’ groups relatively soon, as the proportion of religious citizens declines rapidly.  
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The increasing differences in volunteering and charitable giving are consistent with the 

increasing differences between religious and non-religious individuals in voluntary association 

participation found in Flanders (Botterman, Hooghe & Bekkers, 2008) and the increasing 

differences in volunteering by religiously active individuals in the Netherlands (Van Ingen & 

Dekker, 2011).  

The declining educational gradient in civic participation has been documented earlier for 

volunteering in the Netherlands in the period 1975-2005 (Van Ingen & Dekker, 2011). The 

results reported above show that the educational gradient in donations to charitable causes is also 

declining in the period 1997-2009. The result is reminiscent of a finding from a cross-national 

study by Gesthuizen, Van der Meer & Scheepers (2008), who report that the national level of 

educational expansion (the proportion of higher educated citizens in the population) is negatively 

related to charitable donations. In addition, they find that the individual level of education of 

citizens is less strongly related to both memberships and donations in countries with higher 

educational expansion. This result is somewhat puzzling. Nie, Junn, & Stehlik-Barry (1996) 

argued that educational gradients in positional goods will decline with educational expansion. 

Nie, Junn & Stehlik-Barry mention volunteering as an example of a positional good: in many 

situations, a fixed threshold minimum number of volunteers suffices to produce public goods. 

For non-positional goods, however, educational gradients would be more likely to persist. The 

results above suggest that charitable donations in the Netherlands have been a positional good in 

the period 1997-2009. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables  

Variable  Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Donated in past year 9,696 0.810 0.392 0 1
Total amount donated 9,696 220.751 478.853 0 6.843
Religious donations 9,696 96.058 334.373 0 6448
Other donations 9,696 124.716 266.772 0 5.527
Volunteered in past 12 months 9,030 0.420 0.493 0 1
Volunteer hours per month 9,030 6.518 14.158 0 75
Total giving top quintile 9,696 0.211 0.409 0 1
Religious giving top quintile 9,696 0.210 0.407 0 1
Other giving top quintile 9,696 0.211 0.408 0 1
Volunteer hours (quintiles) 9,030 2.989 1.259 2 5
Born after 1970 9,696 0.253 0.435 0 1
Born between 1961-1970 9,696 0.208 0.406 0 1
Born between 1951-1960 9,696 0.206 0.404 0 1
Born between 1931-1950 9,696 0.272 0.445 0 1
Born before 1930 9,696 0.061 0.240 0 1
Non-religious 9,696 0.574 0.495 0 1
Catholic 9,696 0.196 0.398 0 1
Protestant 9,696 0.132 0.338 0 1
Other religion 9,696 0.098 0.297 0 1
Lower education 9,696 0.208 0.406 0 1
Secondary education 9,696 0.345 0.489 0 1
Tertiary education 9,696 0.345 0.475 0 1
Church attendance 9,696 0.714 1.306 0 4
Survey wave 9,696 0.664 3.942 -6 6
Philanthropy scalea 7,690 3.932 0.581 1 5
Altruistic valuesa 7,690 3.512 0.563 1 5
Asked to volunteera 7,690 0.390 0.488 0 1
Number of solicitationsa 7,690 1.207 1.315 0 5

aIncluded since the 2002 wave. 
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Table 2. Mean amounts donated by quintile, 1997-2009 

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
First quintile 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
q2 9 13 18 22 24 15 18
q3 40 50 59 69 68 52 57
q4 126 134 163 171 163 136 144
Fifth quintile 834 719 874 922 892 793 782
Average 239 217 222 243 234 200 206

 

Table 3. Mean hours volunteered by quintile, 1997-2009 

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
First quintile 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
q2 - - - - - - -
q3 - - - - - - -
q4 3,46 3,45 7,52 4,28 4,29 3,70 5,51
Fifth quintile 18,61 19,05 36,73 25,11 24,16 26,27 30,74
Average 10,79 12,23 18,47 14,59 12,62 13,37 15,92

 

Table 4. Proportion of volunteers by donation quintile, 1997-2009 

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
First quintile 29,90 26,23 27,19 30,00 31,90 26,18 28,57
q2 31,58 31,68 38,10 34,43 36,76 34,08 30,59
q3 31,65 33,33 42,90 41,30 40,79 40,11 38,87
q4 48,19 35,50 46,13 39,58 41,73 50,14 50,58
Fifth quintile 61,05 50,21 63,64 57,20 61,65 64,89 65,81
Average 41,84 35,97 43,59 40,68 42,68 43,05 43,20
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Table 5. Mean amounts donated to religion and other sectors by non-volunteers and volunteers 

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
Non-volunteers 

Religion 89 103 107 108 106 81 85
Other 62 48 50 67 45 36 30
Total 150 152 157 174 152 108 115

Volunteers 
Religion 183 192 164 159 183 140 140
Other 168 140 143 185 161 180 186
Total 351 333 307 344 344 320 326

 

Table 6. Mean amounts donated by religious affiliation 

All giving 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
non religious 138 144 115 121 123 100 106
Catholic 121 174 223 171 198 181 188
Reformed 401 383 509 376 460 438 537
Rereformed 678 498 808 842 816 764 601
other religion 803 845 743 868 773 698 870
All 239 217 222 243 234 200 206

 
Religion 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
non religious 7 7 11 8 8 4 10
Catholic 47 61 85 72 69 67 68
Reformed 228 183 272 193 261 287 367
Rereformed 455 289 557 630 584 586 451
other religion 637 519 641 484 580 730 584
All 103 81 91 115 95 92 97

 
Other 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
non religious 131 119 104 113 115 96 95
Catholic 74 113 139 99 129 113 122
Reformed 173 200 237 185 199 150 170
Rereformed 223 210 251 212 232 178 149
other religion 525 637 519 641 484 580 730
All 136 135 132 129 139 107 109
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Table 7. Logistic regression of household giving 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Born 1960-1970 1.340*** 1.319*** 1.318***
Born 1950-1960 1.223** 1.197** 1.197** 
Born 1940-1950 1.022 1.008 1.008 
Born 1930-1940 1.004 0.997 0.996 
Born before 1930 1.028 1.035 1.031 
Catholic 1.403*** 1.438*** 1.438***
Protestant 1.757*** 1.750*** 1.751***
Other religion 0.987 0.966 0.968 
Secondary education 1.166** 1.191*** 1.191***
Tertiary education 1.618*** 1.673*** 1.673***
Church attendance 1.180*** 1.183*** 1.182***
Survey year - 2003 1.058*** 1.116*** 1.116***
Born 1930-1950 * survey year 1.014 1.014 
Catholic * survey year 1.035* 1.038* 
Protestant * survey year 0.981 0.985 
Other religion * survey year 1.007 1.015 
Secondary education * survey year 0.915*** 0.915***
Tertiary education * survey year 0.917*** 0.916***
Church attendance * survey year 0.997 
Observations 9,696 9,696 9,696 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table 8. OLS regression of amounts donated (among donors only) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Born 1960-1970 54.118*** 52.109*** 52.435*** 
Born 1950-1960 103.661*** 101.433*** 101.506*** 
Born 1940-1950 121.928*** 119.722*** 120.183*** 
Born 1930-1940 185.715*** 182.896*** 183.303*** 
Born before 1930 306.835*** 312.498*** 315.507*** 
Catholic -108.735*** -113.502*** -111.432*** 
Protestant 216.160*** 213.026*** 214.954*** 
Other religion 434.676*** 425.650*** 427.816*** 
Secondary education 51.067*** 70.514*** 70.869*** 
Tertiary education 160.219*** 184.202*** 184.531*** 
Church attendance 124.693*** 125.113*** 124.428*** 
Survey year - 2003 3.730*** 13.885*** 13.717*** 
Born 1930-1950 * survey year 1.457 1.122 
Catholic * survey year 10.190*** 7.364** 
Protestant * survey year 7.247** 3.029 
Other religion * survey year 5.135 -1.242 
Secondary education * survey year -17.112*** -16.984*** 
Tertiary education * survey year -20.639*** -20.667*** 
Church attendance * survey year 2.312* 
Constant -27.041* -41.166*** -41.590*** 
Observations 7,857 7,857 7,857 
    

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 9. Logistic regression of volunteering 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Born 1960-1970 1.418*** 1.409*** 1.411***
Born 1950-1960 1.349*** 1.329*** 1.330***
Born 1940-1950 1.591*** 1.563*** 1.566***
Born 1930-1940 1.841*** 1.800*** 1.807***
Born before 1930 0.857 0.848 0.866 
Catholic 1.142** 1.120* 1.146** 
Protestant 1.723*** 1.664*** 1.709***
Other religion 1.691*** 1.801*** 1.863***
Secondary education 1.190*** 1.247*** 1.245***
Tertiary education 1.613*** 1.699*** 1.695***
Church attendance 1.333*** 1.339*** 1.326***
Survey year - 2003 1.031*** 1.047*** 1.045***
Born 1930-1950 * survey year 1.018 1.017 
Catholic * survey year 1.019 0.999 
Protestant * survey year 1.054*** 1.025 
Other religion * survey year 0.961 0.918** 
Secondary education * survey year 0.956*** 0.958***
Tertiary education * survey year 0.961** 0.963** 
Church attendance * survey year 1.017***
Observations 9,030 9,030 9,030 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table 10. OLS regression of hours volunteered (among volunteers only) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Born 1960-1970 1.821** 1.803** 1.826** 
Born 1950-1960 3.522*** 3.492*** 3.494*** 
Born 1940-1950 7.629*** 7.528*** 7.558*** 
Born 1930-1940 9.323*** 9.242*** 9.245*** 
Born before 1930 3.944*** 3.895*** 4.005*** 
Catholic -0.381 -0.558 -0.315 
Protestant -3.187*** -3.224*** -2.927*** 
Other religion -0.480 -0.589 -0.198 
Secondary education 0.307 0.099 0.073 
Tertiary education 0.612 0.643 0.615 
Church attendance 0.601** 0.615** 0.493* 
Survey year - 2003 0.121 0.036 0.013 
Born 1930-1950 * survey year 0.032 0.025 
Catholic * survey year 0.130 -0.050 
Protestant * survey year 0.006 -0.257 
Other religion * survey year 0.046 -0.318 
Secondary education * survey year 0.170 0.189 
Tertiary education * survey year -0.056 -0.045 
Church attendance * survey year 0.119 
Constant 10.399*** 10.591*** 10.615*** 
Observations 3,795 3,795 3,795 

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 11. OLS regression of amounts donated (among donors only, n = 5,983) 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Born 1960-1970 0.339*** 0.471*** 0.323*** 0.324*** 0.289*** 0.255*** 0.257*** 
Born 1950-1960 0.426*** 0.704*** 0.443*** 0.447*** 0.356*** 0.327*** 0.328*** 
Born 1940-1950 0.594*** 0.773*** 0.621*** 0.645*** 0.560*** 0.520*** 0.531*** 
Born 1930-1940 0.676*** 1.137*** 0.688*** 0.715*** 0.601*** 0.545*** 0.554*** 
Born before 1930 1.085*** -0.036 1.182*** 1.179*** 1.065*** 1.012*** 1.017*** 
Catholic 0.163** 0.905*** -0.072 -0.063 -0.097 -0.100 -00981 
Protestant 1.048*** 0.341 0.813*** 0.841*** 0.744*** 0.671*** 0.688*** 
Other religion 0.673*** 0.757*** 0.235 0.265 0.164 0.119 0.130 
Secondary education -0.048 1.462*** 0.702*** 0.707*** 0.585*** 0.544*** 0.554*** 
Tertiary education 0.520*** 0.377*** 1.379*** 1.393*** 1.278*** 1.227*** 1.237*** 
Church attendance 0.401*** 0.142*** 0.345*** 0.359*** 0.309*** 0.270*** 0.281*** 
Survey year - 2003 -0.011 0.471*** 0.131*** 0.111*** 0.106*** 0.097*** 0.085*** 
Born 1930-1950 * survey year  -0.021 -0.019 -0.026 -0.026 -0.026 -0.028 
Catholic * survey year 0.075** 0.079** 0.077** 0.066** 0.059* 0.058* 
Protestant * survey year  0.050 0.051 0.043 0.033 0.029 0.024 
Other religion * survey year  0.102 0.117* 0.111* 0.103* 0.113* 0.112* 
Secondary education * survey year  -0.231*** -0.220*** -0.219*** -0.196*** -0.192*** -0.194*** 
Tertiary education * survey year  -0.260*** -0.251*** -0.255*** -0.242*** -0.234*** -0.236*** 
Church attendance * survey year  0.003 -0.001 -0.006 -0.007 -0.005 -0.009 
Volunteering  0.612*** 0.389*** 0.235** 0.117 0.159 
Volunteering * survey year 0.067*** 0.059** 0.059** 0.046** 
Philanthropy scale  0.384*** 0.357*** 0.357*** 
Altruistic values  0.628*** 0.581*** 0.582*** 
Asked to volunteer   0.108* 0.058 
Number of solicitations   0.214*** 0.161*** 
Requests * survey year    0.015* 
Constant 2.211*** 2.211*** 2.097*** 2.157*** -1.304*** -1.159*** -1.126*** 
Adjusted R Square 0.17 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.23 0.25 0.25 

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 12. OLS regression of amounts donated to sectors other than religion (among donors only, 
n = 5,983) 

Model 1 Model 4 Model 7 
Born 1960-1970 0.349*** 0.335*** 0.265*** 
Born 1950-1960 0.511*** 0.527*** 0.401*** 
Born 1940-1950 0.587*** 0.683*** 0.563*** 
Born 1930-1940 0.629*** 0.713*** 0.546*** 
Born before 1930 1.022*** 1.102*** 0.932*** 
Catholic -0.063 -0.259** -0.296** 
Protestant 0.283*** 0.098 -0.064 
Other religion -0.071 -0.211 -0.354 
Secondary education -0.025 0.684*** 0.522*** 
Tertiary education 0.554*** 1.469*** 1.304*** 
Church attendance 0.184*** 0.162*** 0.081* 
Survey year - 2003 -0.026** 0.114*** 0.085*** 
Born 1930-1950 * survey year  -0.040 -0.042 
Catholic * survey year 0.069** 0.049 
Protestant * survey year  0.020 0.024 
Other religion * survey year  0.041 0.041 
Secondary education * survey year  -0.204*** -0.177*** 
Tertiary education * survey year  -0.266*** -0.246*** 
Church attendance * survey year  -0.012 -0.015 
Volunteering  0.375*** 0.132 
Volunteering * survey year 0.054** 0.031 
Philanthropy scale  0.357*** 
Altruistic values  0.643*** 
Asked to volunteer  0.057 
Number of solicitations  0.165*** 
Requests * survey year  0.018** 
Constant 2.764*** 2.081*** -1.400*** 
Adjusted R Square 0.05 0.09 0.16 

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 

 


