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1. Introduction

The cross national approach to volunteering idevaat issue on volunteering studies. Smith
(1994, p. 257), in conclusion of his survey on dieterminants of voluntary participation and
volunteering, wrote that “more international crdssgtilization is [...] needed”. Wilson (2000,

p. 229) noted that “the impact of context on indual volunteering is one of the least
understood issues in the field”. Amongst the coniaixfactor, the ones which originate in the
country characteristics might play an importanerdloday, the remarks of these authors have
not lost their pertinence. Nevertheless, in the d@sade, several works have endeavored to
study volunteering or voluntary association pgpttion in a cross-national perspective and
these studies have touched on the influence of smtigcal, cultural, economic or religious
country contextual variables on such behaviors (eeenstance: Schofer and Fourcade-
Gourinchas, 2001; Salamon and Sokolowski, 2001 26@B; Halman, 2003; Hodgkinson,
2004; Parboteeah et al., 2004; Hank and ErlinghaZf@db; Ruiter and De Graaf, 2006; Hank
and Stuck, 2007; Hackl et al., 2009; Pires e8l10, Van Ingen and Van der Meer, 2011).

One of main problems faced by searchers is, wheynwhant to carry out such approaches, the
difficulty to get appropriate data. In order tovaothis problem, the 18th Conference of Labor
Statisticians recommended in December 2008 to adwdule on volunteering to national
survey on Labor force. For this purpose and to ndd@ comparable, International Labor
Organization (ILO), in cooperation with the Cenfigr Civil Society Studies, has developed a
manual to measure volunteering. This manual wasdtly accepted at the beginning of
201T. Up until now, the comparative investigations aiunteering have mainly drawn on
data set from waves of the European Value Survdywdarld Value Survey, from the Survey
of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHAREjrom the surveys carried out as part
of Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector. Ehasirveys will still be privileged
sources to study such behaviors at a cross-natiewal until the recommendations of ILO
have been implemented in a sufficient number ohtoes.

The present paper is aimed at giving preliminasylts of a work in progress on volunteering
in the countries of the European Union. It dealshwiariables which may influence the
propensity to volunteer. To that purpose, it dmtishes micro (or individual level) variables
and macro (country level) ones. The individual levariables do not only concern socio-

! The final approved pre-publication version of tie@nual on the measurement of volunteer work can be
downloaded from the Website of the Center for Civil Society Studies,
http://www.ccss.jhu.edu/index.php?section=contemtéw9&sub=12.
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demographic characteristics but they also pertaimttitudes and values. The macro-level
variables relate to economic, political and religiccontexts. The next section presents the
data we use and some descriptive statistics athmutparticipation in volunteering in the
different countries. Section 3 examines the indiaid determinants of the volunteer
participation and the country fixed effects. Settib studies the relationship between some

macro-variables and volunteering. Section 5 coredutis study.

2. The data and some descriptive statistics aboublunteering

For our work, we use data from the most recent Wt fourth one) of the European Value
Survey, carried out in 2008 and, for some countiie2009. An advantage of this survey is
that respondents are asked the same questiond igowhtries even if country-specific
variables may be included in the questionnaire.aRéigg volunteer work, respondents are
presented with a list of voluntary organizationsl #imey are required to say if they belong to
one or several of them, and then if they do unpaidintary work for such organizations.
Unfortunately, no questions are asked about theuatmaf time dedicated to these voluntary
activities so that we are obliged to restrict owrkvto the study of the only participation

without possibilities to investigate its intensity.

This type of cross-national survey raises the goestf the possible discrepancies in the
comprehension of questions by respondent. Are we that respondents from different
countries have the same perception of volunteeridgés the expression “unpaid voluntary
work” have the same meaning everywhere? This impbuestion is handled by Meijs et al.
(2003) when they analyze cross-cultural differencegpublic perception of volunteering

across eight countries (Belgium, Canada, Germangia| Israel, Italy, Netherlands and
USA). Though these authors conclude that “a broadsensus exists regarding who is
definitely a volunteer” (p. 32) they add that “dmetlevel of concrete situations of unpaid
work the differences in perception can be large”3®). We cannot affirm that the answers
obtained from the European Value Survey are comlylgirotected against this problem.
However, we have some reasons to consider thatntesu work mentioned in this

guestionnaire is mainly the formal one since thestjons used to construct the volunteering

variable refer to voluntary organizations.

In addition to the aggregate volunteering, we ad&sin our research different disaggregated
types of volunteering according to the kind of arigations’ activities. To that effect, we

group several types of organizations together tonfgix activity areas. The first area is



3

dedicated to education, arts, music, cultural &ws; sports or recreation and to youth work
(scouts, guides, youth clubs and so on). This sréarmed as “Leisure activities” even if it
includes education. A second area is made up byfdll@ving type of activities: “social
welfare services for elderly, handicapped or degtipeople”, “local community action on
issue like poverty, employment, and housing, raeglity’and“health”. This area is termed
as “social activities”. The third area refers t@ tbrganizations the purposes of which are:
“Third world development or human rights”, “consation, the environment or human right”,
“women’s groups” and “peace movement”. We add ‘@i parties or groups” and we
named this area the “defense of causes” one. Athfatategory of activities is termed as
“occupational area” and includes “trades unionsivali as “professional associations”. The
fifth area concerns religious activities and thst lane (“other”) groups the activities which

have not been included elsewhere.

Of course, this classification may be questionedabse, in the world of voluntary
associations, typologies are uneasy. The boundéetseen categories are unclear. For
instance, a sport association for young peopleejpressed areas might be classified in the
leisure area or in the social one. We are consabbukis problem which is inherent in all

classifications of voluntary associations.

The fourth wave of EVS collects data from 47 pgvating countries but this paper studies
the only countries which are members of the Europdaion because some macro-structural
characteristics cannot be obtained for some otlentdes. It is specially the case for
information about expenditure on social protectamd expenditure of general government,
two variables that play an important role in sattb In addition, in order to avoid possible
biases, we think that it is more careful to deledéand from the sample because there are too
many missing answers to the questions used torcmhshe variable concerning the volunteer
participation. The same reason leads us to deletthé&rn Ireland. In short, our study is about
26 countries. In our econometric investigation (B@s 3 and 4), after deleting incomplete
observations concerning dependent and independanables, there remained 37,830

individuals in our sample.

Tables 1 present the rates of participation in @gate volunteering for the 26 European
countries. These rates have been weighted. It toubhghat they are rather different from a
country to another since they vary from a minimun® @er cent in Poland to a maximum of
47.3 per cent in Netherlands. Globally, three gsoapcountries can be distinguished. The

first group is characterized by high rates of pgvttion and it is made up of Scandinavian
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members of EU (Sweden, Finland and Denmark) as aseBenelux countries (Netherlands,
Belgium and Luxembourg). This first group also udzs two PECO countries that are Czech
Republic and Slovenia. At the bottom of the disttibn of participation rates, the majority of
PECO countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romasiayak Republic and Lithuania) and
several Mediterranean countries (Cyprus, GreecdfaM®ortugal, Spain) form a second
group. Between these two previous groups, a thirel is composed of other EU countries
(Austria, Estonia, France, Germany, lItaly, Latviad aGreat-Britain) which are in an

intermediary position (considering participationvimlunteering).
Insert Table 1 here

Considering volunteering at a disaggregated lewel,can observe from table 2 that the
“leisure” area is the dominant beneficiary of fotmaapaid work since it often mobilizes close
to or more than 50 percent of the volunteers. Harethough still in first place, this area is
less dominant in Greece and Spain. In addition,r@pMalta, Romania and, to a certain
extent, Poland are exceptions. In the first threantries this activity area takes only the
second place and in Poland it is equal with thigicels domain of volunteering.

The social area rallies at least one quarter ofvttenteers and sometimes one third of them
in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, fitaluxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal,
Romania, Slovak Republic and Great-Britain. Therdess voluntary engagement in these
activities in Bulgaria, Germany, Latvia and Polamtle occupational area of volunteering is
in first place in Cyprus and Romania. It is alsgartant in Bulgaria, Romania, Portugal and
Greece whereas it is much lower in Austria, Belgitirance, Germany, Great-Britain, Italy,

Malta and Spain.
Insert Table 2 here.

The organizations oriented towards “Defense of egusecruit numerous volunteers in
Cyprus, Romania, Bulgaria, Portugal and Greeces @tea is even in majority in the first two
countries and, in the last three, it attracts mthran one unpaid worker out of three.
Volunteering for religious organizations is the doamt type in Malta and Romania. In
Poland it shares the first place with volunteer kvéor leisure organizations. It is also
important in ltaly, Austria, Great-Britain and Spaivhere more than one quarter of the

volunteers are involved in this area.

As for the “other” area, it is difficult to commetite results since we have no idea about the
activities which are concerned. However, the ngfigile percentage of volunteers involved
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in this “residual” area in some countries (Finlakaance, Portugal, Sweden and Great-
Britain) suggests that the questionnaire of EVS ldiobave to reexamine the list of
organizations and activities which is showed tgoesients to better document it in order to

minimize the number of answers which are assigoehis opaque category.

In several countries, the current rates of paitgm in aggregate volunteering are very close
to the ones obtained from the third wave of EVSdumted in 1999 and 2000 (Pires et al.,
2010). These countries are Belgium, Denmark, Fahl&mance, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Netherlands and Portugal (with respectively rate857%, 37.2%, 38.4%, 26.1%, 14.8%,
22.4%, 13.5%, 49.8% and 13.8% from the third wavEWS). The differences between the
two waves are a bit more perceptible but they &tk lisnited in magnitude for Austria,
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, Polandpvé&nia, Spain and Estonia (with
respectively 30.5%, 16.5%, 32.5%, 21.3%, 26.1%{%3.28.5%, 17.6% and 17.8% from the
third wave of EVS). For the rest of the EU courgritbey are much more important. For
instance the participation rates of Greece, M&taeden, Great-Britain and Slovak Republic
are now markedly lower than they were from thedthirave (39.8%, 28.4%, 56.4%, 43.1%
and 51.2%). Quite the reverse, Luxembourg has laehigate than it had from the third wave
(30.6%). Are such discrepancies the consequendeaofatic change in voluntary behavior in
these countries or are they the effect of sampginadplems? This question cannot be answered

but it leads us to show some caution when commgiatim results.

3. The individual determinants of volunteering

In this section we look at the characteristics Wwhace more likely to influence the propensity
to volunteer. We are interested in variables atitldevsidual level and the country effects are
taken into account only through dummies. Among e¢h@wdividual-level variables, we
incorporate, of course, the usual socio-demografattiors about which much is now known
due to numerous previous works on this subject #§miB94; Wilson, 2000). Therefore, we
include gender, age, matrimonial status, presericehitddren in the household, income,
having or not a job and the size of towns wherpardents live. With respect to children, we
know that their presence at home is expected toglzontradictory role. On one hand, such a
presence restricts the spare time the parents edicade to volunteering and consequently
their participation might decrease. On the otherdhdaving children at home may promote
the participation of parents in voluntary assooiadi oriented towards activities for teenagers

(education, sport, leisure and so one). The for(negative) effect surely dominates when
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children are very young but the importance of #iéel rises when children are school-aged
(Rotolo and Wilson, 2007). Unfortunately, the quastaire of the fourth wave of EVS does
not allow us to ascertain the age of children tvn the household. Thereby we only mention

the number of children.

In addition to these variables, we include a vdeablated to the religious attitude which is
increasingly taken into consideration in studiesvolunteering (Wilson and Janoski, 1995).
To this end, we distinguish people without religiodenomination from those with a

denomination and we differentiate the latter acitmydo the intensity of church attendafce

In this investigation, we are also interested wesal attitudinal variables. Indeed we suggest
that these variables might help us to better utaetssome values of volunteers and perhaps,
though indirectly, their motivations. For this reas we put a particular accent on the
respondent attitudes towards work and leisure.l8iel(1996), after Parker (1992), considers
volunteering as a serious leisure which he disisiggs from casual of unserious leisure
“exemplified in taking a nap or strolling in thergaor in watching television [...]" (p. 215).
This approach conducts him to think that voluntegproceeds from both altruism and self-
interest, two motivations which are in a profoundiiricate relation one with another. In a
same vein, Pearce (1993, p. 179) claims that veduirtg is “both leisure and work”. As for
them, Wilson and Musick (1997, p. 696) write thatunteering “is a leisure as work; it is

work as leisure”.

Therefore, we have introduced several variablegedlto feelings and attitudes towards work
and leisure. Concerning the former, we use the arsto questions (asked to all respondents,

whether they have a job or not) about the aspdgtdba@onsidered as important, namely:

i) agood pay;,

i) an opportunity to use initiative;

iii) a useful job for society;

iv) meeting people;

v) ajob in which one can achieve something;
vi) a responsible job;

vii) a job which is interesting

viii)  a job that meets one’s capabilities;

2 We distinguish three categories of church memtbose without attendance, those with irregulaeratance
and church members with regular attendance. Regttlmdance concerns people who attend religiowscseat
least once a week.



ix) learning new skills;

X) having a say in important decisions.

In addition, we also use answers about the dedgragreement (ranked to strong agreement

to strong disagreement) given to following statetsen

xi) work is very or quite important in the respondelffes
xii) to fully develop your talents, you need to hayem
xiii)  work is a duty towards society;

xiv)  work should away come first, even if it means kgsare time.

We may think that, if respondents regard voluntegds work, they will be disposed to agree
more easily with xi) but not necessarily with xhcause if work would have come first, the
volunteer would not have time to involve himself ferself) in unpaid activities. Volunteers
may be expected to be less sensitive to the oppyrtcost of their unpaid activity (i.e. wage
which they could receive if they dedicated theindito professional activities rather than to
volunteer work) than non volunteers. Consequerdly, things being equal, a negative
correlation is predicted between i) and the propgrte volunteer. Concerning the other
guestions, we think that if paid work and the udpkind are perceived by respondents
according to the same inclinations and valuesy thieswers may give us some information
about their propensity to volunteer and their mations for doing such activities. For
example, an individual giving a great importanceéht® social utility of his (her) job might be
expected to be more prone to do volunteer workhénsame vein, we can hypothesize that
the respondents who express a great interestjtdy m which one can achieve something or
for a job that meets one’s abilities will be morelined to do unpaid work if they are
stimulated by motivations which proceed from neeafs personal development or
achievement. We also know that volunteering hadational dimension (Prouteau and Wolff,
2004a and 2008), so we can conjecture that pedpbesee the fact of “meeting people” as an
important aspect of job might also be more likelylo unpaid voluntary work.

Concerning the questions about leisure, we supphedehe propensity to do volunteer work
is positively correlated with the fact of consiaeyithat leisure time is very or quite important
in one’s life. Relational motive for volunteeringovk leads us to anticipate a same positive
correlation with the importance given to meetingghwice people within the framework of
leisure. On the opposite, because volunteeringseriaus leisure, we hypothesize a negative
correlation between such an involvement and thedther aspects of leisure (“relaxing” and

“doing as one wants”). The relational dimensiowvalunteer work might also appear through
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a positive correlation between this type of agivahd the expressed feeling that friends and

acquaintances are important in one’s life.

We have added a variable pertaining to the impogagiven to one’s family but in this case
the nature of the relation with volunteering is emain. On one hand, respondents who give a
great importance to their family might give timeuoluntary organizations in order to help
parents or children and the correlation would b&tpe in this case. On the other hand, these
individuals might be lead to prefer to spend tisgare time inside a domestic space to the

detriment of voluntary activities done outside dieg to an opposite result.

In addition to the attitudes towards work and leswe take also account of some feelings
and attitude towards politics. Firstly, we consittex respondents’ interest in politics. Because
some areas of volunteering (for instance voluntgefor promoting causes) are oriented
towards the public sphere, we hypothesize thandividual more interested in politics has
also a higher probability of being a volunteer. Bais (2005) finds that in Netherlands,
citizens with a greater interest in politics arerendikely to volunteer for an association.
Secondly, we include the political orientationsrespondents. Respondents were asked to
rank themselves on a scale from 1 (left) to 10hfligWwe have made up four categories: left
oriented respondents (ranked from 1 to 4), rigigrded respondents (ranked from 7 to 10),
middle-ground oriented ones (5 ranked 5 or 6) afmugh category for the individuals who
have not given a response, either because theytwant or because they refuse this left-

right categorization.

Regarding the influence of the political orientation volunteering, the results from previous
studies are mitigated. For instance, Bekkers (2080B6rludes that Dutch non-voters were less
inclined to volunteer than left oriented peoplevoters for the Christian political party. Using
a cross-national date set from 24 OECD countriesskHet al (2009) found that non-voters
have a lower probability of volunteering and thight-wing people show a higher propensity
to volunteer than their left-wing counterparts. 3&alifferences disappear, however, when
controlling for religiosity. From the third wave &VS, Pires et al (2010) observed no
statistically significant difference between leftemted respondents and left-right ones with
respect to the propensity to volunteer but middtmigd oriented respondents and those who
refuse to rank themselves on the left-right scakeha lower probability of doing such unpaid

activities.

Thirdly, we consider another political variable @bed from a question about the system of

governing in the country. Respondents were askedrtk how well things were going, on a
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scale from 1 (very bad) to 10 (very good). Thregegaries of opinions have been
distinguished: very satisfied (from 8 to 10), matigd opinion (from 4 to 7) and very
unsatisfied (from 1 to 3). We have added a foudtegory for unknown responses. The
predicted effect of this variable is unclear. Ore drand, a low degree of satisfaction may
stimulate voluntary participation in order to alkge the consequences of this (subjectively-

judged) bad situation. On the other hand, suchnigeimay lead people to growing apathy.

Finally, we have included three last attitudinati@ibles. The first one is constructed from a
guestion which requires that respondents place snaée from 1 to 10 their view on the
following issue: “individuals should take more reapibility for providing for themselves”
(rank 1) versus “the state should take more respiitsto ensure that everyone is provided
for” (rank 10). We defined a dummy which takes ealuif people rank their view from 8 to
10, expressing an opinion in favor of a strongestaterventionism. Once again, the predicted
effect of this variable on the participation in woteering is uncertain. When engaging in
unpaid voluntary activities, people show that tleynot rely entirely on the State. Thereby
we can presume a negative correlation between oot and volunteer work. However,
people might consider that efficient volunteerieguires that the state should provide society
with a sufficient amount of basic services andhis ttase the above mentioned correlation

might be positive.

The second variable relates to the trust giventhers and it differentiates those who think
that most individuals can be trusted from the otkspondents. When studying the influence
of social capital on giving and volunteering, Brownd Ferris (2009) study draw on the
regular distinction between network-based socigitahand norm-based one. They use the
individual’s trust and faith in others and civicstitution to measure the latter and they show
that this type of social capital enhances volumgerConsequently, we expect a positive

correlation between our indicator of social trustl @olunteer participation.

The last variable refers to the possible intergati@mal transmission of attitudes. There are
some evidences of a positive relation between ouwelunteering of adults and parental
volunteering in the past (Prouteau and Wolff, 2Q0@lkkers, 2007). Unfortunately, from the
fourth wave of EVS, we cannot know if responderpgarents volunteered in the past.
However, we can assume that the intergeneratiaaalsmission of this behavior work
through different channels and particularly by agess of socialization which progressively
infuses habits and attitudes favorable to volumigeror instance, parents may pass a sense

of interest for the public sphere on their childrém the fourth wave of EVS, respondents
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were asked if, when they were about 14 years blkely parents liked to follow the news.

Because such an attention for the news may be comatad to children and because it may
contribute to stimulate empathy feelings as wellaasinterest in the public sphere and
consequently a certain degree of extraversion, weeat a positive correlation between

current volunteering and this variable

For the purpose of our econometric investigatioa,use a Logit model. Results are shown in
Table 3. For each variable, category of referescgiven in appendix 1. At the aggregate
level, men appear more inclined to volunteer thamen are. This result corroborates the one
obtained by Pires et al. (2010) from the third wafeEVS but it attests that there are
differences in gender behavior regarding volunt@erk between the United States and
Europe since in the US, women appear more liketpke part in these unpaid activities (Pho,
2008). The rate of participation drops between &b 26 years of age, then it increases with a
peak between 55 and 75 years and drops againtiaiieage, confirming that old people are
markedly less inclined to volunteer. Single (nevearried) people have the highest
probability of volunteering and the widowed indivals have the lowest. Having one child at
home penalizes the participation of members ofhitvesehold but such an effect is absent
when there are two or more children. Perhaps lafgerlies are more sensitive to the
previously mentioned incitements to do unpaid tasksvoluntary associations whose

activities are oriented towards children.
Insert Table 3 here.

Individuals who have paid jobs volunteer more timam-employed ones. As expected, the
higher the education level is, the higher the imlial probability of volunteering. An
increasing in domestic income has a positive eféecthe participation. Inhabitants in large
towns are less inclined to do volunteering thars¢éhwho live in small towns and above all in
rural areas. One of the reasons is probably thttdrareas where the density of population is
low voluntary organizations and their volunteersvénao make up for a deficiency in the
supply of public or marketable services (Proutead ®/olff, 2004a). Another reason is
suggested by Wilson (2000, p. 230): inhabitantsnirall towns “emphasize solidarity benefits

and norms of reciprocity while suburbanites empteaself-development”.

Now, if we consider the areas of volunteering, ve® ©®bserve some differences in the

influence of these socio-demographic variables.ikgtance, men volunteer less than women

3 Extraversion has been shown to encourage to \e@uigsee for instance: Bekkers, 2005; Okun e2@07).
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in social, defenses of causes and religion areaseal the opposite is true in the other areas.
Having a paid job plays a role only in leisure anfl,course, in occupational areas. Age
profile of volunteers is decreasing in leisure amreas it is increasing until 75 years in the
social area. Occupational volunteering has a peakiddle-ages but, curiously, it does not
severely drop after 65 years of age though manyplpeare retired. Domestic income
strengthens the probability of volunteering onlytihe leisure area. On the other hand, the
influence of the educational level is systematigsathie impact of residence town, even if the
importance of such effects varies from a voluntegrarea to another. For instance, the
educational level is a bit less discriminating éligious volunteering than it is in other areas

and the size of residence town plays a less impbrtde in occupational volunteering.

The presence of two or more children in the houskelpdays an incentive effect on
volunteering in leisure and religion areas but inothe other ones. This result is consistent

with the activities which are oriented towards dteh in these arehs

Religiosity is an important variable to take intansideration as determinant of volunteering.
Several previous researches have concluded tigeanhdt the fact of belonging to a religious
denomination which matters but instead the degreburch attendance (Wilson and Musick,
1997). Table 3 confirms such a conclusion sinceviddals who do not have a religious
denomination do not volunteer less that those wigochurch members but do not attend
religious service, whereas people who regularlgrattthese service have a markedly higher
volunteer participation. One can also note tha thligious factor plays the same role in all
types of volunteering and not only in the religamea, though the importance of its influence
varies (it is lower in occupational area). Thisuless in line with the one of Ruiter and De
Graaf (2006) since these authors find that peoplegdreligious volunteering are also more

likely to volunteer for secular organizations.

Regarding the attitudinal variables, we can see ttie coefficients of several of them have
the expected sign. So, trusting in others incredseprobability of participating in all types
of volunteering except in the “other” area, whicbnfirms the importance of this factor.
Respondents having had parents who liked to fotleevnews are more inclined to volunteer
at the aggregate level as well as in social, leisud other areas. Individuals who consider
that work and leisure are important in their lievh a tendency to volunteer more than others.
As predicted in a “serious leisure” perspectivevofunteering, respondents who consider
“relaxing” and “doing as one wants” as importarpgexgs of leisure are less prone to volunteer

* For instance, in the religion area, such actigitieay be catechism.
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whereas those who emphasize the usefulness of gobsdciety are more inclined to
participate, though these results do not hold lim@as of volunteering. Taking into account
aspects of job considered as important, we obdéate*an opportunity to use initiative”, “a
job in which one can achieve something” and “oppaty to have a say in important
decisions” are positively correlated with voluniegreven if it is not systematic. These
results suggest that the hope of achievement andehld of initiative may lead to volunteer
work. Curiously and contrary to our prediction, j@b that meets one’s abilities” is an
aspiration negatively correlated with the volunteearticipation whereas the same type of
correlation with the “good pay” aspect was more ested. Respondents who attach
importance to relational dimension of job (“meetipgople”) are not more inclined to
volunteer (except in social area) but the stressoputhis relational aspect in the domain of
leisure is more positively related to voluntarytmapation and principally in the leisure area
of volunteering. In addition, we can observe thadividuals who consider friends and
acquaintances as important in their life have ddngorobability of participating but, once
again, only in the leisure area of volunteeringjolrsuggest that this type of volunteering is
more motivated than the others by the relationaliveo The importance given to family in

one’s life does not have an influence on the prepemo do volunteer work.

With respect to the political variable, we find thaterest in politics is systematically and
positively correlated with the participation in uateering and this correlation is particularly
high in occupational and defense-of-causes areashe\ aggregate level of volunteering,
people who have no political orientation (or who rtit declare this orientation) as well as
those who are middle-oriented or (though to a lesseent) right-oriented, volunteer less than
those who are left-oriented. Such a result waheérved from the third wave of EVS (Pires
et al., 2010). However, the effect of the politioakentation is not homogeneous in all areas of

volunteering. In the religion area, rightists arereninclined to volunteer than leftist are.

The more people judge that the system for govertivegcountry is good, the more they
volunteer, but this result is found only at the r@ggite level of volunteering and in the leisure
area. Finally, as expected, respondents who candlti® the state should take more
responsibilities to ensure that everyone is pravifler are less inclined to participate in
volunteer work but this result holds only at theymgate level of volunteering and in the

leisure area.

The coefficients of country dummies allow us tossléy the EU countries in a decreasing

order of importance with regard to the propensitywolunteer once the composition effects
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are controlled (i.e. once we have taken accoutheftlifferences in characteristics of national
samples). At the aggregate level of volunteerihg,dbserved results are globally in line with
the ones which are presented in table 1. Comparé&daince which is the reference category,
Netherlands, Finland, Luxembourg, Belgium, Czecpu®ic, Denmark and Sweden have a
higher participation whereas numerous countriesnfiastern and Mediterranean Europe
have a lower rate. But this classification may defrom an area to another. For instance,
France has a high level of participation in theialoarea (it is the fourth country in a
decreasing ranking order) whereas it has a veryrégerin the defense-of-causes aréow

let us turn to the possible explanations or thesmuy effects.

4. The influence of some country-level variables ovolunteering

In previous works about the impact of country-levaiables on volunteering, the attention of
the researchers has mainly focused on the econgpualitical and religious context. From the
economic approach, one may hypothesize that thee raffltuent a society is, the more
inclined to volunteer people are. Two argumentsparteforward. The first one considers that
economic development provides people with more wmess and consequently allows
individuals to meet the expenses related to vokmitesolvement. The second argument sees
economic development as a specialization processhwhcreases the number of interest
groups and fosters participation (Curtis et al,2Z®Ruiter and De Graaf, 2006). A third reason
might be suggested since in most these workstlitesinpaid work in organizations which is
generally concerned. With economic developmentnttare of volunteering changes: formal
volunteering substitutes for informal one (Davis iBi1999). Economic development is
often measured by GDP (or GNP) per capita. SclafdrFourcad-Gourinchas (2001) find no
effect of GDP per capita on association membersbiptis et al (2001) observes a positive
correlation between the natural logarithm of GDIP gagpita and the total memberships, but
this relation is no longer valid for working memsleips which can be considered, at least
partially, as volunteering. Similarly, Ruiter an@ Graaf (2006) as well as Hackl et al (2009)
found no effect of such a variable on the partitgre in volunteering. Halman (2003)
observed a bivariate correlation between GDP pgitacand volunteer work but it disappears
when the author controls for other contextual fextd®ires et al. (2010) found a positive
relation between GDP per capita (and GNI per cppital the propensity to volunteer but,

once again, this relation disappears when intraducother country-level variables.

® Of course, if we do not control for religiosity tite individual level in the equation related tdigien area
(column 6) the coefficients of country dummies rbayery different.
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Nevertheless, Parboteeah et al. (2004) concludadattsignificantly positive relation exists
between formal volunteering and the per capita Ipasimg power parity estimation GNP.
Van Ingen and Van der Meer (2011) obtained a simitsult concerning voluntary
association participation.

Some authors have taken a more particular interébe impact of public social expenses on
volunteering. In this case, the underlying concexfiers to the so-called “crowding effect”.
Do these public expenses substitute for volunt&erteor, quite the reverse as claimed by
Salamon and Sokolowski (2003), do they stimulais #ffort because the public and the
nonprofit sectors are interdependent, the formepestiing the latter? Ruiter and De Graaf
(2006) concluded that there is no significant refatbetween welfare expenditures (as
percentage of GDP) and volunteering whereas Hackl €009) displayed a negative and
significant relation. Salamon and Sokolowski (20€@)nd a positive correlation between
national rates of volunteer participation and gaweent social spending as percentage of
GDP but, as Ruiter and De graaf (2008) say, thegatdake into account the compositional
differences between the countries. Controllingsiach differences, Pires et al (2010) showed
that volunteer participation is rather enhancedsbgial expenses (as percentage of GDP).
Though they are only interested in the effect offave state expenses on inequalities in
voluntary association participation, Van Ingen &fah der Meer (2011) are lead to model the
overall influence of such expenses which turns twtbe positively correlated with
participation.

Regarding the political context, several types aiables have been used. Curtis et al (2001)
firstly chose the political type (distinguishing tiveen liberal democracies, social
democracies, former eastern bloc state socialishtcies and a fourth group compounded of
other democracies) and secondly the number of yargntinuous democracy between 1920
and 1990. Total working membership appears to Haeinced by both variables. Halman
(2003) finds a slight positive relation between thember of volunteers and adherence to
democratic attitude but the author stresses tlig ffattern is less clear than expected” (p.
190). Hackl et al (2009) found a negative impadhefdegree of political consensus (between
voters and ideological orientation of governmemt)volunteering and a similar effect of an
index of democratization, explaining such resuitterms of “consensual” and “participatory”
crowding out. The more voters agree with the idgiclal orientation of government or the
more democratized the country is, the less peomeeacouraged to volunteer to change
things. Contrary to their theoretical hypothesigit& and De Graaf (2006) concluded that the

level of democracy is negatively related to volenieg. However, Paraboteeah et al. (2004)
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inferred from their investigation that societalleotivism and an increasing degree of liberal
democracy are statistically significant factorsdiable to volunteer wofk Finally, some
authors conjecture that the religion context ismportant aspect for explaining the national
difference in propensities to volunteer. The reasprcan be summarized as follows (see
Ruiter and De Graff, 2006):

i) church attendance enhances the probability of ve&rmg because of a network
effect. Individuals which regularly attend to churservices are strongly integrated
within religious networks. They are more subjedtetle asked to volunteer;

i) in more devout societies, individuals, whether bglog to a religious denomination
or not, are more subjected to contact with involveldurch members and
consequently have a higher probability to volunteer

In this line of reasoning, Ruiter and De Graaf @08ssumed that “the chance to volunteer
increases with the devoutness of the society” @b).1In addition, they expect that the
religiosity variable at the individual level is fediscriminating in more devout societies with
respect to the propensity to volunteer. Using 868111984, 1990-1993 and 199-2001 waves
of EVS-WVS, they average church attendance to mea#e degree of devoutness of the
society. Their results validate their hypotheses laad the author to see in secularization of
societies a danger for future volunteering. Theofean Volunteer Center (2007) echoes this
fear when it writes about the Netherlands (p. 2$gcularization implies disappearance of
important recruitment and mobilizing setting theref it has a negative impact on
volunteering”.

Parbooteeah et al. (2001) found a statisticallyniBgant positive relation between the
percentage of people attending religious serviceslifferent countries and volunteerism.
Curtis et al. (2001) used a different variable wahiefers to religious composition of nations
distinguished according to the dominant religioosnthation: Protestant-dominant countries,
mainly Roman Catholic countries, mixed Catholic &rdtestant countries and other ones.
Religious composition is markedly associated watlaltmembership, mixed Christian as well
as Protestant dominant ones being more favorableottd memberships. However, this
influence is more tenuous on working membershijs Yolunteering). Halman (2003) did not
observe a positive relation between country-legbgjiosity and the involvement in voluntary

activities.

® Drawing on the definition of House et al. (200K& tauthors define societal collectivism as “degreahich
organizational and societal institutional practieeeourage and reward collective distributive coregces and
collective action” (p. 436). The degree of libed@mocracy is measured from different elements agh
freedom of group opposition, political rights arfteetiveness of the legislative body.
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Stimulating as they are, the above-mentioned wdiksiot give unambiguous conclusions.
Consequently the effects of contextual variableyannteering deserve a sustained effort of
research. In the present paper, this questionpsoaphed principally by using a multilevel
model which allows us to study the influence of moylevel variables whereas the
compositional differences between national sampfestaken into accountin our model,
individual variables (level 1) are the same thatabiel.

At the country level (level 2) we consider threpdy of variables. The first type relates to the
economic context. Under this aspect, we choosenditator of wealth which is the PPP
(purchasing power parity) estimation of GNI (Grdgational Income) per capita obtained
from United Statistics Division in 2008 (the yedrtloe survey for most countries). We also
consider two variables which refer, more partidylato the importance of the state’s
economic role in the country. These variables atal social protection expenses per capita
and final consumption expenditure of general govemnt (per capita). The last economic
variable is an income inequality index which isidefl as the income quintile share ratio that
is the ratio of total income received by the 20%heaf population with the highest income (top
quintile) to that received by the 20% of the pogala with the lowest income (lowest
quintile). By introducing this variable, our aim ts reconsider the result of Hackl et al.
(2009). Indeed, these authors find that the higherincome inequality is, the higher is the
propensity to volunteer. They interpret this resdta form of crowding out of volunteering
by a more equal income distribution. From the thwae of EVS, Pires et al. (2010) does not
confirm this positive relation between the degréénequality and volunteering. These last
three economic variables are obtained from Eurostat

The second type of variables concern the polititadension. We use two indicators which
are computed from each national sample. The fiditigal variable is a proxy for the
adherence to democratic values and regime. It stngf the (weighted) percentage of
respondents who think that having democratic malitisystem is avery good way of
governing the country. The second variable is olethiby computing the (still weighted)
percentage of respondents who are very criticahtda/the system for governing the country
and more precisely those who ranked themselvesloeryl, 2 or 3) on a scale from 1 (very
bad) to 10 (very good) when they were asked thamion about how well things were going.

We have seen (table 3) that the individuals whaesgtheir satisfaction in this respect have

" About multilevel models see, for instance, HoxQ2)
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a tendency to volunteer more. But, from this resbtained at the individual level, we cannot
a priori infer a similar influence at the counteyél unless to make tlomistic fallacy
The third dimension we retain is the religious ohlee variable that we choose represents an
indicator of secularization. It is the percentafjéhe national population who does not belong
to a religious denomination.
Let us notice that our contextual variables areroftorrelated between them, the degree of
inter-correlation being higher for the economici@hbles. Such a situation makes it uneasy to
estimate the effect of each country variable whenmroduce several of them in the model.
Consequently we have to be careful when commemwtimgesults.
These results are shown in table 4 and refer anggregate volunteeriigWe can see that
the estimations related to level-1 variables amy gamilar to those obtained in the previous
stage of our study (see Table 3). Consequently,onlg pay attention to country-level
variables. When they are introduced as sole caméxtariables in the model (columns | to
VII), all of them have a significant effect with ehexception of the political variable
concerning the adherence to democracy. Regardimgetionomic indicators, the GNI per
capita as well as the final consumption expenditirgeneral government per capita and the
total social expenses per capita are positivelyetated to volunteering. It is not possible to
rigorously test the crowding out effect hypothesessus the interdependence hypothesis in
the scope of this study, especially because we havaformation from EVS on the hours
given by volunteers. However, we can at least Bayih no way the crowding out hypothesis
is strengthened by our investigation. Quite theerse, at least in the European Union
countries, the interdependence hypothesis seenes praursible.

Insert Table 4 here
Unlike Ackl et al. (2009) but like Pires et al. (@) we find a negative relation between the
income inequality variable and volunteering, witrstatistical significance at 10 per cent
level. This result holds even if we use the Girefticient as an indicator of inequality instead
of our index.
With respect to the political variables, the degréeational adherence to democracy such as
measured by our indicator has no effect on thegmsity to volunteer. On the other hand, the
more important the dissatisfaction (at the natideatl) with the way of governing the

country is, the less is the likelihood to volunteer

8 For the purpose of estimating our multilevel moded use the GLIMMIX procedure from SAS software.



18

Lastly, volunteering seems to be enhanced by arasing degree of secularization. Such a
result is rather new and is at variance with thesoobtained by Riter and De Graaf (2006) as
well as by Parboteeah et al. (2004). To check ¢hestness of this result, we have replaced
our variable with another which consists of thecpatage of respondents who regularly
attend to church services in each national sampfecourse, to confirm our previous
investigation, we expect a negative and significagrh associated to this new variable. This is
what we obtain and consequently secularization sdenstrengthen volunteering instead of
discouraging it

When we simultaneously include these different tguievel variables in the model (except
those which are the most highly inter-correlategesal effects disappear (column VIl of
table 4). However, the “final consumption expenditof general government” variable and
the index of secularization keep their significgsitive correlation with volunteering
whereas the indicator of dissatisfaction with thaywhe country is governed keeps its
negative sign (with a 10 percent significance [gVel

When we consider the area of volunteering, we eartlsat the results change from an area to
another (Table Y. The “final consumption expenditure of general govnent” variable and
the index of secularization are positively relatedall the areas of volunteering except the
occupations and defences-of-causes ones whicloamefluenced by any contextual variables
we consider. The indicator of dissatisfaction abitwgt system for governing the country is
only negatively significant (at the 10 percent Igvelated to volunteer work in the religion
area.

Insert Table 5 here

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated the effects of imdiral variables and the ones of macro-
contextual ones. Regarding the former, in additethe now well-known influence of socio-
demographic variables, we scrutinize the impadeseral attitudinal variables on aggregate
volunteering and our results tend to strengtheridba that volunteering is a serious leisure.
People who think that both work and leisure areartgnt in their life are more inclined to do

such unpaid activities and the same is true foviddals who emphasize the usefulness of a

° The results of this investigation are not repottete but they are available upon request to thees

19 The same result holds if we replace the final comgtion expenditure of general government with tttel
social protection expenses per capita.

™ We do not present the coefficients of level-1 ablés because, once again, they are very similtiret@nes
shown in Table 3.
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job as well as some of its aspects. People whanal@ed to sociability (they appreciate the
relationships with friends or other persons) hage a higher probability of volunteering and
the same is true for those who are interested litigso

At the country level, two variables appear to beusily and positively related to volunteering
except in occupational and defence-of-causes atgagxpenses of government per capita (or
the social protection expenses per capita) anddéggee of secularization of society (the
higher it is, the higher the probability of voluatg The latter result is particularly important
because it is at variance with the conclusion @vigmus researches that find that devout
societies are more favourable to volunteering. fDinmer result leads us to a great scepticism
towards the crowding out hypothesis. A third coyntariable, concerning the degree of
dissatisfaction with the way the system for govegrthe country is working, is found to have
a negative correlation with the probability of dgimolunteer work but its impact is less
frequent and robust and deserves to be more dodachen

However, we have to stress that these results aaestricted geographical area of validity
since they concern only European Union countriéds Inot impossible that we obtain
different conclusions from other regions of world foom a larger group of countries.
Nevertheless, an exploratory broadening of ouryeasmato other European countries does not
seem to invalidate our results but such a questds for further researches. We have also to
underline that our investigation is a cross-sectiame and, if we want to be rigorous, it
cannot be used for dynamic inferences. The impii$gitto study the hours given by
volunteers represents another limit of this work.

Last but not least, in this analysis we have hypsitted that coefficients related to individual-
level variables are the same across the differmmtcies but they might be different (see Van
Ingen and Vand der Meer, 2011). This question ab &g one concerning the possible
influence of the country variable on the coeffi¢ciehindividual variables is the next stage of

our work.
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Countries Rates of participation
Austria 26.5
Belgium 33.9
Bulgaria 13.2
Cyprus 17.2
Czech Republic 28.8
Denmark 36.4
Estonia 22.9
Finland 38.2
France 25.8
Germany 26.5
Great Britain 21.3
Greece 16.6
Hungary 12.2
Italy 22.4
Latvia 23.3
Lithuania 16.0
Luxembourg 39.9
Malta 14.6
Netherlands 47.3
Poland 9.0
Portugal 14.3
Romania 13.2
Slovak Republik 13.6
Slovenia 324
Spain 13.2
Sweden 30.3

Source: Fourth wave of EVS - 2008
Note: Table 1 presents the weighted rates
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Table 2. Distribution of the volunteers according ¢ the activity area (%)

Countries Leisure Social Occup. Defense of Religious Other
causes
Austria 45.7 26.9 10.4 30.7 28.7 15.4
Belgium 58.2 27.0 11.1 15.6 12.2 11.9
Bulgaria 52.5 155 34.7 39.9 7.8 7.6
Cyprus 35.0 234 19.5 40.1 19.8 12.8
Czech Republic 55.1 21.2 17.3 25.2 134 17.2
Denmark 61.8 28.5 14.2 19.3 10.8 14.4
Estonia 56.9 20.4 17.9 28.9 13.6 12.8
Finland 44.2 26.9 15.6 23.7 20.3 22.8
France 48.1 26.6 10.7 13.2 10.8 20.3
Germany 51.4 15.5 8.5 17.5 17.1 14.5
Great Britain 43.5 27.0 45 16.6 27.0 19.6
Greece 37.4 20.3 17.8 33.6 13.5 14.3
Hungary 47.0 17.1 12.5 13.6 18.0 14.7
Italy 47.8 27.1 10.6 234 32.2 14.3
Latvia 48.4 11.4 32.8 17.7 23.0 10.2
Lithuania 36.3 26.3 11.7 26.9 19.0 10.4
Luxembourg 66.3 32.3 221 29.3 13.0 9.8
Malta 35.0 17.2 7.2 14.4 48.8 8.9
Netherlands 59.7 35.6 11.7 22.2 26.1 15.0
Poland 28.1 11.1 19.2 11.6 28.1 16.4
Portugal 48.9 354 28.1 37.0 28.1 29.5
Romania 331 26.6 19.8 38.6 47.0 9.2
Slovak Republik 45.9 31.8 14.9 20.6 27.4 18.1
Slovenia 53.3 24.9 22.0 25.0 16.4 18.3
Spain 331 21.2 8.7 26.2 26.1 7.4
Sweden 55.5 22.1 11.8 21.8 17.2 26.3

Source: Fourth wave of EVS - 2008
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Area of volunteering Q) 2) 3) 4) 5) (6) )
Aggregate Social Leisure Occupational | Defense of causels Religion Other
Characteristics
Constant -2.091 % -4.188*** -2.911%* -5.963** -4.923*** - 6.255*** -3.702***
Gender
Female -0.166*** 0.314*+* -0.423*** -0.323** 0.150*** 0.113** -0.383**
Age
25-34 -0.356*** 0.014 -0.624*** 0.246 0.114 -0.099 0.023
35-44 -0.181%* 0.217* -0.612%** 0.415%+* 0.232** -0.062 0.307**
45-54 -0.104* 0.341*** -0.646*** 0.735*** 0.340*** -0.061 0.249*
55-64 -0.103 0.514** -0.814%** 0.729*+* 0.379*+* 0.111 0.373*
65-74 -0.022 0.657*+* -0.779%** 0.663*** 0.340*** 0.145 0.528***
>74 -0.469** 0.147 -1.318*** 0.598*** 0.035 -0.201 0.426**
Marital status
Divorced or separated -0.116** -0.001 -0.111 -0.094 -0.102 -0.129 0.026
Widowed -0.147* -0.044 -0.274%+* -0.102 -0.214* -0.178 -0.191
Married or registered partnership -0.085* 0.034 -0.094* 0.090 -0.033 -0.078 0.016
Children aged under 18 at home
One -0.086** -0.169** 0.050 -0.030 -0.121* -0.106 -0.145
Two -0.024 -0.291%** 0.155**+* -0.006 -0.158** -0.004 0.062
Three and more 0.082 -0.144 0.257*+* 0.050 -0.020 0.261** 0.078
Unknown 0.036 0.115 0.034 -0.381* -0.148 -0.005 0.053
Educational level
Lower secondary or second stage of basic education 0.166*** 0.358*** 0.240*** 0.201 0.093 0.123 0.240*
Upper secondary education 0.437*** 0.554*** 0.594*** 0.452*** 0.387*** 0.184* 0.511***
First stage or second stage or tertiary edutatio 0.751*** 0.803*** 0.888*** 0.850*** 0.712%* 0.434** 0.666***
Domestic income
Medium 0.114*** 0.104 0.099* 0.095 0.032 0.035 0.153
High 0.224*+* 0.069 0.342%* 0.226** 0.028 0.065 0.128
Unknown 0.006 -0.072 0.138** -0.182* -0.009 -0.138 0.091
Paid job 0.134*+* -0.076 0.122*+* 0.828*** 0.061 0.024 -0.66
Religiosity
Belonging to religious denomination without attance -0.002 -0.013 -0.088 -0.010 -0.149* 0.793*** 0.027
Belonging to religious denomination with irregubttendance 0.412%* 0.367** 0.249*+* 0.170** 0.104 2.332%** 0.258***
Belonging to religious denomination with reguddtendance 1.109*** 0.889*+* 0.465*+* 0.200* 0.493*+* 4.31%* 0.491**
Size of residence town
2,000-20,000 inhabitants -0.167** -0.125* -0.169*** -0.034 -0.304*** -0.029 -0.128
20,000-100,000 inhabitants -0.446%* -0.296*** -0.471%+* -0.227** -0.484*+* -0.265*** -0.238***
More 100,000 inhabitants -0.478%** -0.394*** -0.498*** -0.264*** -0.476*** -0.337*** -0.481%*
Unknown -0.241%* -0.096 -0.300** -0.161 -0.648*** -0.081 -0.382*
Work is very or quite important in the respondent’s life 0.127** 0.241*+* 0.118* 0.231* 0.244*+* -0.038 -091
Strong agreement with the following opinions
To fully develop one’s talents, one needs taehayjob 0.052 0.197** 0.024 0.174%** 0.030 0.137* -0.014
Work is a duty towards society 0.068** 0.029 0.097** 0.043 0.070 0.013 0.062
Work should always come first, even if it medess spare time -0.073* -0.027 -0.033 0.066 0.109 -0.171* -0.106
Aspects of job considered as important:
Good pay -0.200%** -0.284*** -0.117%* -0.073 -0.184*** -0.170** -0.115*
An opportunity to use initiative 0.143*+* 0.181*** 0.094** 0.112* 0.227** -0.040 0.153**
A useful job for society 0.212%+* 0.357** 0.063 0.178 0.372%+* 0.386*** 0.203***
Meeting people -0.034 0.105* 0.001 0.061 -0.030 0.018 -0.037
A job in which one can achieve something 0.069** -0.006 0.166*** 0.106 0.100* 0.106 0.012
A responsible job 0.004 -0.005 0.037 -0.029 -0.066 -0.108* -0.044
A job that is interesting -0.009 -0.082 0.019 -0.104 -0.075 0.043 -0.070
A job that meets one’s abilities -0.066** -0.170%** -0.035 -0.136* -0.153** 0.036 -0.016
Learning new skills 0.045 0.139** 0.091** 0.061 0.073 0.063 0.018
Have a say in important decisions 0.071** 0.101* 0.070* 0.386*** 0.199*** 0.079 0.095




Table 3 continued: Determinants of volunteering — bgit model

26

Area of volunteering Q) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) )
Aggregate Social Leisure Occupational | Defense of causess Religion Other
Characteristics
Leisure Time is very or quite important in the respndent’s life 0.143** 0.144* 0.244*** 0.032 0.170** 0.075 0.119
Aspects of leisure time considered as very importamnes
Meeting nice people 0.146*** 0.095* 0.196*** 0.041 0.078 -0.006 0.088
Relaxing -0.059* -0.062 -0.057 0.049 -0.097* -0.214%** -0.103
Doing as one wants -0.074** -0.209*** -0.072* -0.038 -0.080 -0.041 0.048
Friends and acquaintances are very or quite importat in the respondent’s life 0.187** 0.004 0.283*** 0.144 0.156 0.137 0.183
Family is very or quite important in the respondents life 0.017 -0.046 0.089 -0.016 0.106 0.128 -0.099
Interested in politics 0.294*+* 0.250%** 0.195%** 0.524*** 0.671** 0.188*** 0.173***
Political orientation
Middle ground -0.125%** -0.025 -0.087* -0.308*** -0.209*** 0.083 0.055
Right -0.078** -0.001 -0.170%** -0.243%* -0.188*** 0.204** 0.019
No orientation or unknown -0.293%** -0.158* -0.312%** -0.545%* -0.522%** 0.030 -0.220**
Opinion about the system for governing the respondg’s country
Mitigated opinion 0.069** -0.020 0.055 0.034 -0.050 0.087 -0.020
Things are going very good 0.087* -0.044 0.115* -0.003 0.013 0.157 -0.077
Unknown — no response -0.016 -0.017 -0.031 0.038 -0.050 0.105 -0.184
The state should take more responsibility to ensurthat everyone is provided for -0.077* -0.039 -0.096** -0.051 0.007 0.045 -0.037
Most people can be trusted 0.250*** 0.213** 0.237*+* 0.173*** 0.213*+* 0.254*** 0.076
The respondent’s father or mother liked to follow he news 0.160*** 0.159%** 0.183*** 0.032 0.099 0.065 0.155*
Country
Austria -0.154* -0.173 -0.154 -0.068 0.909*** 0.233 -0.440**
Belgium 0.488*** 0.341* 0.673** 0.517* 0.830%*** 0.087 -0.353*
Bulgaria -0.868*** -1.397%** -0.632%** 0.532** 0.468** -1.535%** -2.037%**
Cyprus -0.758*** -0.734%** -0.954*** 0.108 0.734*+* -1.065*** -0.963***
Czech Republic 0.346*** 0.004 0.470%* 0.872%** 1.023** 0.345 -0.087
Denmark 0.204** 0.170 0.478*** 0.377* 0.503*** 0.042 -0.296*
Estonia 0.040 -0.307* 0.287** 0.587*+* 0.843*+* 0.294 -0.449**
Finland 0.570*** 0.236 0.485%** 0.825*** 1.1171% 0.938*** 0.434*
Germany -0.181** -0.788*** -0.062 -0.340 0.182 0.002 -0.440%*
Great-Britain -0.101 -0.153 -0.126 -0.782** 0.416* 0.433** -0.144
Greece -0.723%* -0.913%** -0.764%** 0.182 0.544%* -1.287%** -0.924%**
Hungary -0.749%* -1.072%** -0.680*** -0.323 -0.470* -0.485* -1.091%**
Italy -0.315%* -0.231 -0.098 -0.128 0.481** -0.290 -0.622%**
Latvia 0.051 -0.922%** 0.128 1.447%* 0.407* 0.568*** -0.691%*
Lithuania -0.572%* -0.534%** -0.757%** -0.148 0.548** -0.606*** -1.140%**
Luxembourg 0.519%+* 0.493*+* 0.779%+* 1.086*+* 1.163%* -0.174 -0.554***
Malta -1.205%** -1.402%** -1.163*** -0.856** -0.520* -1.008*** -1.536***
Netherlands 0.772%* 0.883*** 0.897*** 0.474* 1.123%* 0.938*** 0.050
Poland -1.739%** -2.225%* -1.925%** -0.316 -1.173%* -1.973%* -1.528%**
Portugal -0.937%* -0.386** -0.648*** 0.664*** 0.473* -0.908*** -0.294
Romania -0.880*** -0.828*** -1.031%** 0.338 0.659%** -0.358* -1.457%*
Slovakia -1.038*** -0.838*** -0.957*** -0.061 -0.191 -1.051%** -0.909***
Slovenia 0.170* 0.048 0.261** 1.066*** 0.871%** -0.209 -0.007
Spain -0.558%** -0.626*** -0.805*** -0.384 0.496** -0.226 -1.513%**
Sweden 0.201** -0.035 0.410*** -0.006 0.793*+* 0.753*+* 0.404**
Log Likelihood -18189.499 -7656.325 -11700.513 -5098.762 -7345.534  -5599.106 -5462.350
Number of volunteers 8867 2274 4375 1344 2095 1841 1356
Number of observations 37830

Significance levels: * = 10 percent; ** 5 percetit; = 1 per cent.
Source: Fourth wave of the European Value Sunz§08
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Table 4: Multi-level a
|

Characteristics Il 11 v Vv ) Vil Vil
Constant -3.388*** -2.898*** -3.036*** -1.470%** -2.901%** - 1.73% -2.589 -3.412%*
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL VARIABLES

Gender
Female -0.165*** -0.165*** -0.165*** -0.165*** -0.166*** -0.165%** -0.165%** -0.166***
Age
25-34 -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.356*** -0.358***
35-44 -0.180*** -0.181%** -0.181%** -0.180** -0.181%* -0.180*** -0.180*** -0.182%*
45-54 -0.104* -0.104* -0.104* -0.104* -0.104* -0.104* -0.104* -0.105*
55-64 -0.101 -0.102 -0.102 -0.102 -0.102 -0.102 -0.102 -0.104*
65-74 -0.018 -0.019 -0.019 -0.020 -0.021 -0.020 -0.019 -0.022
>74 -0.464** -0.465*** -0.465*** -0.466*** -0.467** -0.465*** -0.465*** -0.469***
Marital status
Divorced or separated -0.115** -0.115** -0.114** -0.115** -0.116** -0.115** -0.115** -0.116**
Widowed -0.145** -0.145** -0.144** -0.147* -0.149** -0.147** -0.147* -0.145**
Married or registered partnership -0.084* -0.084* -0.084* -0.084* -0.084* -0.085* -0.085* -0.083*
Children aged under 18 at home
One -0.086** -0.086** -0.086** -0.087** -0.087** -0.086** -0.087** -0.086**
Two -0.024 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024 -0.024
Three and more 0.082 0.081 0.081 0.082 0.082 0.082 0.082 0.081
Unknown 0.034 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033
Educational level
Lower secondary or second stage of basic education 0.1771*** 0.171%** 0.171%** 0.168*** 0.166*** 0.169*** 0.169*** 0.167***
Upper secondary education 0.441%+* 0.440*** 0.447 %+ 0.437*+* 0.435*+* 0.439%+* 0.438*+* 0.440***
First stage or second stage or tertiary edutatio 0.756*** 0.755*** 0.756*** 0.753*** 0.752*** 0.755*** 0.754*** 0.755***
Domestic income
Medium 0.113*+* 0.114%+* 0.114%+* 0.113*+* 0.112%+* 0.113*** 0.113*** 0.112%+*
High 0.223*** 0.224* 0.224#* 0.223*** 0.221%** 0.223%** 0.223%** 0.222%+*
Unknown 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.003
Paid job 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 0.135***
Religiosity
Belonging to religious denomination without attance -0.006 -0.006 -0.007 -0.003 0.000 -0.004 -0.004 -0.002
Belonging to religious denomination with irregubttendance 0.407*** 0.407*** 0.407*** 0.409*** 0.412%** 0.408*** 0.408*** 0.414***
Belonging to religious denomination with reguddtendance 1.094*** 1.095*** 1.094*** 1.097*** 1.101%** 1.094*** 1.097*** 1.101%**
Size of residence town
2,000-20,000 inhabitants -0.167*** -0.167*** -0.168*** -0.165%* -0.163** -0.166*** -0.165%** -0.167***
20,000-100,000 inhabitants -0.444%* -0.444%** -0.445%** -0.443%* -0.441%* -0.443%** -0.443%** -0.446%*
More 100,000 inhabitants -0.477%* -0.477%* -0.477%* -0.477%* -0.476** -0.477%* -0.477%* -0.477%*
Unknown -0.251%* -0.249%** -0.252%** -0.246%* -0.244%* -0.251%** -0.246%** -0.260%**
Work is very or quite important in the respondent’s life 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.127** 0.126%** 0.126*** 0.127**
Strong agreement with the following opinions
To fully develop one’s talents, one needs tcehayjob 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.050 0.051 0.050 0.051
Work is a duty towards society 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.069** 0.070** 0.069** 0.069** 0.068**
Work should always come first, even if it medess spare time -0.073* -0.073* -0.073* -0.074* -0.074* -0.073* -0.074* -0.072*
Aspects of job considered as important:
Good pay -0.202%** -0.201*** -0.201*** -0.203*** -0.205*** -0.203*** -0.203*** -0.202%**
An opportunity to use initiative 0.143*+* 0.143*+* 0.143*+* 0.144*+* 0.145*+* 0.143*** 0.144*+* 0.142*+*
A useful job for society 0.2171%** 0.212%* 0.212%* 0.212%** 0.211%** 0.217%* 0.217%** 0.212%**
Meeting people -0.033 -0.033 -0.033 -0.033 -0.033 -0.033 -0.033 -0.033
A job in which one can achieve something 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.068** 0.068**
A responsible job 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.003
A job that is interesting -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 -0.009 -0.009 -0.009 -0.009 -0.008
A job that meets one’s abilities -0.067** -0.066** -0.067** -0.067** -0.067** -0.067** -0.067** -0.065**
Learning new skills 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046
Have a say in important decisions 0.070** 0.070** 0.070** 0.070** 0.071* 0.070** 0.070** 0.070**
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Table 4 continued: Multi-level analysis of EU volumteering

| Il i v \Y \ Vil Vil
Characteristics
Leisure Time is very or quite important in the respndent’s life 0.141%* 0.142%+* 0.142** 0.142%+* 0.142** 0.142%* 0.142%* 0.143**
Aspects of leisure time considered as very importaones
Meeting nice people 0.145*+* 0.145%* 0.145** 0.145*** 0.145*+* 0.145%+* 0.145%* 0.145*+*
Relaxing -0.058* -0.058* -0.058* -0.058* -0.058* -0.058* -0.058* -0.058*
Doing as one wants -0.075** -0.076** -0.076** -0.075** -0.075** -0.076** -0.076** -0.075**
Friends and acquaintances are very or quite importat in the respondent’s life 0.186*** 0.186*** 0.185*** 0.187*** 0.188*** 0.187*** 0.187*** 0.185***
Family is very or quite important in the respondents life 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015
Interested in politics 0.293*** 0.294*** 0.294*+* 0.294*** 0.294*+* 0.293*** 0.294*+* 0.293***
Political orientation
Middle ground -0.124%* -0.124%** -0.123%** -0.124%* -0.126%* -0.124%** -0.125%** -0.125%*
Right -0.075* -0.075* -0.075* -0.077** -0.078** -0.076* -0.077* -0.076*
No orientation or unknown -0.292%** -0.292%** -0.291%** -0.293%** -0.294*** -0.294*** -0.294*** -0.290%**
Opinion about the system for governing the respond#’s country
Mitigated opinion 0.069** 0.070** 0.069** 0.070** 0.072* 0.069** 0.071** 0.068**
Things are going very good 0.086* 0.086* 0.085* 0.088* 0.092* 0.085* 0.088* 0.086*
Unknown — no response -0.016 -0.016 -0.016 -0.015 -0.014 -0.017 -0.015 -0.015
The state should take more responsibility to ensurthat everyone is provided for -0.077** -0.077* -0.077* -0.077** -0.077** -0.078 -0.077** -0.076**
Most people can be trusted 0.252*** 0.252%** 0.251%** 0.253*** 0.253*** 0.253*** 0.253*** 0.250%**
The respondent’s father or mother liked to follow he news 0.160*** 0.160*** 0.160*** 0.161*** 0.163*** 0.161*** 0.162*** 0.160***
CONTRY-LEVEL VARIABLES
Gross National Income (PPP) per capita 0.000036*** -0.0000048
Total social protection expenses per capita 0.0001171***
Final consumption expenditure of general governmenfper capita) 0.000136*** 0.000123**
Inequality index -0.1906* 0.08561
Percentage of the national population without beloging to a religious
denomination 0.01931*** 0.01849***
Percentage of the national population very criticaltowards the system for
governing the country -0.02124*** -0.01112*
Percentage of the national population thinking thathaving a democratic political 0.00533
system is a very good way of governing the country
Variance of the country intercept
Estimate 0.234 0.232 0.208 0.353 0.262 0.305 0.395 0.102
Estimated standard error 0.069 0.069 0.062 0.104 0.078 0.090 0.116 0.034

Number of volunteers

8867

Number of observations

37830

Significance levels: * = 10 percent; ** 5 percetit; = 1 per cent.
Source: Fourth wave of the European Value Sunz§08




Table 5: Country-Level variables and the areas of Munteering

Areas of Q) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
volunteering Social Leisure Occupational | Defense of Religion Other
causes

Country-level variables
Gross National Income (PPP) per capita -0.0000025-0.00000883 -0.00000886 -0.0000095 -0.00002 amoo
Final consumption expenditure of general governm@udr| 0.000129** 0.000153*** 0.000037 0.000033 0.000173* 0.000128*
capita)
Inequality index 0.006842 0.08378 0.163 0.1309 0.157 -0.0578¢
Percentage of the national population without bgilog to a| 0.01327*** 0.0212*** 0.01016 0.00822 0.02361*** a1@4***
religious denomination
Percentage of the national population very criticaVards the  -0.00281 -0.0102 -0.0119 -0.00912 -0.016747 -0.0059
system for governing the country
Variance of the country intercept

Estimate 0.140 0.114 0.299 0.221 0.215 0.169

Estimated standard error 0.052 0.040 0.106 0.079 0.076 0.063
Number of volunteers 2274 4375 1344 2095 1841 1356

Number of observations

37830

Significance levels: * = 10 percent; ** 5 percetit; = 1 per cent.

Source: Fourth wave of the European Value Sunz§08
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Appendix 1
Reference categories for variables used in regreesi

Variable Reference group

Gender Male

Age 18-24 years.

Marital status Never married and never registered partnership

Education. None education or pre-primary education or primary
education or first-stage of basic education.

Domestic income Low income

Religious denomination The respondent does not belong to a religipus
denomination

Paid job No paid job

Size of residence town

Under 2,000 inhabitants

Work is very or quite important in the respondelifes

Not or not at all important or no answer

Family is very or quite important in the respondeiife

Not or not at all important or no answer

Friends and acquaintances are very or quite impbita
the respondent’s life

Not or not at all important or no answer

Leisure Time is very or in t

respondent’s life

quite important

néNot or not at all important or no answer

Most people can be trusted

Most people cannot be trusted too careful or noasars

Aspects of job considered as important:
Good pay
An opportunity to use initiative
A useful job for society
Meeting people
A job in which one can achieve something
A responsible job
A job that is interesting
A job that meets one’s abilities
Learning new skills
Have a say in important decisions

Not or not at all important or no answer

Strong agreement with the following opinions
To fully develop one’s talents, one needs tcehayob
Work is a duty towards society
Work should always come first, even if it medess
spare time

Agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, disagr

strongly, no answer

Aspects of leisure time considered as very impoaes
Meeting nice people
Relaxing
Doing as one wants

Quite important, not or not at all important or mmswer

Interested in politics

Not very or not at all interested or no answer

Political orientation

Left oriented

The state should take more responsibility to enshag
everyone is provided for

Individuals should take more responsibility for piding
for themselves

Opinion about the system for governing the respotisle
country

Bad or very bad (the three lowest rating positifresn a
scale having ten positions)

The respondent’s father or mother liked to folloke
news

Only to some extent or a little bit or no or no aes.

Country

France




