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Abstract
The debate on volunteering has paid insufficieterditon to the relationship between public
spending and volunteering. Recently, the importasfcthis relationship was highlighted by
the current British government’s “Big Society” plamhich asserts that withdrawing public
agencies and spending will be compensated by aease in volunteering. This idea is based
on the widely held belief that a high degree of ggowment intervention decreases voluntary
activities. This paper uses a multidisciplinary g@ech to develop a more refined
understanding of how public spending affects thesilen to volunteer. A theoretical model
conceptualizes this relationship in terms of timenation by employed individuals. The
model is empirically developed through an econoimetnalysis of two survey data sets and
interpretative analysis of narratives of local wvakers and public professionals. The results
suggest that volunteering is likely to decline wigawvernment intervention is decreased and

recommend a collaborative approach to sustainihgeering.
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During the 2010 British elections, the debate dilevolve around the financial crisis, public
expenditure, and the necessity of severe cutbaeksgy but more fundamentally reflected
diverging ideologies about the relationship betwstate and society for delivering public
services (Smith 2010). While the Labour Party sougltontinue increasing public spending
and taxation, the Conservative Party proposed maiaturn to a small government and a
“Big Society”. Eventually, the Conservatives formed coalition government with the
Liberal-Democrats and launched their plan for thg Society. The main idea is that “rolling
back big government” will lead “communities” to gtaunning public services (Cabinet
Office 2010). The idea that voluntary activity skllhucan, and will emerge as a perfect
substitute for the welfare state has reinvigoratesbate on the relationship between
government and society, or, more specifically, lemvpublic spending and volunteering.

Ever since the launch of the Big Society in May@0commentators have vilified the
plan for the dominance of rhetorical power overcpcal feasibility. The plan proposed to
bring about “a new era of people power” throughigolmeasures such as providing
volunteering training to local citizens, especiafiyung people, giving financial support to
mutuals, co-operatives, charities and social ensap to take over and run public services,
and giving a general power of competence to loocahcils (Cabinet Office 2010). Concerns
about its practical feasibility increased when kkpaol Council withdrew as one of the four
pilot projects (BBC 2011a). Criticism grew that tbealition government was only meeting
its affectionate rhetoric with lukewarm initiativasd little concrete promises (Alcock 2010),
and, moreover, used the Big Society as a symbeadcd to legitimize excessive cuts on
public services and voluntary sector funding, coasatly destroying the basic texture of
voluntary programs and activities (BBC 2011b).

The crucial issue at stake here is whether lessigpapending indeed leads more

people into volunteering: does voluntary work auatinally emerge as a perfect substitute



for government activity? Whether the Big Societgugcessful hinges on the occurrence of a
strongcrowding out effect to counter the cuts in public spending: i.e., asrease (decrease)
in public expenditure brings about a significantréase (increase) in citizens’ propensity to
volunteer. Academic and policy debates are divioketsveen the conventional beliefs that the
relationship between government expenditure andntekring is either a matter of crowding
out or crowding in. But there is surprisingly kttheoretical and empirical support for either
position. This paper aims to fill that gap.

This paper contributes in two important ways toergcdebate in this journal about
volunteering policy (Nesbit and Brudney 2010; Réwgand Lenkowsky 2010) and
voluntary organizations (Smith 2008; LeRoux 200Be& 2010) in the United States. First,
focusing on the British situation draws attentiorttte crucial, yet under-studied, relationship
between public spending and volunteering. A revawthe relevant literature shows that
concentrating on employed individuals can espgciatd to new insights for volunteering
policy, because this pivotal target group has t&eredecision between allocating their time
to working in the market or in volunteering.

Second, the paper uses a multidisciplinary apprtacéfine theoretical and empirical
understandings of the relationship between pulgending and volunteering on the macro
and micro level. The analysis integrates (1) anlyéical model that conceptualizes the
relationship between public spending, the individdacision to volunteer, individual
abilities, and volunteering infrastructure; (2) @onometric analysis of four cross-country
European datasets and British panel data showamigthle decision of employed individuals
to volunteer depends positively on government edjpere; and (3) a narrative analysis of
gualitative interviews revealing how collaboratm@rking is crucial to make citizens feel

that volunteering is worth their time.



The analysis concludes that less public spendidgaes the likelihood of (successful)
volunteering. Lower public spending increases tlabability of setbacks and frustrations for
volunteers and decreases the availability of adegsapport structures and professional
skills. This leads to three conclusions and recondagons: (1) public spending is needed to
prevent volunteering levels to drop, (2) employedividuals do voluntary work if they see it
as worth their time, and (3) for public spendingriorease volunteering, governments and
voluntary organizations should cultivate local aieit and volunteering infrastructure based

on collaborative relationships.

Public Spending and Volunteering by Employed Indiviluals

The literature provides important insights abowt tleterminants of voluntary work for the
total population or specific segments. Studies $oay on the total population showed that
people can decide to volunteer, or give money #rith because of pure altruism or warm-
glow altruism (Andreoni 1990), a desire to pershnahake a difference” (Duncan 2004),
impatience to receive a certain good (Bilodeau Shdnski 1996), social pressure (Della
Vigna et al. 2011), obliging social norms (Olkerd&inghal 2009), or because giving can
enhance their wellbeing (Meier and Stutzer 2008)e Tecision to volunteer can also be
influenced by the socioeconomic or ethnic compaosif the neighborhood or community
(Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Atkinson and Kin2881; Goodlad and Meegan 2005).
However, the decision to volunteer might dependamstrongly on macro-economical

factors than on individual, social, or geographidadracteristics (Hastings 2003; Amin 2005;
Atkinson et al. 2005; New Economics Foundation 2020 important stream of research
explores how a change in the size of the welfaate snfluences the decision to volunteer

(e.g., Khanna and Sandler 2000; Van Oorschot ang 2005; Hackl et al. 2012). These



studies focus either on the entire population ecsg age groups (young people and retired
people).

At an aggregate population level, Hackl et al. @0ind evidence for a crowding out
effect due to an increase of the welfare statelewian Oorschot and Arts (2005) do not.
Menchick and Weisbrod (1987) showed that tax ratélsence the opportunity costs of
volunteering. Khanna and Sandler (2000) detectesbading in effect in a study regarding
money donations in the UK.

For specific age groups, firm evidence exists thi@ens tend to start volunteering
later in life, mainly after retirement (Mutchler el. 2003). In fact, old age is a key
characteristic of “the usual suspects” who domivatlenteering (Barnes et al. 2007). At the
same time, the voluntary work of young citizens i@sd to enhance their human capital
and prospects of a higher income (Day and DevIBB8).9

But perhaps the most crucial type of citizen is ¢neployed individual who has to
allocate time between working in the market andint#dering. Government expenditure and
taxation influence employed agents’ decisions alibair time allocation. By considering
volunteering asvork, unpaid labor, or productive activity (Musick akdilson 2007, 111-
112), like any other type of work, it consumes tagses, produces services to people, and
requires certain abilities. The time employed indlils have at their disposal is scarce and
their decision on what type of work to spend itdepends on their perception of whether that
work is worth their time. Public spending affecksst perception, because, in an impure
altruism framework, individuals receive utility frothe total amount of volunteering in
society as well as from the result of their pers@odunteering (Andreoni 2006).

Whether an employed agent will be willing and aloleallocate time to volunteering

also depends on their abilities. Citizens with mskéls and experience are more prone to



volunteer and are more effective in it. A key peshl of voluntary work is getting other
people than just “the usual suspects” to partieigBarnes et al., 2007; Taylor et al. 2011).

This effect can be mediated by the presence of lanteering infrastructure that
enables recruiting, training, facilitating, and tsising volunteers (Osborne et al. 2002,
Nesbitt and Brudney 2010, S110-S111). Volunteemfigistructure does not only refer to the
structures and procedures of voluntary sector azgdons, but can also take the form of a
school built, handbooks with practical knowledgel &mow-how, or the practices of public
professionals who manage volunteering programsaritembody physical capital (materials
that facilitate production), human capital (skiélsd capabilities of individual persons), and
social capital (structure of the relationships kesw actors) (Coleman 1988, S98, S100) used
in the production of the public good.

In conclusion, the literature has identified maagtérs that affect the willingness of
citizens to volunteer, but the influence of goveeminexpenditure on employed individuals
has been insufficiently explored. However, thisatieinship is fundamental to the widely held
belief that public expenditure impairs volunteerifityis paper explores this issue in greater
theoretical and empirical detail based on a mutighlinary approach that combines
analytical modeling, econometric analysis, andatase analysis. This approach enables, on
the one hand, to conceptually grasp and empiri¢daBy the individual decision to volunteer
in response to public spending as a complex mamsaamical phenomenon in terms of
general causal patterns, and, on the other, topheteit as an intricate social phenomenon
through qualitative analysis of micro-level praesc Despite epistemological differences
between these methods, there is widespread sufgpartultidisciplinary research that uses
positivist methods to identify broad causal pateam the macro-level and interpretivist
methods to explain these in detail on the micr@ld€lin 1998; Seale 1999; Della Porta and

Keating 2008).



An Economic Model of Public Spending and Volunteerng

Despite its ideological stance, the Big Societynpia coupled with hardwired economic
considerations. Therefore it is useful to explcithake a brief economic analysis by means
of a theoretical model, admittedly simple but haigfnot too simplistic, to generate a set of
predictions about the relationship between pubtiensling and volunteering. This model
takes an extremely optimistic view of the governti'ereconomic achievements, by
analyzing the Big Society in a pure situation ofabaed budget, full employment, and
perfectly rational individuals. By using these eclaal assumptions, the model deliberately
avoids making an “easy” criticism of the currenitBh government’s policies based on more
or less Keynesian considerations about the recemsioeffects of austerity measures.
Similarly, in this ideal laboratory economy, itassumed that government debt does not exist
any longer, thereby ruling out any potentially re&ling effects of past policy mistakes or
global financial troubles.

This section sketches the main aspects of the éhieal model (which the interested
reader can find in the Appendix) and its main peedns. Since the focus is on volunteering
and public expenditure, the model uses both arvishaial perspective (micro) and a country
perspective (macro): the tool of general equilibribelps to handle such a framework. Since
macro variables evolve over time, also dynamic etsp€physical and social capital
accumulation and depletion) are incorporated irs tmodel. Volunteering infrastructure
enters the model as a stock of volunteering expegienherited from previous generations. In
fact, it seems realistic to acknowledge that pastintary activities leave a positive trace in

the community. The analytical model stylizes thetdes influencing time allocation between



working and volunteering and determines their retethip with public policy at the
macroeconomic level. Four main modeling steps aderiaken, which are summarized here.

The first step is making a number of simplifyingsasptions about the economy,
some standard and some more innovative. Most notdabé model builds on a utility
function which represents the interests of indigiduabout volunteering and working, and
defines what makes them more or less happy. Thigy utinction satisfies the following
assumptions: individuals 1) like consuming markebvds and leaving some wealth to their
children; 2) care for doing some volunteering t¢phtee community; 3) enjoy having some
public good provided by taxes and by volunteeragg 4) suffer the hardships of working,
whether it is for free or for a market salary. Asqtions 2) and 4) put together imply that
while individuals dislike to some degree both kirddabor efforts, they suffer volunteering
less, due to the additional gratification aspeebived in that activity.

Second, the utility of individuals, assumed heter@mpus in terms of abilities, is
maximized subject to the constraints that derivamfrthe market and the government's
policy. Moreover, both volunteering and market pctibn require individual abilities and
hours of work. Finally, the government managesutoa balanced budget, which guarantees
that government spending cuts translate automBticad lower income tax rates. Of course,
it is realized that this is a very optimistic andndi-term perspective, assuming a
governmental policy consistently pursued for a getien.

Third, the results of all the individual units’ menizations are aggregated by the
perfectly competitive markets, in general equilibn, so that (along with other important
variables) the optimal amount of hours spent waykior the market and volunteering are
determined as a function of governmental policies.

Figure 1 shows a graphic representation of the inode



[Figure 1 here]

As a result, the first proposition can be matheoadlyy derived, containing the first
result of the model: a decrease in the tax ratsesaa decrease in the optimal volunteering
hours, and vice versa.

A second proposition is obtained stating that arease in taxation increases the
voluntary and the public expenditure componentthefpublic good, provided tax rates are

not too high. That is, a Laffer-curve pattern agjses shown in figure 2.

[Figure 2 here]

Finally, considering the subgroup of inactive agestiows that, in equilibrium, the
third proposition is that they are indifferent sxés and therefore might not be affected by
the public expenditure. This clarifies the impodarof empirically studying the employed

fraction of the population.

Econometric Analysis

Two datasets were used to test the main predictdatianship between government
expenditure and volunteering for employed individusuggested by the theoretical analysis.
The first dataset is the British Household Panev&u (BHPS), which contains unbalanced
paneldata about UK citizens from 1991 to 2007 [1]. As tbcus is on employed individuals
only, agents older than 60 or non-employed areiefited from the sample. Nevertheless, the
dataset is substantial: 45,376 observations frof@7Bdifferent individuals. In this way, time

and individual elements become central in the amalyrhe data have been collected through



face-to-face interviews, or telephone interviewsripossible otherwise (Taylor et al. 2010).
Data about UK government expenditure were extradtech the OECD UK statistical
profile, and were divided, for each year, by theRGDhe constructed dataset contains also
information about English, Scottish, Welsh and Nerh Irish government expenditure,
obtained from PESA documents (Public ExpendituegiSical Analyses — HM Treasury) for
each available issue (1999-2009), which also coathinformation for the time period 1991-
2008. Statistics from PESA are not necessarilyfatinsistent for different years, but their
introduction in the analysis was used to checkrtimistness for general UK government
expenditure.

The second dataset contains data about OECD cesi@nd countries included in the
European Values Survey Wave 1 (1981), 2 (1990)999), and 4 (2008). For Wave 1, 6,070
valid observations from 11 countries were studied;Wave 2, 10,568 valid observations
from 22 countries; for Wave 3, 4,026 valid obsaorad from 11 countries; and for Wave 4,
6,492 valid observations from 19 countries. Dataevemllected by several data collectors for
different countries. Face-to-face interviews witarglardized questionnaires were conducted
in the official language of each country, with #heeption of 25% of interviews in Iceland in
Wave 3 made by telephone (EVS 2011).

For Wave 3 and 4 data about general governmenneitpee were extracted from the
OECD statistics and divided, for each country aacheyear, by the GDP. For Wave 1 and 2,
it was not possible to obtain data about the gérgmaeernment expenditure, but general
government final consumption was used as proxy.e@drgovernment final consumption,
measured as percentage of the GDP, was extracted the World Bank dataset, and
includes all government current expenditures forcpases of goods and services, but
excludes the government capital formation. In tle&trsubsection variables, analysis, and

results are presented for both datasets [2].
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Volunteering and Government in UK

This subsection examines the effect of general gwwent expenditure on the binary variable
probability of volunteering, measured as beingvacin organizations [3]. The goal is to
examine how expansions or contractions of UK andntig-specific (England, Scotland,
Wales, and Northern Ireland) general governmentperditure as a fraction of GDP are
correlated with changes in the probability of eaatlividual to volunteer. The empirical
analysis controls for several other regressors:baunof children, sex, level of education,
marital status, income, liking the neighborhoodigren, and country. Using the personal and
country-specific variables along with the governimgmending helps to make sure that the
relationship between government expenditure andnteéring is robust. The description and

coding of each variable is shown in Table 1.

[Table 1 here]

A summary of the dependent variable and of eactessgr is presented in Table 2.

[Table 2 here]

The econometric analysis is developed on diffefemtls to offer a comprehensive study.
The first step is to perform an ordinary least sgU®LS) regression for the entire dataset.
Two sets of regressions are undertaken (of whiemtbst relevant specification is reported):
the first one (labeled OLS — Tot) uses UK governtrexpenditure, while the second one

(labeled OLS — Cou) uses, for each observationgtivernment expenditure of the countries
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in which the respondent lives. The second analgisis controls for the countries, to make
sure that the country government expenditure doépiok up some country-specific effects

on volunteering. Table 3 presents the results:

[Table 3 here]

Strikingly, government expenditure, no matter if Mkde or country-specific, always
has a positive and significant effect on voluntagriAlso some personal characteristics
appear to systematically matter for the individdtision to volunteer: education, belonging
to any religious denomination, liking the neighbmod, having children, being married,
being male, and having an interest in politics, lelve positive effects. Having a higher
income reduces the probability of volunteering, abhisuggests the possibility of a
substitution effect between working and voluntegrin

Since the dataset is a panel and volunteering &sured as a binary variable, an OLS
regression alone would not be sufficient. In thagdaata analysis with fixed effects, all the
variables which had no within variation, such as aed religion, had to be dropped. The
results of the analysis for the UK general govemimexpenditure (variable Exp) are

presented in Table 4.

[Table 4 here]

To check the robustness of the results, a battegstimators was used, including:
panel data OLS with fixed effect (xtreg fe), padata OLS with random effects (xtreg re),

panel data OLS with autoregressive errors of otdand fixed effects (xtregar fe), panel data

12



OLS with autoregressive errors of order 1 and ramdadfects (xtregar re), logit analysis
(logit), probit analysis (probit), panel data logdoled regression (xtlogit pooled), panel data
logit with fixed effects (xtlogit fe), panel datadit pooled regression (xtlogit pooled), panel
data logit with fixed effects (xtlogit re), and prdata probit with fixed effects (xtlogit re).
According to the Hausman test, the fixed effecingtiors perform better than those with
random effects.

In each regression the government expenditure appeapositively influence the
probability of individual’s volunteering, with theoefficient parameter significant at the 5%
level, with the only exception of the linear probisyp OLS estimator with autoregressive
errors or order 1 and with the (likely inconsisteag suggested by the Hausman test) random
effects estimator. Personal characteristics (haehglren, higher education, being married,
liking the neighborhood, and being interested ifitigs) all tend to encourage volunteering,
while having a higher income tends to discouradanteering, although these characteristics
are not always significant.

The same investigation is repeated by disaggrap#t@ government expenditure of

the four member-countries (Expcou), as shown inér'ab

[Table 5 here]

The results are similar to the aggregate UK ansilyse country-specific government
expenditure coefficients are positive and significaexcept for the panel data OLS with
autoregressive errors or order 1 and with the nandffects. This shows that the government
expenditure effect is robust for the division iruntries and does not depend on external UK
circumstances. Also the effects of personal charstics are along the lines of the pattern

observed in Table 4, thereby confirming the robessrof the previous results.
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Volunteering and Government in Europe

Could the positive effect of government expenditonevolunteering be a British anomaly?
To answer this questions a second study is cawigdon the countries that fall in the
intersection between the EVS study and the OECD [A]full description of the country
variables is not reported due to lack of space, thedfocus will be on the most relevant
estimates.

Along with the general government expenditure \#Hea(exp) and the general
government final consumption variable (govcon), esal variables are included in the

regressions. Table 6 shows each variable, itsitiehrand its coding.

[Table 6 here]

The first two waves show some differences compardte third and fourth. Income
is only available categorically (incomecat), actogdto the respondent’s position in the
national deciles income ladder, no data is avalatiout education (education), nor ideas
about people sticking to their affairs (people)s@lfor the first wave, no data are available
about political interest (vote).

Table 7 summarizes the dependent variable andiedependent variable.

[Table 7 here]

The four waves are analyzed separately; in faet,BWS is not a panel dataset, as

individuals are not followed in time; and it is neocorrectly interpreted as cross sectional
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rather than longitudinal dataset, because not evemntry is represented in all of the four
datasets. Therefore, the dataset is considereguaséparate cross sectional studies, one for
each wave. The advantage of conducting four diffeséudies is that it provides information
about the robustness of the results. Unfortunatedycross-section analysis prevents the use
of country dummies, as these would absorb all tfierdnces in government spending across
countries. However, this can be partially recovdsgdcontrolling for a number of personal
characteristics, which are likely to be influendsdthe country in which individuals live.

The first set of regressions analyses the firstengthe EVS, which contains data for
the years 1981 and 1982. Four types of analysisleveloped: (1) a basic OLS regression;
and, given that the dependent variable is bin&)ya(Probit; (3) Logit; and (4) robust Probit

analyses are appropriate. Table 8 contains thétsesu

[Table 8 here]

The analysis is repeated for the second wave oEW®, which contains data for the
years 1990 and 1991. In this case it is possiblattoduce a variable for interest in politics.

Results for the second wave are shown in table 9.

[Table 9 here]

The striking result is that the coefficient of theneral government final consumption

variable (Govcon) is positive and significant il etgressions. Also having children is

positive and significant, as well as being male. with the British data, income mostly

affects volunteering in a negative way. Contraryh® BHPS, however, being married seems
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to have a negative effect on the individual chd@e&olunteer, while religion does not seem
to have a clear effect.

For the third and fourth wave, data about genevakgiment expenditure, education,
precise purchase power parity (PPP) income, arakidbout whether people should stick to
their own affairs are available, allowing for a maromprehensive investigation. Table 9

shows the results for the third wave.

[Table 9 here]

The positive and significant effect of governmexypenditure is still present. Having
children, higher education, being interested intjes|, and believing that people should not
stick to their own affairs also have positive amghsgicant effects. Religion and marital status
once more do not seem to influence volunteering tlear and significant way. The same

results are obtained for wave 4, as can be se€alle 10.

[Table 10 here]

In sum, the data are consistent with the predistinthe theoretical model about the
dependence of volunteering on the size of the welfstate, personal abilities, and
employment. These findings support the view thasel on the available data for Europe and
for the United Kingdom, government expenditure hapositive effect on volunteering: a
decrease in public spending decreases the prdgaliiat employed agents decide to

volunteer.
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Narrative Analysis

The econometric findings support the analytical efadprediction that less public spending
does not lead employed individuals to volunteerandr narrative analysis can be useful to
cast more light on the qualitative relationshipgwaen volunteering, public spending,
abilities, and volunteering infrastructure. As pairta wider, independently conducted study,
19 qualitative interviews were held between Octadredt December 2009 in Glasgow (UK)
with 7 active residents of the area PollokshieldsutBside Central and 12 public
professionals working for Glasgow City Council amdrious agencies delivering public
services in this area.

The goal of the research was to reveal the commtine patterns and tensions that
prevented productive collaboration. The interviemere approached as narratives: stories
people tell about their personal experiences whitingly or unwittingly enable them to
pinpoint what happened, make sense of these hamgsenand express their normative
evaluation (Hummel 1991; Wagenaar 2011, 208-228¢s& stories are structured according
to narrative elements such as plotlines, charagckemmes, and metaphors (Rein and Schon
1994; Stone 2002). By analyzing how different axtstructured their narratives, the analysis
teased out “the work narratives do” (Forester 1983)arboring underlying beliefs, feelings,
and experiences, as well as broader behaviorarpatand tensions. The narratives of the
respondents were analyzed through a grounded thmocgss: by systematically coding the
transcribed interviews and writing memos in whiddes and stories were interpreted and
compared to each other, it was possible to forrauatmeta-narrative of the entire case
(Charmaz 2006; Wagenaar 2011, 251-272).

This meta-narrative of Glasgow tells the story ablx spending and volunteering

levels traditionally above UK average, while levetgpoverty and deprivation are unmatched
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by any other major British city. This unproductiygattern is rooted in Glasgow’s
development into a “dual city” (Keating 1988): f@aching governmental intervention and
centralism led to successful regeneration programsner-city areas, but simultaneously
fuelled deep-seated community activism and distrustonomically, socially, and politically
marginalized peripheral estates. Citizens tendet@dtive in volunteering and dislike being
told what to do, while Glasgow City Council tendssupport volunteering and like being in
control of what happens. In this context, the redeadentified two opposing narratives
which divided the respondents more or less in laleé group (respondents 1-4,9,10,12,16-
18) told stories in which public spending is sesnvidal support for volunteering, while the
stories of the other group (respondents 5-8,115,39) portrays it as a source of hampering
and patronizing interference from local authorities

The first narrative, “work in progress”, charactes volunteering as an ongoing,
complex, and demanding process in constant needorofessional support. It was
communicated by public professionals responsible tfas. Their experiences varied
according to their specializations, remit, and argations: e.g., a local police officer told
stories about the complex and changeable composiiml needs of the neighborhood in
terms of safety, while a City Council official t&l#t about imprecise and ambiguous policies
and regular revisions of rules and structures. Janneducated public professional in his
forties working for the local authorities to encage volunteering, had most experience with

this:

...part of the process is ... taking the messag® ... community councils, ... area
committees, ... tenants and residents associatiangh groups... Basically if you
identify where they are, and who they are, thenintgkontact with them, going

along and making a presentation... And you mightogten of those, you know, and
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for every ten you might get one ... who is willitggcome along, and they might just
come along to a meeting, decide it's not for them #hen disappear again. But that's
again what | saybout the nature of it and it's aboutcontinuing to go out and
spread the wordand networkingvith partners to make sure that ... they're spregdi
the word... So, but’s just an ongoing piece of work ... that doesn’stop... So very

muchwork in progress...

John tells about the great effort involved with d&ly work of supporting volunteering. His
story turns from description to prescription witlfrermative leap” (Rein and Schon 1994,
26): first describing his work as fairly ordereddamanageable (“identify where they are, and
who they are, then making contact with them, galumng and making a presentation”), John
ends by prescribing that “it’s just an ongoing pi@t work ... that doesn’t stop” that asks for
“continuing to go out and spread the word”. Themative leap that the “work in progress” is
“the nature of it” legitimizes the view that volestring isinherently an endless process of
recruiting and sustaining volunteers gantinuous need of public spending to guarantee a
volunteering infrastructure. There is a permaneeidnfor skilled professionals who go out to
meet new people, convince them to come along, geothem with adequate training, and
keep them on board.

The second narrative, “making a difference”, holdat citizens are motivated to
volunteer and solve community problems, but aregted by local authority interference in
actually making a difference. It was expressed ihyens and a few disillusioned public
professionals. In different ways, they had beenntalan adversarial stance to the local
authorities: e.g., one pensioner told stories almsitcommunity centre being cut off from

funding while a young mother talked about not bemigng seriously in meetings. Jenny, a
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low-educated, employed, middle-aged woman active mumber of voluntary organizations,

takes perhaps the fiercest stance of all:

...If it's local people run you’ve got what local peofe are looking for. If you as a
funder want to come in and actually do moyeu ... can't come in with this
approach ... ‘We’ll set up our own structures’, which [the Council] has been
doing... | live in one of the worst areas for hiealt and our health initiatives have
been paid back to the bone. Our local health prejdlcat drew a lot, smoking
cessation groups, you know, weight loss things, ki, confidence boosting to get
you out of depression therapies, you know, alteredherapies for residentsThe
only way to really fix Glasgow is by using the comuomities. And to get some kind
of health employer coming in and saying ‘We shduddoing that'..., Glasgow folk
turn away and say ‘On your way'. ... People wilheminto a health club ... locally...
That's where a big Glasgow strategy should be feadj into... They should be
saying ‘What is it that you're doing that got thesults and how can we help you get

more results?’.

Jenny strongly resents City Council interferencéhwioluntary activities. Her narrative
follows a storyline of “stymied progress”: “In theeginning ... things got better, thanks to a
certain someone [or something]. But now somebodgamething is interfering with our
hero, so things are going to get terrible againv® 2002, 139, 142). At first, Jenny found
herself living “in one of the worst areas for hbalgsetting) and got involved in “local health
projects that drew a lot” of participants and maaealifference. However, “our health
initiatives” (the hero) were “paid back to the bbnehile City Council and a “health

employer” (anti-heroes) tried to take over and ‘iget[their] own structures” (climax). This
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story legitimizes her view that volunteers havetiigat abilities for making a difference and
“the only way to really fix Glasgow” is by supporting them to go without any government
interference.

At first glance, there seems to be an impassedmtthese opposing narratives: the
belief that volunteering benefits from more puldigending underlying John’s story is in
fundamental conflict with Jenny’s underlying belibé&t it benefits from less public spending.
However, working out a pragmatic compromise is fiidssdespite deep-seated differences
(Forester 1999). John and Jenny should recognaevtthunteering is an ongoing, messy, and
frustrating type of work, that their stories aretja@ constructions of the complex nature of
volunteering, and that they both offer valuable eochplementary views. Volunteering could
be less of a “work in progress” for John if he wibukcognize and accommodate the abilities
of citizens more, while Jenny could be more effectin “making a difference” when
recognizing the value of public professionals’ vakering infrastructure. This, admittedly
brief and preliminary, illustration of the complexcro level activities of voluntary practice
suggests that public spending can make volunteenioigg successful when local authorities
and volunteers nurture a collaborative relationgbigvork out practical agreements on how
abilities and volunteering infrastructure can rem€ each other.

Thus, the narrative analysis suggests that pgpknding will stimulate volunteering
if employed individuals consider it worth their #nThey are less likely to volunteer if they
perceive their abilities for “making a differencas low and the volunteering infrastructure as
inadequate for dealing with the “work in progresBublic spending in itself does not seem
sufficient to increase volunteering: also produetoollaborative relationships between local
authorities and volunteers are needed. Less papbading, then, increases the probability

that collaborative relationships are offset, aie#it and volunteering infrastructure are
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insufficiently supported, and employed individuaddl consider voluntary work as not worth

allocating their time to.

Rethinking the Government-Volunteering Relationship

The goal of this paper was to examine the thealeticd practical consistency of the perhaps
too optimistic expectations of the Big Society plalmout volunteering after withdrawing
public spending. Many factors were already knowaaftect levels of voluntary activity, but
surprisingly enough the relationship between pubpending and volunteering had great
lacunae, which were filled by a widely held beliefthe existence of a crowding out effect.
The analysis here shows that more government expeaéctually increases the probability
of volunteering for employed agents. This findisigould not be interpreted as (political)
argument in favor of “Big Government” and again&id' Society”. Rather, the analysis
suggests that government expenditure has to berddilto sustaining local abilities and
volunteering infrastructure so that employed indiils will consider voluntary work as
worth allocating their time to.

Although the British context greatly differs frorhet American one, this conclusion
resembles the recommendations for volunteeringcpdhat Nessbit and Brudney (2010)
reach in their analysis of the Edward M. Kennedg8@&merica Act, and supplements these
in two ways. First, public spending is necessarydialing with the inherent challenges of
voluntary work and keeping the level of voluntegritom going down. Second, public
spending should be used to accommodate and impnaixgdual abilities and volunteering
infrastructure. This is not to refute the argumtinat the relationship of governments with
voluntary organizations and volunteering is inhégeproblematic and contentious, nor that

voluntary organizations can generate negative cuesees (Brecher and Wise 2008;

22



Reingold and Lenkowsky 2010). Indeed, the analgsisfirmed that public spending and
volunteering are wedged between bold political lslead unruly practice. At the same time,
the analysis showed that unilaterally “rolling ba¢&r “rolling in”) government is not the
way to deal with the inherent difficulties of voleering. Rather, the only sustainable
approach to volunteering seems to be localizechpeship working that makes volunteers
feel that their voluntary work is worth their time.

The analysis suggests that volunteering is not Isirmpfunction of the presence or
withdrawing of government; it requires governmehatt places itself next to voluntary
workers and organizations to work out pragmatic sMay making a difference. Government
expenditure should not merely form a regulatorjtrumeent for oversight and control of
voluntary organizations (cf. LeRoux 2009). Thisde&o the following recommendations: (1)
public spending needs to be used to prevent vaduingg levels from dropping; (2) employed
individuals have to be encouraged to do voluntapykwoy making it worth their time; and
(3) for public spending to increase volunteeringyegynments and voluntary organizations
should cultivate local abilities and volunteeringfrastructure based on collaborative
relationships. These recommendations, drawn froen rttacro and micro level analysis
conducted here, complement recent middle levelyaral of the relationship between
government and voluntary organizations, which asset financial support of nonprofits,
training and education of their professionals, badding a solid volunteering infrastructure
are vital to successful volunteering (Smith 2008e&2011).

Admittedly, the analysis here provides a prelimynaiasis to speculate about the
relationship between government expenditure andnieéring and the prospective effects of
the Big Society plan. But this test of the mainidfalinderlying this policy may provide some
valuable insights into the likelihood of its sucsesr failure, as well as helpful

recommendations about the direction in which itlddoe amended. Future research could
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refine the conclusions and recommendations reatleeel by further analyzing the ways
government expenditure interacts with abilities &otlinteering infrastructure; the influence
of specific fiscal elements on relative segmentsvaliunteering; and the role of money
donation. In any case, future research and pohowlsl advance a thorough understanding of

the relationship between public spending and velemng.

Footnotes

[1] Years 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, and 20@6excluded as these do not contain
information on the variable used.

[2] All the Stata codes used in the estimationsaaaglable from the authors upon request.

[3] Organizations for the BHPS are listed in taBlewhile organizations for the EVS are
listed in table 6.

[4] Countries are listed in table 6.

Appendix

A. The Economy and the Utility Function

Society is populated by successive generations ageints, with each agent indexed by
i € [0,1], and the total mass of individuals normalized t@He population does not change
over time and there is only one active individuat family. Agents live for one period and
they are characterized by a certain degree of iab#itiesA;; > 0 and capital inherited from
the parentk;,,_, > 0. Each individual allocates her working houkg,, between voluntary

work h;,, and market work,;.
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The utility function depends on private end-of-ldensumptiorc;, and bequest;,,,
volunteeringV;;[2], public goodG,, and disutility of workH;;:

cokye | 2
U, = — I +Vite +&te _yjHlt
a’@d-a)™” 2

(1)

where parameters satisfy @<, 0 <e< 1, 08<1, and Og<1. Hence, this model features
both intragenerational altruism, expressed throumh the volunteering motive, and

intergenerational altruism, expressed by the béquesve.
B. The Constraints

Labor supplied in the market, private capital, gmdductive abilities serve to produce the
aggregate good in the economy:
X = A gtki;fl

where 0€6<1. The after-tax end of life wealth is given by:

Wit = (1' Tt)xit = (1' L )A hﬁ kilr_aﬁl

it " lipt

At the end of their life agents allocate their etex-wealth between consumption and

C_l—ak_l—a
bequest maximizing subutilityﬁ , which implies:
a -a
Ci = (1_ a)vvit and kit = a(vvit)

Sincec, +k, =W,, the indirect utility function can be rewritten as

U;; :\Nite+£te_ 2
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(2)

Each person’s volunteering impact depends on theshspent volunteering, her productive

abilities, and the aggregate volunteering caitalk

_1_ﬂ
Vit = At hiet Kuw-1
The volunteering capital evolves according to:

th =(1- p)th—l +I hy A di +6
(3)
In which p represents the natural decay rate of the voluiniggecapital lost across
generations. A certain degree of volunteering ehpits independent from volunteering as it
is guaranteed from market interactions. That igne¥ initial volunteering capital were zero,
the market would still harbor a minimum possibilioy voluntary activity to emerge. Even in
the extreme case in which any history of voluntegror social relationships was absent,
agents could make volunteering arise from the V&sic social contact involved in market

activities.

The public good can be provided either using gavemt revenues or volunteering:
_ . T1- B .
G, =1, AhLKEEd + KT [ Achldi

Assuming that the abilities are stationary, in djestate each agent’s capital would

converge to:

k, =la@-)Ash,
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C. Optimal Time Allocation

To find the optimal allocation of time between woik and volunteering, the first order
conditions and some simple passages are follovedirst order conditions of the

maximization of (1) are:

ou, o 1y 8-
a_hlt = e/B\Np 1(1_ Tt)Atki'gt—llh'gt ' _l/j(hvt + hpt)
p
= |- 1) AKEAT L ~(hy, +1h,)
=0
(4)
and
% =epfV. e‘lA kA thAt -y, +h )
ah- - it t PNive—1" vt ivt ipt
= eflA KL N —(h, +h,)
=0
(5)
from which is obtained:
eB-1 — €
[h} = —k\f_l
N, A-r, )kilp_tfl
and therefore
K2 ef-1
h =|—wt h
" { (1_ I )kilp_tf?l :l ™
6

Substituting (6) into (5) yields:
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— sl en k2. o1
eﬂ[Atki\l/t—[i] hit "~ ha +|:%:| h,r=0

(1_ Tt) ipt-1
hef2 _ Y 1+ - rt)kilp‘fl ot -0
vt N e =
eﬂ(At kivt—l) vt-1
N N
h. :(%jz_eﬁ (At kvt—'f)l_eﬁ
ivt W 1
e _ % 2-ef
{[At A-r K5 +(Ak,, ) ﬁ}
1 . _ (1-p)e
= (%j A Ky
v t . 0B re
{[(1— rOkh o + k57 }

which imply that the equilibrium market working heware:

1
es

= (eﬁJZ—leﬁ [At - 1)ki’ res
it — | 7,
{[At a5 ] + (A Rw_l)”ﬁ}z_

W

1 _e
_(eﬁjz-ep . |- D)k, Jres
=, t

Y e @pe sep
[a-o)kss e + k5

Higher inner ability A, makes agent j more willing to both work in the ketrand

volunteer. A change in abilities always changedesgent’'s optimal time allocation to the

same proportion no matter the personal ratio ofgpei capital to volunteering capital.
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Also taxation influences the decision of timingoaktion between volunteering and

working in the market. In particular:

Proposition 1. An increase (decrease) m brings about an increase (decrease) in the
optimal volunteering hourk,, and a decrease (increase) in the optimal WOfkimgélh*pt for
each agend[0,1].

B. Proof of Proposition 1 The first derivative oh,, with respect to the tax rate is:

! e-1*ef
ahit’t _[ €8 B 2—eeﬂ e(Atkl ﬂ)l_eﬁ [(1 T )k|1ptﬂ1 1-ef kl 'B
or, \y t

>0

3-ef

e (@-ple | o- eB
(2-eB)1- eﬁ){[(l 1)k 8 +k, 5% }

The first derivative ot with respect tar, is:

ipt

e-1+e

oy (B po_e | [-rokgh] s K
t 1—6ﬂ e € ﬁ
R a-n

la-r)ki?]e

(-p)e
- eﬂ){(/ﬂt 0= TR + (AR ) }

which is negative since:
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[a- e .

(-pe

2-eB)| (A @-KE? Jres + (AK, ) =

QED.

Proposition 2. If LI < 1-¢f
1-7, e

a decrease (increase) in taxation causes a netadecr

(increase) in public good provision in both the ggwment and voluntary component.

C. Proof of Proposition 2 It is necessary to prove that if conditions ie tAroposition 2

B

hold, than the public goo, increases in both factorzsj A h? k:F dj and Evlt‘_fj A h,, 0

jt* Tjpt T jpt-1
as 7, increases. From Proposition 1 is known that ane@®e in7, will cause an increase in

h,

- Itis necessary to find the condition under wham increase i, brings an increase in
the optimal amount of government revenues. Thdieiysof the optimal work supply to the

taxation is:

I e [(1 - T )k|lp_t€1 1-e

Mae, = oo . e L
Do (A <1—rt)kﬁ,;i)1—eﬁ+(AtEw-l)(l‘3

30



If Lsﬂ the elasticity i®<7, . <1. Therefore, as long asrt—s 1-ef
1-7, e e 1-1, e

the work supply is inelastic. An increase (decrgase, translates into a net increase of the

public good supply also in the government parhefpublic good. QED.

D. Non-active Agents

Let us generalize this framework by assuming thete are two different types of abilities in

the model:A,, for the production of the gooX;, and A, for the provision of volunteering.

In this case:

Proposition 3 If agents have zero productive ability and positreéunteering ability,

i.e.A, =0, while A, >0, then their decision about volunteering does epetid on taxes.

Proof of Proposition 3:Non-productive agent j can be viewed as charagérby a

negative shock on the productive abilities, so thgt=0, while A, >0. In this case, her

indirect utility function then becomes:

2
—\/€ e lﬂH't
U;; _Vit +£t - :

The optimal private work isi;fpt =0 . The FOC relative to the hours spent

volunteering are:

au, el A By B

a_h-t = epV,; lAt kv'f-llhiﬁ ' —yh,
= eﬂ[At Ev/t;—_ll]e he " —¢h,,

=0
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In this case the optimal amount of hours spentntelering does not depend on tax

rates:

1

h'iw = L2 ki? eT—Eﬁ
Clakiz)

QED.
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Figures and tables

Definition of Individual
preferences:

1. Enjoy private wealth
2. Enjoy having an

impact on the
community

(95}

. Enjoy public goods

4. Dislike working

Utility Maximization

Optimal amount of time
spent working and
volunteering according to
personal characteristic and
government spending

Figure 1. Graphical Representation of the Model
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Figure 2. Numerical Simulations

38



Variables BHPS

Variable

Definition Code

Vol

Being active in organizations 1= Yes
0= No

Exp

Ratio between general government expenditur&umerical
and GDP

Nchild

Number of children Numerical

Sex

Sex of the respondent 1= Male
2= Female

Edu

Highest achieved education 0= Commercial Qualification

CSE Grade 2-5,Scot G
Apprenticeship

=  Higher Degree

=  First Degree

=  Teaching Qualification
Other Higher Qualification
Nursing Qualification

=  GCE A Level Qualification

= GCE O Level or Equi

Sex

Sex of the respondent 1= Male
= Female

Married

Being married 1= Yes
0= No

Income

Annual labour Income Numerical

Neigh

Like present neighbourhood 1= Yes
0= No

Religion

Religious denomination of the respondent 1=No Religion
2= Church of England /Anglican
= Roman Catholic

=  Presbyterian /Church of Scotland

= Methodist
=  Baptist
=  Congregation/lURC
= Other Christian
= Christian
10= Muslim/Islam
11= Hindu
12= Jewish
13= Sikh
14= Other

Country

Country = England
= Scotland
= Wales
= Northern Ireland

Vote

Level of interest in politics 1= Very interested
=  Fairly interested
=  Not very interested
= Not at all interested

Expcou

Ratio country general specific government Numerical
expenditure and GDP

Table 1: Variables BHPS
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Variables Summary British Household Panel Survey (BPS)

Variable Definition Mean Std. Dev.
Vol Being active in organizations .485 .500
Exp Ratio between general government expenditure and GD .425 .020
Nchild Number of children .673 976

Sex Sex of the respondent 1.485 .500

Edu Highest achieved education 3.139 1.442
Married Being married .582 493
Income Annual labour Income 16168.64 14911.34
Neigh Like present neighbourhood .981 .258
Religion Religious denomination of the respondent 3.584 B.34
Country Country 1.683 1.019
Vote Level of interest in politics 2.755 .904
Expcou gaDtIi:(‘) country general specific government expemndigind  .308 .037

Table 2. Variables Summary BHPS

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%elnumbers in parenthesis are the standard eifrtite estimates.
Organizations include: political party, trade unienvironmental group, parents association, tengnatup, religious group,

voluntary group, other community group, social grosports club, women institute, women group, othiganisation
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BHPS OLS for Total Expenditure and Country Specifc Expenditure

Var OLS -Tot OLS-Coun | Var OLS —-Tot OLS- Coun
Exp .638* - Religion6 .125* .140*
(.135) (.052) (.052)
Expcou - .346* Religion7 311~ 312*
(.136) (.053) (.053)
Country2 - -.018 Religion8 124* .149*
(.013) (.011) (.013)
Country3 - -.048* Religion9 147 .145*
(.012) (.013) (.013)
Country4 - -.077* Religion10 .100* .099*
(.019) (.035) (.035)
Nchild 022* .022* Religion11 .028 .024
(.003) (.003) (.067) (.068)
Edul A77* .180* Religion12 .207* .205*
(.021) (.021) (.057) (.058)
Edu2 144~ .145* Religion13 .090 .082*
(.014) (.014) (.071) (.072)
Edu3 .079* .078* Religion14 .142* .144*
(.012) (.012) (.023) (.024)
Edu4 .052* .052* Sex -.055* -.056*
(.014) (.014) (.007) (.007)
Edub .045* .0458* Married .019* .019*
(.013) (.013) (.007) (.007)
Religion2 .067* .062* Income -3e-07* -3e-07*
(.009) (.009) (1e-07) (1e-07)
Religion3 .080* .091* Neigh .020* .020*
(.011) (.012) (.010) (.010)
Religion4 - - Vote -.043* -.043*
(.003) (.003)
Religion5 A77* A77* Const .238* A421*
(.023 (.023) (.062) (.044)

Table 3. OLS BHPS
Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%€lnumbers in parenthesis are the standard effrtite estimates.



British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) — Volunteerig (General Government

Expenditure)
Var Xtreg Xtreg Xtrega Xtrega Logit Probit  Xtlogit  Xtlogit Xtlogit  Xtprobit
(Fe) (Re) r (Fe) r (Re) Pooled (Fe) (Re) (Fe)
Exp .416* .627* .875* 137 4.09* 2.54* 2.596* 2.543* 3.928* 2.297*
(146)  (132)  (134)  (1150)  (.582)  (.367)  (.542)  (.853)  (.778)  (.457)
Nchild .032* .022* .009 .014* .075* .047* .090* .195* .136* .080*
(.005)  (.003)  (.007)  (.003)  (.014)  (.009)  (.013)  .023 (017)  (.010)
Edul -.015 .186* .214* .220* .866* .539* 773* -.062 1.177* .692*
(053)  (.020)  (.073)  (.021)  (.094)  (057)  (.085)  .275 (.120)  (.070)
Edu2 -.022 .148* .201* A71* .681* 424* .610* -.094 .923* .543*
(041)  (014)  (056)  (.015)  (.063)  (.039)  (.057)  (.200)  (.083)  (.048)
Edu3 -.003 .087* 107+ 113* .488* .304* .361* -.003 .548* .322*
(030)  (.012)  (041)  (.013)  (.055)  (.034)  (.050)  (.146)  (.071)  (.042)
Edu4 .006 .058* .091 .068* .293* .182* .244* .057 .370* 217*
(033)  (.013)  (.047) (.014) (.061)  (.038)  (.055)  (.164)  (.079)  (.046)
Edu5 .040 .048* .098* .054* 217+ .135* .200* 244 .305* .180*
(032)  (012)  (045)  (.013)  (.057) (035)  (.052)  (.162)  (.075)  (.044)
Married -.027* .035* -.003 .047* .201* .126* .145* -.161* .215* 127*
(011)  (.006)  (.014)  (.007)  (.029) (.018)  (.026)  (.054)  (.036)  (.021)
Income -6e-07* -6e-08 -3e-07 le-07 2e-06* le-06* -2.e-07 -5e-06* -4e-07 -2e-07
(2.e-07) (1e-07) (2.e-07) (1e-07) (le-06) (5e-07) 6.e-07 (le-06) (9e-07) (5e-07)
Neigh .002 .021* .012 .021* A72* .107* -2e-07* .014 .132* .077*
(011)  (.009)  (.013)  (.009)  (.046)  (.028)  (6e-07) (.067)  (.057)  (.033)
Vote -.016* -.049* -.011 * -.042* -.238*  -.148* -.200* -.097* -.301* -177*
(.005)  (.003)  (.005)  (.003)  (.015)  (.009)  (.013)  (.027) (.019)  (.011)
Const .364* .219* .027* .391* -1.87* -1.16* -1.17* - -1.760* -1.03*
(071)  (.059)  (.012)  (.067)  (.264)  (.164)  (.244) (.355)  (.208)

Table 4. Regressions BHPS —General Government Expditure

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%elnumbers in parenthesis are the standard eifrtite estimates.
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British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) — Volunteerig (Country Government

Expenditure)

Var Xtreg Xtreg Xtregar  Xtregar Logit probit Xtlogit Xtlogit ~ Xtlogit(  Xtprobi

(fe) (re) (fe) (re) pooled (fe) re) t (fe)
Expcou A487* .351* 1.216* .070 1.698* 1.060*  1.448* 3.002* 2.181* 1.276*
(.144) (.134) (.192) (.150) (.575) (.358) (.549) (.873) (.811) (.476)

Country?2 -.039 -.022 -.136 -.007 -.119* -.074* -.092 -.217 -.145 -.085
(.068) (.013) (.064) (.014) (.055) (.034) (.053) (.241) (.078) (.046)

Country3 .128* -.029* .061 -.021 -.152* -.095* -.121* .663 -.191 -113*
(.058) (.011) (.060) (.012) (.046) (.029) (.044) (.290) (.066) (.039)

Country4 .936* -.016 .762 .011 -.139* -.087* -.066 12.22*  -.104* -.062
(.016) (.016) (.654) (.018) (.070) (.044) (.067) (546.77) (.100) (.059)

Nchild .032* .022* .009 (.014)* .075* .046* .090* .195* .135* .079*
(.005) (.003) (.007) (.003) (.014) (.009) (.013) (.023) (.017) (.010)

Edul -.015 .184* .239* .220* .860* .535* .765* -.074 1.166* .687*
(.053) (.020) (.072) (.021) (.094) (.058) (.085) (.276) (.121) (.071)

Edu2 -.027 147* .230* A72* 677* A422* .605* -.130 .917* .539*
(.041) (.014) (.054) (.015) (.063) (.040) (.058) (.201) (.083) (.049)

Edu3 -.008 .086* .133* .114* A87* .303* .358* -.037 .544* .320*
(.030) (.012) (.039) (.013) (.055) (.034) (.051) (.147) (.071) (.042)

Edu4 .000 .057* 112+ .068* .292* .181* .239* .023 .363* .213*
(.033) (.013) (.045) (.014) (.061) (.038) (.056) (.165) (.079) (.046)

Edu5 .038 .048* .129* .055* .219* .136* .200* 231 .305* .180*
(.032) (.012) (.043) (.013) (.057) (.035) (.052) (.162) (.075) (.044)

Married -.028* .034* -.003 .046* .201* .125* .140* -.170* .208* .123*
(.011) (.006) (.014) (.007) (.029) (.018) (.026) (.055) (.036) (.021)
Income  -7e-07* -1le-07 -3.e-07 le-07 le-06 .1e-06  -4e-07 -5e-06* -8e-07  -4e-07
(2e-07) (1e-07) (2.e-07) (1e-07) (le-06) (5e-07) (6e-07) (1le-06) 9e-07  (5e-07)

Neigh .002 .020* .015 .021* le-06* .103* .084* .013 .124* .072*
(.012) (.009) (.013) (.009) (le-06) (.028) (.039) (.068) (.057) (.033)

Vote -.016* -.049* -.011 -.042* -.241* -.150* -.203* -.097* -.307* -.180*
(.005) (.003) (.005) (.003) (.015) (.009) (.013) (.027) (.019) (.011)

Const .307* .394* -.084* 433* -.561* -.348* -.440* 3.002*  -.655* -.382*
(.054) (.042) (.022) (.046) (.182) (.113) (.172) (.873) (.255) (.150)

Table 5. Regressions BHPS - Country Government Expditure
Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5% €lnumbers in parenthesis are the standard effrtite estimates.
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Variables EVS

Variable  Definition Code

Vol Doing unpaid work for organizations: 1= Yes
2= No

Exp Ratio government expenditure and GDP Numerical

Govcon General government final consumption as % of Numerical
GDP

Sex Sex of the respondent 1= Male
2= Female

Edu Highest achieved education 1= Incomplete elementary education
= Completed (compulsory) elementary
= education
Incomplete secondary school:
4= technical/vocational type
Complete secondary school:
5= technical/vocational type/secondary
Incomplete secondary: university-
6= preparatory type/secondary,
Complete secondary: university-preparatory
7= type/full secondary
Some university without degree/higher
8= education - lower-level tertiary
University with degree/higher education -
upper-level tertiary

Married Being married 1= Yes
2= No

Income Monthly household income (x1000) Numerical

Incomecat Monthly household income categories 1= Lower step
= Second step
= Third step
= Fourth step
= Fifth step
= Sixth step
= Seventh step
= Eight step
= Ninth step
10= Tenth step

Vote Level of interested in politics = Very interested
= Somewhat interested
= Not very interested
= Not at all interested

Religion Religious denomination of the respondent 1= Buddhist
= Free church/non denominational church
= Hindu
= Jew
= Muslim
= Orthodox
= Other
= Protestant
= Roman catholic

Religionl  Belonging to any religious denomination 1= Yes
0= No

People People should stick to their own affairs 1= Agree strongly
= Agree
= Not agree nor disagree
= Disagree
= Disagree strongly
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Table 6. Variables EVS
Countries are: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Repubdomark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, @rddangary,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlsndorway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, SlizeBpain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Turkey, Great Britain, and USA Orgaitions include: welfare organizations, religiougamisation, cultural
activities, trade unions, political parties/groulogal community action, third world developmenttian rights,
environment, ecology, animal rights, environmentnal rights, professional associations, youth wespgorts/recreation,
women groups, peace movement, voluntary healtn@agtons, consumer groups, other groups.

Variables Summary EVS

Variable  Definition Mean Std. Dev.
Vol Doing unpaid work for organizations: .331 470
Exp Ratio government expenditure and GDP .486 .106
Govcon General government final consumption as % of GDP 503 4.885
Nchild Number of children 1.424 1.314
Sex Sex of the respondent 1.455 .498

Edu Highest achieved education 5.144 1.918
Married Being married .642 480
Income Monthly household income (x1000) 1.843 1.402
Incomecat  Monthly household income categories 5.849 2.392
Vote Level of interested in politics 2.534 .923
Religion Religious denomination of the respondent 61.178 ®.73
Religionl Belonging to any religious denomination 711 453
People People should stick to their own affairs 2.741 8B.1

Table 7. Variables Summary EVS
Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%€lnumbers in parenthesis are the standard effrtite estimates.
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EVS Wave 1- 1981

Variable oLS Probit Logit Probit
Robust

Govcon .006* .025* .027* .002*
(.001) (.005) (.003) (.002)

Nchild .027* .045* .124* .076*
(.004) (.011) (.020) (.012)

Sex -.002 -.089 -.011 -.007
(.012) (.026) (.057) (.035)

Married -.026 -.037 -.117 -.073
(.015) (.034) (.069) (.042)

Incomecat2 -.136* .072 -.572 -.355
(.068) (.091) (.308) (.188)

Incomecat 3 .181* .030* -.794* -.485*
(.059) (.083) (.266) (.163)

Incomecat4 -.165* .084* -.719* -.443*
(.055) (.081) (.249) (.152)

Incomecat5 -.127* .088* -.5630* -.330*
(.054) (.081) (.242) (.148)

Incomecat6 -.132* .165* -.552* -.340*
(.054) (.082) (.238) (.146)

Incomecat7 -.132* 179* -.554* -.341*
(.053) (.084) (.237) (.145)

Incomecat8 -.120* .105* -.497* -.307*
(.053) (.086) (.236) (.145)

Incomecat9 -.103 .215 -411 -.257
(.054) (.089) (.241) (.147)

Incomecat10 -.057 126 -.210 -.132
(.055) (.086) (.244) (.150)

Religionl .054 .038 .203 117
(.154) (.425) (.724) (.448)

Religion2 -.038 -.671 -.186 -.126
(.208) (.570) (.953) (.584)

Religion3 -.232 -.013 -1.235 -717
(.199) (.474) (-1.043) (.620)
Religion4 -.297 -1.074 -1.800 -1.003
(.208) (.509) (-1.264) (.709)

Religion5 - - - -

Religion6 .058 -.278 0.235 137
(.153) (.465) (.720) (.446)

Religion7 .008 .156 0.020 .004
(.147) (.430) (.696) (.431)

46



Religion8 -.131 -.240 -0.619 -.384

(.147) (.422) (.696) (.431)
Const 405 -.343 -0.420 -.249
(.157) (.422) (.734) (.453)

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%elnumbers in parenthesis are the standard eifrtite estimates.

Table 8. EVS Wave 1 Regressions

EVS Wave 2 -1990

Variable OoLS Probit Logit Probit
Robust

Govcon .008* 0.025* .040* .025*
(.002) (.005) (.009) (.005)

Nchild .016* 0.045* .074* .045*
(.004) (.012) (.017) (.0112)
Sex -.0317* -0.089* -.145* -.089*
(.0092) (.026) (.043) (.026)

Married -.013 -0.037 -.059 -.037
(.012) (.034) (.056) (.034)

Income2 .023 0.072 113 .072
(.031) (.091) (.152) (.091)

Income3 .009 0.030 .050 .030
(.028) (.083) (.139) (.083)

Income4 .028 0.084 141 .084
(.0277) (.081) (.135) (.081)

Income5 .028 0.088 144 .088
(.028) (.081) (.134) (.080)

Income6 .056* 0.165* .268* .165*
(.028) (.082) (.136) (.081)

Income?7 .062* 0.179* .292* 179*
(.029) (.084) (.140) (.084)

Income8 .0356 0.105 174 .105
(.0295) (.086) (.143) (.085)

Income9 .075* 0.215* .349* .215*
(.031) (.089) (.147) (.089)

Incomel0 .044 0.126 .209 126
(.030) (.086) (.142) (.085)

Religionl .019 0.038 .067 .038
(.156) (.425) (.690) (.434)

Religion2 -.239 -0.671 -1.158 -.671
(.201) (.570) (.960) (.595)

Religion3 .002 -0.013 -.021 -.013
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Religion4

Religion5

Religion6

Religion7

Religion8

Vote

Const

(173)

-321
(173)

-.105
(.169)

.062
(.157)

-.085
(.155)

-122
(.154)

-.091*
(.005)

505+
(.1599)

(474)

-1.075
(.509)

-0.278
(.465)

0.156
(.431)

-0.241
(.422)

-0.343
(.422)

-0.260*
(.015)

.006*
(.439)

(:768)

-1.862*
(.872)

-.460
(.757)

259
(.699)

-.385
(.686)

-.553
(.685)

-.432*
(.024)

.024*
(.714)

(:482)

-1.075*
(.521)

-.278
(.475)

156
(.439)

-.241
(.431)

-.343
(.431)

-.260*
(.015)

.006
(.445)

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5% €lnumbers in parenthesis are the standard effrtite estimates.

Table 9. EVS Wave 2 Regressions

EVS Wave 3 - 1999

Variable oLSs Probit Logit Probit
Robust
Exp A424* 1.280* 2.078* 1.280
(.157) (.455) (.750) (.448)
Nchild .033* .095* .157* .095
(.007) (.020) (.033) (.020)
Sex -.055* -.154* -.256* -.154
(.015) (.043) (.071) (.043)
Education2 .118* .454* .812* 454
(.056) (.193) (.356) (.194)
Education3 .160* .586* 1.032* .586
(.056) (.192) (.356) (.194)
Education4 .205* 713* 1.244* 713
(.057) (.194) (.358) (.196)
Education5 .161* .591* 1.035* .591
(.057) (.196) (.361) (.196)
Education6 .235* .798* 1.382* 798
(.057) (.194) (.358) (.195)
Education7 .239* .802* 1.389* .802
(.058) (.197) (.362) (:197)
Education8 .281* .910* 1.561* .910
(.058) (.196) (.3607) (:197)
Married .009 .029 .046 .028
(.018) (.053) (.087) (.053)
Income .006 .016 .024 .016
(.007) (.021) (.034) (.021)
Religionl .154 462 .704 462
(.237) (.731) (1.201) (.653)
Religion2 -.243
(-399) - - -
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Religion3

Religion4

Religion5

Religion6

Religion7

Religion8

Vote

People

Const

145
(.273)

-.125
(.245)

-.054
(.253)

233
(.236)

061
(.231)

057
(.231)

-.058*
(.009)

(.022)*
.006

-.017*
(.251)

459
(.821)

-.450
(773)

114
(.782)

687
(.729)

218
(717)

211
(.716)

-.166*
(.025)

.061*
(.018)

-1.652*
(.778)

697
(1.349)

-.870
(1.298)

-.338
(1.310)

1.067
(1.199)

312
(1.178)

.296
(1.177)

-0.276*
(0.041)

.101*
.0298

-2.701*
(1.289)

460
(.761)

-.450
(.702)

-114
(.729)

687
(.652)

218*
(.638)

211*
(.637)

-.166*
(.025)

.061*
(.018)

-1.652*
(.706)

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%elnumbers in parenthesis are the standard eifrtite estimates.

Table 10. EVS Wave 3 Regressions

EVS Wave 4 -2008

Variable OoLS Probit Logit Probit
Robust

Exp .309* .864* 1.418* .864*
(.089) (.252) (.417) (.256)

Nchild .019* .053* .088* .053*
(.005) (.015) (.024) (.014)

Sex -.053* -.152* -.246* -.152*
(.012) (.034) (.055) (.033)

Education2 -.002 -.016 -.050 -.016
(.074) (.226) (-390) (.228)

Education3 .036 116 .203 116
(.072) (.219) (.377) (.221)

Education4 .042 141 .228 141
(.072) (.220) (.379) (.222)

Education5 .069 .216 .369 .216
(.072) (.218) (.375) (.220)

Education6 .087 .265 449 .265
(.072) (.217) (.374) (.219)

Education7 .148* 433* .720 433*
(.072) (.218) (.375) (.220)

Education8 132 .385 .638 .385
(.073) (.221) (.379) (.222)

Married .029* .080* 141* .080*
(.014) (.039) (.064) (.039)

Income .014* .039* .062* .039
(.004) (.0112) (.019) (.012)

Religionl .255* .707* 1.125 .707
(.126) (.353) (.585) (.367)
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Religion2

Religion3

Religion4

Religion5

Religion6

Religion7

Religion8

Vote

People

Const

189
(171)

.149
(.175)

-177
(.125)

-195
(.121)

.070
(.123)

-.018
(.119)

-.024
(.119)

-.063
(.007)

-1.652*
(.778)

274
(.146)

505
(472)

.395
(.489)

-525
(.354)

-593
(.338)

.203
(.344)

-.037
(.333)

-.052
(.332)

-.181*
(.019)

.048*
(.014)

-.625
(.416)

827
(.780)

620
(.800)

-.934
(.592)

-1.022
(.560)

325
(.569)

-.073
(.551)

-.093
(.550)

-.302*
(.032)

.082*
(.024)

-1.02
(.696)

505
(.499)

.395
(.496)

-525
(.371)

-.593
(.354)

203
(.359)

-.037
(.349)

-.052
(.348)

-.181*
(.019)

.048*
(.014)

-.625
(.430)

Asterisks indicate coefficient significant at 5%elnumbers in parenthesis are the standard eifrtite estimates.

Table 11. EVS Wave 4 Regressions
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